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Dear Members of the Housing Tools & Strategies Working Group:
Please consider the following comments re "Strategies and Options"
This document purports to present options for implementing: "How our community [can] increase
affordability, availability, and diversity in Eugene, so individuals and families can better afford to
live here."
To begin, the statement cited above completely ignores any reflection of the Envision Eugene pillar
to "Protect, Repair and Enhance Neighborhood Livability" and thus, from the first words belies the
bias inherent in the process.
The first "strategy" is stated as "Remove land use code barriers." Where is the documentation
identifying which provisions of the land use code create actual, significant and inappropriate
"barriers" to affordable housing? Where is the date to support such conclusions? I haven't found any
such data or analysis on the City's website.
One of several ridiculous "options" that is listed is: "Scrap the zoning code." First note that the code
encompasses industrial, farm, commercial and many other uses in addition to residential. While
there are many legitimate improvements to Eugene's zoning that might be considered, why is the
Working Group set to even consider such and absurd idea.
Similarly specious is the "option" to "Remove neighborhood-specific zoning." Obviously, the concept
of "zones" involves area-specific regulations governing uses and development. Just as a porkrendering facility needs to be separated from homes (including single- and multi-family dwellings),
the many uses in a neighborhood need to be regulated according to context. An obvious example is
the different nature of housing standards (e.g., mass, scale, setbacks) that are appropriate for
level terrain versus hillsides. Especially in mostly built-out neighborhoods, substantially different
standards are appropriate for older, "grid-patterned" neighborhood versus more recent "loops-andlollipops" subdivisions. In contrast, larger-scale, "greenfield" development can encompass a wide
range of alternatives.
Both of the above "options" are transparently part of the attempt to undercut established singlefamily neighborhoods that don't have CC&R's (Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions). If the Working
Group hopes to have its recommendations perceived as legitimate, such extreme options should be
summarily rejected.
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Returning to the description of the first "strategy", the document states: "To increase housing units
while preserving these qualities, land within the Urban Growth Boundary needs to be used more
strategically and intensively."
What are "these qualities"? To honor the community's strong and continuing support for the Envision
Eugene "Neighborhood Livability" pillar, this should be stated as:
"To increase housing units while protecting, repairing and enhancing neighborhood livability,
land within the Urban Growth Boundary needs to be used more wisely."
Even this more legitimate statement raises a fundamental question: Didn't the Envision Eugene
buildable lands analysis determine that with the minimal expansion of the UGB, there would be
sufficient buildable lands to meet all of Eugene's projected housing needs until 2020? This analysis
was based fundamentally on the Comprehensive Plan designations, but was also represented as
adjusted to present reasonable estimates of practically achievable residential densities on the
buildable lands. If the EE analysis was honest and reasonably accurate, then the fundamental
problem should not be one of not being able to construct enough dwellings on the existing land
under existing zoning and regulations. Where is the evidence that this is not the case nd that there
are "barriers" in the existing code to constructing the needed number of dwellings?
The foregoing question is not intended to address the potential cost issues; that is a separate
matter. However, I have seen no evidence that current density designations or lot or development
regulations restrict the number of dwellings below the projected need.
In fact, the most obvious and well-researched "barrier" to "affordable housing" is the disparity
between the minimum costs to develop and make a profit on building dwelling units and the
inadequate financial capacity of lower-wealth households. Assuredly, the Working Group
understands that increasing the financial capacity of lower-wealth households is desirable, and
challenging. Leaving that for another discussion, the Working Group needs credible, fairly detailed
data on not just the costs, but also the profit incentives that drive "market-rate" housing
development in Eugene to be as high as it is.
The first place to look is the cost of land. While "compact growth" may favor housing in downtown
and on key transit corridors, the cost of land downtown an in commercially-zoned areas along
transit corridors may be much higher than would be the cost of flat, "greenfield" land beyond the
current UGB.
Which raises the question: Why isn't "expand the UGB" one of the options? Until there is evidence
that such an expansion would not help lower the cost of housing significantly, that options should
not be taken off the table of the community is serious about providing the needed housing.
The other obvious places to look are materials and labor costs, all direct and indirect fees and
charges and regulations other than zoning, e.g., environmental. safety, etc.
Finally, the potential profit margin for different forms of "market-rate" housing is almost certainly
a major factor in what local developers choose to build. Even if a developer can deliver one or
multiple dwellings at the lowest feasible cost, as long as there's strong demand for more expensive
housing, the return on time and money will push the developers to build the more profitable, i.e.,
expensive forms of housing. Eugene is unfortunate in being a city that appears to be attractive to
people from California, who can sell much more expensive homes and afford high-end homes in
Eugene. Permit records for recent housing development would provide valuable evidence of this
factor. (See for example the flat, "greenfield" development by Bruce Weichert west of Polk Street.
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These are "cookie-cutter" spec houses, on an easily developed site, but are priced at $400-500K+.
Why did Weichert choose to build these instead of low-cost houses? The answer is obvious -- there
is a demand and the profit is greater.
This last point is also critical to understand the risk of changing the R-1 (including ADU) code,
which would affect only those areas without CC&Rs. As Portland has demonstrated on the ground,
essentially changing R-1 code to allow two full-size, detached or town-home dwelling on lots that
currently allow only one single-family dwelling (with the option of a smaller ADU as long as the
owner lives on the lot) -- would result in demolition of affordable houses and replacement with two
expensive new houses. More units, but no contribution to affordable housing!
The knowledgeable professionals are in agreement that the very first rule of "affordable housing" is
to not demolish existing housing.
While the staff and Working Group seem to be proceeding in an "evidence-free" manner, other
cities and organizations have come to a consistent conclusion -- by far the scope and seriousness is
greatest in the shortage of "affordable housing" for the lowest-income (lowest financial capacity"
households and there is no market-rate solution that scales up to the required number of
dwellings. For example, fiddling with ADUs has an absurdly miniscule potential benefit at the risk
of substantial political conflict and delay. Pretty much all of the "options" under the first "strategy"
are not going to produce any significant improvement in the supply of "affordable" housing (except
#5 -- Corridor mixed-use and #8 Opportunity Siting).
Regarding "options" in the second category: #13 is a very bad idea. The local and LUBA appeal
processes are already severely tilted against impacted residents. #14 MUPTE should be properly
reformed, as suggested above. #15 -- It would be very helpful to all parties to do a fair and
effective job of fixing the code and making housing criteria clear and objective. The current
process is completely off the rails and not going to come close to getting the job done. It is about
as incompetently led as was the South Willamette Special Area Zone, and I expect it to blow up
just as spectacularly once the public sees the outcome. The other non-financial items are
questionable.
Regarding "options" in the third category: The focus on funding is the right area to be working on.
#21 should be consider only as an element of "Opportunity Siting" or "greenfield" development -not in established neighborhoods, other than through OS. #23 is actually a very, very good idea -but despite me (and others) hammering City staff to do this under "ECLA" and the EE housing
analysis, they blew it off entirely. Eugene will pay the price of this negligence for years to come.
The other options are all reasonable to keep within the scope of serious options.
The working group should be laser-focused on the financial elements to bring costs down and
provide financial subsidies to fill the gap. The City will know its producing real solutions when we
see decent, affordable apartments rising along the West Eugene EmX corridor on W. 6th and 7th
Aves. and/or further out on the WEEMX line.
For additional locations, the "Opportunity Siting" strategy -- adopted by City Council -- is the
simplest, least controversial way to identify where dense, low-cost housing (and mixed use) could
be incentivized. I'd invite results-oriented WG members to join me on a tour of potential OS sites
already identified in the JWN.
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Finally, here are several recommended additions to the "options" list that I encourage the WG
members to consider.
1. Expand the UGB to encompass land that would provide lower-cost, buildable lands and with
an agreement by owner(s) that the land would be available only for development projects
that included substantial "workforce housing."
2. Prohibit CC&Rs that limit residential development density to less than what is allowed by
Eugene's "Low-Density Residential Zone" (currently R-1). Alternatively (if legally feasible) -Charge a high fee for recording CC&Rs that include such restrictions.
3. Limit MUPTE exemptions to projects that provide substantial percentage of "workforce"
housing.
4. Through neighborhood process, update Westside Neighborhood Plan for areas along W. 7th
Ave. to enable MUPTE in on that EmX Corridor.
5. Implement the true intent and provisions of "Opportunity Siting" to identify potential OS
sites for higher-density and/or mixed-use development. (Begin with "pilot" in Jefferson
Westside Neighbors -- JWN already has an intial "OS map."
In summary, I would suggest the WG keep their feet on the ground and understand that the "code"
and "neighborhoods" are not the problem. The true barriers are: costs, including from limited
greenfield development sites; high-demand for higher-end housing; and lack of public funding.
Thank you for your consideration.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
541.344.2552
_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professio
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Dear Working Group members,
As many of you know, the "Community" vision for Envision Eugene was substantially developed through the lengthy
process involving a large number of individuals who participated in the "Community Resource Group."
Based on a consensus of this group, the Envision Eugene Draft Plan that the City Council approved included a number of
"pillars." Although not having the status of legal comprehensive plan "policies," these pillars capture the fundamental
principals to which the community intends that policies and other outcomes conform. One of the pillars provides an
aspirational community vision:
"Provide Affordable Housing for All Income Levels"
Just as importantly, the following pillar provides a community vision that has both a prescriptive element and two
aspirational elements:
"Protect, Repair and Enhance Neighborhood Livability"
The strategies for the "Affordable Housing" pillar, which the City Council adopted, very clearly reinforce the
"Neighborhood Livability" pillar:
"Develop and apply design guidelines, in collaboration with the Infill Compatibility Standards (ICS) to
address compatibility, while increasing flexibility in land use regulations to achieve desired outcome."
The strategies for the "Neighborhood Livability" pillar, which the City Council adopted, very clearly reinforce the
essential role of Infill Compatibility Standards:
"Densities will not be increased in neighborhoods above those allowed by existing regulations, or
undertake new strategies that impact neighborhoods unless they are in accordance with the goals and
recommendations of the Infill Compatibility Standards and Opportunity Siting Task Teams."
Importantly, this adopted strategy states "will not," by which the City Council made this a requirement, not an option.
The City Council also formally approved the ICS Task Team's Charter, including the Project Goals, which state:
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.
Accordingly, the Affordable Housing Tools & Strategies Working Group must operate consistently with the Envision
Eugene pillars and strategies, as well as the ICS goals, including (a): Prevent residential infill that would
significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability or natural resources
of residential neighborhoods
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It should be obvious to most working group members that suggestions to eliminate or undermine land use code
provisions that would remove essential protections for residential neighborhoods should be rejected outright.
In fact, the City Council, not only through its adoption of the Envision Eugene pillars and strategies, but also through
explicit council adoption of "Opportunity Siting" as a primary strategy for residential and mixed-use development in
established neighborhoods -- identified exactly how to go about locating significant numbers of new dwellings, both
subsidized and market rate. Unfortunately, when the Planning staff managed the Opportunity Siting project, they
essentially ignored its fundamental purpose and framework and "hijacked" it to waste enormous time, money and
community goodwill on the grandiose and disastrous "South Willamette Special Area Zone."
Working group members who want to understand the true intent and mechanisms of "Opportunity Siting" can learn
more by reading:
Citizens’ Guide to Opportunity Siting
You can also view some graphic depictions of OS and a real-world map (third page) of potential OS site that JWN
members have identified:
https://trusttheneighbors.files.wordpress.com/2018/03/os-map.pdf
I've also attached a very important document from the EE Community Resource Group that the working group members
should closely review. The "MUD" committee's report and recommendations were broadly endorsed by the full EE CRG."
(I've attached both the full report and just the recommendations so that you can distribute whichever, or both, as you
think would be most helpful.) Note how truly diverse interests were reflected by committee members and the
unanimity on all but one dissent on one recommendation. Also note how a legitimate report is done, explicitly showing
affiliations of the members; a review of the process and meetings; and inclusion of each member's unfiltered
comments after the report was agreed to. Thus, no one's voice was buried by some faux "consensus" process.
Thus, these recommendations have enormous validity as an element of the Envision Eugene process that reflects
specific details of the "community vision," which staff touts so highly. Note also the following excerpt from the Draft
Envision Eugene plan that Council approved:
"The majority of strategies focus on accommodating future housing and employment inside the existing urban
growth boundary (UGB).
This is consistent not only with state law, but also with community values. As such, the proposal includes the
following key points:
• Future land need for commercial activities and multi-family housing will be accommodated inside the existing
UGB.
• Densities will not be increased in our single-family neighborhoods beyond what is currently allowed.
Furthermore, we will
continue to develop compatibility standards to ensure that future development is in-keeping with the character
of existing neighborhoods.
• Densities will be increased (for jobs and multi-family housing) along key transit corridors and in core
commercial areas. Financial and infrastructure incentives will be required to facilitate redevelopment
activities."
(In subsequent documents, Planning staff appear to have watered these community members' positions down without
any further engagement of the CRG.)

In summary, the working group should, as the saying goes, "stay within its lane" and not ignore,
override or subvert the vision and opinions of the broader community as reflected in a much
deeper and wider public process than the is happening with the working group.
Thank you for your consideration.
Paul Conte
_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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Attachment B
RECOMMENDED THEME
Mixed‐Use, New- and Re-Development along Transit Corridors and in the Downtown Area
MUD subgroup member votes
Support (10): Banks, Belcher, Conte, Finigan, Jacobs, Mitchell, Reilley, Schwetz, Vaughn, Walsh
Do not support (1): Bennett

1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the
streets and their extents which are considered transit corridors desirable for mixed-use
development. Include a process for adding or removing street segments from that list.
2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to create high‐quality, economically-viable,
multiple-use centers (including mixed-use buildings, where appropriate) within roughly one
quarter to one half mile of identified transit corridors and within the downtown commercial
area.
3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while protecting
and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-use
centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team. (See Attachment C.)
4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, walkable community living by providing a mix
of residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close proximity to one another – in many
cases within a single building. (This type of development is often referred to as “TransitOriented Development”.)
5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in discrete locations along transit corridors to
facilitate distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating long strip developments.
Additionally, each corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized
consideration and treatment in planning and, as necessary, in the land use code.
6. Focus attention on areas where success is most likely.
7. Development should embrace the unique character of the encompassing area, and endeavor
to enhance the quality and livability of existing and new neighborhoods. Where appropriate,
create transition zones between mixed-use development areas and adjacent neighborhoods.
Respect the character and scale of existing low-density neighborhoods.
8. These new multiple-use centers should provide ample, active open space and gathering areas
for community interaction.
9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character.
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10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers
and in transitioning to lower-density residential areas.
11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, configurations, and affordability to facilitate
diverse ownership and rental options.
12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and
convenient connections within and between the transit corridor, the transit-oriented
development, and the neighborhoods close to the corridor.
13. Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.
14. Consider design standards to better define the public realm and promote quality.
Development standards should allow for a range of development proposals, with density
ranges set at reasonable levels to allow for flexible growth over the coming years without
being overly prescriptive.
15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to occur with public sector participation. One
form of public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure to support mixed-use
development (an example is to improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street from
24th Avenue to 30th Avenue). Another form of public sector participation is to facilitate
development via incentives for developers.
16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace
this theme.
17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center efforts to inform us of lessons learned.
18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for projected
housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.
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MUD subgroup report

December 10, 2010

Envision Eugene
Community Resource Group
Mixed-Use (Re)Development (MUD) subgroup
Members and affiliations (alphabetically):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Larry Banks, Principal, PIVOT Architecture
Jon Belcher, Planning Commissioner and former member of the ECLA Community Advisory
Committee
Rob Bennett, Downtown business person
Paul Conte, Jefferson Westside Neighbors (JWN) and former member of the ECLA
Community Advisory Committee
Jerry Finigan, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the Infill
Compatibility Standards Task Team’s Steering Committee
Carolyn Jacobs, South University Neighborhood Association (SUNA) and former member of
the ECLA Community Advisory Committee
Barbara Mitchell, Cal Young Neighborhood Association (CYNA)
Carleen Reilly, River Road Community Organization (RRCO)
Tom Schwetz, LTD -- EmX Project Manager
Ann Vaughn, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the
Opportunity Siting Task Team
Pat Walsh, Consultant with Lane County Home Builders Association

CRG member Don Kahle also observed part of the second MUD subgroup meeting and was
CC’d on e-mails from the facilitators.
Facilitators:
•
•

Paul Conte, pconte@picante-soft.com, 541.344.2552
Carolyn Jacobs, Carolyn.I.Jacobs@gmail.com, 541.683.8556

Adopted MUD subgroup objective
Provide to the CRG:
•

The MUD subgroup’s recommendation(s) regarding the “THEM 15 [sic] MIXED-USE
REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORS” statement provided by Chadwick.

•

Individual members’ comments related to the “theme”.
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Process summary
MUD subgroup members held three well-attended meetings totaling approximately six hours of
face-to-face discussions. The second and third meetings were recorded, and the audio file was
made available to all members, including those who had been unable to attend. (This practice
proved valuable in enabling members who were not at a meeting to get a complete, direct
understanding of what transpired at a meeting.)
Members also used e-mail for distribution of materials from the facilitators, scheduling meetings
and for members to submit items for consideration at an upcoming meeting. Limited discussion of
substantive issues also occurred in e-mail exchanges. When a member was unable to attend a
meeting, he or she was invited to vote or weigh in on meeting topics via e-mail.
At the first meeting, members:
•
•
•
•

Elected facilitators
Produced a draft work plan
Held a preliminary round of discussion on substantive issues related to the theme
Agreed to use the “MUD” theme received from Bob Chadwick (Attachment A) as the
starting point, rather than starting from scratch

At the second meeting, members:
•
•
•

Adopted a final work plan, including the objective, work product and key elements of the
decision process
Discussed members’ proposals for revisions to the original version of the theme.
Agreed to use a rewritten theme proposed by one member as the foundation for a
recommendation, along with other members’ proposed revisions

At the third meeting, members:
•

•

Deliberated section-by-section through a “consolidated” version of the theme, which
included the version from the second meeting and additional sections proposed by other
members. Votes were taken on proposed revisions to, or deletion of, each section. With
the exception of section 18, all decisions on individual sections were unanimous or near
unanimous.
Voting was then opened on the revised recommendation for the “MUD” theme. Members
could choose to vote at the meeting or vote later by e-mail. Eight members voted in
support at the meeting.

Following the final meeting, two members voted to support and one member voted to not support
the recommendation. Attachment B provides the recommended theme, and Attachment D provides
a cross reference from sections of the original theme to sections of the recommended theme.
Members then had the opportunity to submit individual comments related to the theme. These
comments are attached to this report. (See Attachment E.) Comments were not edited or
discussed formally among members.
Respectfully submitted by the facilitators,
Paul Conte
Carolyn Jacobs
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Attachment A
THE “THEME” AS RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK

THEM [sic] 15 - MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORSDRAFT SYNTHESIS - 2010.09.14
(Developed, after group discussion, by Carolyn Weiss, Kevin Mathews, Sue Prichard.)
Plan a network of full-service* transit corridors for Eugene. Plan for gradual redevelopment to
high-quality, economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use neighborhoods, in core
commercial areas and within a quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting established
residential neighborhoods).
Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most likely, using pilot programs when
feasible to explore and demonstrate possibilities.
In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide a variety of housing types and
affordability adapted to evolving demographics and living trends in our community. Avoid
gentrification. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character.
Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so property owners will embrace the effort and
be supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be successful.
The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of
a corridor plan that addresses the needs of that area.
Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized consideration and
treatment in planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code.
Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and convenient
connections within and between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors.
Other statements to be considered:
•

An understanding that all buildings along the corridor do not have to be mixed use.

•

Encourage the greater part of mixed use development closer to the core of the city.

•

Explore the notion of extending the transit corridors and the mixed use areas outside the
UGB and developing neighborhoods in “fingers” along these routes.
The possibility of industrial zoned areas that could be considered for mixed use
development.
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Attachment B
RECOMMENDED THEME
Mixed‐Use, New- and Re-Development along Transit Corridors and in the Downtown Area
MUD subgroup member votes
Support (10): Banks, Belcher, Conte, Finigan, Jacobs, Mitchell, Reilley, Schwetz, Vaughn, Walsh
Do not support (1): Bennett

1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the
streets and their extents which are considered transit corridors desirable for mixed-use
development. Include a process for adding or removing street segments from that list.
2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to create high‐quality, economically-viable,
multiple-use centers (including mixed-use buildings, where appropriate) within roughly one
quarter to one half mile of identified transit corridors and within the downtown commercial
area.
3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while protecting
and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-use
centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team. (See Attachment C.)
4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, walkable community living by providing a mix
of residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close proximity to one another – in many
cases within a single building. (This type of development is often referred to as “TransitOriented Development”.)
5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in discrete locations along transit corridors to
facilitate distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating long strip developments.
Additionally, each corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized
consideration and treatment in planning and, as necessary, in the land use code.
6. Focus attention on areas where success is most likely.
7. Development should embrace the unique character of the encompassing area, and endeavor
to enhance the quality and livability of existing and new neighborhoods. Where appropriate,
create transition zones between mixed-use development areas and adjacent neighborhoods.
Respect the character and scale of existing low-density neighborhoods.
8. These new multiple-use centers should provide ample, active open space and gathering areas
for community interaction.
9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character.
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10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers
and in transitioning to lower-density residential areas.
11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, configurations, and affordability to facilitate
diverse ownership and rental options.
12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and
convenient connections within and between the transit corridor, the transit-oriented
development, and the neighborhoods close to the corridor.
13. Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.
14. Consider design standards to better define the public realm and promote quality.
Development standards should allow for a range of development proposals, with density
ranges set at reasonable levels to allow for flexible growth over the coming years without
being overly prescriptive.
15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to occur with public sector participation. One
form of public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure to support mixed-use
development (an example is to improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street from
24th Avenue to 30th Avenue). Another form of public sector participation is to facilitate
development via incentives for developers.
16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace
this theme.
17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center efforts to inform us of lessons learned.
18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for projected
housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.
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Attachment C
INFILL COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS TASK TEAM – PROJECT GOALS STATEMENT
Unanimously approved by the ICS Task Team

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.
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Attachment D
CROSS-REFERENCE FROM DRAFT THEME RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK TO RECOMMENDED THEME
1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit
corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the streets and
their extents which are considered transit corridors
desirable for mixed-use development. Include a
process for adding or removing street segments from
that list.
2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to
create high‐quality, economically-viable, multiple-use
centers (including mixed-use buildings, where
appropriate) within roughly one quarter to one half
mile of identified transit corridors and within the
downtown commercial area.
3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve
increased residential density while protecting and
enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the
development of multiple-use centers shall be consistent
with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility
Standards Task Team.
4. These multiple-use centers should foster active,
walkable community living by providing a mix of
residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close
proximity to one another – in many cases within a
single building. (This type of development is often
referred to as “Transit-Oriented Development”.)
5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in
discrete locations along transit corridors to facilitate
distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating
long strip developments. Additionally, each corridor
has unique characteristics and should be given localized
consideration and treatment in planning and, as
necessary, in the land use code.

Plan a network of full-service transit corridors for Eugene.
Plan for gradual redevelopment to high-quality,
economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use
neighborhoods, in core commercial areas and within a
quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting
established residential neighborhoods).
Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most
likely, using pilot programs when feasible to explore and
demonstrate possibilities.
In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide
a variety of housing types and affordability adapted to
evolving demographics and living trends in our
community. Avoid gentrification. Develop with a texture
of building types, sizes, and local character.
Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so
property owners will embrace the effort and be
supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be
successful.
The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong
example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of a corridor
plan that addresses the needs of that area.
Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and
should be given localized consideration and treatment in
planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code.
Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps
and provide safe and convenient connections within and
between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors.
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6. Focus attention on areas where success is most
likely.
7. Development should embrace the unique character
of the encompassing area, and endeavor to enhance
the quality and livability of existing and new
neighborhoods. Where appropriate, create transition
zones between mixed-use development areas and
adjacent neighborhoods. Respect the character and
scale of existing low-density neighborhoods.
8. These new multiple-use centers should provide
ample, active open space and gathering areas for
community interaction.
9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and
local character.
10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding
vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers and in
transitioning to lower-density residential areas.
11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes,
configurations, and affordability to facilitate diverse
ownership and rental options.
12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling
infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and
convenient connections within and between the transit
corridor, the transit-oriented development, and the
neighborhoods close to the corridor.
13. Consider parking and traffic implications of
proposed development patterns.
14. Consider design standards to better define the
public realm and promote quality. Development
standards should allow for a range of development
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proposals, with density ranges set at reasonable levels
to allow for flexible growth over the coming years
without being overly prescriptive.
15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to
occur with public sector participation. One form of
public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure
to support mixed-use development (an example is to
improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street
from 24th Avenue to 30th Avenue). Another form of
public sector participation is to facilitate development
via incentives for developers.

A

16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce
unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace this
theme.
17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center
efforts to inform us of lessons learned.
18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only
on those assumptions for projected housing capacity
that ensure this theme can be accomplished.
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Attachment E
MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Larry Banks
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
General:
As conversation and consideration evolved on the topic of “Multiple Use”, I began to view two
different types of development or zoning “categories” that may warrant different treatment
within the overall umbrella of this “Multiple-Use theme”. One would be land currently zoned as
non-residential, where we would add residential or change to mixed-use designation. The other is
land surrounding the mixed-use land which may be currently zoned as low-density residential but
may warrant change to a higher-density residential to support the goals or enable market
feasibility of the multiple-use center. It is my opinion that the mixed-use zoned land should be
afforded fewer restrictions than the residentially zoned lands.
On section 13: “Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.”
After further consideration, section 13 appears somewhat vague, may not convey adequate
direction or embody sufficient feasibility, or in fact may already be required by other code
provisions. I believe that the intent is to consider and mitigate significant traffic or parking impacts
on existing neighborhoods as a result of proposed development proposals.
On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.”
My dissenting vote on this item was based on my feeling that this section was more of a general
planning process statement, and that it was not completely germane to the vision of Mixed-Use
Centers along Transit Corridors and a “creative solution fostering a best possible outcome”. I think
the intent of the section may be noble and there may be merit in a general sense, but in our
limited time was not clear to me how it added to the vision of a mixed use center.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from John Belcher
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
General:
All members of this group contributed to our proposal but our facilitators Paul Conte and Carolyn
Jacobs did yeoman work and Larry Banks provided the base document that guided the rest of our
work.
On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multipleuse centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team.”
This section generated far more discussion than any other. For me to support the section I needed
it to clarify that this is one purpose and therefore there are additional purposes to this strategy
(and indeed Envision Eugene) than solely protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. For
me it is equally important to encourage economic vitality, to the degree practicable protect farm
and forest land and finally to support social diversity in Eugene. All are important and the viability
of our final recommendation should be measured by how we balance all of them.
On language related to VMT:
There was consideration at one point of including the phrase: “overall vehicle miles travelled
(VMT) can be reduced if development emphasis is placed in areas closer to the downtown core.”
I successfully moved to strike the phrase for the following reasons:
1. No evidence is presented to support that assertion.
2. These multiple use centers are the likely mechanism to develop 20 minute neighborhoods
throughout the City. We shouldn’t deny North Eugene, West Eugene and South Eugene the
opportunity to have 20 minute neighborhoods by only allowing multiple use centers in the
proximity of downtown.
3. Increased density along the length of transit corridors has synergistically improved transit
use and improved transit options make living along transit corridors more desirable (as
along the MAX corridor in Portland).
4. When we focus on one area as desirable for development, we a priori de-emphasize the
rest. Multiple use centers appear to be the most acceptable way to accommodate our
34,000 projected new residents so why would we create impediments to their development
by implying that some transit corridors are less desirable for development than others. The
more people we accommodate in multiple use centers, the less we will have to expand the
UGB which will have an even greater impact on VMT. And if we don’t accommodate these
11

folks in Eugene, far more VMT will be generated by folks commuting to Eugene from Dexter,
Harrisburg, Veneta and beyond.
On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.”
Section 18 is the only section not supported by either everyone on the committee or all minus
one. In fact, this section passed by only one vote. I personally voted no because I don’t understand
what it means nor do I understand its implications.
Additionally it is the only section in the theme specifically intended for the entire Envision Eugene
process rather than specifically for this theme. Therefore should be discussed by the entire CRG
body and then we should decide whether we want to accept it as a general principle for our final
document. If through that discussion I come to understand it better, I too may be able to support it.
Thanks again to everyone on the committee and I hope you give our thoughts serious
consideration.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Rob Bennett
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multipleuse centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team.”
I feel like I was the most outspoken opponent of the second sentence in this section. My position
is that the balance of neighborhood protections for mixed use development or redevelopment
should be materially different from those afforded neighborhoods when the proposed
development is within the low density primary neighborhood area. My understanding is that in
most cases mixed use development in Eugene is projected to occur in what are now primarily
commercial areas with the goal of adding housing, very different from the other way around.
Can you imagine even the most trustworthy, confident, and experienced development company
risking the substantial initial capital required in the planning stage of a project trying to actually
understand what some neighborhood group’s or the public’s subjective judgment of what
“significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability...” really
means and how a proposed project’s basic scale and design would be judged?
My strong belief is that little or no development would occur and if this language prevailed we
should not consider this type of housing initiative in our projections for added housing supply.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Paul Conte
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
General:
The MUD subgroup comprised individuals with a wealth of knowledge and experience across a
wide range of interests. Members included neighborhood leaders with decades of collective
experience dealing with neighborhood issues related to development, a developer with many
years experience in successful residential and commercial projects, a representative of the Home
Builders Association of Lane County, a representative of Lane Transit District who’s been on the
“front-line” of the West Eugene Extension of EmX project, a LEED-certified principal in a prominent
architecture firm, and a current Planning Commissioner who has served in that role during many
of the years the City has grappled with growth issues.
As part of their work developing a recommended theme, this group tackled head-on one of the
most important and challenging issues related to future growth – protecting neighborhood
livability. Reaching consensus-minus-one agreement wasn’t easy and at times seemed out of
reach. However, the group finally found common ground by building on the “field-tested”
foundations of the Infill Compatibility Standards process, which City Council initiated.
My personal thanks goes out to all eleven MUD subgroup members for their perseverance and
patience.
On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multipleuse centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team.”
This section elicited some of the deepest discussion among the MUD subgroup members. The
language that was finally supported by all but one member directly connects the “multiple-use
centers” strategy with the principles that are at the heart of the Infill Compatibility Standards (ICS)
strategy that City Council initiated. These principles seek to meaningfully protect and enhance
neighborhoods and to encourage increased residential density by creating well-designed housing
in the right locations.
The ICS goals rest on the understanding that neighborhood livability and successful medium- and
high-density housing are complementary, rather than conflicting, goals. They are not “tradeoffs”
that need to be “balanced.” In other words, to be broadly successful, the “multiple-use centers”
strategy must occur in the context of healthy, attractive surrounding areas, or people won’t
choose to live in such developments. Conversely, well-planned multiple-use centers have
enormous potential to increase the neighborhood commercial, social, educational and
transportation resources available to nearby residents, thus enriching these neighborhoods and
making them even more livable.
14

The MUD subgroup desired to connect the “multiple-use centers” strategy to an established city
process, rather than craft new language; and therefore section 3 references the adopted ICS Task
Team goals. However, the language of the ICS Task Team goals (see Attachment C) applies the core
principles specifically to infill development, while section 3 of this theme applies to development
in multiple-use centers. The appropriate application of section 3 can be understood most clearly
by simply recasting the ICS goals statement, replacing “residential infill” with “development in
multiple-use centers”:
Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that:
(a) Prevent development in multiple-use centers that would significantly threaten or
diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability or natural resources of residential
neighborhoods; and
(b) Encourage development in multiple-use centers 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.
On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.”
Section 18 was the only section about which MUD members ended up almost evenly divided on
whether to include or not.
This section addresses a highly-technical, legal issue, that is nonetheless essential to enable
agreed-upon themes to be implemented. However, from our subgroup’s discussion, my sense is
that some MUD subgroup members were hesitant to support a recommendation without fully
understanding the issue. As I’ve urged throughout ECLA and Envision Eugene, I think it’s very
important for staff to explain the related implications of adopted Metro Plan amendments and
findings. I hope staff will provide all CRG members with a clear explanation of this important
connection.
I believe a majority of MUD subgroup members also felt this was a point that would apply across
the board to all “themes” and accordingly would be better expressed in a more general context
than in this specific theme. I believe the members who supported including this section would
agree to it being removed from this theme, if it were incorporated in a more encompassing
consensus statement by the CRG.
I heard the third main objection to including this section as a feeling that we should have faith that
staff will take care of this issue in the normal course of their EE work. I hope this would be the
case; and if it were, the section would simply be a reminder that might not be necessary. However,
in the ECLA and EE work to date, there’s evidence that staff has not adequately considered the
implications of capacity assumptions. As just one example, potential assumptions about increasing
capacity in R-1 areas developed as “transition” areas could foreclose the possibility of appropriate
development standards in some transition areas that are part of a “mixed-use center” strategy.
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Thus, while no harm will result from including this section (either in this theme or in a more
general context), there could be very significant problems as the result of overlooking the nexus
between adopted assumptions about residential capacity and future development standards.
Including this section helps ensure that mistake doesn’t occur.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Pat Walsh on behalf of the Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
The Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon are in principal in agreement with the
recommendations suggested by CRG subcommittee assigned to review Multi-Use Development
along transit corridors.
HBA is pleased that there was general agreement on most points discussed and with the
subcommittee’s overall commitment to functional, attractive multi-use developments along
transit corridors that are most likely to be successful, and enhances the surrounding detached
single-family and multi-family neighborhoods in the area.
However, we recognize that the recommendations agreed to by the subcommittee are a starting
point for further discussion concerning refinement and implementation of the recommendations.
We believe the challenges ahead lie in the details and definitions for multi-use development along
transit corridors and the appetite by financial institutions to loan money to developers for such
projects, as well as the marketplaces acceptance as renters and owners of these high-density
developments as feasible locations to live.
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November 14, 2018
To: The Housing Tools and Strategies Work Group
From: Bill Aspegren
Cc: Ann Fifield
Re: Comments on Housing Tools and Strategies
The following comments refer to the City’s document titled How can we increase housing affordability,
availability and diversity?
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The document makes no mention of neighbors, no neighborhood options are presented, and
nothing is said about livability. The impact of the various options on neighborhoods has not
been considered.
On page 2 and throughout the document Missing Middle Housing is mentioned. All these
references should be changed to Middle Housing. This type of housing is not missing in Eugene.
In fact, page 2 estimates that 16% of Eugene’s housing falls into the category of middle housing.
The dhm study on housing preferences on page 48 shows that middle housing is preferred by
less than 20% of families. Eugene is consistent with this finding and expanding middle housing
should be approached cautiously.
Page 2 Strategic Economics interviewed “people with experience developing …”
o Who exactly were these people and what was their affiliation?
o Were any residents interviewed, if not, why not?
o Were any neighborhood leaders interviewed, if not why not?
o Were any quality of life/ livability questions asked?
The term “affordability” is used throughout the document but never defined. The implied
meaning seems to be housing costing a family less than 30% of their income (gross or net?). It
would be more appropriate to define affordability to low income, say 60% of AMI, and homeless
individuals. See the GAP report by the National Low-Income Housing Coalition for information
that would be helpful in forming a definition.
None of the “options” describe how they would stimulate more affordable dwelling units or
how many dwelling units the option will provide. The options are not supported by facts and
data.
Page 7, #13 – Revise appeal process. Basically, the development community want the appealing
party to pick up expenses if they lose. This would effectively shut down appeals and lead to bad
developments. There are good reasons why the public should be encouraged to appeal. A more
cost-effective approach might be to have a formal arbitration process available to resolve
conflicts.
Page 11 #20-B&D – It makes sense to implement a CET and structure it so affordable housing is
exempt. Measure 102 is an option but must be approved by the voters, whereas the CET needs
no voter approval. Companies with low wage jobs should pay a premium CET when initiating
new construction projects.

Other random topics not directly related to the document.
•
•
•

•

New commercial construction should be strongly encouraged to build housing above. No more
single-story buildings with expansive parking lots (negative example: Whole Foods).
Continue to concentrate on adding dense housing in downtown by requiring multi-story
buildings.
To stimulate ADU construction:
o Provide a tax exemption on new ADUs that runs for 5-10 years. Offer this for a limited
time, if the response is good extend the time offered.
o Cut SDCs in half for some defined time period, maybe in conjunction with the tax
exemption.
o Do not soften the current code standards. They are designed to insure compatibility
with nearby residents. Without adequate standards the effect will be to pit neighbor
against neighbor and the problems will once again end up in front of the City Council.
The current code is not a major barrier to building ADUs. In an April 30, 2018 letter to
City Council I listed 10 barriers to ADUs, including the code, however, most of the others
were more significant.
o Do not allow the above exemptions for Airbnb’s and require a temporary deed
restriction to get the exemptions.
As Urban Reserves are finalized:
o Make them contingent on higher density development. This as an opportunity and the
right place for middle housing, if there is a need for it.
o Do not zone them for subdivisions.
o Use these reserves to protect and enhance Eugene’s core built out neighborhoods.
o Zone them for 20-minute neighborhoods.
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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Between April 18 and May 9, 2014, Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall, Inc. (DHM Research)
conducted an online survey of respondents living in Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington and
Clark counties about their current and preferred residential and neighborhood preferences.
The objective of the survey was to assess general opinions and preferences around housing
and neighborhood choices and factors that may influence those choices. Portland State
University and Metro developed the questionnaire with input from DHM.
Research Methodology: The study was administered in two tracks. Track 1 consists of an
online survey conducted with respondents through a managed panel. Enough surveys were
completed in each of the four counties to permit statistically reliable analysis at the county
level. The research design used quotas and statistical weighting based on the U.S. Census
to ensure a representative sample within counties by age and tenure. The regions were
then weighted proportionally by population per the U.S. Census to yield regional results. A
total of 813 surveys were completed through Track 1.
Track 2 was a public involvement process; residents were invited to complete the survey
from outreach partners including Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland,
Northwest Natural, Portland Metropolitan Association of Realtors, Clackamas County,
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, City of Portland, Metro, and Opt In. No quotas were
set for the public involvement track. However, statistical weighting was applied to bring
demographic variables in line with census data for the region. A total of 5,783 surveys were
completed through the public involvement track.
Altogether, over 6,500 respondents participated in the Residential Preference Study.
Questionnaire design: The survey was primarily designed by Portland State University and
Metro with input from DHM and included three sections:
• Revealed Preference (RP) – The revealed preference section of the survey focused
on respondent’s current housing and neighborhood decisions. Questions were asked
to determine current neighborhood type, housing type, tenure, and home value. The
combination of these variables was used to direct the respondent to the appropriate
set of paired choices in the stated preference section of the questionnaire.
• Stated Preference (SP) – The stated preference section of the questionnaire
presented respondents with 12 pairs of housing and neighborhood types. Statistical
analysis of this data can be found in the complimentary document.
• Attitudinal – The third section of the survey presented respondents with a more
traditional series of attitudinal questions, including their priorities and values.
This report contains analysis for the revealed preference and attitudinal sections of the
questionnaire. All graphics and initial analysis is based on Track 1 sample with supporting
analysis coming from Track 2.
Statement of Limitations: Any sampling of opinions or attitudes is subject to a margin of
error. The margin of error is a standard statistical calculation that represents differences
between the sample and total population at a confidence interval, or probability, calculated
to be 95%. This means that there is a 95% probability that the sample taken for this study
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would fall within the stated margins of error if compared with the results achieved from
surveying the entire population.
For a sample size of 813, the margin of error would fall within +/-2.1% and +/-3.4% at the
95% confidence level. The reason for the difference lies in the fact that when response
categories are relatively even in size, each is numerically smaller and thus slightly less able-on a statistical basis--to approximate the larger population.
DHM Research Background: DHM Research has been providing opinion research and
consultation throughout the Pacific Northwest and other regions of the United States for over
three decades. The firm is non-partisan and independent and specializes in research projects to
support public policy making. www.dhmresearch.com
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SUMMARY & OBSERVATIONS

A majority of respondents currently live in a single-family detached home, which is
also the most preferred type of housing.
• 65% currently live in a single-family detached home and 80% prefer to live in a
single-family detached home.
o It should be noted that respondents were not asked to take any other
variables into account when choosing their preferred housing type (i.e.
commute time, price, etc.)
• 8% live in a single-family attached home and 7% prefer a single-family attached
home.
• 28% live in a condo or apartment and 13% prefer a condo or apartment.
In general, respondents currently live in their preferred neighborhood type.
• 56% currently live in a suburban neighborhood.
o 51% who currently live in a suburban area prefer this type of neighborhood.
o Those who prefer suburban living tend to be from Clackamas and Washington
counties, aged 35-54, and have a household income of $150,000 or more.
• 25% currently live in an urban neighborhood or town center.
o 62% who currently live in an urban neighborhood or town center prefer this
type of area.
o Those who prefer urban neighborhood living tend to be from Multnomah
County, aged 18-34, and have a household income of $25,000 to $50,000.
• 11% currently live in an urban central or downtown neighborhood.
o 59% who currently live in an urban central or downtown area prefer this type
of neighborhood.
o Those who prefer urban central living tend to be from Multnomah County and
have a household income of less than $25,000.
• 8% live in a rural neighborhood.
o 70% who currently live in rural area prefer this type of neighborhood.
o Those who prefer rural living tend to be from Clackamas and Clark counties,
and have household incomes of between $25,000 and $50,000.
All other things being equal, people are most likely to choose to live in their
current neighborhood type. To understand the importance of neighborhood type when
people make housing choices, statistical analyses were conducted on the Stated Preference
data. If respondents could pay the same price, have the same type of housing, same
commute distance, etc. but in different neighborhood types, they are most likely to choose
the neighborhood type that they currently live in.
• 44% who currently live in an urban central or downtown neighborhood are likely to
choose that same type of area, all other factors held constant; the highest
percentage of any neighborhood type.
• 39% who currently live in an urban neighborhood or town center are likely to choose
that same type of area.
• 31% who currently live in a suburban neighborhood are likely to choose that same
type of area; the lowest percentage of any neighborhood type.
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•

38% who currently live in a rural neighborhood are likely to choose that same type
of area.

People’s neighborhood type preferences can change when faced with making
tradeoffs. Generally, when faced with tradeoffs that prompt them to reconsider their
neighborhood preferences, those living in urban neighborhood or town center locations are
split on whether to go more towards more or less density. Those living in suburban
neighborhoods are twice as likely to go towards more density rather than less as opposed to
rural).
• Neighborhood preferences change for some based on an increase in current housing
price.
o Residents of outer Portland or suburban neighborhoods are most sensitive to
increased housing prices.
o Residents of rural neighborhoods are least sensitive to an increase in housing
price.
• Neighborhood preferences change for some if commute times increase.
o Residents of the urban neighborhood or town centers are most sensitive to an
increase in commute times.
o Residents of rural neighborhoods are least sensitive to increased commute
times.
• Neighborhood preferences change for some if the size of the residence decreases.
o Residents of the urban central or downtown neighborhoods are most sensitive
to decreases in residence size. This is likely because they are already living in
relatively smaller residences.
Aside from price, safety of the neighborhood and characteristics of the house have
the largest influence on where respondents choose to live.
• 44% rank housing price as their top influencer when choosing a home.
• Safety of the neighborhood (19% choosing this as their top priority) and
characteristics of the house (19%) are the next most influential factors.
o Quality of public schools was the number one influencer for just 3% of
respondents and was ranked in the top three by 11%.
Respondents prefer a moderate amount of foot and vehicle traffic in their
preferred neighborhood and a medium sized yard for their home.
• 55% prefer moderate foot and vehicle traffic during the day with some activities
within a 15 minute walk.
o 27% prefer less traffic.
 Those living in Clackamas, Clark, and Washington counties are more
likely to prefer "very light foot and vehicle traffic," than those in
Multnomah County.
o 18% prefer more traffic.
 Those living in Multnomah County were twice as likely to desire "heavy
foot and vehicle traffic" than those in Clackamas, Clark, and
Washington counties.
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•

32% prefer a medium sized yard separating their home from a neighbor.
o 39% prefer a smaller yard (small private yard: 22%; small private courtyard:
14%).
o 29% prefer a larger yard (large private yard: 16%; acreage: 13%).
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KEY FINDINGS

3.1 | Current/Preferred Housing Types
Respondents were given detailed descriptions and shown representative images of three
different housing types.
Single Family Detached - These homes have a yard or patio, and do not share walls with
other homes.

Single Family Attached - These homes share walls with other homes, but have their own
private ground floor entrance. They are normally part of townhomes, row houses, duplexes,
or triplexes and share a common yard or have a small private yard.

Condo or Apartment - These homes are in multiple story buildings with other units. There
are often shared common areas and recreation facilities.
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They were then asked what type of home they currently live in and what type of home they
would prefer to live in.
Chart 1
Current Housing Type

100%

80%

65%
60%

40%

28%

20%

8%

0%

Single-family detached

Single-family attached

Condo or apartment

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Overall, two in three (65%) currently live in a single-family detached home. This is followed
distantly by a condo or apartment (28%). Just one in ten currently live in a single family
attached home (8%).
Demographic Differences: A majority of respondents in all four counties currently live in
a single-family detached home. However, demographic differences in current housing type
do exist.
Single-family detached home (65%)
• Clackamas County respondents (77%) vs. Multnomah (59%) and Washington (66%)
counties
• Respondents age 35 and older (67-74%) vs. those younger (49%)
• Households making $100K or more (88-93%) vs. lower income households (4776%)
Condo or apartment (28%)
• Multnomah County respondents (35%) vs. Clackamas (19%), Washington (23%),
and Clark counties (19%)
• Respondents age 18-34 (41%) vs. those older (20-26%)
• Households making $50K or less (42-44%) vs. higher income households (7-25%)
• Renters (58%) vs. those who own their home (7%)
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Single-family attached home (8%)
• Washington County respondents (11%) vs. Clackamas (4%) and Multnomah (6%)
counties
• Renters (11%) vs. those who own their home (6%)
Public Engagement: Similar results are seen in terms of current housing type in the public
engagement data. Seven in ten (68%) live in a single-family detached home; just under
one in ten (7%) live in a single family attached home; and one in four (25%) live in a condo
or apartment. Nearly all of the same demographic differences from the representative
sample also exist.
3.2 | Preferred Housing
Not considering other variables, respondents were asked what their preferred housing type
would be.
Chart 2
Preferred Housing Type

100%

80%

80%

*This preference does not factor in other variables
such as commute time, housing price, etc.

60%

40%

20%

7%

13%

0%

Single-family detached

Single-family attached

Condo or apartment

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Overwhelmingly, the most preferred housing type among respondents is the single-family
detached home (80%). This is followed distantly by a condo or apartment (13%) and a
single-family attached home (7%). It should be noted that respondents were not asked to
take any other variables into consideration such as price, neighborhood type, commute
time, etc.
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Single-family detached
A strong majority of all subgroups prefer single-family detached housing. Those most likely
to prefer single-family detached housing include those under the age of 55 and higher
income households.
Chart 3
Preferred Housing Type: Single-Family Detached
•
•
•

100%
80%

All Counties: 77-84%
Age 18-54: 87%
HH income $75K+: 85-96%

80%

60%
40%
20%

7%

13%

0%

Single-family detached

Single-family attached

Condo or apartment

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
•
•

Age 18-34 (88%) and 35-54 (87%) vs. age 55 and older (68%)
Household income of $100K to $150K (87%) and $150K and higher (96%) vs.
households with incomes less than $75K (73-75%)

Public Engagement: Similar preference is seen in the public engagement data. Eight in
ten (81%) prefer a single-family detached home. This was the most preferred housing type
across all counties, though some demographic differences do exist:
•
•
•

Clackamas (88%), Washington (86%) and Clark counties (94%) vs. Multnomah
County (73%)
Household income of $50K and higher (83-86%) vs. households making less than
$50K (70-74%)
Those who own their home (87%) vs. renters (71%)
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Single-family attached
Preference for single-family attached housing is fairly low across all subgroups, though there
is higher preference among lower income and older respondents.
Chart 4
Preferred Housing Type: Single-Family Attached
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•
•
•

40%
20%

All Counties: 6-8%
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0%

Single-family detached

Single-family attached

Condo or apartment

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:

•

Respondents age 55 and older (12%) vs. those younger (4%)

Public Engagement: Again, similar preference is seen in the public engagement data. One
in ten (9%) prefer a single-family attached home. However, some different demographic
differences emerge:
•
•
•
•

Multnomah (11%) and Washington (8%) counties vs. Clackamas County (5%)
Respondents age 18-34 (13%) vs. those older (6-9%)
Households making $25K-$50K (13%) vs. higher income households (6-8%)
Renters (12%) vs. those who own their home (6%)
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Condo or apartment
Overall, about one in ten (13%) prefer to live in a condo or apartment. Higher preference
for this type of housing is seen among older and lower income respondents.
Chart 5
Preferred Housing Type: Condo or Apartment
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All Counties: 11-15%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
•
•

Age 55 and older (21%) vs. those younger (8%)
Household incomes of less than $75K (15%) vs. households making $150K or more
(2%)

Public Engagement: Similar preference is also seen for living in a condo or apartment in
the public engagement data. One in ten (11%) prefer a condo or apartment. However,
some different demographic differences emerge:
•
•
•
•

Multnomah County (15%) vs. Clackamas (7%) and Washington (6%) counties
Age 55 and older (15%) vs. those younger (7-10%)
Household incomes of less than $25K (18%) vs. higher income households (8-13%)
Renters (17%) vs. those who own their home (6%)

DHM Research | Metro Residential Preference | May 2014

12

3.2 | Current vs. Preferred Housing
When looking at preferred housing, compared to current housing we see that not all
respondents are currently living in the type of house that they would prefer to.
Chart 6
Housing Type Current vs. Preferred
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

There is a 15 point gap between those who currently live in a single-family detached house
(65%) and those who prefer to live in this type of house (80%). We also observe an
opposite gap in the percentage of respondents that currently live in a condo or apartment
(28%) compared to those who prefer to (13%).
Current: Single-family detached
Respondents who currently live in a single-family detached home largely prefer this type of
housing. Less than one in ten would prefer to live in a single-family attached home or a
condo or apartment. Preferred housing type among those currently living in a single-family
detached home:
•
•
•

Single-family detached (87%)
Single-family attached (5%)
Condo or apartment (8%)
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Public Engagement: Similar to the representative sample, nearly all who currently live in
a single-family detached home prefer this type of housing. Less than one in ten prefer to
live in a single-family attached home or a condo or apartment.
•
•
•

Single-family detached (92%)
Single-family attached (5%)
Condo or apartment (4%)

Current: Single-family attached
Respondents who currently live in a single-family attached home largely do not prefer this
type of housing. Most would prefer to live in a single-family detached home. One in ten
would prefer to live in their current type of housing or a condo or apartment. Preferred
housing type among those currently living in a single-family attached home:
•
•
•

Single-family detached (78%)
Single-family attached (11%)
Condo or apartment (11%)

Public Engagement: Again, similar to the representative sample, a majority who currently
live in a single-family attached home prefer to live in a different type of housing. Nearly
seven in ten prefer a single-family detached home; three in ten prefer a single-family
attached home; and one in ten prefer a condo or apartment.
•
•
•

Single-family detached (67%)
Single-family attached (28%)
Condo or apartment (8%)

Current: Condo or apartment
Respondents who currently live in a condo or apartment generally do not prefer this type of
housing. A majority would prefer to live in a single-family detached home. One in ten would
prefer to live in a single-family attached home, while one in four a condo or apartment.
Preferred housing type among those currently living in a condo or apartment:
•
•
•

Single-family detached (64%)
Single-family attached (10%)
Condo or apartment (26%)

Public Engagement: As was seen in the representative sample, a majority who currently
live in a condo or apartment would prefer to live in a single-family detached home. Just over
one in ten prefer a single-family attached home, and three in ten prefer their current type of
housing, a condo or apartment.
•
•
•

Single-family detached (56%)
Single-family attached (14%)
Condo or apartment (30%)
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3.1 | Current/Preferred Neighborhood Types
Respondents were given detailed descriptions and shown representative images of four
different neighborhood types.
Urban Central or Downtown - These are neighborhoods that have activity during the day
and night. Restaurants, shops, parks, and transit are within a short walk. People mostly live
in condos or apartment buildings that are five stories high or taller. These neighborhoods
have continuous sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle lanes, and crossing signals.

Urban Neighborhood or Town Center - These are neighborhoods that have activity
during certain times. Restaurants, shops, parks, and transit are within a short walk. Most
people live in single-family homes, but these neighborhoods also have condos and
apartments mixed in, particularly along major streets and in commercial areas, where
buildings are typically two to six stories high. These neighborhoods have continuous
sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle lanes, and crossing signals.

Outer Portland or Suburban - These neighborhoods may or may not have light activity
during the day. Restaurants, shops, parks, and transit stops are generally not within
walking distance and most people drive to get there. Most people live in single-family
homes with yards, but some live in apartment buildings. The large majority of buildings in
these neighborhoods are one or two-stories high. Sidewalks may or may not be present and
crosswalks, bicycle lanes, and crossing signals are sparse.
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Rural - These are quiet areas away from the city in agricultural or forest areas. People need
to drive to get to restaurants, shops, parks, or transit. They mostly live in single-family
homes on large lots or acreage and are further away from other homes. There are no
sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle lanes, or crossing signals.

They were then asked what type of neighborhood they currently live in and where they
would prefer to live.
Chart 7
Current Neighborhood Type
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

More than half (56%) live in a suburban neighborhood. This is followed distantly by an
urban or town center neighborhood (25%). Just one in ten live in an urban central or
downtown neighborhood (11%) or in a rural neighborhood (8%).
Demographic Differences: A majority of respondents in all four counties, with the
exception of Multnomah, currently live in a suburban neighborhood. However, demographic
differences in current neighborhood type do exist.
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Suburban (56%)
• Washington County (81%) vs. Clackamas (71%), Multnomah (35%), and Clark
(62%) counties
• Households with incomes of $50K or more (59-69%) vs. lower income households
(44-49%)
• Those who own their home (62%) vs. renter (46%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (25%)
• Multnomah County (41%) vs. Clackamas (11%), Washington (10%), and Clark
(15%) counties
• Renters (31%) vs. those who own their home (22%)
Urban central of downtown (11%)
• Multnomah County (20%) vs. Clackamas (2%), Washington (3%), and Clark (3%)
counties
• Households making less than $25K (26%) vs. higher income households (6-10%)
• Renters (19%) vs. those who own their home (6%)
Rural (8%)
• Clackamas (15%) and Clark (20%) counties vs. Multnomah (3%) and Washington
(7%) counties
• Those who own their home (10%) vs. renters (4%)
Public Engagement: The public engagement data differs slightly in terms of current
neighborhood. Close to half (47%) live in a suburban neighborhood, nine points less than
the representative sample. This is followed by an urban or town center neighborhood
(39%), 14 points more than the representative sample. Similar to the representative
sample, one in ten live in an urban central or downtown neighborhood (7%) or in a rural
neighborhood (8%).
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3.2 | Preferred Neighborhood
Not considering other variables, respondents were asked what their preferred neighborhood
type would be.
Chart 8
Preferred Neighborhood Type
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Overall, respondents are fairly split on their neighborhood preferences. Four in ten would
prefer to live in an urban neighborhood, either urban central or downtown (13%) or an
urban town center (27%). One in three (34%) would prefer to live in a suburban
neighborhood, while one in four (26%) would prefer to live in a rural neighborhood.
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Urban central or downtown
One in ten would prefer to live in an urban central or downtown neighborhood. Respondents
currently living in Multnomah County and those from lower income households are most
likely to prefer this type of neighborhood.
Chart 9
Preferred Neighborhood Type: Urban Central or Downtown
100%

80%

60%

•
•
•

Multnomah County: 19%
All ages: 12-15%
HH income <$25K+: 21%

40%

20%

27%

34%

26%

13%

0%

Urban Central or
Downtown

Urban
Neighborhood or
Town Center

Suburban

Rural

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
•
•

Multnomah County (19%) vs. Clackamas (8%), Washington (7%), and Clark (11%)
counties
Renters (18%) vs. those who own their home (10%)

Public Engagement: Similar preference is given to living in an urban central or downtown
neighborhood in the public engagement data. One in ten (10%) prefer to live in this type of
neighborhood. Similar demographic differences were seen as well:
•
•

Multnomah County (16%) vs. Clackamas (5%) and Washington (5%) counties
Renters (14%) vs. those who own their home (7%)
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Urban neighborhood or town center
One in four respondents would prefer to live in an urban neighborhood or town center.
Respondents from Multnomah County as well as those who are younger are most likely to
prefer this type of neighborhood.

100%

Chart 10
Preferred Neighborhood Type: Urban Neighborhood or Town
Center
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
•
•

Multnomah County (38%) vs. Clackamas (11%), Washington (18%), and Clark
(19%) counties
Age 18-34 (39%) vs. those older (22-24%)

Public Engagement: Respondents from the public engagement track are more likely than
those from the representative sample to prefer an urban neighborhood or town center (48%
vs. 27% respectively). However, demographic similarities exist:
•
•
•

Multnomah County (65%) vs. Clackamas (28%) and Washington (37%) counties
Age 18-34 (62%) vs. those older (41-49%)
Renters (52%) vs. those who own their home (46%)
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Suburban neighborhood
One in three respondents would prefer to live in a suburban neighborhood. Respondents
most likely to prefer this type of neighborhood include those from Clackamas and
Washington counties, age 35-54, and from higher income households.
Chart 11
Preferred Neighborhood Type: Suburban
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
•
•
•

Clackamas (47%), Washington (45%), and Clark (36%) counties vs. Multnomah
County (23%)
Household income of $50K or more (35-46%) vs. lower income households (2333%)
Those who own their home (39%) vs. renters (26%)

Public Engagement: Respondents from the public engagement track are less likely than
those from the representative sample to prefer a suburban neighborhood (22% vs. 34%
respectively). However, there are demographic similarities:
•
•
•

Clackamas (32%) and Washington (35%) counties vs. Multnomah County (10%)
Household income of $50K or more (23-26%) vs. lower income households (1819%)
Those who own their home (26%) vs. renters (17%)
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Rural neighborhood
Overall, one in four respondents would prefer to live in a rural neighborhood. Those most
likely to prefer this type of neighborhood currently live in Clackamas and Clark counties.
Chart 12
Preferred Neighborhood Type: Rural
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
• Clackamas (34%), Washington (30%), and Clark (34%) counties vs. Multnomah
County (20%)
Public Engagement: Respondents from the public engagement track are slightly less likely
than those from the representative sample to prefer a rural neighborhood (19% vs. 26%
respectively). However, there are some demographic similarities by area:
•
•
•

Clackamas (35%), Washington (23%), and Clark (31%) counties vs. Multnomah
County (9%)
Age 35 and older (21%) vs. those younger (11%)
Those who own their home (21%) vs. Renters (17%)
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3.2 | Current vs. Preferred Neighborhood
When looking at preferred neighborhood compared to current neighborhood we see that
largely, many respondents are currently living in the type of neighborhood that they would
prefer to.
Chart 13
Neighborhood Type Current vs. Preferred
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

There is a 18 point gap between those who currently live in a rural neighborhood (8%) and
those who prefer to live in this type of area (26%). We also see an opposite gap in the
percentage of respondents that currently live in a suburban neighborhood (56%) compared
to those who prefer to (34%).
Current: Urban central or downtown
A majority of respondents who currently live in an urban central or downtown neighborhood
prefer to live in this area. One in ten would prefer to live in an urban neighborhood or town
center or a rural neighborhood. Two in ten would prefer a suburban neighborhood. Preferred
neighborhood among those currently living in an urban central or downtown neighborhood:
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (55%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (13%)
Suburban (17%)
Rural (13%)
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Public Engagement: Similar to results found in the representative sample, a majority of
respondents who currently live in an urban central or downtown neighborhood prefer to live
in this area. One in four would prefer to live in an urban neighborhood or town center. Two
in ten would prefer a suburban or rural neighborhood.
Urban central or downtown (59%)
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (59%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (24%)
Suburban (10%)
Rural (8%)

Current: Urban neighborhood or town center
A majority of respondents who currently live in an urban neighborhood or town center
prefer to live in this area. One in ten would prefer to live in a central or downtown
neighborhood or a suburban neighborhood. Two in ten would prefer a rural neighborhood.
Preferred neighborhood among those currently living in an urban neighborhood or town
center:
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (11%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (62%)
Suburban (8%)
Rural (19%)

Public Engagement: As was seen in the representative sample, a majority of respondents
who currently live in an urban neighborhood or town center prefer to live in this area. One
in ten would prefer to live in a central or downtown neighborhood or a rural neighborhood.
Just 4% would prefer a suburban neighborhood.
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (9%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (78%)
Suburban (4%)
Rural (9%)

Current: Suburban
A majority of respondents who currently live in a suburban neighborhood prefer to live in
this area. Two in ten would prefer to live in an urban neighborhood or town center or a
suburban neighborhood. Less than one in ten would prefer an urban central or downtown
neighborhood. Preferred neighborhood among those currently living in a suburban
neighborhood:
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (6%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (17%)
Suburban (51%)
Rural (26%)

DHM Research | Metro Residential Preference | May 2014

24

Public Engagement: A plurality of respondents who currently live in a suburban
neighborhood prefer to live in this area. However, there is some desire to live in other
types of neighborhoods as well. One in three would prefer to live in an urban neighborhood
or town center, and two in ten a rural neighborhood. Just 5% would prefer living in an
urban central or downtown neighborhood.
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (5%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (33%)
Suburban (41%)
Rural (20%)

Current: Rural
Again, a strong majority of respondents who currently live in a rural neighborhood prefer to
live in this area. There is a small preference for living in an urban central or downtown
neighborhood or suburban neighborhood. Very few who currently live in a rural
neighborhood would prefer to live in an urban neighborhood or town center. Preferred
neighborhood among those currently living in a rural neighborhood:
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (10%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (3%)
Suburban (16%)
Rural (70%)

Public Engagement: Again, similar to the representative sample, a strong majority of
respondents who currently live in a rural neighborhood prefer to live in this area. Just one
in ten or fewer prefer to live in each of the other types of neighborhoods.
•
•
•
•

Urban central or downtown (5%)
Urban neighborhood or town center (11%)
Suburban (7%)
Rural (76%)
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3.3 | Stated Preference Neighborhood Sensitivity
The following section contains initial findings of the stated preference data. Analysis was
performed by Metro on a data file containing both managed panel and public engagement
respondents combined. This was possible due to the similarities between the data files and
allows for a larger sample size for statistical analysis.
The chart below shows propensity to own a home by current neighborhood type. Negative
own numbers mean that owning is less desirable than renting; while positive own numbers
mean that owning is more desirable than renting. (Note that in the following chart, rent is
always 0. Statistically we need to designate one state (own or rent) as the base state).
Chart 14
Tenure Choice by Current Neighborhood
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Residents living in urban central or downtown neighborhoods regard renting as preferable
(slightly) over owning when housing type, size and price are held constant. This pattern
also persists for residents of urban neighborhoods or town centers; though the difference
between owning and renting is not statistically significant. In suburban and rural
neighborhoods owning is predominant with the difference getting more pronounced as you
move to rural.
The following chart displays the probability distribution, where the chances of choosing a
neighborhood type is expressed as a percentage given that price, tenure, type, commute
time, etc. are all the same between neighborhoods. Note that when all attributes are the
same except the neighborhood of the respondent’s choice; all choice alternatives could be
selected.

DHM Research | Metro Residential Preference | May 2014

26

Chart 15
Probability of Location by Market Segment - Baseline Conditions
Sensitivity Test
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

If respondents could pay the same price, have the same type of housing, same commute
time, etc. but in different neighborhood types, they are most likely to choose the
neighborhood type that they currently live in. However, in no case is there a majority of
respondents that would be likely to choose their current neighborhood type. Residents of
urban central or downtown neighborhoods have the highest likelihood of choosing their
current neighborhood type (44%) and residents of suburban neighborhoods have the lowest
likelihood (31%).
Of those whose neighborhood preference would change, respondents currently living in an
urban central or downtown neighborhood are most likely to prefer an urban neighborhood or
town center (31.5%); respondents in an urban neighborhood or town center are most likely
to prefer an urban central or downtown neighborhood (29.7%); those in a suburban
neighborhood prefer an urban neighborhood or town center (29.7%); and those in a rural
neighborhood prefer suburban neighborhoods (28.7%).
In the following chart, tenure and type of housing is limited to rental and multi-family in
respondent’s current neighborhood. We then assess the probability of changing their
neighborhood preference to a different type of neighborhood. Negative values indicate the
percentage of respondents whose neighborhood preference would change based on the
limited tenure and housing type. Positive values indicate neighborhood preference for those
that would move.
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Chart 16
House Type and Tenure Sensitivity – Multi-Family Rental Only in
Current Neighborhood
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Respondents in urban central or downtown neighborhoods are the least likely change their
neighborhood preference when tenure and type of housing is limited to rental and multifamily in their current neighborhood, while those living in rural neighborhoods show the
highest likelihood to change preference. Likelihood to change neighborhood preference is
similar among those in both urban town center and suburban neighborhoods.
Chart 17
Type and Tenure Sensitivity Downtown
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Six percent (6.2%) who currently live in an urban
central or downtown neighborhood would prefer a
different type of neighborhood if tenure and type of
housing are limited to rental and multi-family in their
current neighborhood; the least sensitive of all
neighborhoods. Those whose neighborhood
preference would change are most likely to change
preference to an urban neighborhood or town center
(3.5%). Fewer would prefer a suburban
neighborhood (1.9%), while fewer still would prefer a
rural neighborhood (0.8%).

Eighteen percent (18.1%) who currently live in an
urban neighborhood or town center would prefer a
different type of neighborhood if tenure and type of
housing are limited to rental and multi-family in their
current neighborhood. Those whose neighborhood
preference would change are most likely to change
preference to an urban central or downtown
neighborhood (8.8%). Fewer would prefer a
suburban neighborhood (5.9%), while fewer still
would prefer a rural neighborhood (3.3%).
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Chart 18
Price Sensitiviy - Town Center
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Chart 19
Price Sensitiviy - Suburban
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Nineteen percent (19.1%) of respondents who
currently live in a suburban neighborhood would
prefer a different type of neighborhood if tenure and
type of housing is limited to rental and multi-family
in their current neighborhood. Those whose
neighborhood preference would change are most
likely to change preference to an urban
neighborhood or town center (8.2%). Fewer would
prefer a rural neighborhood (5.8%) or an urban
central or downtown neighborhood (5.0%).

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

More than one in four (26.9%) respondents
currently living in rural neighborhoods would prefer
a different type of neighborhood if tenure and type
of housing is limited to rental and multi-family in
their current neighborhood; the most sensitive of all
neighborhoods. Of those whose neighborhood
preference would change, they are most likely to
change preference to a suburban neighborhood
(12.4%) Fewer would prefer a town center (8.6%),
while fewer still would prefer to an urban central or
downtown neighborhood (5.9%).
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Chart 20
Price Sensitiviy - Rural
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In the following chart, the price of housing has increased in the selected neighborhood by
1/3. We then assess the probability of changing their neighborhood preference to a different
type of neighborhood considering an identical house with identical commute time, etc. in a
different neighborhood. Negative values indicate the percentage of respondents whose
neighborhood preference would change based on the price increase in their current
neighborhood. Positive values indicate neighborhood preference for those that would shift.
Chart 21
Housing Cost Sensitivity - 1/3 Increase Only in Current
Neighborhood
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Respondents in rural neighborhoods are the least likely change their neighborhood
preference when price increases, while those living in suburban neighborhoods show the
highest likelihood to change preference. Likelihood to change neighborhood preference is
fairly modest, and equal, among those in both urban central and those who currently live in
urban town center neighborhoods.
Chart 22
Price Sensitivity - Downtown
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%
-2.0%
-4.0%
-6.0%
-8.0%
-10.0%
-12.0%

Town center: 3.9%
Suburban: 2.1%
Rural: 0.9%
-6.8%

Just under seven percent (6.8%) who currently live
in an urban central or downtown neighborhood would
prefer an identical house with identical commute
time, etc. in a different neighborhood if the price of
their home in their current neighborhood increased
by 1/3. They are most likely to change preference to
an urban neighborhood or town center (3.9%). Fewer
would prefer a suburban neighborhood (2.9%), while
fewer still would prefer a rural neighborhood (0.9%).

Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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Just under seven percent (6.7%) who currently live
in an urban neighborhood or town center would
prefer an identical house with identical commute
time, etc. in a different neighborhood if the price of
their home in their current neighborhood increased
by 1/3. They are most likely to change preference to
an urban central or downtown neighborhood (3.3%).
Fewer would prefer a suburban neighborhood
(2.2%), while fewer still would prefer a rural
neighborhood (1.2%).

Chart 23
Price Sensitiviy - Town Center
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Chart 24
Price Sensitiviy - Suburban
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Town Center: 4.7%
Rural: 3.3%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Eleven percent (10.9%) of respondents who
currently live in a suburban neighborhood would
prefer an identical house with identical commute
time, etc. in a different neighborhood if the price of
their home in their current neighborhood increased
by 1/3; the most price sensitive of all neighborhoods.
They are most likely to change preference to an
urban neighborhood or town center (4.7%). Fewer
would prefer a rural neighborhood (3.3%), while
fewer still would prefer an urban central or downtown
neighborhood (2.9%).

Nearly four percent (3.7%) of respondents currently
living in rural neighborhoods would prefer an
identical house with identical commute time, etc. in
a different neighborhood if the price of their home in
their current neighborhood increased by 1/3; the
least price sensitive of all neighborhoods. They are
most likely to change preference to a suburban
neighborhood (1.7%) or town center (1.2%), while
they are least likely to prefer an urban central or
downtown neighborhood (0.8%).

Chart 25
Price Sensitiviy - Rural
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%
-2.0%
-4.0%
-6.0%
-8.0%
-10.0%
-12.0%

Downtown: 0.8%
Town Center: 1.2%
Suburban: 1.7%
-3.7%

Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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In the following chart, the commute time has increased in the selected neighborhood by 10
minutes. We then assess the probability changing their neighborhood preference to a
different type of neighborhood considering an identical house with identical price, etc. in a
different neighborhood. Negative values indicate the percentage of respondents whose
neighborhood preference would change based on the increase in commute time in their
current neighborhood. Positive values indicate neighborhood preference for those that would
shift.
Chart 26
Commute Travel Time Sensitivity - 10 Minute Increase Only in
Current Neighborhood
3.4%

4.0%

3.2%

2.2%
1.2%

1.8%
0.8%

2.0%

1.8%
1.1%
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1.2%
0.8%
0.6%

0.0%

-6.0%
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Suburban

-6.0%
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-4.0%

Downtown

-2.0%

-2.5%

-4.1%

-6.6%

-8.0%
Urban Central or Downtown

Urban Neighborhood or Town Center

Suburban

Rural

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Respondents in rural neighborhoods are the least likely to change their neighborhood
preference when commute time increases by 10 minutes, while those living in urban
neighborhoods, both town centers and downtown, show the highest likelihood to change
neighborhood preference. Likelihood to change preference is fairly modest among those
living in suburban neighborhoods.

4.0%

Chart 27
Commute Time Sensitiviy
- Downtown

2.0%

Town center: 3.4%

0.0%

Suburban: 1.8%

-2.0%

Rural: 0.8%

-4.0%
-6.0%
-8.0%

-6.0%

Six percent (6.0%) who currently live in an urban
central or downtown neighborhood would prefer an
identical house with identical price, etc. in a different
neighborhood if commute time in their current
neighborhood increased by 10 minutes. They are
most likely to change preference to an urban
neighborhood or town center (3.4%). Fewer would
prefer a suburban neighborhood (1.8%), while fewer
still would prefer a rural neighborhood (0.8%).

Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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Under seven percent (6.6%) who currently live in an
urban neighborhood or town center would prefer an
identical house with identical price, etc. in a different
neighborhood if commute time in their current
neighborhood increased by 10 minutes; the most
sensitive neighborhood to commute time. They are
most likely to change preference to an urban central
or downtown neighborhood (3.2%). Fewer would
prefer a suburban neighborhood (2.2%), while fewer
still would prefer a rural neighborhood (1.2%).

4.0%

Chart 28
Commute Time Sensitiviy
- Town Center
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0.0%
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-6.0%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

4.0%

Chart 29
Commute Time Sensitiviy
- Suburban
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-2.0%
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-4.1%

-8.0%
Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Four percent (4.1%) who currently live in suburban
neighborhood would prefer an identical house with
identical price, etc. in a different neighborhood if
commute time in their current neighborhood
increased by 10 minutes. They are most likely to
change their preference to an urban neighborhood or
town center (1.8%). Respondents currently living in
a suburban neighborhood are equally likely to prefer
an urban central or downtown neighborhood (1.1%)
or a rural neighborhood (1.2%).

Under three percent (2.5%) of respondents who
currently live in a rural neighborhood would prefer an
identical house with identical price, etc. in a different
neighborhood if commute time in their current
neighborhood increased by 10 minutes (-2.5%); the
least sensitive neighborhood to commute time. They
are most likely to change preference to a suburban
neighborhood (1.2%), while they are least likely to
prefer an urban neighborhood or town center (0.8%)
or an urban central or downtown neighborhood
(0.6%).
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Chart 30
Commute Time Sensitiviy
- Rural

2.0%
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Town center: 0.8%
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-4.0%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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In the following chart, the square footage of the house has been decreased in the selected
neighborhood by 500 square feet. We then assessed the probability of changing their
neighborhood preference to a different type of neighborhood considering an identical house
with identical price, etc. in a different neighborhood. Negative values indicate the
percentage of respondents whose neighborhood preference would change based on the
price decrease in square footage in their current neighborhood. Positive value indicated
neighborhood preference for those that would move.
Chart 31
House Size Sensitivity - 500 Sq. Ft. Decrease Only in Current
Neighborhood
10.0%

6.9%
3.7%
1.6%

5.0%

2.9%

2.7%
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-5.9%

Rural
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0.0%
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Urban Central or Downtown

Urban Neighborhood or Town Center
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Respondents in rural neighborhoods or town centers are the least likely change their
neighborhood preference when square footage is decreased by 500 sq. ft., while those living
in an urban central or downtown neighborhood show the highest likelihood to change
neighborhood preference. Likelihood to change preference is fairly modest among those
living in suburban neighborhoods, and even less among rural neighborhood respondents.
Chart 32
House Size Sensitiviy - Downtown
10.0%
Town center: 6.9%

5.0%

Suburban: 3.7%
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Rural: 1.6%

-5.0%
-10.0%
-15.0%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Twelve percent (12.1%) who currently live in an
urban central or downtown neighborhood would
prefer an identical house with identical price,
etc. in a different neighborhood if square
footage of the housing in their current
neighborhood decreased by 500 sq. ft.; the
most sensitive neighborhood to housing size.
They are most likely to change their preference
to an urban neighborhood or town center
(6.9%). Fewer would prefer a suburban
neighborhood (3.7%), while fewer still would
prefer to a rural neighborhood (1.6%).
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Six percent (5.9%) of respondents in an urban
neighborhood or town center would prefer an
identical house with identical price, etc. in a different
neighborhood if square footage of the housing in
their current neighborhood decreased by 500 sq. ft.;
the least sensitive neighborhood to housing size.
They are most likely to change their preference to an
urban central or downtown neighborhood (2.9%).
Fewer would prefer a suburban neighborhood
(1.9%). While fewer still would prefer a rural
neighborhood (1.1%).

10.0%

Chart 34
House Size Sensitiviy
- Suburban
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Chart 33
Housing Size Sensitiviy - Town
Center
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Nearly nine percent (8.7%) who currently live in
suburban neighborhood would prefer an identical
house with identical price, etc. in a different
neighborhood if square footage of the housing in
their current neighborhood decreased by 500 sq. ft.
They are most likely to change their neighborhood
preference to an urban neighborhood or town center
(3.8%), while they are less likely to prefer an urban
central or downtown neighborhood (2.3%) or a rural
neighborhood (2.7%).

Source: DHM Research, May 2014

More than six percent (6.4%) of those who
currently live in rural neighborhoods would prefer
an identical house with identical price, etc. in a
different neighborhood if square footage of the
housing in their current neighborhood decreased
by 500 sq. ft. They are most likely to change their
neighborhood preference to a suburban
neighborhood (2.9%). Fewer would prefer an
urban neighborhood or town center (2.0%), while
fewer still would prefer an urban central or
downtown neighborhood (1.4%).
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Chart 35
Commute Time Sensitiviy
- Rural
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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3.4 | Attitudinal
Respondents were asked to rank the top three items that had the largest influence on where
they live.
Chart 36
Influencers of Housing Options
44%

Housing price

24%

Safety of the neighborhood

19%

19%

21%

Characteristics of the house itself

19%

20%

19%

13% 13%

Being close to work
Shops, restaurants, services, and facilities in
the area

9% 14%

Quality of the public schools

5%

MAX or bus stops in the area

6%
11%

Parks, trails, and green space
0%
Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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Not surprisingly, housing price has the largest influence on respondent’s housing decision
(44%, rank 1). Safety of the neighborhood (19%) and characteristics of the house (19%)
follow as top influencers. Interestingly, these prove to be larger influencers than proximity
to work (6%), shops and restaurants in the area (4%), and quality of public schools (3%).
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Housing price
Housing price is the most influential factor in respondent’s housing decision, with more than
four in ten (44%) ranking this as most influential. Those most likely to be influenced by
price include Multnomah County respondents, those age 18-34, and lower household
incomes.
Chart 37
Influencers of Housing Options: Housing Price
Rank 1

44%

Housing price

•
•
•

Multnomah County: 48%
Ages 18-34: 56%
HH income <$50K+: 53-68%

Safety of the
neighborhood

Characteristics of
the house itself
0%

Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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Demographic Differences:
•
•
•
•

No differences by county
Age 18-34 (56%) and 55 and older (46%) vs. age 35-54 (34%)
Household incomes of less than $25K (68%) and $25-50K (53%) vs. higher income
households (29-39%)
Renters (53%) vs. those who own their home (38%)

Public Engagement: Respondents from the public engagement track are slightly less likely
than those from the representative sample to rank housing price as most influential (31%
rank 1 vs. 44% respectively). Public engagement data shows some similar demographic
differences:
•
•
•
•

No differences by county
Age 18-34 (40%) and 35-54 (32%) vs. age 55 and older (26%)
Household incomes of less than $25K (48%) and $25-50K (46%) vs. higher income
households (15-34%)
Renters (42%) vs. those who own their home (24%)
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Safety of the neighborhood
Two in ten are most influenced by safety of the neighborhood. Those most influenced by
this are those living in Clackamas and Clark counties, over the age of 34, and household
incomes of $50-$100K.
Chart 38
Influencers of Housing Options: Safety of the Neighborhood

Housing price
Rank 1
Safety of the
neighborhood

19%

•
•
•

Clackamas & Clark counties: 23-25%
Ages 35+: 21%
HH income $50K-$100K: 25-27%

Characteristics of
the house itself
0%

Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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Demographic Differences:
•
•

Clackamas County (25%) vs. Multnomah County (16%)
Those who own their home (22%) vs. renters (14%)

Public Engagement: Respondents from the public engagement track were slightly less
likely than those from the representative sample to rank safety as a top influencer (14% vs.
19% respectively). Some similarities are seen between representative and public
engagement samples:
•
•
•

Clackamas (19%) and Washington (18%) counties vs. Multnomah County (9%)
Age 55 and older (18%) vs. those younger (6-14%)
Those who own their home (16%) vs. renters (11%)
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Characteristics of the house
Two in ten are most influenced by characteristics of the house itself. Those most likely to be
influenced by characteristics of the house are age 35 and older from households of $150K or
higher income.
Chart 39
Influencers of Housing Options: Characteristics of the House
Itself
Housing price

Safety of the
neighborhood

Rank 1

Characteristics of
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•
•
•

19%
0%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Demographic Differences:
•
•
•

No differences by county
Income of $150K or more (37%) vs. income of less than $75K (8-20%)
Those who own their home (23%) vs. renters (12%)

Public Engagement: Respondents from the public engagement data showed similar
preference to the representative sample in ranking characteristics of the house as a top
influencer (20% vs. 19% respectively). However, some different demographic differences
are observed.
•
•
•
•

Clackamas (23%) and Washington (21%) counties vs. Multnomah County (17%)
Age 55 and older (26%) vs. those younger (11-18%)
Household income of $75K or more (24-26%) vs. lower income households (8-19%)
Those who own their home (25%) vs. renters (11%)
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Respondents were asked to indicate their preference for level of activity in their ideal
neighborhood on a scale ranging from very little foot or vehicle traffic to heavy foot or
vehicle traffic.
Chart 40
Preferences for Ideal Home
Very little foot or vehicle traffic.
No activities within a 15 min walk

19%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Not surprisingly, a majority of respondents would prefer a moderate amount of foot or
vehicle traffic during the day with some activities within a 15 minute walk (55%). Overall,
27% would prefer less activity in their neighborhood, while 18% would prefer more.
Demographic Differences: Moderate foot traffic was preferred in across all demographic
subgroups. However, some differences in preference do exist. Respondents currently living
in Clackamas and Clark counties are most likely to prefer less vehicle and foot traffic.
Multnomah County respondents showed the highest preference for heavier foot and vehicle
traffic.
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Chart 41
Preferences for Ideal Home by County
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1. Very little foot or vehicle traffic. No activities within a 15 min walk.
2
3. Moderate foot and vehicle traffic during the day. Some activities within a 15 minute walk.
4
5. Heavy foot or vehicle traffic. Many activities available day and night.
Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Public Engagement: Similar preferences were seen among the public engagement sample.
A majority of respondents would prefer a moderate amount of foot or vehicle traffic during
the day with some activities within a 15 minute walk (50%). Overall, 19% would prefer less
activity in their neighborhood, while 31% would prefer more.
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Respondents were asked to indicate their preferred outdoor space on a scale ranging from
no private outdoor space to acreage.
Chart 42
Private Outdoor Space
No private outdoor space, possible shared
space

3%

Small private courtyard, patio, or balcony

14%

Small private yard

22%

Medium sized private yard separating
home from neighbor

32%

Large private yard

16%

Acreage
Source: DHM Research, May 2014
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The most preferred private outdoor space is a medium sized yard which separates the home
from the neighbor (32%). One in three (36%) would prefer a smaller yard (small private
courtyard: 14%; small private yard: 22%) while three in ten (29%) would prefer a larger
yard (large private yard: 16%; acreage: 13%). Just 3% do not prefer to have a private
yard.
Demographic Differences: Preference for private outdoor space is fairly consistent across
demographic subgroups. However, there are differences in preference among those who
currently own their home and those who rent. Owners are more likely than renters to prefer
a medium sized yard (Owners: 37% vs. Renters: 25%) and a large private yard (Owners:
19% vs. Renters: 11%). Renters are more likely than home owners to prefer no yard
(Renters: 6% vs. Owners: 1%) and a small private courtyard (Renters: 20% vs. Owners:
9%).
Public Engagement: Similar preferences were seen among the public engagement sample.
The most preferred private outdoor space is a medium sized yard, which separates the
home from the neighbor (33%). One in three (36%) would prefer a smaller yard (small
private courtyard: 14%; small private yard: 22%) while three in ten (30%) would prefer a
larger yard (large private yard: 17%; acreage: 13%). Just 2% do not prefer to have a
private yard.
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3.5 | Importance of Utility Features in Home
Finally, respondents were asked to rate the importance of having several features in their
homes.
Chart 43
Importance of Features in Home
Natural gas furnace

36%

Natural gas cooktop/stove

29%

Electric heat pump

16%

Electric heating

16%

Natural gas fireplace
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0%
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31%

30%

23%
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18%
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27%

20%

15%

35%
40%
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19%
27%
30%
80%

100%
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Source: DHM Research, May 2014

Overall, a natural gas furnace (67% very/somewhat important) and a natural gas cook top
(58%) are rated as the most important features. These are followed by electric alternatives.
Less than a majority rate electric heat pump (47%) and electric heating (43%) as
important. A natural gas fireplace (35%) was the least important feature tested.
Demographic Differences: Importance of home features was fairly consistent across
demographic subgroups. However, some differences do exist.
Natural gas furnace: Respondents age 35 and older (69-73%) are more likely than those
younger (55%) to find a natural gas furnace important. Those from households making
$150K or more (89%) are more likely than those from households with incomes of less than
$75K (53-64%) to find this feature important.
Natural gas cooktop: Respondents from households making $150K or more (83%) are
more likely than lower income households (51-68%) to find a natural gas cooktop or stove
to be an important feature.
Electric heat pump: Importance is fairly consistent across demographic subgroups. No
significant differences exist.
Electric heating: Respondents age 18-34 (58%) are more likely than those who are older
(31-46%) to find electric heating important. Households with incomes of less than $25K
(61%) are also more likely than those from households making $50K or more the find this
important.
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Natural gas fireplace: Respondents from households making $75K or more (44-54%) are
more likely than households with incomes of less than $50K (15-30%) to find this to be an
important feature. Owners (42%) were also more likely than renters (26%) to find a natural
gas fireplace important.
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APPENDIX A
Metro Residential Stated Preference Study
February/March 2014; N=800+; respondents ages 18+ in the Metro Region
DHM Research
INTRODUCTION
Thank you for taking time to participate in this survey.
We’d like to know about your housing and neighborhood preferences. It will help our
regional government, developers and community partners in the region with ongoing
planning for the Portland Metropolitan area. Your opinions will help shape these decisions.
For better visuals, this survey is best if completed on a computer versus a smartphone.
This survey should take no more than 10 minutes. Please know that your responses are
completely confidential.
The following questions help ensure we have a representative sample. No personal
information entered is used for anything other than this survey. The results are analyzed at
the aggregate level only.
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION NEEDED FOR STATED PREFERENCE LOGIC
These first few questions will help us to ask you the right mix of housing and neighborhood
preferences.
1. How would you describe your current residence?

Response Category

Single family detached home
Single family attached home
Condo or apartment

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

65%
8%
28%

68%
7%
25%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

60%
40%

59%
41%

2. Do you own or rent your home?

Response Category

Own
Rent
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3A. (If own in Q2) What is the current square footage of your home? Do not include garages
and/or unfinished spaces. Your best estimate is fine.

Response Category

Panel
N=588

Public
Engagement
N=4,340

Less than 999 sq ft
1,000-1,499 sq ft
1,500-1,999 sq ft
2,000-2,499 sq ft
2,500-2,999 sq ft
3,000-3.499 sq ft
3,500 sq ft or more

6%
28%
31%
16%
11%
5%
3%

8%
24%
26%
19%
11%
6%
5%

3B. (If rent in Q2) What is the current square footage of your apartment or condo? Do not
include garages and/or unfinished spaces. Your best estimate is fine.

Response Category

Panel
N=225

Public
Engagement
N=1,444

Less than 600 sq ft
600-899 sq ft
900-1,249 sq ft
1,250-1,749 sq ft
1,750 sq ft or more

20%
45%
26%
7%
2%

11%
41%
37%
8%
2%

4A. (If own in Q2) Which category best represents the current sales value of your home
and property? Your best estimate is fine.

Response Category

Panel
N=485

Public
Engagement
N=3,421

Less than $200,000
$200,000-$249,999
$250,000-$299,999
$300,000-$349,999
$350,000-$399,999
$400,000-$449,999
$500,000 or more

17%
21%
21%
15%
7%
10%
10%

9%
14%
16%
16%
12%
15%
18%
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4B. (If rent in Q2) Which category best represents your total monthly rent? Your best
estimate is fine.

Response Category

Less than $500/month
$500-$649
$650-$799
$800-$999
$1,000-$1,499
$1,500 or more

Panel
N=328

Public
Engagement
N=2,362

10%
13%
22%
18%
27%
10%

5%
9%
14%
23%
33%
15%

5. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household? (RECORD
NUMBER)

Response Category

1
2
3
4
5 or more
6.

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

22%
42%
17%
12%
7%

19%
42%
17%
15%
7%

(IF Q5>1) And how many are younger than 18? (RECORD NUMBER)

Response Category

0
1
2
3
4 or more

Panel
N=635

Public
Engagement
N=4,675

69%
15%
12%
3%
2%

64%
15%
16%
3%
2%

7. For your MOST RECENT trip from home to work, school or main destination, what was
your primary form of transportation?

Response Category

Car
Carpool
Walk
Bike
Transit
Other

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

83%
1%
5%
1%
8%
1%

69%
1%
6%
9%
14%
1%

8. For your MOST RECENT trip from home to work, school or main destination, how many
minutes did it take you to make a one-way trip?
DHM Research | Metro Residential Preference | May 2014

47

Response Category

Less than 10 minutes
10-19 minutes
20-29 minutes
30-44 minutes
49-59 minutes
60 minutes or more

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

26%
36%
22%
11%
4%
1%

18%
33%
25%
15%
6%
3%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

80%
7%
13%

81%
9%
11%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

11%
25%
56%
8%

7%
39%
47%
8%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

13%
27%
34%
26%

10%
48%
22%
19%

Housing type preferred
Response Category

Single family detached home
Single family attached home
Condo or apartment
Current Neighborhood Type

Response Category

Urban or Central Downtown
Urban Neighborhood or Town Center
Outer Portland or Suburban
Rural
Preferred Neighborhood Type

Response Category

Urban or Central Downtown
Urban Neighborhood or Town Center
Outer Portland or Suburban
Rural
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STATED PREFERENCE EXERCISE
ATTITUDINAL QUESTIONS
We have just a few more questions that will help us evaluate you housing and
neighborhood preferences. The survey is almost complete. Thank you for your
continued participation.
Which of these has the most influence on your housing decision? Please rank the top 3,
where 1=most influential 2=second most influential and 3=third most influential
(randomize)
Response Category—Panel, N=795
17. Safety of neighborhoods
18. Quality of the public schools
19. Parks, trails, green spaces, and
recreational facilities in the area
20. Shops, restaurants, services, social,
religious, and civic facilities in the area
21. MAX or bus stops in the area
22. Being close to work
23. Characteristics of the house itself
24. Housing price

Response Category—Public
Engagement N=5,550
25. Safety of neighborhoods
26. Quality of the public schools
27. Parks, trails, green spaces, and
recreational facilities in the area
28. Shops, restaurants, services, social,
religious, and civic facilities in the area
29. MAX or bus stops in the area
30. Being close to work
31. Characteristics of the house itself
32. Housing price

DHM Research | Metro Residential Preference | May 2014

1st Choice

2nd Choice

3rd Choice

19%
3%

19%
5%

21%
3%

2%

4%

11%

4%

9%

14%

3%
6%
19%
44%

6%
13%
20%
24%

5%
13%
19%
14%

1st Choice

2nd Choice

3rd Choice

14%
6%

13%
6%

14%
5%

4%

8%

13%

12%

12%

16%

4%
9%
20%
31%

7%
14%
18%
21%

8%
13%
16%
15%

49

What would you prefer most in your ideal home?
33. Level of activity in neighborhood (walking, shopping, entertainment, etc.)

Response Category
1—Very little foot traffic. No activities within a 15
minute walk
2
3—Moderate foot and vehicle traffic during the day.
Some activities within a 15 minute walk
4
5—Heavy foot traffic. Many activities available day
and night
Bottom 2 (1+2)
Top 2 (4+5)
Mean

Panel
N=794

Public
Engagement
N=5,546

19%

14%

8%

6%

55%

50%

9%

15%

9%

16%

27%
18%
2.8

19%
31%
3.1

34. Private outdoor space, property

Response Category

No private outdoor space, possible shared space
Small private courtyard, patio, or balcony
Small private yard
Medium sized private yard separating home from
neighbor
Large private yard
Acreage

Panel
N=794

Public
Engagement
N=5,569

3%
14%
22%

2%
14%
22%

32%

33%

16%
13%

17%
13%

NWN
Home appliances can be powered by different fuels, mostly electricity and natural gas in our
region. We are going to ask your preferences for the following options, your answers will
greatly help us plan for future utility needs in the region.
How important are the following features to you to have in your home? (Randomize)
very important, somewhat important, not too important, not at all important*
Response Category, Panel N=794
35. Natural gas fireplace
36. Natural gas cook top/stove
37. Natural gas furnace
38. Electric heating
39. Electric heat pump

Very
12%
29%
36%
16%
16%

Smwt
23%
29%
31%
27%
31%

Not too
35%
25%
18%
30%
34%

Not at all
30%
18%
15%
27%
19%

Response Category, Public
Engagement N=5,537

Very

Smwt

Not too

Not at all
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40. Natural
41. Natural
42. Natural
43. Electric
44. Electric

gas fireplace
gas cook top/stove
gas furnace
heating
heat pump

10%
34%
38%
7%
10%

22%
29%
32%
19%
29%

30%
21%
17%
31%
34%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

26%
36%
38%

19%
42%
39%

38%
15%
13%
43%
27%

DEMOGRAPHICS
45. In which year were you born? *

Response Category

18-34
35-54
55+

46. How many years have you lived in the Portland Metropolitan region?

Response Category

Panel
N=794

Public
Engagement
N=5,545

0-1 years
2-5 years
5-9 years
10-19 years
20 years or longer

5%
13%
14%
19%
49%

2%
11%
14%
23%
51%

47. How many years have you lived in your current residence?

Response Category

Panel
N=794

Public
Engagement
N=5,545

0-1 years
2-5 years
5-9 years
10-19 years
20 years or longer

18%
29%
15%
22%
16%

17%
30%
18%
20%
15%
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48. Is your ethnicity*

Response Category

White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian/Pacific Islander
Native American
Other
Refused

Panel
N=794

Public
Engagement
N=5,545

89%
2%
2%
7%
2%
0%
1%

91%
1%
3%
2%
3%
1%
3%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,752

47%
52%
1%
0%

40%
59%
0%
0%

49. What is your gender identity? (Select all that apply).*

Response Category

Male
Female
Transgender
Refused

50. What is your annual household income before taxes in 2013?

Response Category

Panel
N=812

Public
Engagement
N=5,728

Less than $24,999
$25,000-$49,999
$50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999
$100,000-$149,999
$150,000 or more

15%
27%
21%
15%
15%
6%

11%
20%
22%
16%
19%
12%

Panel
N=813

Public
Engagement
N=5,783

47%
30%
11%
12%

47%
31%
1%
22%

51. Zip code See Crosstabs
52. In what county do you live?

Response Category

Multnomah
Washington
Clark
Clackamas
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INTRODUCTION

O

ne of the biggest barriers to economic
stability for families in the United States
struggling to make ends meet is the severe
shortage of affordable rental homes. The housing
crisis is most severe for extremely low income renters,
whose household incomes are at or below the poverty
level or 30% of their area median income (see Box 1).
Facing a shortage of more than 7.2 million affordable
and available rental homes, extremely low income
households account for nearly 73% of the nation’s
severely cost-burdened renters, who spend more than
half of their income on housing.
Even with these housing challenges, three out of
four low income households in need of housing
assistance are denied federal help with their
housing due to chronic underfunding. Over half
a million people were homeless on a single night
in 2017 and many more millions of families
without assistance face difficult choices between
spending their limited incomes on rent or taking
care of other necessities like food and medical care
(HUD, 2017; Joint Center for Housing Studies,
2017). Despite the serious lack of affordable
housing, President Trump proposes further
reducing federal housing assistance for the lowest
income households through budget cuts, increased
rents and work requirements.
Based on the American
Community Survey (ACS),
this report presents data on
the affordable housing supply,
housing cost burdens, and the
demographics of severely impacted
renters. The data clearly illustrate
a chronic and severe shortage of
affordable homes for the lowest
income renters who would be
harmed even more by budget cuts
and other restrictions in federal
housing programs.
2

KEY FINDINGS OF THE REPORT
INCLUDE:
•

•

•

•
•

The nation’s 11.2 million extremely low income
renter households account for 25.7% of all renter
households and 9.5% of all households in the
United States.
The U.S. has a shortage of more than 7.2 million
rental homes affordable and available to extremely
low income renter households. Only 35 affordable
and available rental homes exist for every 100
extremely low income renter households.
Seventy-one percent of extremely low income
renter households are severely cost-burdened,
spending more than half of their incomes on
rent and utilities. They account for 72.7% of all
severely cost-burdened renter households in the
United States.
Thirty-two percent of very low income, 8% of
low income, and 2.3% of middle income renter
households are severely cost-burdened (see Box 1).
Of the eight million severely cost-burdened
extremely low income renter households, 84%
are seniors, persons with disabilities, or are in the
labor force. Many others are enrolled in school
or are single adults caring for a young child or a
person with a disability.

BOX 1: DEFINITIONS
AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI): The median family incomes in the
metropolitan or nonmetropolitan area
EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI): Households with incomes at or below the
Poverty Guideline or 30% of AMI, whichever is higher
VERY LOW INCOME (VLI): Households with incomes between ELI and 50% of
AMI
LOW INCOME (LI): Households with incomes between 51% and 80% of AMI
MIDDLE INCOME (MI): Households with incomes between 81% and 100% of
AMI
ABOVE MEDIAN INCOME: Households with incomes above 100% of AMI
COST BURDEN: Spending more than 30% of household income on housing
costs
SEVERE COST BURDEN: Spending more than 50% of household income on
housing costs
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Work requirements and time limits are not
meaningful reforms to the housing safety net
given that most of those who need federal housing
assistance and those who already receive it are
elderly or disabled, or they are already in the labor
force (Fischer, 2016). Time limits for federal housing
assistance would further contribute to housing
insecurity among extremely low income households
working in low-wage jobs. No data exist showing
that work requirements lift people out poverty or do
not increase housing instability among vulnerable
extremely low income renters (Levy, Edmonds, &
Simington, 2018).

Housing assistance provides
vulnerable families with the
stable housing they need to
achieve positive economic,
educational, and health
outcomes.
Housing assistance provides vulnerable families
with the stable housing they need to achieve
positive economic, educational, and health
outcomes. Taking away housing assistance from
struggling families will not help them find gainful
employment, receive quality education, or obtain
the job training necessary to alleviate poverty.
Research shows that the lack of stable housing
can result in the loss of employment (Desmond &
Gershenson, 2016), interrupt student learning, and
decrease academic achievement (Brennan, Reed, &
Sturtevant, 2014).
NLIHC urges policymakers to focus on real
solutions to housing instability, including a bold
and sustained commitment to proven affordable
housing programs to ensure that everyone has a safe,
accessible and affordable home.
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THE CURRENT
SHORTAGE OF
AFFORDABLE RENTAL
HOMES
Of the 43.8 million renter households in the
U.S., 11.2 million (more than one-quarter)
are extremely low income. Assuming housing
costs should consume no more than 30% of
a household’s income, a common standard of
housing affordability, approximately 7.5 million
rental homes are affordable to extremely low
income renters, leading to an absolute shortage of
approximately 3.7 million affordable rental homes.
Extremely low income renters are the only income
group facing an absolute shortage of affordable
units.1
The shortage of affordable rental units becomes
a surplus higher up the income ladder, because
households with more income can afford a
wider range of housing prices (Figure 1). For
example, there are 8.7 million rental homes
specifically affordable to the 6.6 million very
low income renter households with incomes
between 31% and 50% of AMI. Very low income
households, however, can also afford the 7.5
million rental homes affordable to extremely
low income households, meaning there are 16.2
million rental homes affordable to very low
income households. Likewise, there are almost
9 million low income renter households with
incomes between 51% and 80% of AMI and
19.1 million rental units affordable specifically
to them. Including rental homes affordable to
extremely low income and very low income
renter households, the supply of affordable
rental housing for low income households is
35.3 million units.

1 Throughout this report, we use renters and renter households interchangeably to refer to renter households.
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FIGURE 1: RENTAL UNITS AND RENTERS IN THE US, MATCHED
BY AFFORDABILITY AND INCOME CATEGORIES, 2016 (IN MILLIONS)
Extremely Low Income

Very Low Income

Low Income

Middle Income

Above Median Income

41.0 + 5.0 =

46.0 units
35.3 + 5.7 =

41.0 units

16.2 + 19.1 =

35.3 units

Affordable

12.5

Affordable

4.5

Affordable

9.0

Affordable

6.6

Affordable

11.2

7.5 + 8.7 =

16.2 units
7.5 units
Cumulative Units (By Affordability Category)

Households (By Income Category)

Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.

AFFORDABLE, BUT NOT
NECESSARILY AVAILABLE
Higher income households can occupy rental homes in
the private market that are affordable to lower income
households, making them unavailable for households
with lower incomes. Rental homes are both affordable
and available at a particular level of income if they
are affordable to households with incomes below
the defined income level and are currently vacant, or
occupied by a household with income below the defined
income level. Of the 7.5 million affordable rental homes
for extremely low income households, 3.5 million are
occupied by higher income households, making them
unavailable to extremely low income renters. As a result,
four million affordable and available rental homes
exist for the 11.2 million extremely low income renter
households. This results in a shortage of approximately
7.2 million affordable and available rental homes for
extremely low income households, or only 35 for every
100 extremely low income renter households.
4

Figure 2 shows the incremental change in the
number of renters and the supply of affordable
and available rental homes at increasingly higher
levels of income. The figure shows a cumulative
shortage of affordable and available rental homes
at the lower income levels and the eventual surplus
at higher levels. A significant cumulative shortage
of affordable and available rental homes exists for
renter households earning less than 50% of AMI.
While there are 6.6 million renter households with
incomes between 31% and 50% of AMI, 6.1 million
additional units are affordable and available when
the income threshold is raised from extremely low
income to 50% of AMI. Some of these 6.1 million
homes are occupied by extremely low income
households, although with significant rent burdens.
The cumulative shortage of affordable and available
rental homes is significantly smaller at 80% of AMI.
The 9 million renter households with incomes
between 51% and 80% of AMI is significantly fewer
than the 14.8 million additional affordable and
NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION
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FIGURE 2: RENTER HOUSEHOLDS AND AFFORDABLE & AVAILABLE
RENTAL HOMES, 2016
Incremental Increase in Households
Incremental Increase in Affordable & Available Rental Homes

12.5 14.5

4.5
9.0

11.2

4.0

At Extremely
Low Income

14.8

6.6

6.6

11.2 6.1
4.0

11.2 6.1
4.0

< 50% AMI

< 80% AMI

Household Income

9.0
6.6

6.6
14.8

11.2 6.1
4.0
< 100% AMI

4.5
9.0
6.6

6.6
14.8

11.2 6.1
4.0
Above Median
Income

Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.

available rental homes when the income threshold is
raised from 50% to 80% of AMI. Figure 2 shows that
a shortage of affordable and available rental homes
for households with incomes over 50% of AMI is
due to the shortage of affordable and available rental
homes for those with incomes below 50% of AMI.
Thirty-five affordable and available rental homes exist
for every 100 extremely low income renter households
and 56 exist for every 100 renter households earning
at or below 50% of AMI (Figure 3). Ninety-three and
101 affordable and available rental homes exist for
every 100 renter households earning at or below 80%
of AMI or 100% of AMI, respectively.
The severe shortage of rental homes affordable and
available to the lowest income households predates
the Great Recession, but has worsened in recent
years. In 2007, 40 affordable and available rental
homes existed for every 100 extremely low renter
households and 67 existed for every 100 renter
households with incomes at or below 50% of AMI.
A small surplus of affordable and available rental
NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION

homes existed at 80% and 100% of AMI in 2007.
Since then, the supply of affordable and available
rental homes (relative to demand) has declined even
at these higher income levels. Renter households
at 100% of AMI, however, still enjoy a surplus
nationally and in most markets.

COST BURDENS
A household is considered cost-burdened when it
spends more than 30% of its income on rent and
utilities, and severely cost-burdened when it spends
more than 50%. Cost burdens directly result from
the shortage of affordable and available rental homes
and low incomes.
Nearly 9.7 million extremely low income, 5 million
very low income, 4.1 million low income, and 923,726
middle income renter households are cost-burdened
(Figure 4). Eleven million renter households in the
United States are severely cost-burdened. Almost
eight million, or nearly three-quarters, of them are
5
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FIGURE 3: AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE RENTAL HOMES
PER 100 RENTER HOUSEHOLDS, 2016
At Extremely
Low Income

35

At 50% AMI

At 80% AMI

At 100% AMI

56

93
101

Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.
AMI = Area Median Income

extremely low income. Extremely low income renter
households are more likely to experience severe cost
burdens than any other income group.
Severe housing cost burdens can have negative
consequences for household members’ physical and
mental well-being. Poor households with children
who are severely cost-burdened spend 75% less
on healthcare and 40% less on food than similarly
poor households who are not cost-burdened; and
poor seniors who are severely cost-burdened spend
62% less on healthcare ( Joint Center for Housing
Studies, 2017). These households forego healthy
food or delay healthcare or medications to pay the
rent. Meanwhile, financial hardships are associated
with lower levels of psychological well-being
(Maqbool, Viveiros, & Ault, 2015).
Housing cost burdens also make it more difficult for
poor households to accumulate emergency savings.
Without emergency savings, unexpected costs (e.g.
car repairs, medical bills, etc.) or loss of income (e.g.
reduced work hours) can cause households to fall
behind on rent or even face eviction. In this way, the
6

shortage of affordable housing and resulting cost
burdens contribute directly to housing instability
and homelessness. Data from the 2013 American
Housing Survey (AHS) show that households in
poverty with severe cost burdens are more likely
to fall behind on rent payments and be threatened
with eviction than poor households with no cost
burdens (Figure 5).
Housing instability causes significant disruptions
in critical services and economic stability. The lack
of stable housing, for example, can disrupt the care
given to chronically ill individuals or interrupt
student learning and decrease academic achievement
(Maqbool, Viveiros, & Ault, 2015; Brennan, Reed,
& Sturtevant, 2014). Housing instability can
also undermine economic stability by disrupting
employment. Desmond & Gershenson (2016) found
the likelihood of job loss increases for working renters
who lose their home (primarily through eviction),
indicating that affordable housing and housing
subsidies are foundational to employment and
economic security.
NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION
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FIGURE 4: RENTER HOUSEHOLDS WITH COST BURDEN
BY INCOME GROUP, 2016
9,696,475

Cost Burden

7,991,168

Severe Cost Burden
5,042,294
4,078,157
2,106,973
715,556
Very
Low Income

Extremely
Low Income

923,726

Low
Income

102,378
Middle
Income

773,843

66,919
Above
Median Income

Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.

FIGURE 5: PERCENTAGE OF POOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT FACE HOUSING
INSTABILTY BY COST BURDEN

14.6%

Threatened with eviction due to
inability to pay rent in last 3 months
Unable to pay all or part of
rent in previous 3 months

6.6%
2.1%

8.6%

1.7%

No Cost Burden

Moderate Cost Burden

3.1%
Severe Cost Burden

Note: Households with no cost burden spend less than 30% of their income on housing costs. Households with moderate cost
burdens spend between 30% and 50% of their income on housing costs. Households with severe cost burdens spend more
than 50% of their income on housing.
Source: American Housing Survey, 2013.
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EVERY STATE AND
LARGE METRO AREA
HAS A HOUSING
SHORTAGE FOR
EXTREMELY LOW
INCOME RENTERS

income households (Figure 6 and Appendix A). The
shortage of affordable and available rental homes ranges
from 10,781 in Wyoming to 1,083,466 in California.
The states where extremely low income renters face the
greatest challenge in finding affordable and available
homes are Nevada, with only 15 affordable and available
rental homes for every 100 extremely low income
renter households, California (22/100), Delaware
(24/100), and Oregon (25/100). The states with the
greatest supply of affordable and available rental homes
for extremely low income renters still have significant
shortages. They are Maine with 59 affordable and
available homes for every 100 extremely low income
renter households, Alabama (58/100), West Virginia
(58/100), and Mississippi (57/100).

THE STATES
No state, including the District of Columbia, has an
adequate supply of rental housing for extremely low

FIGURE 6: RENTAL HOMES AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE
PER 100 EXTREMELY LOW INCOME RENTER HOUSEHOLDS BY STATE
WA
29
MT
52

OR
25

ND
40

ID
43

CA
22

CO
27

KS
45

MO
42
OK
49

NM
43

TX
30

AK
38

WI
28

AR
49

NY
35

MI
36

IA
42

NE
35

UT
31

AZ
26

MN
43

SD
53

WY
34
NV
15

NH
VT 30
43

IL
34

OH
42

IN
41
KY
55

AL
58

GA
38

RI–48

CT–36

NJ–30

DE–24

WV
58

VA
36

MD–35

SC
45

LA
44

30 or Fewer
HI
44

MA–46

NC
46

TN
45
MS
57

PA
38

ME
59

FL
27

Between 31 and 40
Between 41 and 45
Between 46 and 59

Note: Extremely low income (ELI) renter households have incomes at or below the poverty level of 30% of the area median income
Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS Data.
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The majority of extremely low income renter
households are severely cost-burdened in every state
and the District of Columbia. The states with the
greatest percentage of extremely low income renter
households with a severe cost burden are Nevada
(80%), Florida (79%), California (77%), Oregon
(76%), Arizona (75%), and Colorado (75%).
The shortages of affordable and available rental
homes disappear for households higher up the
income ladder. Every state has a shortage of
affordable and available rental homes at the very low
income threshold of 50% of AMI, 20 states have a
shortage of housing at 80% of AMI, and just seven
states have a shortage at median income.

THE LARGEST 50
METROPOLITAN AREAS2

Every major metropolitan area in the U.S. has a
shortage of affordable and available rental homes

for extremely low income households (Table 1 and
Appendix B). Of the 50 largest metropolitan areas,
extremely low income renters face the most severe
relative shortages in Las Vegas, NV with 10 affordable
and available rental homes for every 100 extremely low
income renter households, Los Angeles, CA (17/100),
Orlando, FL (17/100), Sacramento, CA (19/100),
Dallas, TX (19/100), and Houston, TX (19/100).
Of the large metropolitan areas with the least severe
shortages of homes affordable and available to
extremely low income renters, Providence, RI has 47
for every 100 extremely low income renter households
and Boston, MA and Louisville, KY have 46. The
majority of extremely low income renter households
are severely cost-burdened in all 50 of the largest
metropolitan areas, ranging from 59% of extremely
low income renter households in Providence, RI to
84% in Orlando, FL and Las Vegas, NV.
Each of the 50 largest metropolitan areas also has

TABLE 1: LARGE METROPOLIAN AREAS WITH THE LEAST AND MOST SEVERE
SHORTAGES OF RENTAL HOMES AFFORDABLE TO EXTREMELY LOW INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS
LEAST SEVERE
Metropolitan Area

Affordable
and Available
Rental Homes
per 100 Renter
Households

MOST SEVERE
Metropolitan Area

Affordable
and Available
Rental Homes
per 100 Renter
Households

Providence-Warwick, RI-MA

47

Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise, NV

10

Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN

46

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA

17

Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH

46

Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL

17

Pittsburgh, PA

45

Sacramento--Roseville--Arden-Arcade, CA

19

Oklahoma City, OK

42

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX

19

Buffalo-Cheektowaga-Niagara Falls, NY

41

Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, TX

19

Cleveland-Elyria, OH

41

San Diego-Carlsbad, CA

20

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI

40

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA

20

Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN

38

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ

20

Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT

38

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach, FL

22

Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.
2 This report focuses on the larges 50 metropolitan areas, but The Gap’s webpage includes data for 2007, 2010, 2013 and 2016 for the largest 70 metropolitan areas.
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a shortage of affordable and available rental homes
for households with incomes up to 50% of AMI.
The supply ranges from 23 affordable and available
rental homes for every 100 renter households in
Los Angeles, CA, Orlando, FL and San Diego, CA
to 83 in Cincinnati, OH. Thirty-one of the largest
metropolitan areas have a shortage of affordable and
available rental homes for households with incomes
up to 80% of AMI, and 12 of them have a shortage
for households up to median income.

A CLOSER LOOK AT
EXTREMELY LOW
INCOME RENTER
HOUSEHOLDS
Extremely low income renters are more likely
than other renters to be seniors or disabled or to
have children, indicating their potentially greater
vulnerability to hardship. Forty-six percent of
extremely low income renter households are seniors or

disabled, compared to 26% of other renter households
(Figure 7). Only 25% of extremely low income renter
households are non-disabled non-seniors with no
children, compared to 45% of other renter households.
Households with special needs are more likely than
other households to have extremely low incomes.
Among renters, 46% of disabled householders without
children, 44% of disabled householders with children,
and 32% of senior households have extremely low
incomes, compared to 26% of non-disabled non-senior
households with children and 16% of non-disabled
non-senior households without children (Figure 8).
Black and Hispanic renter households are more
likely to have extremely low incomes than white
households. Thirty-five percent of the 8.5 million
non-Hispanic black renter households are extremely
low-income, as are 29% of all Hispanic renter
households (Table 2). By comparison, 21% of the
23.2 million non-Hispanic white renter households
are extremely low income. This disparity stems from
higher wages for white renters and other racial
disparities in income and wealth.

FIGURE 7: HOUSEHOLD TYPE BY INCOME
Non-disabled, non-elderly
without children

Non-disabled, non-elderly
with children

Disabled w/children

Disabled

Senior

Extremely Low Income Renter Households

25%

29%

7% 15%

All Other Renter Households

45%

24%

3%

28%

17%
6%

Note: Senior means householder or householder’s spouse is at least 62 years of age, regardless of children in the household.
Disabled means householder and householder’s spouse (if applicable) are younger than 62 and at least one of them has a
disability. Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.
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FIGURE 8: PERCENT EXTREMELY LOW INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE

46%

44%
32%

26%

26%
16%

All Renter
Households

Disabled
without children

Disabled
with children

All Renter
Households

Disabled
without
children

Disabled
with
children

Total
Renters*

43.8

3.7

1.9

ELI
Renters*

11.2

1.7

0.8

Senior

Non-disabled Non-disabled
with children Without children
Non-disabled
with children

Non-disabled
without
children

8.4

12.3

17.5

2.7

3.2

2.8

Senior

Note: *Households in millions. Senior means householder or householder’s spouse is at least 62 years of age. Disabled means
householder and householder’s spouse (if applicable) are younger than 62 and at least one of them has a disability. Source:
NLIHC tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data.

TABLE 2. EXTREMELY LOW INCOME RENTER HOUSEHOLDS BY RACE
All Renter Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic
Households
White
Black

Asian

Hispanic

Other

Total (in millions)

43.8

23.2

8.5

2.3

8.4

1.5

Extremely Low Income (ELI)
(in millions)

11.2

4.9

2.9

0.5

2.4

0.4

% ELI

26%

21%

35%

24%

29%

28%

Severely Cost Burdened ELI
(in millions)

8.0

3.5

2.1

0.4

1.7

0.3

% of ELI w/ Severe Cost Burden

71%

71%

71%

76%

71%

71%

Source: NLIHC tabulation of 2016 ACS PUMS data.
NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION

11

THE GAP

A SHORTAGE OF AFFORDABLE HOMES, 2018

EXTREMELY LOW
INCOME RENTERS WITH
SEVERE COST BURDENS
Extremely low income renter households with severe
cost burdens have the most pressing needs. Forty
percent of them are disabled or seniors, and 44%
are in the labor force (Figure 9). And of those in the
labor force, nearly 9 out of 10 either work at least 20
hours per week or are looking for work.

Low-wage employment often does not provide
adequate income to afford housing. The national
average of what a full-time worker, working 40
hours per week for all 52 weeks of the year, needs
to earn to afford a modest one-bedroom or twobedroom apartment is $17.14 and $21.21 per hour,
respectively (NLIHC, 2017a). Six of the seven
fastest growing occupations, including personal care
and home health aides, food service, and retail, pay
less than this hourly rate. Extremely low income
workers are particularly challenged. Nationally, a
worker earning the federal minimum wage needs to
work an average of 94.5 hours per week (more than

FIGURE 9: SEVERELY COST BURDENED EXTREMELY
LOW INCOME RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
Single non-disabled non-elderly caregiver
of person w/ disability or young child
School

4%

2%

Other

9%

40+ hours / week

39%

20 to 39 hours / week

35%

< 20 hours / week

11%

In Labor Force

Senior

19%

44%

Disabled

21%

Unemployed
(Looking for work)

14%

Note: Mutually exclusive categories applied in the following order: senior, disabled, in labor force, enrolled in school,
single-adult caregiver, and other. Senior means householder or householder’s spouse (if applicable) is at least 62 years of age.
Disabled means householder and householder’s spouse (if applicable) are younger than 62 and at least one of them has a
disability. Unemployed means household and householder's spouse (if applicable) are younger than 62 and unemployed.
Working hours is usual number of hours worked by householder and householder's spouse (if applicable). Enrolled in school
means householder and householder's spouse (if applicable) are enrolled in school. Nearly 11% of severely cost burdened
extremely low income renters are single-adult caregivers of a young child or disabled person, three-quarters of whom are in the
labor force and three percent of whom are in school. Source: 2016 ACS PUMS.
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2.3 full-time jobs) to afford a modest one-bedroom
apartment.
Extremely low income renter households with severe
cost burdens are disproportionately Hispanic and
black. Fifty-three percent of all renter households
are non-Hispanic white, 19% are non-Hispanic
black, and 19% are Hispanic. However, 43% of
severely cost-burdened extremely low income
households are white, 26% are non-Hispanic black,
and 22% are Hispanic. This inequity in severe costburdens reflects the fact the Hispanic and black
households are more likely to be extremely low
income than white households.

FEDERAL POLICY
SOLUTIONS
The severe shortage of affordable homes faced by
the lowest income households is systemic. Absent
public subsidy, the private market is largely unable
to produce new rental housing affordable to these

households or maintain the existing affordable stock.
The rents the lowest income households can afford
typically do not cover the costs of development
and operating expenses, so new rental housing
development is largely geared toward the higher
end of the market. According to the Joint Center
for Housing Studies (2017), from 2005 to 2015, the
number of homes renting for $2,000 or more per
month increased by 97%, while the number renting
for less than $800 declined by 2%. The same report
notes that while the rental market added more than
6.7 million housing units during this period, the
number of units renting for less than $800 declined
by more than 260,000. In 2016, a four-person family
living in poverty could only afford a monthly rent of
$607.50 without being cost-burdened.
Because of the lack of affordable new construction
in the private market and insufficient rental
assistance, the lowest income households rely on
housing that “filters” down as it becomes older and
more affordable. The filtering process, however, fails
to produce a sufficient supply of affordable rental

FIGURE 10: CHANGES IN FUNDING LEVELS FOR KEY HUD PROGRAMS (FY10-FY17)
$1,225

Changes (Millions)

-$1,095 -$951

-$860

-$423

-$190

-$87

-$1,927
12.8%

Changes (%)

-38.6%

-17.8%
-53.6%

-0.4%
-30.7%

-45.7%

-56.6%

CDBG

Public Housing Operating Fund

Housing for the Elderly

Tenant Based Rental Assistance

HOME

Public Housing Capital Fund

Housing for Persons with Disabilities

Project-Based Rental Assistance

Note: Adjusted for inflation.
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homes inexpensive enough for the lowest income
renters to afford. In strong markets, owners have an
economic incentive to redevelop their properties for
higher income renters. In weak markets, owners have
an incentive to abandon their properties or convert
them to other uses when rent revenues no longer
cover basic operating costs and maintenance. In
short, when it comes to the lowest income renters,
public subsidies are needed either to subsidize the
production and operation of affordable housing or
to provide rental assistance that low income families
can utilize to afford market-rate units.
Federal funding for key HUD programs that
assist low income renters has not kept pace with
the nation’s needs. The Budget Control Act of
2011 imposed severe caps on federal discretionary
spending that have since placed significant
downward pressure on funding for these programs.
Adjusted for inflation, public housing received $1.8
billion less for capital and operating support in
FY17 than in FY10, HOME received $1.1 billion
less, housing for the elderly and disabled received
$613 million less, and Housing Choice Vouchers
received $87 million less (Figure 10). In total,
funding for key HUD programs declined by 9.3%
from FY10 to FY17.
Making matters worse, President Trump proposes
sweeping changes to further restrict and reduce critical
federal investments that help extremely low income
renters. The president has again proposed severe
spending cuts for FY19. If enacted, the president’s
FY19 budget request would lead to the largest
reduction to affordable housing and community
development investments in decades. By slashing
funding for HUD, Mr. Trump’s proposed FY19
budget would lead to more than 200,000 families
losing vital federal rental assistance and to the
elimination of programs that support state and local
efforts to address housing needs (NLIHC, 2018).
Moreover, the president and Congress may
undertake administrative and legislative efforts to
impose work requirements, arbitrary time limits,
14
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and other harmful changes to scale back the federal
government’s role in ensuring that vulnerable families
– including the lowest income seniors, people with
disabilities, families with children, low-wage workers,
and people experiencing homelessness – have access
to basic living standards, including an adequate and
affordable home. These changes to housing assistance
are misguided. As demonstrated by this report, the
vast majority of extremely low income renters are
seniors, persons with disabilities, or they are already
in the labor force. Of those working, their wages are
insufficient to afford housing without assistance. No
data exist that show work requirements lift people
out of poverty (Levy, Edmonds, & Simington, 2018).
Time limits would further increase their vulnerability
to housing
insecurity.

Instead of cutting

Federal
housing assistance
investments in
that would threaten
the affordable
the housing stability
housing
programs at
of vulnerable families,
HUD and the
Congress and the
U.S. Department
Trump administration
of Agriculture
should fully address
(USDA) provide
the affordable
families and
housing needs of
communities
with the
vulnerable families.
resources they
need to thrive.
Access to affordable housing has wide ranging,
positive impacts. When families have stable, decent,
and accessible homes that they can afford, they are
better able to maintain employment, perform better in
school, and achieve improved health and well-being
(Desmond & Gershenson, 2016; Maqbool, Viveiros,
& Ault, 2015; Brennan, Reed, & Sturtevant, 2014).
Instead of cutting housing assistance that would
threaten the housing stability of vulnerable families,
Congress and the Trump administration should fully
address the affordable housing needs of vulnerable
families.
NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION
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While every state and congressional district is
impacted by the shortage of affordable homes for
extremely low income families, the specific housing
challenges differ from community to community.
Strong housing markets provide a different set of
challenges than weaker markets even though the
poorest renters cannot afford housing in either.
NLIHC encourages policymakers to support a
comprehensive set of tools to solve this problem,
including capital investments and rental assistance.
Capital investments are needed to build, preserve
and rehabilitate homes affordable to the lowest
income people. These dollars can address other
challenges as well, like revitalizing distressed
communities, providing housing options for low
income families in tight or gentrifying markets,
and producing accessible housing for persons with
disabilities.

The national Housing Trust Fund (HTF)
provides block grants to states for the creation or
rehabilitation of homes affordable to extremely low
income and very low income households. The HTF
is funded through small mandatory contributions
from Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (governmentsponsored enterprises or GSEs). Housing finance
reform related to the GSEs offers an opportunity
to increase significantly resources for the HTF.
Previous reform proposals included $3.5 billion
annually for the national HTF, making a significant
contribution to ending housing instability and
homelessness. This amount should be the starting
point to build bi-partisan support for any future
legislation regarding reform.
In addition to the HTF, a significant increase in
capital investment is needed for the rehabilitation
and preservation of the nation’s public housing
infrastructure. This stock provides stable housing

THE PROBLEM:

The U.S. has a shortage of more than 7.2 MILLION rental homes
affordable and available to extremely low income renter households.
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to some of the nation’s most vulnerable renters but
faces a significant backlog of capital repair needs
(Finkel et al. 2010; NLIHC, 2017b).

and housing instability and improving adult and
child well-being (Gubits et al., 2016). Policymakers
should prioritize expanding housing vouchers, which
allow recipients to afford housing in the private
NLIHC also supports efforts to expand and improve
market. Voucher recipients contribute 30% of their
the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC).
income toward housing costs and the voucher pays
The recent tax bill’s reduction in the corporate tax
the remaining costs up to the local housing agency’s
rate may lower the value of tax credits, making
payment standard. Vouchers typically cost less than
it more difficult to generate equity for affordable
new production, making them a preferred form of
housing development. Congress should expand and
housing assistance in
make improvements to
weak markets with an
LIHTC to more deeply
Our
nation
must
make
the
abundance of vacant,
target the housing needs
physically adequate
critical investments in
of extremely low income
housing. Additional
affordable housing needed
renter households. These
local policies must
improvements include
to help the economy, our
assist recipients with
a 50% basis boost in tax
communities, families, and
overcoming local barriers
credits for developments
children thrive.
to vouchers, including
that set aside at least
preventing housing
20% of their housing for
discrimination by
extremely low income renters; and income averaging,
landlords against voucher holders and reducing land
which would allow a development to use tax credits
use and building restrictions in strong markets that
to serve renters with incomes up to 80% of AMI, as
artificially limit the rental housing supply.
long as the average household income limit is 50%
or 60% of AMI. Senators Maria Cantwell (D-WA)
and Orin Hatch (R-UT) introduced a bill, “The
Affordable Housing Credit Improvement Act of
2017” (S. 548), that includes these reforms and an
expansion of LIHTC by 50% over five years.

Rental assistance like Housing Choice Vouchers
has a proven track record of reducing homelessness
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The lack of decent, accessible, and affordable
housing, especially among people with the lowest
incomes, is a significant barrier to housing and
economic stability and other societal benefits.
Our nation must make the critical investments in
affordable housing needed to help the economy, our
communities, families, and children thrive.
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ABOUT THE DATA

plumbing facilities were not included in the housing
supply.

This report is based on data from the 2016
American Community Survey (ACS) Public Use
Microdata Sample (PUMS). The ACS is an annual
nationwide survey of approximately 3.5 million
addresses. It provides timely data on the social,
economic, demographic, and housing characteristics
of the U.S. population. PUMS contains individual
ACS questionnaire records for a subsample of
housing units and their occupants.

After households and units were categorized,
we analyzed the extent to which households in
each income category resided in housing units
categorized as affordable for that income level. For
example, we estimated the number units affordable
for extremely low income households that were
occupied by extremely low income households and
by other income groups.

PUMS data are available for geographic areas
called Public Use Microdata Sample Areas
(PUMAs). Individual PUMS records were matched
to their appropriate metropolitan area or given
nonmetropolitan status using the Missouri Data
Center’s MABLE/Geocorr14 online application.
If at least 50% of a PUMA was in a Core Based
Statistical Area (CBSA), we assigned it to
the CBSA. Otherwise, the PUMA was given
nonmetropolitan status.
Households were categorized (as extremely low
income, very low income, low income, middle
income, or above median income) by their incomes
relative to their metropolitan area’s median family
income or state’s nonmetropolitan median family
income, adjusted for household size. Housing units
were categorized according to the income needed to
afford the rent and utilities without spending more
than 30% of income. The categorization of units was
done without regard to the incomes of the current
tenants. Housing units without complete kitchen or

We categorized households into mutually exclusive
household types in the following order: (1)
householder or householder’s spouse were at least
62 years of age (seniors); (2) householder and
householder’s spouse (if applicable) were younger
than 62 and at least one of them had a disability
(disabled); (3) non-senior non-disabled household.
We also categorized households into more detailed
mutually exclusive categories in the following
order: (1) elderly; (2) disabled; (3) householder and
householder’s spouse (if applicable) were younger
than 62 and unemployed; (4) non-senior nondisabled householder and/or householder’s spouse
(if applicable) were working; (5) householder and
householder’s spouse (if applicable) were enrolled in
school; (6) non-senior non-disabled single adult was
living with a young child under seven years of age or
person with disability.
More information about the ACS PUMS files is
available at https://www.census.gov/programssurveys/acs/technical-documentation/pums/about.
html

FOR MORE INFORMATION
For further information regarding this report and the methodology, please contact Andrew Aurand, NLIHC
Vice President for Research, at aaurand@nlihc.org or 202-662-1530 x245.
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APPENDIX A: STATE COMPARISONS

States in RED have less than the national level of affordable and available units per 100 households at or below the
extremely low income (ELI) threshold
Surplus (Deficit) of Affordable
and Available Units

Affordable and Available Units per 100
Households at or below Threshold

% Within Each Income Category with
Severe Housing Cost Burden

At or below
ELI

At or below
50% AMI

At or
below ELI

At or below
50% AMI

At or below
80% AMI

At or below
100% AMI

At or
below ELI

> ELI to 50%
AMI

Alabama
Alaska

(80,411)
(10,797)

(57,559)
(10,445)

58
38

79
62

110
93

112
103

67%
65%

23%
30%

3%
6%

0%
0%

Arizona

(159,599)

(178,791)

26

46

95

104

75%

35%

8%

2%

Arkansas

(59,445)

(52,569)

49

69

104

107

65%

20%

4%

0%

California

(1,083,466)

(1,538,269)

22

31

67
90

85

100

77%

48%

18%

5%

Connecticut

(89,481)

(81,312)

36

64

100

105

68%

27%

5%

1%

Delaware

(20,400)

(19,285)

24

55

102

109

73%

29%

8%

0%

State

Colorado

District of Columbia

(127,866)

(159,456)

26

46

75%

39%

51% to 80% 81% to 100%
AMI
AMI

8%

2%

(31,666)

(23,214)

45

71

95

102

69%

24%

10%

1%

Florida

(430,946)

(605,744)

26

35

79

96

79%

54%

19%

5%

Georgia

(220,925)

(240,432)

38

55

100

105

73%

32%

6%

1%

Hawaii

(20,512)

(35,099)

44

44

71

90

65%

54%

30%

4%

Idaho

(29,124)

(25,771)

43

68

96

101

66%

20%

4%

1%

Illinois

(309,287)

(289,543)

34

62

98

103

72%

27%

5%

2%

Indiana

(134,998)

(83,636)

41

77

106

107

70%

17%

4%

1%

Iowa

(57,991)

(17,420)

42

90

106

106

66%

13%

3%

1%

Kansas

(52,878)

(29,484)

45

81

108

108

68%

17%

2%

1%

Kentucky

(82,463)

(67,068)

55

74

104

106

63%

18%

3%

1%

Louisiana

(112,517)

(122,516)

44

56

101

107

70%

32%

7%

3%

Maine

(16,118)

(17,904)

59

75

105

108

56%

17%

3%

0%

Maryland

(123,621)

(130,644)

35

57

100

105

74%

27%

6%

1%

Massachusetts

(162,286)

(172,007)

46

63

92

99

60%

31%

8%

2%

Michigan

(212,329)

(184,541)

36

65

100

103

71%

25%

4%

1%

Minnesota

(92,439)

(70,605)

43

75

99

103

62%

23%

2%

1%

Mississippi

(48,152)

(50,143)

57

67

103

108

66%

26%

5%

1%

Missouri

(119,751)

(67,129)

42

80

106

107

67%

15%

3%

2%

Montana

(16,467)

(10,857)

52

81

104

106

55%

17%

2%

1%

Nebraska

(42,856)

(22,860)

35

80

101

102

69%

15%

2%

1%

Nevada

(81,787)

(101,385)

15

37

94

108

80%

38%

10%

1%

New Jersey

(209,057)

(289,452)

30

41

89

100

73%

40%

7%

2%

New Mexico

(40,697)

(43,201)

43

57

101

110

67%

33%

9%

1%

New York

(615,392)

(713,570)

35

52

83

95

71%

39%

11%

5%

North Carolina

(190,025)

(189,624)

46

66

103

108

70%

31%

4%

1%

North Dakota

(16,089)

(5,753)

40

88

114

113

70%

15%

2%

1%

Ohio

(262,612)

(166,780)

42

76

102

104

68%

20%

3%

1%

Oklahoma

(68,733)

(58,723)

49

73

106

107

65%

20%

3%

2%

Oregon

(101,393)

(135,693)

25

42

86

96

76%

33%

8%

3%

Pennsylvania

(261,690)

(229,702)

38

66

99

103

70%

25%

4%

2%

Rhode Island

(27,917)

(26,576)

48

69

99

103

60%

27%

4%

1%

South Carolina

(90,859)

(87,186)

45

64

100

105

71%

26%

5%

1%

South Dakota

(13,722)

(5,528)

53

89

107

106

68%

16%

2%

2%

Tennessee

(133,581)

(125,585)

45

65

101

105

68%

29%

4%

1%

Texas

(613,185)

(672,160)

30

52
60

98

100

106

72%

30%

6%

2%

Vermont

(12,145)

(12,497)

43

65

104

105

65%

13%

5%

9%

Virginia

(164,363)

(193,319)

36

54

100

106

72%

34%

5%

1%

Washington

(163,726)

(189,708)

29

52

92

99

71%

34%

6%

2%

New Hampshire

Utah

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

USA Totals

(26,816)

(41,842)

(22,656)

(43,740)

30

32

67

99

103

105

66%

67%

20%

22%

3%

5%

0%

1%

(25,853)

(22,400)

58

75

106

109

64%

17%

4%

1%

(138,884)
(10,781)

(73,487)
(3,672)

28
34

78
87

101
111

102
111

71%
71%

15%
13%

3%
4%

0%
0%

(7,259,940)

(7,776,700)

Source: NLIHC Tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data

35

56

93

101

71%

32%

8%

2%

APPENDIX B: METROPOLITAN COMPARISONS

Metropolitan Areas in RED have less than the national level of affordable and available units per 100 households at or below
the extremely low income threshold
Surplus (Deficit)
of Affordable and
Available Units

Affordable and Available Units
per 100 Households at or below
Threshold

% Within Each Income Category
with Severe Housing Cost Burden

Metro Area

At or below
ELI

At or below
50% AMI

At or
At or below At or below At or below
At or
below ELI 50% AMI
80% AMI 100% AMI below ELI

31% to
50% AMI

51% to
81% to
80% AMI 100% AMI

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Roswell, GA
Austin-Round Rock, TX

(129,871)
(43,017)

(148,933)
(54,770)

24
32

49
53

98
103

104
108

78%
78%

35%
31%

5%
4%

1%
2%

Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD

(61,211)

(54,816)

37

64

99

106

72%

25%

7%

2%

Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH

(114,539)

(130,180)

46

60

89

97

60%

32%

9%

2%

Buffalo-Cheektowaga-Niagara Falls, NY

(31,146)

(14,821)

41

81

100

102

67%

17%

2%

1%

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC

(45,703)

(43,189)

34

63

102

107

75%

29%

4%

1%
2%

Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI

(249,656)

(247,866)

Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN

(51,599)

(23,177)

38

83

104

105

62%

19%

4%

Cleveland-Elyria, OH

(54,569)

(35,911)

41

74

103

104

73%

22%

3%

3%

Columbus, OH

(52,204)

(32,327)

31

73

102

105

77%

23%

4%

0%

(86,640)

25

41

87

99

74%

42%

8%

2%

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX

(163,969)

(177,401)

Detroit-Warren-Dearborn, MI

(108,690)

(90,949)

Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO

Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT

(61,066)

29

19
31

56

51

96

99

102

105

63

101

103

75%

77%
73%

29%

28%
27%

6%

5%
4%

2%

2%
2%

(32,893)

(24,030)

38

70

103

104

68%

25%

4%

0%

Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, TX

(180,102)

(194,670)

19

47

99

106

77%

31%

6%

2%

Jacksonville, FL

(29,047)

(31,551)

27

53

100

109

77%

43%

4%

1%

Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson, IN
Kansas City, MO-KS

Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise, NV

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA

(53,679)
(47,880)
(63,686)

(30,816)
(24,633)
(83,398)

27
34
10

103

80

105

30

109

84%

2%

44%

12%

1%

81

105

107

64%

17%

2%

0%

Memphis, TN-MS-AR

(43,149)

(42,840)

25

48

97

105

80%

39%

7%

0%

(28,453)

25

75

100

101

75%

18%

5%

1%

(228,287)

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI

(64,998)

(54,240)

40

72

99

102

Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro--Franklin, TN

(37,150)

(39,392)

37

61

96

New Orleans-Metairie, LA

(37,165)

(51,166)

33

41

New York-Newark-Jersey City, NY-NJ-PA

(56,061)

66%

31%

63%

24%

2%

102

66%

29%

4%

1%

94

104

77%

36%

11%

1%

(848,380)
(19,939)

42

76

107

108

68%

20%

4%

0%

Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL

(58,840)

(83,740)

17

23

77

102

84%

55%

17%

2%

(123,834)

20

43

93

102

78%

34%

8%

2%

(32,309)

45

76

102

104

62%

22%

3%

Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA

(58,702)

(79,876)

23

42

88

96

76%

34%

7%

3%

Providence-Warwick, RI-MA

(40,792)

(33,401)

47

73

98

103

59%

24%

5%

1%

Raleigh, NC

(21,348)

(14,314)

31

75

112

110

72%

21%

0%

1%

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA

(101,626)

(136,558)

20

30

68

86

77%

49%

20%

5%

Sacramento--Roseville--Arden-Arcade, CA

(72,345)

(81,781)

34%

9%

Rochester, NY

San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX
San Diego-Carlsbad, CA

(28,485)
(48,182)

(28,626)
(20,953)
(61,385)

(82,059)

(143,800)

(44,459)

(58,583)

33
19
33
20

103

105

69

103

107

47

99

107

77

88

42
23

63

99
83

73%
80%
68%
80%

21%
31%

4%
6%
7%

53%

19%

36%

11%

2%
1%
6%

St. Louis, MO-IL

(57,940)

(33,582)

36

79

105

105

70%

18%

3%

3%

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL

(65,933)

(94,223)

22

36

89

102

82%

46%

12%

2%

Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC (35,359)
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV (135,931)

(50,302)
(159,784)

33
31

45
49

97
98

107
104

75%
75%

44%
31%

8%
5%

1%
1%

USA Totals

Source: NLIHC Tabulations of 2016 ACS PUMS data

(30,990)

(30,827)

(7,258,849) (7,776,700)

28

23

35

49

48

56

89

99

93

93
97

107

101

70%
72%

74%

71%

33%

32%

32%

12%

1%

(110,303)

79

36%

2%

(89,701)

40

70%

29%

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA

31

45

88

76%

1%

(127,454)

Tucson, AZ

30

63

2%

San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA

(157,806)

30

6%

5%

(42,465)

(33,206)

30%

12%

Pittsburgh, PA

Richmond, VA

76%

44%

(147,408)

(109,635)

103

72%

(157,257)

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ

96

93

1%

(27,379)

57

79

8%

(621,789)

29

42

80%

7%

Oklahoma City, OK
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD

33

77

22%

1%

46

(152,818)

55%

2%

(14,522)

Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI

81%

16%

7%

(24,094)

52

76

68%

16%

Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN

25

55

106

78%

(646,708)

22

23

92

105

(419,972)

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach, FL

17

74

6%

8%

8%

3%
2%
1%

3%

2%

THE GAP

A SHORTAGE OF AFFORDABLE HOMES, 2018

TO FIND OUT MORE INFORMATION AND
STATE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION FOR

VISIT
HTTP://NLIHC.ORG/GAP

NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION

21

1000 Vermont Avenue, NW
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20005
202-662-1530
www.nlihc.org

April 30, 2018
To:
From:
Subject:

Mayor, City Council and City Manager
Bill Aspegren
Why aren’t More SDUs Built?

At the April 16, 2018 public hearing on Secondary Dwelling Units (SDUs) and
compliance with SB 1051 I stated:
“Given current SDU standards there are over 30,000 lots in Eugene that are
large enough to support a SDU”
I did not make this number up. It came from the attached March 6, 2018 memo by
Alissa Hansen. Note there are another 1,200+ lots in the area around the university.
Councilor Clark asked why more SDUs are not being built.
Barriers to SDUs
Eugene’s SDU regulations are reasonable and parallel what other communities are
doing. However, there are many barriers to building a SDU.
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Some areas have covenants and restrictions limiting or preventing SDUs.
SDUs are not cheap to build. A 600-square foot SDU will probably run between
$75,000 and $90,000 to build, and that is not for high end amenities. (See HBA
Tour, Small Home attachment.)
In Eugene 30% of single family homeowners pay 30% or more of their income for
housing. These households cannot afford to take on the extra cost of a SDU, and
bank financing may not be available to these families.
SDUs may not pencil out to help pay the mortgage and will be rented at market
rates.
SDUs work best on lots with alleys and corner lots. Many areas of Eugene do not
have alleys.
Many people do not want to give up their privacy to have a tenant on site.
System Development Charges can be expensive, but a total waiver may not be
practical.
Code regulations may be difficult to meet but will help maintain neighborhood
livability. The standards are clear and objective.
Property taxes will increase.
The complexities of owning rental property and being a landlord are not for
everyone.

There seems to be agreement that SDUs are not going to contribute significantly to
Eugene’s housing supply or resolve affordability issues. However, if done improperly
they will do irreputable damage to neighborhood livability for a minimal increase in
dwelling units.

How to Change
Olympia, Washington is dealing with Missing Middle and ADU questions. The attached
article describes the problems they are encountering. You could almost substitute
Eugene for Olympia the process and special interest influence is so similar.
Read the article and see what you think.
If you read the Gresham article from my April 9, 2018 written testimony (starting on
page 399 of the file of testimony) you will see there is a better path to design and
implement changes for both SDUs and middle housing.
SB 1051 phase 2 is not needed. Instead, decisions about future housing options must
be based on evidence, facts and include participation of the community.

Attachments
•
•
•

March 6, 2018 memo from Alissa Hansen
HBA Tour Small Home
Article titled: Olympians on the “Missing Middle:” Contentious reaction to a
Community Planning proposal that affects people where they live

(http://olywip.org)Works in Progress (http://olywip.org)
Olympians on the “Missing Middle:” Contentious reaction to a Community
Planning proposal that affects people where they live
by Bethany Weidner (http://olywip.org/author/bethany-weidner/)
MARCH 31ST, 2018 AT 2:31 PM
It was standing room only at a March 19 hearing on a set of Community Planning &
Development (CP&D) changes to Olympia’s residential zoning code. Well over 200
people squeezed into the City Hall council chambers, then crowded into the foyer
outside. 140 of them signed up to tell Planning Commission members what they thought
about the so-called “Missing Middle” proposal. About 2/3 of them supported the
proposal and the other third expressed serious reservations. People had very different
views both of what kind of housing Olympia offers now, and what would happen in the
future if the City Council adopts the changes.
What’s here now
Proponents of the new rules almost uniformly took the same view as Leonard Bauer,
Deputy Director of CP&D. Bauer had earlier described Olympia’s current housing
situation as pretty bleak:
“Like many cities, Olympia has a lot of low-density zoning districts that currently allow
single family houses with limited ability to do anything else. Olympia has some provision
for townhouses but beyond that, there’s not much for “missing middle” in nearly three
quarters of the city’s area.”
The picture painted by those who opposed adoption of the rules as written was very
different. Contrary to Bauer’s claim, many established neighborhoods contain small
apartment buildings, duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes and a number of ADUs (accessory
dwelling units) – the very housing types the CP&D says are missing. The explanation
for this variety is that the city has applied different zoning requirements to different
neighborhoods over time.
Existing zoning, again in contrast to Mr. Bauer’s statement, allows for small scale multifamily and clustered housing in at least seven of the city’s 14 residential zones. ADUs
are permitted in all of Olympia. Co-housing, cottages, and duplexes are permitted in all
but one zone. Tri-plexes and four-plexes are permitted in several. There’s even a
specific zone (R7-13) that seems to have been written by the “missing middle”
proponents (1). Olympia differs from other cities, too, in that fully 43% of its housing is
already multifamily housing.
Predicting a rosy future
The proponents shared a certainty that the new rules would usher in a future of
abundant housing, with smaller and more affordable places to live, compared to the no-

longer attainable single family home. Thousands of new homes will be built, and since
“no one has repealed the law of supply and demand, they will be more affordable.”
CP&D takes a similar position: its proposed rules will eliminate sprawl, support local
business and better transit, give homeowners an option for extra income to stay in their
houses. Encouraging smaller dwelling units also matches a new demographic:
according to the city, only 14% of Olympia’s households are couples with children (2).
The CP&D proposal has two parts. It allows multiplexes—in two zones where they’re
not currently allowed —plus “courtyard apartments” in all residential zones. However,
the rules go beyond that. They substantially reduce minimum lot sizes, increase heights,
eliminate certain parking requirements, and allow rental of residences with ADUs by
absentee owners.
These changes are “permissive”—their effect depends on who the new investors will be.
CP&D, along with most of the supporters at the hearing, seems to think many will be
homeowners and local people – building a back-yard house or otherwise adding to their
residence to create an additional dwelling unit.
The opponents at the hearing were skeptical
As one commenter pointed out, the plan does not address the city’s responsibility to
address any fall-out from these changes. Others were specific: bus service had not
improved, but deteriorated in one neighborhood even as density and traffic increased.
What about the relationship between new tri- or fourplexes adjacent to existing homes
with drainage issues already? More than one pointed to the rules’ relaxing requirements
for on-site parking—already on-street parking and consequent traffic problems create
difficulties, with little interest by the city in working to find solutions.
Absentee owners
But there was also another major concern: these changes open up lucrative new
opportunities in the housing market. One was very clear about issues with non-resident
owners being able to develop ADUs. First, by reducing parking requirements, the
proposals make it easier to develop an ADU than to develop a duplex (or remodel a
home to a duplex). Second, allowing non-resident owners to develop ADUs means they
can compete in the market with people trying to find an affordable home.
According to an Eastside resident who spoke, they are already seeing realtors
advertising that if the “missing middle” proposals are adopted, each property could have
an ADU – with an accompanying increase in the sale price because the “opportunity to
develop” is priced in.
What’s next?
The schedule for presentation of the proposal to the City Council for adoption was midMay—with the rules to go into effect a week later. This could be delayed because a

group of residents has filed a legal challenge to the city’s determination that there is no
significant environmental impact associated with the changes.
The argument for speedy implementation is that we are in a housing crisis – these
changes are needed now. But the city also acknowledges that among the biggest
barriers is the “impact fee”. While they have agreed to study the role these fees might
have on the incentive to build, they will remain a deterrent even if the city implements
the proposal this spring. As noted by a housing advocate, “As long as there’s no change
to the fees, we’re not going to see the influx of housing we need.”
A failed public process
There was also a marked difference of opinion across commenters about moving
forward. Many people criticized the public process as having failed. “Subarea Planning,”
a city process touted as incorporating residents into decisions about how to shape
growth in their neighborhood was completely ignored in the development of these rules.
These individuals had suggestions for a delay in the schedule to allow for improved
information about the proposal and its impacts. Take 6 months to make these proposals
logical and well-written. Rather than wholesale zoning changes, target the areas of town
most likely to accommodate infill without damage to the infrastructure or the character of
the neighborhood. Some even suggested that the proposal is actually a rezone
masquerading as a simple adjustment to the rules. A rezone would require an
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan—a more extensive process.
Proponents rejected the idea that more discussion was needed. Some questioned the
goodwill of the detractors—older people were able to buy a house, but they oppose
changes that would let millennials own homes. “I love my grandmother, but…” said one.
They accused them of chicken littlism—exaggerating the effects of the changes—“the
sky is falling.” They appeared to have faith in the market’s response to these new
opportunities.
The housing market, as we learned in the 2000s, is an investor’s playground. With new
opportunities to multiply living units and increase return in the context of continuing
demand, the beneficiaries may not be homeowners, new home buyers or renters—but
developers and investors.

Bethany Weidner lives in a single-family home in SW Olympia, with a backyard ADU,
across the street from a huge duplex permitted by the city about 10 years ago.

(1) Mixed Residential 7-13 Units per Acre. To accommodate a compatible mixture of
houses, duplexes, townhouses, and apartments in integrated developments with
densities that provide a broad range of housing opportunities; to provide a variety of
housing types and styles; and to provide for development with a density and

configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service. This district
generally consists of parcels along arterial or collector streets of sufficient size to enable
development of a variety of housing types.
(2) According to 2015 data from HUD, the Thurston County population is made up 44%
of families with children. That suggests that families already can’t find affordable
housing in Olympia, not that Olympia should build more 1- and 2- person housing units.
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Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Friday, November 23, 2018 11:23 AM
@Eugene Housing Tools
Carrie Bennett; FIFIELD Anne E; DEDRICK Jason P; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
For HTS WG members -- Evaluation of "options"
HTS options evaluation.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Housing Tools and Strategies "Working Group" members,
Prior to your next meeting, please review the attached PDF document that provides an evaluation
of the "options" that have been identified thus far.
Although I've included the results of the "straw poll," I'll provide a more in-depth analysis of the
results and the "dot-voting" in a separate document.
I'll also provide a more in-depth critique of the WG process separately.
For purposes of this evaluation, I believe there's general agreement that most Eugene citizens,
including those of you participating in the WG, accept that there's are a significant number of
households for which the cost of housing creates serious financial stress on the household meeting
other basic human needs, such as food, medical care, etc.
I also believe most citizens hope we can take effective actions to alleviate the scope and severity
of the stress arising from poor "Housing Affordability." However, I believe most informed citizens
understand there are few, if any, "easy" ways to make a significant positive impact on this
problem. So, the challenge is to find actions that would make a significant positive impact, that do
not have a significant negative impact, and that are supported broadly by Eugene citizens.
It should be obvious that the very first requirement to evaluate "options" is to have some estimate
of how much positive impact the option would have. There are various was to state this; one way is
the projected net gain (over "no action) in number of dwelling units that would be "affordable" to
the households in different categories of "Household Income." The attached evaluation presents
two columns: "Net affordable dwelling gain/(loss) for Extremely Low Income Households" and "for
Very Low Income Households."
These columns have no data because, as far as I can tell, the WG has never developed or
considered the potential gains (or losses) for the various options.
The other critical information for evaluating options is what prior community policies or guidance
have been adopted or approved by the elected officials. Note well that this isn't because policies
and guidance cannot be changed. What's important is that 20-something individuals having four
meetings should not presume to represent a community desire to change these policies. Therefore,
the WG should be fully aware of currently established policies and guidance in considering which
1

options are consistent with these and which would or may conflict. The attached evaluation
includes columns showing certain or potential conflicts with Eugene's "comprehensive plan" and/or
"Envision Eugene." The "comprehensive plan" includes the Metro Plan, the first elements of the
Envision Eugene Plan, and all refinement plans, including neighborhood plans. With respect to
Envision Eugene, the critical elements are the seven "pillars" and the implementation elements for
each pillar. In shorthand, the three most relevant pillars are: "Affordable Housing" (#2, n.b. not
"Housing Affordability"); "Compact Urban Development & Efficient Transportation" (#4) and
"Protect, Repair and Enhance Neighborhood Livability" (#5).
The most important point of providing the WG with this evaluation is not to argue for all the
specific assessments in the three color-coded columns. The main point is that WG members should
be well-informed and give full consideration to these aspects of each option before making
decisions on what to recommend. Ignoring these considerations is likely to lead to substantial, and
largely unnecessary, conflicts with large segments of the larger citizenry.
Thank you for your consideration. I would welcome any questions or comments.
Paul Conte

_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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ANALYSIS OF HOUSING TOOLS & STRATEGIES “OPTIONS”
Strategy 1
Option

Net affordable
dwelling gain/(loss)1
ELI HH
VLI HH

Would Conflict with

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

1

22

0

4

?

?

2

10

12

2

?

?

3

21

3

2

?

?

Yes

3-A
3-B

20
21

3
4

3
0

?
?

?
?

Yes

3-C

11

6

3

?

?

4

21

5

0

?

?

Depends

Depends

4-A

19

4

1

?

?

Depends

Depends

5
5-A

25
19

1
4

0
1

?
?

?
?

5-B

18

5

3

?

?

6
6-A

4
7

14
10

8
8

?
?

?
?

6-B

6

12

7

?

?

7

10

9

7

?

?

7-A*

2

10

3

?

?

Comp. Plan

Env. Eugene

High
Neighborhood
Opposition

Notes

Depends

Must comply with LDR max density.
Must include owner-occupancy.

Yes

Depends

Yes

Yes

If done in R-1 without creating/
updating RP

Depends
Yes

[More Middle Housing in green field or
large subdivision developments.]
In R-1, would depend on what was
allowed.
In R-1, would depend on what was
allowed.

Depends on impacts on adjacent
neighborhoods.
This is too general to have any particular meaning. This is a classic misuse of the
term “form-based” code, as if it were one thing. Form-based code does not
eliminate the requirement to specify uses and does not necessarily simplify construction
or reduce costs.
Completely contrary to the basic
Yes
Yes
Yes
principles of area-specific zones.
Review, evaluate, and adjust
neighborhood specific zoning.]
This is probably an attempt to
Depends
Yes (likely)
undo/weaken S-C, S-JW and Universityarea standards, which would create
strong opposition.
Depends

National Low Income Housing Coalition: EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI): Households with incomes at or below the Poverty Guideline or 30% of AMI, whichever is higher
VERY LOW INCOME (VLI): Households with incomes between ELI and 50% of AMI.
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Option

Net affordable
dwelling gain/(loss)1
ELI HH
VLI HH

Comp. Plan

Env. Eugene

High
Neighborhood
Opposition

?

Yes

Yes

Yes

?

?

Depends

Depends

Depends

1

?

?

1

1

?

?

Depends

6

0

?

?

Depends

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

8

13

8

4

?

?

9

21

2

0

?

?

10

3

5

18

?

10-A*

7

8

7

11

17

7

50*

17

52*

16

Would Conflict with

Notes
A specific directive adopted by the City
Council.
Supported by neighborhoods.
This is a “loaded” caption. Every
approval criteria is, in some sense a
“barrier to housing.” The true issue is
whether some code criterion(a) are
unreasonable.
A stupid, unlawful and impractical
item. Why is this even on the list?
[Re-write the zoning code.]
Inadequate definition. This is so general
as to have no clear meaning.
This is a good idea, but has no
particular benefit to “affordable
housing. N.B. There are many lots in
which the zoning is unlawfully
higher than the Metro Plan.
[Add pre-approved ADU plans.]
Inadequate definition. If this means
regarding development standards, it
might provide slight help. However,
most ADU situations require a design
that’s constrained by context (e.g.,
adjacent lots)
[Allow for mixed use units on major
streets.] Inadequate definition. If on
“key transit corridors,” good. If on
streets like W. 11th Ave. between Lincoln
and Almaden Streets, which is all
residential, there would be significant
opposition.

Option

53*

Agree

14

Uncertain

6

Disagree

0

Net affordable
dwelling gain/(loss)1
ELI HH
VLI HH

?

?

Would Conflict with
Comp. Plan

Env. Eugene

High
Neighborhood
Opposition

Depends

Notes
[Revisit/revise land use code to allow for
more tiny homes/tiny communities.]
Inadequate definition. If based on
“Opportunity Siting” and/or update
refinement plans, good. Otherwise,
likely to have opposition.

Strategy 2
Option

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

12
12-A
12-B
12-C
12-D
12-E* ;
12-F*

21
18
20
17
13
2
14

4
4
5
8
13
13
7

2
5
2
1
1
2
0

13

15

6

5

14
14-A

12
17

8
6

14-B
15

15
22

16
17

Net affordable
dwelling gain/(loss)2
ELI HH
VLI HH
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

?

?

?

4
2

?

?

?

?

8
5

2
0

?

?

?

?

24
13

3
10

0
0

?

?

?

18

22

4

0

19
51*

18
2

8
10

0
5

Would Conflict with
Comp. Plan

Env. Eugene

High Nbrhood
Opposition

Yes!

Depends

Depends
Depends

Depends

Depends

?

Depends

Depends

?

?

Yes

Yes

?

?

?

?

Notes

[Place a cap on the SDC waiver.]
[Scale SDCs to the size and impact of
what’s built.]
May conflict with ORS land use and SLAP
laws. Grossly imbalanced. LUBA allows
costs ONLY for meritless appeal.
Cannot do this until Refinement Plan
create or updated.
May conflict with ORS.
Current CaO process is way off track.
Cannot be used to simply eliminate
criteria.
Cannot reduce liability for safety and
negligence
Eliminating appeals would conflict with
ORS and “due process” rights.
[Change state law regarding SUPTE]
Inadequate definition. Cannot
determine meaning.

National Low Income Housing Coalition: EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI): Households with incomes at or below the Poverty Guideline or 30% of AMI, whichever is higher
VERY LOW INCOME (VLI): Households with incomes between ELI and 50% of AMI.
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Strategy 3
Option

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

20
20-A*

21
4

4
10

0
11

20-B
20-C
20-D
20-E*

14
17
5
1

5
7
12
4

4
1
4
2

20-F*

7

2

0

21

19

2

2

22
22-A
22-B
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

4
11
15
5
18
20
13
18
14
10
14
13

12
13
11
10
6
5
11
6
6
12
9
2

6
0
0
8
1
0
1
0
1
4
0
5

Net affordable
dwelling gain/(loss)3
ELI HH
VLI HH
?
?
?

?

?
?
?

?
?
?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

Would Conflict with
Comp. Plan

Env. Eugene

High Nbrhood
Opposition

Notes

[Implement top idea first then,
depending on outcome, implement next
most supported item.]

Likely

Likely

Yes

[Charge a CET on a sliding scale by the
size of the development (especially
residential) (variation on 20-B)]
[Create a working group to study this
option in depth and include sensible
recommendations.]
A “density bonus” cannot conflict with
the comprehensive plan designations.
Any such “bonus” should be managed
through Opportunity Siting.

Cannot be required legally.

National Low Income Housing Coalition: EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI): Households with incomes at or below the Poverty Guideline or 30% of AMI, whichever is higher
VERY LOW INCOME (VLI): Households with incomes between ELI and 50% of AMI.
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Strategy 4
Option

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

32
33
34
35
35-A
35-B
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
44-A
44-B
45
46
47
48
49

NO “STRAW POLL” VOTE

Net affordable
dwelling gain/(loss)4
ELI HH
VLI HH
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

?

?
?

?
?

?

?

?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

?

?

Would Conflict with
Comp. Plan

Env. Eugene

High Nbrhood
Opposition

Notes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Eugene’s relies on the Neighborhood
Organization program to implement
Goal 1.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Generally would not meet legal
requirements for “takings.” Would creat
an uproar among property owners.

Depends

If transition does not upzone residential,
good. Otherwise would be strongly
opposed.

Depends

Depends

National Low Income Housing Coalition: EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI): Households with incomes at or below the Poverty Guideline or 30% of AMI, whichever is higher
VERY LOW INCOME (VLI): Households with incomes between ELI and 50% of AMI.
4

HARTMAN Chelsea E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Saturday, November 24, 2018 4:16 PM
@Eugene Housing Tools
Carrie Bennett; FIFIELD Anne E; DEDRICK Jason P; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
For HTS WG members -- Analysis of "straw poll" and "dot voting"
HT&S options straw poll and dot voting analysis.xlsx

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Leaving aside the questionable validity and value of the "straw poll" and "dot voting" for the moment, I've attached an
Excel spreadsheet with a "Cream and Rocks" analysis of your "straw poll" and "dot voting" on housing options under the
first three strategies. (You did not consider options under the fourth strategy.)
If you're not familiar with "Cream & Rocks" analysis of voting, ranking or rating results, it's pretty simple: Based on the
results, identify a cluster of items that are clearly favored (the "cream" at the top) and a cluster of items that are
clearly disfavored or have very little support (the "rocks" at the bottom). All the rest are the "in-betweens."
This is a rough means of deciding where to focus your efforts on a manageable set of items. Below I've provided a
concise list of the steps to use "cream and rocks" effectively. For your situation, I would suggest you begin by having a
limited discussion and hand-raises on whether any items should be moved in or out of the "cream" group; next pick the
"cream" out of the options under the fourth strategy; then concentrate your discussion and deliberations on the "cream"
of the options.
The spreadsheet highlights in blue the three columns upon which the categorization was based.
Two measures from the "straw poll" were the basis for the initial assigning of options to the three categories:
 Degree of Certainty -- The ratio of "Agree" plus Disagree" votes to Ballots (27). "Uncertain" and no vote were
considered an indication of uncertainty.
 Degree of Net Support -- The ratio of "Agree" minus "Disagree" votes to the votes cast for that option.
The three categories were determined for each option as follows:
 "Cream" -- Must be in the top two quartiles of Degree of Certainty, and must have at least a 0.75 Degree of Net
Support
 "Rocks" -- Less than a 0.50 Degree of net Support
 "In-Between" -- Not a "Cream" or a "Rock"
The third measure was from the "dot voting":


Ratio of Net Green -- The ratio of Green Dots minus Red Dots to total dots for that option

Each option was then reviewed to make an ad hoc judgement of whether to move it to a different category. If there
were very few dots, the item wasn't moved. If there were substantial dots and the Net Green Ratio was significantly
high and the "straw poll" values placed the item near the "top" of the "In-betweens," it could move to "Cream". Similarly
an item could move from "Rock" to "In-between." Conversely, with a significantly low Net Green Ratio and "straw poll"
values were near the bottom of the "in-betweens," the item could move to "Rock." And similarly, an item could move
from "Cream" to "In-between." There were only a handful of such instances.
1

Keep in mind that the point of a "Cream and Rocks" analysis is to make a first, subjective pass at prioritizing some
items and eliminating other items.
The required next step is for participants to "nominate" items that should have their category change, and make the
case for it -- keeping mind that the results reflect their co-participants opinions and should be respected. IOW,
participants are not supposed to simply re-argue their favorites. Typically, such arguments address where there might
have been confusion about what an item represents.
In any case, the bar charts that were included with the "straw poll" results (on the City's website) should be ignored
altogether. They are a confusing and unwarranted way to represent the "straw poll" results and would hinder, rather
than assist, the group's further deliberations.
While I hope this analysis may be of some help … Here's what's more important:
Based on my knowledge and experience with decision making processes and the information available to
participants, the exceptionally inadequate time allowed for discussion, and the flawed methods of voting, my
firm conclusion is that the results reflect nothing more than ad hoc, emotional feelings of 27 individuals. Such
results might be useful at the early stages of a process such as this, but have no validity at all in the final
stages of decision making.
That said, if Anne, Jason and Carrie are determined to do anything at all further with these results, you all have an
obligation to use at least a reasonable analysis, such as the attached categorization or conduct and perform some
legitimate alternative analysis. As I stated above, the three-section, vertical bar chart presented in the "preliminary
straw poll results" document is one of the least useful ways to provide an actionable analysis. The only thing you can
catch at a glance is that there were a variable number of total votes for the options.
At least a "cream and rocks" analysis of some sort would help the working group use the limited time of the final
meeting on a manageable set of options (i.e., the "cream" and maybe some of the "in-betweens").
*****
A few details on methodology …
"Dot Voting" is widely considered by process consultants as so flawed that it should not be used as a significant basis for
making decisions on any serious issues. ("Dot voting" is suitable for deciding which flavors of ice cream to serve at a
picnic.) I'm surprised "Dot Voting" was used in such as serious undertaking as the Housing Tools & Strategy process. The
way the "Dot voting" process was conducted at your meeting also included/allowed several of the known flaws, e.g.,
"vote splitting," "group think," allowing "late, "tactical voting" and inconsistent dimensions for the two colors (red was
implied as a "blocking" vote, green as "preference"). Use a "Google" search if you want to learn more about why you
should avoid the mistake of using "Dot Voting" at your final meeting.
"Cream and Rocks" -- In very concise terms, this requires the following steps (some may be repeated):
1. Establish the goals, criteria and intended outcome (e.g., picking some fixed number of items, or narrowing
the focus to a smaller set of options, etc.)
2. Create pool of items (this can have multiple inputs)
3. Make sure everybody has a solid understanding of all items
4. Refine, combine, split items to avoid "vote-splitting" or "compound" items
5. Vote (various methods for this)
6. Present results with tentative categorization into cream, rocks and in-between
7. Discuss and consider proposals (motions) to move item(s) from one group to another. Clarify item
descriptions, if necessary.
8. If there are too few "cream" items, repeat the process with just the "in-between" items to move some of
them into the final "cream."
9. Review and discuss the final results. If not "general approval" (full consensus, consensus-less-one, 2/3
majority, simple majority, etc.), recycle discussion and decisions on the items that are unsettled.
2

Obviously, the "ballots" voting didn't follow this approach, so I caution that even my "cream and rocks" analysis is
ultimately of low validity -- essentially because most of the steps were neglected or deficient. (Having approximately
90 seconds, on average, to discuss each item was ludicrous on its face.) But I had to work with what was done.
*****
A final, "editorial" comment …
If I were to take over the final stages of this process (unimaginable, I understand), I would ensure that the working
group's report to the City Council met basic professional standards of integrity and presents the strategies and options
along with a clear and transparent reporting of the "voting" as personal opinions of 20-some individuals, and the report
should make clear that the recommendations do not represent the broad citizenry and do not reflect any analysis of
data by the Working Group. Because of the deficiencies in the working group process, any specific recommendations of
options will reflect a simple tally of the personal preferences of a small number of individuals, nothing more
substantial.
Thank you,
Paul Conte

_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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Strategy

Option
15
19
2 16
2 18
1 3‐B
3 20
2 15
14
1 50*
3 25
3 27
1 5‐A
3 21
13
2 12
2 14‐A
1 3‐C
1 4‐A
1 52*
1 53*
11
2 19
3 24
2 12‐F*
2 12‐B
1 3‐A
1 11
3 20‐C
3 28
2 12‐C
3 30
3 20‐F*
3 22‐B
1 5‐B
2 14‐B
2 17
2 12‐D
2 12‐A
3 26
3 22‐A
3 20‐B
3 31
2 13
18
2 14
12
3 29
17
3 20‐D
2 12‐E* ;
1 10‐A*
1 6‐B
1 6‐A

Agree
25
21
24
22
21
21
22
21
17
20
18
19
19
21
21
17
11
19
16
14
22
18
18
14
20
20
17
17
14
17
14
7
15
18
15
13
13
18
13
11
14
13
15
13
12
10
10
10
5
2
7
6
7

Uncertain
1
2
3
4
4
4
5
5
1
5
6
4
2
3
4
6
6
4
6
6
0
8
6
7
5
3
7
7
6
8
9
2
11
5
8
10
13
4
11
13
5
2
6
8
8
12
12
9
12
13
8
12
10

Degree of
Certain Degree of Certainty
Net
Cream &
Disagree Votes Votes
Certainty
Quartile % Agree Support Rocks
26
25
0.93
1
96%
0.96
1
0
23
21
0.78
1
91%
0.91
1
0
0
27
24
0.89
1
89%
0.89
1
26
22
0.81
1
85%
0.85
1
0
25
21
0.78
1
84%
0.84
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
2
2
2
2
3
1
0
0
4
0
1
0
2
3
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
3
2
0
1
5
1
0
4
5
5
4
4
2
4
7
4
2
7
7
8

Staff Code
Smiley
*& Pnk Hrt
Smiley
* & Pnk Hrt
"But"
Grn Hrt
Aster

25
27
26
19
25
24
24

21
22
21
18
20
18
20

0.78
0.81
0.78
0.67
0.74
0.67
0.74

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

84%
81%
81%
89%
80%
75%
79%

0.84
0.81
0.81
0.84
0.80
0.75
0.75

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

23
26
27
25
20
24
22
20
26

21
23
23
19
14
20
16
14
26

0.78
0.85
0.85
0.70
0.52
0.74
0.59
0.52
0.96

1
1
1
2
3
2
3
3
1

83%
81%
78%
68%
55%
79%
73%
70%
85%

0.74
0.73
0.70
0.60
0.40
0.75
0.73
0.70
0.69

3 Grn Hrt
3 Smiley
3
4
7
2
3
3
4 Smiley

26
25
21
27
26
25
25
21
26
23
9
26
26
25
23
27
27
25
24
23
20
26
25
24
24
26
26
21
17
22
25
25

18
19
14
22
23
18
18
15
18
14
7
15
21
17
13
14
23
14
11
18
18
20
17
16
12
14
17
9
4
14
13
15

0.67
0.70
0.52
0.81
0.85
0.67
0.67
0.56
0.67
0.52
0.26
0.56
0.78
0.63
0.48
0.52
0.85
0.52
0.41
0.67
0.67
0.74
0.63
0.59
0.44
0.52
0.63
0.33
0.15
0.52
0.48
0.56

2
2
3
1
1
2
2
3
2
3
4
3
1
3
4
3
1
3
4
2
2
2
3
3
4
3
3
4
4
3
4
3

69%
72%
67%
74%
77%
68%
68%
67%
65%
61%
78%
58%
69%
60%
57%
48%
67%
52%
46%
61%
65%
58%
52%
50%
42%
38%
38%
24%
12%
32%
24%
28%

0.69
0.68
0.67
0.67
0.65
0.64
0.64
0.62
0.62
0.61
0.78
0.58
0.58
0.52
0.57
0.44
0.48
0.48
0.46
0.43
0.40
0.38
0.36
0.33
0.33
0.23
0.12
0.05
0.00
0.00
‐0.04
‐0.04

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
6
7
7
7
7
7
7
8
8
8
8
9
10
10
11
11
11
11

* & Gr Hrt
* & Grn Hrt

*
Smiley

[Not recorded]

*
*
Smiley & grn hrt
Smiley
Pnk Hrt
Red‐Lvl

Grn Hrt

Green Red Total Net
Ratio Net
Dots
Dots Dots Green Green
7
0
7
7
1.00
7
0
7
7
1.00
9
9
3

0
0
0

9
9
3

9
9
3

1.00
1.00
1.00

Cream
Cream
Cream

Description
Enable more multi‐family development along key corridors.
Complete land use code audit of regulatory barriers to housing.
Streamline/speed up the permitting process
Complete land use code audit of process barriers to housing production.
Enable by‐right housing options along key corridors

8
3
8
10
5
8
4

0
0
0
0
0
0
1

8
3
8
10
5
8
5

8
3
8
10
5
8
3

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.60

Cream
Cream
Cream
Cream
Cream
Cream
Cream

Identify new Revenue sources for "Affordable Housing" units.
Improve the Clear and Objective standards.
Revise land use code to ease development standards for adaptive re‐use
Add pre‐approved ADU plans
Help low and moderate‐income households keep their homes safe or stay in their home
Expand Eugene’s land banking program for "Affordable Housing"
Create a ‘key corridor overlay’ which allows multi‐family development on all key corridors

6
11
12
12
20
0
3
6
16

0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2

8
12
12
12
20
0
3
6
18

6
0.75
10
0.83
12
1.00
12
1.00
20
1.00
0 No votes
3
1.00
6
1.00
14
0.78

Cream
Cream
Cream
Cream
Cream
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between

Increase density bonus for qualified Affordable housing
Revise land use code to allow for development of more diverse “missing middle” housing types
Reduce SDCs for market‐rate housing that are smaller and lower cost
Extend the MUPTE boundary to include key corridors
More Middle Housing in green field or large subdivision developments.
Improve the adjustment review process and construction for adaptive re‐use
Allow for mixed use units on major streets
Revisit/revise land use code to allow for more tiny homes/tiny communities
Revise land use code to encourage ADUs in all single‐family zones

4
11
8
2
0
6
6
3
3
7
0
0
2
0
3
6
8
3
0
13
0
12
3
3
1
0
1
0
1
5
2
3

1
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
9
7
0
2
1
0
3
0
5
5
0
1
0
3

5
12
8
3
0
6
7
3
4
7
0
0
2
1
3
6
9
3
9
20
0
14
4
3
6
0
6
5
1
6
2
6

3
10
8
1
0
6
5
3
2
7
0
0
2
‐1
3
6
7
3
‐9
6
0
10
2
3
‐2
0
‐4
‐5
1
4
2
0

In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
In‐between
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock

Connect infrastructure to residential land identified in Eugene’s Buildable Lands Inventory.
Help low and moderate‐income households purchase a home
Scale SDCs to the size and impact of what’s built
Reduce SDCs for multi‐family developments in the downtown and along key corridors
Enable by‐right duplexes, triplexes, cottage clusters, and smaller homes on smaller lot sizes in all single‐family zones
Align Zoning map with Comprehensive Plan map
Local government bonds to fund the construction of "Affordable Housing"
Community land trust
Reduce SDCs for ADUs
City funds as backing for loans
Working group to study this option [20]
Voluntary Inclusionary Zoning
Reduce parking requirements for certain multi‐family housing types along key corridors
Simplify the criteria that must be met to receive an [MUPTE] exemption
Reduce liability requirements for condominium
Reduce SDCs for all “missing middle” housing
Delay the collection of SDCs
Community fund to help new renters
Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning
Charge a construction excise tax
Waive System Development Charges
Revise the land use appeal process, with shared costs for recovery of legal fees by the prevailing party
Activate “Opportunity Siting” Program.
Revise the MUPTE program for market‐rate housing
Allow Single‐Room Occupancy
State to change laws regarding residential prevailing wage rates for Affordable housing with ground floor commercial
Remove neighborhood‐specific zoning
Affordable housing impact fee
Place a cap on the SDC waiver.
Re‐write the zoning code
Create form‐based codes in certain areas
City‐wide form‐based code

0.60
0.83
1.00
0.33
No votes
1.00
0.71
1.00
0.50
1.00
No votes
No votes
1.00
All Red
1.00
1.00
0.78
1.00
All Red
0.30
No votes
0.71
0.50
1.00
‐0.33
No votes
‐0.67
All Red
1.00
0.67
1.00
0.00

Category
Cream
Cream

1
3
3
3
1
2
3
1

7‐A*
22
23
20‐E*
6
51*
20‐A*
10

2
4
5
1
4
2
4
3

10
12
10
4
14
10
10
5

3
6
8
2
8
5
11
18

Ballots
Key
Factor Columns
A‐E
F
G
***
H
I
J
***
K
L
M
N and O
P
Q
***
R
S

15
22
23
7
26
17
25
26

5
10
13
3
12
7
15
21

0.19
0.37
0.48
0.11
0.44
0.26
0.56
0.78

4
4
4
4
4
4
3
1

13%
18%
22%
14%
15%
12%
16%
12%

27

From reported data
Total votes recorded: Sum of C, D and E
Certain votes: Sum of C & E
Degree of Certainty (0.00 to 1.00): G / Ballots
Certainty Quartile (1 to 4): Assigned based on sorted Coumn H
Percent Agree: C / F as percentage
Degree of Net Support (‐1.00 to 1.00): (C ‐ E) / F
Cream & Rocks rank (1 to 11): Assigned based on H and K
Stickers on dot voting sheets: From video recording
From video recording
Total dots: Sum of N and O
Net Green Dots: N minus O
Ratio of net Green dots: (Q / P)
From reported data

‐0.07
‐0.09
‐0.13
‐0.14
‐0.15
‐0.18
‐0.28
‐0.58

11
11
11
11 [Not recorded]
11 Hard
11
11
11
Dots cast per
ballot
Dots available per
ballot

1
0
4
0
0
1
5
0
294

0
6
0
0
0
0
12
13
78

1
6
4
0
0
1
17
13
376

11

3

14

TBA

TBA

TBA

1
1.00
‐6
All Red
4
1.00
0 No votes
0 No votes
1
1.00
‐7
‐0.41
‐13
All Red

Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock

Review, evaluate, and adjust neighborhood specific zoning
Inclusionary Zoning
Require that housing meets needs identified by specific populations
Charge a CET on a sliding scale
Replace current code with a form‐based code.
Change state law regarding SUPTE
Implement top idea first …
Scrap the zoning code

<== This data requested from Carrie.

HARTMAN Chelsea E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sunday, November 25, 2018 3:36 PM
@Eugene Housing Tools
Carrie Bennett; FIFIELD Anne E; DEDRICK Jason P; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
Comments regarding the Housing Tools & Strategies process
MUDsubgroupFinalReport10Dec2010Recommendations.pdf;
MUDsubgroupFinalReport10Dec2010.pdf; GuideToOpportunitySiting.pdf; HT&S
comments 25-Nov-2018.pdf
Follow up
Flagged

Dear members of the Housing Tools & Strategies Working Group,
Prior to your final meeting, I hope you will consider the attached comments and review the
accompanying documents that are referenced in the comments.
I hope these will be helpful in your present and future efforts.
Thank you,
Paul Conte
_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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Attachment B
RECOMMENDED THEME
Mixed‐Use, New- and Re-Development along Transit Corridors and in the Downtown Area
MUD subgroup member votes
Support (10): Banks, Belcher, Conte, Finigan, Jacobs, Mitchell, Reilley, Schwetz, Vaughn, Walsh
Do not support (1): Bennett

1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the
streets and their extents which are considered transit corridors desirable for mixed-use
development. Include a process for adding or removing street segments from that list.
2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to create high‐quality, economically-viable,
multiple-use centers (including mixed-use buildings, where appropriate) within roughly one
quarter to one half mile of identified transit corridors and within the downtown commercial
area.
3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while protecting
and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-use
centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team. (See Attachment C.)
4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, walkable community living by providing a mix
of residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close proximity to one another – in many
cases within a single building. (This type of development is often referred to as “TransitOriented Development”.)
5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in discrete locations along transit corridors to
facilitate distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating long strip developments.
Additionally, each corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized
consideration and treatment in planning and, as necessary, in the land use code.
6. Focus attention on areas where success is most likely.
7. Development should embrace the unique character of the encompassing area, and endeavor
to enhance the quality and livability of existing and new neighborhoods. Where appropriate,
create transition zones between mixed-use development areas and adjacent neighborhoods.
Respect the character and scale of existing low-density neighborhoods.
8. These new multiple-use centers should provide ample, active open space and gathering areas
for community interaction.
9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character.
4

10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers
and in transitioning to lower-density residential areas.
11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, configurations, and affordability to facilitate
diverse ownership and rental options.
12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and
convenient connections within and between the transit corridor, the transit-oriented
development, and the neighborhoods close to the corridor.
13. Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.
14. Consider design standards to better define the public realm and promote quality.
Development standards should allow for a range of development proposals, with density
ranges set at reasonable levels to allow for flexible growth over the coming years without
being overly prescriptive.
15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to occur with public sector participation. One
form of public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure to support mixed-use
development (an example is to improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street from
24th Avenue to 30th Avenue). Another form of public sector participation is to facilitate
development via incentives for developers.
16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace
this theme.
17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center efforts to inform us of lessons learned.
18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for projected
housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.
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MUD subgroup report

December 10, 2010

Envision Eugene
Community Resource Group
Mixed-Use (Re)Development (MUD) subgroup
Members and affiliations (alphabetically):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Larry Banks, Principal, PIVOT Architecture
Jon Belcher, Planning Commissioner and former member of the ECLA Community Advisory
Committee
Rob Bennett, Downtown business person
Paul Conte, Jefferson Westside Neighbors (JWN) and former member of the ECLA
Community Advisory Committee
Jerry Finigan, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the Infill
Compatibility Standards Task Team’s Steering Committee
Carolyn Jacobs, South University Neighborhood Association (SUNA) and former member of
the ECLA Community Advisory Committee
Barbara Mitchell, Cal Young Neighborhood Association (CYNA)
Carleen Reilly, River Road Community Organization (RRCO)
Tom Schwetz, LTD -- EmX Project Manager
Ann Vaughn, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the
Opportunity Siting Task Team
Pat Walsh, Consultant with Lane County Home Builders Association

CRG member Don Kahle also observed part of the second MUD subgroup meeting and was
CC’d on e-mails from the facilitators.
Facilitators:
•
•

Paul Conte, pconte@picante-soft.com, 541.344.2552
Carolyn Jacobs, Carolyn.I.Jacobs@gmail.com, 541.683.8556

Adopted MUD subgroup objective
Provide to the CRG:
•

The MUD subgroup’s recommendation(s) regarding the “THEM 15 [sic] MIXED-USE
REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORS” statement provided by Chadwick.

•

Individual members’ comments related to the “theme”.
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Process summary
MUD subgroup members held three well-attended meetings totaling approximately six hours of
face-to-face discussions. The second and third meetings were recorded, and the audio file was
made available to all members, including those who had been unable to attend. (This practice
proved valuable in enabling members who were not at a meeting to get a complete, direct
understanding of what transpired at a meeting.)
Members also used e-mail for distribution of materials from the facilitators, scheduling meetings
and for members to submit items for consideration at an upcoming meeting. Limited discussion of
substantive issues also occurred in e-mail exchanges. When a member was unable to attend a
meeting, he or she was invited to vote or weigh in on meeting topics via e-mail.
At the first meeting, members:
•
•
•
•

Elected facilitators
Produced a draft work plan
Held a preliminary round of discussion on substantive issues related to the theme
Agreed to use the “MUD” theme received from Bob Chadwick (Attachment A) as the
starting point, rather than starting from scratch

At the second meeting, members:
•
•
•

Adopted a final work plan, including the objective, work product and key elements of the
decision process
Discussed members’ proposals for revisions to the original version of the theme.
Agreed to use a rewritten theme proposed by one member as the foundation for a
recommendation, along with other members’ proposed revisions

At the third meeting, members:
•

•

Deliberated section-by-section through a “consolidated” version of the theme, which
included the version from the second meeting and additional sections proposed by other
members. Votes were taken on proposed revisions to, or deletion of, each section. With
the exception of section 18, all decisions on individual sections were unanimous or near
unanimous.
Voting was then opened on the revised recommendation for the “MUD” theme. Members
could choose to vote at the meeting or vote later by e-mail. Eight members voted in
support at the meeting.

Following the final meeting, two members voted to support and one member voted to not support
the recommendation. Attachment B provides the recommended theme, and Attachment D provides
a cross reference from sections of the original theme to sections of the recommended theme.
Members then had the opportunity to submit individual comments related to the theme. These
comments are attached to this report. (See Attachment E.) Comments were not edited or
discussed formally among members.
Respectfully submitted by the facilitators,
Paul Conte
Carolyn Jacobs
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Attachment A
THE “THEME” AS RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK

THEM [sic] 15 - MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORSDRAFT SYNTHESIS - 2010.09.14
(Developed, after group discussion, by Carolyn Weiss, Kevin Mathews, Sue Prichard.)
Plan a network of full-service* transit corridors for Eugene. Plan for gradual redevelopment to
high-quality, economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use neighborhoods, in core
commercial areas and within a quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting established
residential neighborhoods).
Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most likely, using pilot programs when
feasible to explore and demonstrate possibilities.
In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide a variety of housing types and
affordability adapted to evolving demographics and living trends in our community. Avoid
gentrification. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character.
Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so property owners will embrace the effort and
be supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be successful.
The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of
a corridor plan that addresses the needs of that area.
Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized consideration and
treatment in planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code.
Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and convenient
connections within and between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors.
Other statements to be considered:
•

An understanding that all buildings along the corridor do not have to be mixed use.

•

Encourage the greater part of mixed use development closer to the core of the city.

•

Explore the notion of extending the transit corridors and the mixed use areas outside the
UGB and developing neighborhoods in “fingers” along these routes.
The possibility of industrial zoned areas that could be considered for mixed use
development.

3

Attachment B
RECOMMENDED THEME
Mixed‐Use, New- and Re-Development along Transit Corridors and in the Downtown Area
MUD subgroup member votes
Support (10): Banks, Belcher, Conte, Finigan, Jacobs, Mitchell, Reilley, Schwetz, Vaughn, Walsh
Do not support (1): Bennett

1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the
streets and their extents which are considered transit corridors desirable for mixed-use
development. Include a process for adding or removing street segments from that list.
2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to create high‐quality, economically-viable,
multiple-use centers (including mixed-use buildings, where appropriate) within roughly one
quarter to one half mile of identified transit corridors and within the downtown commercial
area.
3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while protecting
and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-use
centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team. (See Attachment C.)
4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, walkable community living by providing a mix
of residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close proximity to one another – in many
cases within a single building. (This type of development is often referred to as “TransitOriented Development”.)
5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in discrete locations along transit corridors to
facilitate distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating long strip developments.
Additionally, each corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized
consideration and treatment in planning and, as necessary, in the land use code.
6. Focus attention on areas where success is most likely.
7. Development should embrace the unique character of the encompassing area, and endeavor
to enhance the quality and livability of existing and new neighborhoods. Where appropriate,
create transition zones between mixed-use development areas and adjacent neighborhoods.
Respect the character and scale of existing low-density neighborhoods.
8. These new multiple-use centers should provide ample, active open space and gathering areas
for community interaction.
9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character.
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10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers
and in transitioning to lower-density residential areas.
11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, configurations, and affordability to facilitate
diverse ownership and rental options.
12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and
convenient connections within and between the transit corridor, the transit-oriented
development, and the neighborhoods close to the corridor.
13. Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.
14. Consider design standards to better define the public realm and promote quality.
Development standards should allow for a range of development proposals, with density
ranges set at reasonable levels to allow for flexible growth over the coming years without
being overly prescriptive.
15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to occur with public sector participation. One
form of public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure to support mixed-use
development (an example is to improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street from
24th Avenue to 30th Avenue). Another form of public sector participation is to facilitate
development via incentives for developers.
16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace
this theme.
17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center efforts to inform us of lessons learned.
18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for projected
housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.
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Attachment C
INFILL COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS TASK TEAM – PROJECT GOALS STATEMENT
Unanimously approved by the ICS Task Team

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.
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Attachment D
CROSS-REFERENCE FROM DRAFT THEME RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK TO RECOMMENDED THEME
1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit
corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the streets and
their extents which are considered transit corridors
desirable for mixed-use development. Include a
process for adding or removing street segments from
that list.
2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to
create high‐quality, economically-viable, multiple-use
centers (including mixed-use buildings, where
appropriate) within roughly one quarter to one half
mile of identified transit corridors and within the
downtown commercial area.
3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve
increased residential density while protecting and
enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the
development of multiple-use centers shall be consistent
with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility
Standards Task Team.
4. These multiple-use centers should foster active,
walkable community living by providing a mix of
residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close
proximity to one another – in many cases within a
single building. (This type of development is often
referred to as “Transit-Oriented Development”.)
5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in
discrete locations along transit corridors to facilitate
distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating
long strip developments. Additionally, each corridor
has unique characteristics and should be given localized
consideration and treatment in planning and, as
necessary, in the land use code.

Plan a network of full-service transit corridors for Eugene.
Plan for gradual redevelopment to high-quality,
economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use
neighborhoods, in core commercial areas and within a
quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting
established residential neighborhoods).
Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most
likely, using pilot programs when feasible to explore and
demonstrate possibilities.
In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide
a variety of housing types and affordability adapted to
evolving demographics and living trends in our
community. Avoid gentrification. Develop with a texture
of building types, sizes, and local character.
Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so
property owners will embrace the effort and be
supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be
successful.
The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong
example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of a corridor
plan that addresses the needs of that area.
Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and
should be given localized consideration and treatment in
planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code.
Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps
and provide safe and convenient connections within and
between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors.
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6. Focus attention on areas where success is most
likely.
7. Development should embrace the unique character
of the encompassing area, and endeavor to enhance
the quality and livability of existing and new
neighborhoods. Where appropriate, create transition
zones between mixed-use development areas and
adjacent neighborhoods. Respect the character and
scale of existing low-density neighborhoods.
8. These new multiple-use centers should provide
ample, active open space and gathering areas for
community interaction.
9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and
local character.
10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding
vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers and in
transitioning to lower-density residential areas.
11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes,
configurations, and affordability to facilitate diverse
ownership and rental options.
12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling
infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and
convenient connections within and between the transit
corridor, the transit-oriented development, and the
neighborhoods close to the corridor.
13. Consider parking and traffic implications of
proposed development patterns.
14. Consider design standards to better define the
public realm and promote quality. Development
standards should allow for a range of development
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proposals, with density ranges set at reasonable levels
to allow for flexible growth over the coming years
without being overly prescriptive.
15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to
occur with public sector participation. One form of
public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure
to support mixed-use development (an example is to
improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street
from 24th Avenue to 30th Avenue). Another form of
public sector participation is to facilitate development
via incentives for developers.

A

16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce
unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace this
theme.
17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center
efforts to inform us of lessons learned.
18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only
on those assumptions for projected housing capacity
that ensure this theme can be accomplished.
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Attachment E
MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Larry Banks
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
General:
As conversation and consideration evolved on the topic of “Multiple Use”, I began to view two
different types of development or zoning “categories” that may warrant different treatment
within the overall umbrella of this “Multiple-Use theme”. One would be land currently zoned as
non-residential, where we would add residential or change to mixed-use designation. The other is
land surrounding the mixed-use land which may be currently zoned as low-density residential but
may warrant change to a higher-density residential to support the goals or enable market
feasibility of the multiple-use center. It is my opinion that the mixed-use zoned land should be
afforded fewer restrictions than the residentially zoned lands.
On section 13: “Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.”
After further consideration, section 13 appears somewhat vague, may not convey adequate
direction or embody sufficient feasibility, or in fact may already be required by other code
provisions. I believe that the intent is to consider and mitigate significant traffic or parking impacts
on existing neighborhoods as a result of proposed development proposals.
On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.”
My dissenting vote on this item was based on my feeling that this section was more of a general
planning process statement, and that it was not completely germane to the vision of Mixed-Use
Centers along Transit Corridors and a “creative solution fostering a best possible outcome”. I think
the intent of the section may be noble and there may be merit in a general sense, but in our
limited time was not clear to me how it added to the vision of a mixed use center.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from John Belcher
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
General:
All members of this group contributed to our proposal but our facilitators Paul Conte and Carolyn
Jacobs did yeoman work and Larry Banks provided the base document that guided the rest of our
work.
On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multipleuse centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team.”
This section generated far more discussion than any other. For me to support the section I needed
it to clarify that this is one purpose and therefore there are additional purposes to this strategy
(and indeed Envision Eugene) than solely protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. For
me it is equally important to encourage economic vitality, to the degree practicable protect farm
and forest land and finally to support social diversity in Eugene. All are important and the viability
of our final recommendation should be measured by how we balance all of them.
On language related to VMT:
There was consideration at one point of including the phrase: “overall vehicle miles travelled
(VMT) can be reduced if development emphasis is placed in areas closer to the downtown core.”
I successfully moved to strike the phrase for the following reasons:
1. No evidence is presented to support that assertion.
2. These multiple use centers are the likely mechanism to develop 20 minute neighborhoods
throughout the City. We shouldn’t deny North Eugene, West Eugene and South Eugene the
opportunity to have 20 minute neighborhoods by only allowing multiple use centers in the
proximity of downtown.
3. Increased density along the length of transit corridors has synergistically improved transit
use and improved transit options make living along transit corridors more desirable (as
along the MAX corridor in Portland).
4. When we focus on one area as desirable for development, we a priori de-emphasize the
rest. Multiple use centers appear to be the most acceptable way to accommodate our
34,000 projected new residents so why would we create impediments to their development
by implying that some transit corridors are less desirable for development than others. The
more people we accommodate in multiple use centers, the less we will have to expand the
UGB which will have an even greater impact on VMT. And if we don’t accommodate these
11

folks in Eugene, far more VMT will be generated by folks commuting to Eugene from Dexter,
Harrisburg, Veneta and beyond.
On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.”
Section 18 is the only section not supported by either everyone on the committee or all minus
one. In fact, this section passed by only one vote. I personally voted no because I don’t understand
what it means nor do I understand its implications.
Additionally it is the only section in the theme specifically intended for the entire Envision Eugene
process rather than specifically for this theme. Therefore should be discussed by the entire CRG
body and then we should decide whether we want to accept it as a general principle for our final
document. If through that discussion I come to understand it better, I too may be able to support it.
Thanks again to everyone on the committee and I hope you give our thoughts serious
consideration.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Rob Bennett
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multipleuse centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team.”
I feel like I was the most outspoken opponent of the second sentence in this section. My position
is that the balance of neighborhood protections for mixed use development or redevelopment
should be materially different from those afforded neighborhoods when the proposed
development is within the low density primary neighborhood area. My understanding is that in
most cases mixed use development in Eugene is projected to occur in what are now primarily
commercial areas with the goal of adding housing, very different from the other way around.
Can you imagine even the most trustworthy, confident, and experienced development company
risking the substantial initial capital required in the planning stage of a project trying to actually
understand what some neighborhood group’s or the public’s subjective judgment of what
“significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability...” really
means and how a proposed project’s basic scale and design would be judged?
My strong belief is that little or no development would occur and if this language prevailed we
should not consider this type of housing initiative in our projections for added housing supply.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Paul Conte
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
General:
The MUD subgroup comprised individuals with a wealth of knowledge and experience across a
wide range of interests. Members included neighborhood leaders with decades of collective
experience dealing with neighborhood issues related to development, a developer with many
years experience in successful residential and commercial projects, a representative of the Home
Builders Association of Lane County, a representative of Lane Transit District who’s been on the
“front-line” of the West Eugene Extension of EmX project, a LEED-certified principal in a prominent
architecture firm, and a current Planning Commissioner who has served in that role during many
of the years the City has grappled with growth issues.
As part of their work developing a recommended theme, this group tackled head-on one of the
most important and challenging issues related to future growth – protecting neighborhood
livability. Reaching consensus-minus-one agreement wasn’t easy and at times seemed out of
reach. However, the group finally found common ground by building on the “field-tested”
foundations of the Infill Compatibility Standards process, which City Council initiated.
My personal thanks goes out to all eleven MUD subgroup members for their perseverance and
patience.
On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multipleuse centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task
Team.”
This section elicited some of the deepest discussion among the MUD subgroup members. The
language that was finally supported by all but one member directly connects the “multiple-use
centers” strategy with the principles that are at the heart of the Infill Compatibility Standards (ICS)
strategy that City Council initiated. These principles seek to meaningfully protect and enhance
neighborhoods and to encourage increased residential density by creating well-designed housing
in the right locations.
The ICS goals rest on the understanding that neighborhood livability and successful medium- and
high-density housing are complementary, rather than conflicting, goals. They are not “tradeoffs”
that need to be “balanced.” In other words, to be broadly successful, the “multiple-use centers”
strategy must occur in the context of healthy, attractive surrounding areas, or people won’t
choose to live in such developments. Conversely, well-planned multiple-use centers have
enormous potential to increase the neighborhood commercial, social, educational and
transportation resources available to nearby residents, thus enriching these neighborhoods and
making them even more livable.
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The MUD subgroup desired to connect the “multiple-use centers” strategy to an established city
process, rather than craft new language; and therefore section 3 references the adopted ICS Task
Team goals. However, the language of the ICS Task Team goals (see Attachment C) applies the core
principles specifically to infill development, while section 3 of this theme applies to development
in multiple-use centers. The appropriate application of section 3 can be understood most clearly
by simply recasting the ICS goals statement, replacing “residential infill” with “development in
multiple-use centers”:
Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that:
(a) Prevent development in multiple-use centers that would significantly threaten or
diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability or natural resources of residential
neighborhoods; and
(b) Encourage development in multiple-use centers 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.
On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.”
Section 18 was the only section about which MUD members ended up almost evenly divided on
whether to include or not.
This section addresses a highly-technical, legal issue, that is nonetheless essential to enable
agreed-upon themes to be implemented. However, from our subgroup’s discussion, my sense is
that some MUD subgroup members were hesitant to support a recommendation without fully
understanding the issue. As I’ve urged throughout ECLA and Envision Eugene, I think it’s very
important for staff to explain the related implications of adopted Metro Plan amendments and
findings. I hope staff will provide all CRG members with a clear explanation of this important
connection.
I believe a majority of MUD subgroup members also felt this was a point that would apply across
the board to all “themes” and accordingly would be better expressed in a more general context
than in this specific theme. I believe the members who supported including this section would
agree to it being removed from this theme, if it were incorporated in a more encompassing
consensus statement by the CRG.
I heard the third main objection to including this section as a feeling that we should have faith that
staff will take care of this issue in the normal course of their EE work. I hope this would be the
case; and if it were, the section would simply be a reminder that might not be necessary. However,
in the ECLA and EE work to date, there’s evidence that staff has not adequately considered the
implications of capacity assumptions. As just one example, potential assumptions about increasing
capacity in R-1 areas developed as “transition” areas could foreclose the possibility of appropriate
development standards in some transition areas that are part of a “mixed-use center” strategy.
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Thus, while no harm will result from including this section (either in this theme or in a more
general context), there could be very significant problems as the result of overlooking the nexus
between adopted assumptions about residential capacity and future development standards.
Including this section helps ensure that mistake doesn’t occur.
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
Comments from Pat Walsh on behalf of the Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally
discussed by the MUD subgroup.
The Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon are in principal in agreement with the
recommendations suggested by CRG subcommittee assigned to review Multi-Use Development
along transit corridors.
HBA is pleased that there was general agreement on most points discussed and with the
subcommittee’s overall commitment to functional, attractive multi-use developments along
transit corridors that are most likely to be successful, and enhances the surrounding detached
single-family and multi-family neighborhoods in the area.
However, we recognize that the recommendations agreed to by the subcommittee are a starting
point for further discussion concerning refinement and implementation of the recommendations.
We believe the challenges ahead lie in the details and definitions for multi-use development along
transit corridors and the appetite by financial institutions to loan money to developers for such
projects, as well as the marketplaces acceptance as renters and owners of these high-density
developments as feasible locations to live.
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CITIZENS’ GUIDE TO OPPORTUNITY SITING
Updated June 24, 2011

Introduction
On July 20, 2005, the Eugene City Council established Opportunity Siting as a new mechanism to
promote compact and livable residential development. This guide will help you understand the
purpose of opportunity siting, and how it should work in practice.
As defined by City Council, an “opportunity site” is a particular parcel (one or more tax lots) that
has the potential for medium- or high-density residential development in a way that protects
the health and stability of established neighborhood(s) near the site.
The opportunity siting process that Council envisioned is intended to identify such parcels and
provide incentives, possibly including a discretionary approval process that would allow higher
density than usual and/or more flexible development standards, to encourage development
according to design standards that promote the health and stability of surrounding
neighborhoods.
Opportunity Siting – done the way Council intended – offers a number of potential benefits:


Enhance the health and stability of existing neighborhoods



Promote compact and livable residential development



Provide a variety of housing types



Establish residential populations that support neighborhood-scale, mixed-use development

From the perspective of neighborhood residents, appropriate siting and design standards are
the linchpins that assure higher-density projects contribute positively to the neighborhood.
Consequently, neighborhood residents, through neighborhood associations and other avenues,
have a key role to play in identifying appropriate opportunity sites, developing design
standards, establishing a review process for proposed developments on opportunity sites and
participating in the approval decisions for proposed Opportunity Siting projects.
From the perspective of developers and owners of developable property, incentives are the
primary factor that can make compatible, relatively dense, residential development financially
attractive. A key incentive is the potential to build more dwelling units on a site (this increasing
revenue) and to have a greater range of design options (thus potentially lowering development
costs and increasing the market appeal of the development). Consequently developers,
investors, and other people knowledgeable about the residential development market have key
roles to play in identifying effective incentives and a workable process to capitalize on suitable
opportunities, as well as submitting Opportunity Siting proposals that meet the established
criteria.
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The diagram below depicts how incentives and siting and design standards are the key
elements in opportunity siting. Two examples of potential opportunity sites are described later
in this document.
Incentives
(e.g., more dwellings and flexibility in
design standards)
stimulate appropriate development.

Vacant or
underutilized
lot

Siting and design standards and
neighborhood involvement in the approval
process ensure appropriate development.

Appropriate
medium- or
high-density
development

Potential
inappropriate
development

Developers Win + Residents Win
Key characteristics
Opportunity Siting is a fundamentally different approach than “blanket” zoning or siteindependent development incentives (such as the current Multi-Unit Property Tax Exemption,
MUPTE, program). The following key characteristics distinguish opportunity siting from other
zoning and incentive strategies.


Focused goal – For Eugene’s residential opportunity siting program, the central goal is to
create various types of compact housing near the urban core (or other designated areas), in
a way that protects, repairs and enhances the health and stability of established
neighborhoods.



Fine-grained approach – Specific parcels of one or more tax lots – not entire neighborhoods
or areas of the City – are the units targeted for particular types of development and
incentives. Opportunity Siting may be part of “area planning,” but area planning is not
inherently an implementation of Opportunity Siting.



Non-comprehensive – Specific opportunity sites may be identified and developed without
exhaustively evaluating all parcels in a larger area (e.g., within a neighborhood or multi-use
center) or throughout the entire city. (Opportunity Siting is not a form of “master
planning.”)
This characteristic allows rapid identification of an initial set of easily-identified, highpotential opportunity sites. Subsequent iterations can expand the geographic areas
that are examined and can take a second look at additional potential sites within
areas that were examined in an earlier iteration.
2

CITIZENS’ GUIDE TO OPPORTUNITY SITING


Market-driven, non-proscriptive – Although the City provides incentives to encourage
desired development, market forces determine whether such development occurs on a
particular opportunity site. Identifying a parcel as a potential opportunity site does not
impose development restrictions or design standards unless the owner agrees to them as a
prerequisite for receiving incentives.



Pragmatic and adaptable – The objective is to create multiple development opportunities
to which the market can react and (hopefully) produce desirable outcomes. The objective
isn’t to predetermine and compel a single “best” outcome.
Especially for residential development, creating a variety of opportunities increases
the chances of a favorable market response and encourages a mixture of housing
types.

Basic steps
There are numerous details that still need to be worked out for the full implementation of the
residential opportunity siting program; however, any valid approach will need to include the
following basic steps. (These steps aren’t strictly sequential, and some of them can be worked
on at the same time.)
1. Clearly identify specific goals and program evaluation metrics (e.g., number of dwelling
units developed under the program) in line with Council direction and established policies.
2. Determine design standards and other requirements for acceptable development projects.
These standards should further the goals in #1. Many of these standards might be
stated in performance terms, rather than clear-and-objective specifications, leaving
detailed requirements to be determined as part of the design review of each
development proposal.
3. Determine one or more geographic areas (e.g., multi-use centers – MUCs) and/or subsets of
property types (e.g., City-owned or controlled) in which to look for opportunity sites.
Narrowing the search for suitable opportunity sites, at least initially, to particular
areas or types of property would make the process more manageable and could
focus efforts where immediate benefits are most likely to result.
4. Determine evaluation criteria to identify potential opportunity sites (e.g., public/private
ownership, location in relationship to established residential neighborhoods and
commercial areas, undeveloped/under-developed, site size, etc.).
These criteria should include provisions to ensure that any site considered for
medium or higher density development is located where it can clearly be developed
in a way that won’t negatively impact nearby neighborhoods. For this reason, sites
along edges of neighborhoods or in transition zones between residential and
commercial areas are likely to be where potential opportunity sites are most
frequently found.
5. Using the criteria in #4, evaluate some or all parcels in the area(s) and/or of the property
type(s) identified in #3. Designate specific opportunity sites.
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Once a parcel is identified as an “opportunity site,” the owner (or developer) can
submit a specific development proposal for review (see steps #7 and #8). Being
identified as an opportunity site does not require a particular form of development
and doesn’t guarantee incentives. The owner of an opportunity site retains the ability
to develop the parcel(s) under the existing zoning.
Parcels to be evaluated as opportunity sites can be identified in a variety of ways: by
City staff, by neighborhood associations, or by property owners or developers
themselves.
6. Identify and implement incentives for property owners.
This step should involve people who are familiar with the development market
because effective incentives are as pivotal to the success of opportunity siting as are
development standards.
Establishing incentives should also involve residents to ensure that incentives
involving upzoning and zoning exceptions are appropriately associated with
development requirements.
7. Implement an alternate, discretionary review and approval process for development
proposals for opportunity sites.
Opportunity site development inherently allows for development that won’t
necessarily satisfy all clear-and-objective (i.e., non-discretionary) development
criteria of the existing zoning for a site. Thus, some form of alternative design review
for proposed developments is an essential element of Opportunity Siting. The review
process should involve residents to ensure approved development proposals won’t
negatively impact nearby neighborhoods.
Eventually, the alternative process developed for Opportunity Siting may provide a
basis for a more broadly applied alternative review process that covers development
on parcels that aren’t identified as “opportunity sites.”
8. Review and approve specific development proposals for opportunity sites.
This step is carried out for each development proposal.
9. Track and evaluate development that occurs on opportunity sites.
To evaluate and improve the opportunity siting program, it’s important to thoroughly
record the costs and outcomes, including the performance metrics established in #1.
10. For successive iterations, refine the steps in the opportunity siting process and look at
additional geographic areas and/or property types to encompass.
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Neighborhood resident involvement
Because a central goal of City Council’s directive on opportunity siting is to protect the
character and stability of established neighborhoods, neighborhood residents should have an
effective opportunity to participate, through neighborhood associations and other avenues, in
the opportunity siting process for areas within or near their neighborhood, especially in
determining design standards (#2), site evaluation criteria (#4), incentives (#6) and an alternate
review and approval process (#7).
A fundamental element of this participation should be a good-faith adherence to any local
refinement plan(s) that encompass opportunity sites. Of course, residents within an affected
area may decide to consider amending the refinement plan to allow development that would
otherwise not comply with the refinement plan; however, this should be under the control of
area residents, not some other group.
A new and dynamic process
Because Opportunity Siting will be a new process for Eugene, with many untested facets, it’s
preferable to initially complete an entire cycle through all the steps listed above within a fairly
limited geographic area and/or considering a limited subset of property types. Recognizing that
Opportunity Siting is a dynamic process, there’s significant benefit to an incremental approach
that starts with a modest scope. Such an approach is more manageable and has less risk because
the first iteration doesn’t have to encompass all types of properties throughout the entire Eugene
area.
If successfully implemented, Opportunity Siting will be a long-term strategy that, over time,
identifies and implements a growing number of opportunity sites. The process itself should be
designed from the beginning to be adaptable as conditions and markets change; and residents,
property owners, and developers should be continually involved to help make the process more
efficient and effective at achieving the dual goals of compact growth and neighborhood health
and stability.
Relationship to infill compatibility standards
In December 2005, Council directed staff to make infill compatibility standards a “high priority.”
Infill standards are not only important in their own right; implementing these standards is a
practical necessity to gain neighborhood residents’ support for Opportunity Siting.
One of the central purposes of Opportunity Siting is to promote increased density, albeit in
selected sites and “done well.” Residents of many neighborhoods are concerned about any City
action to promote increased density in their neighborhoods, and the lack of public information
that adequately describes Opportunity Siting and explains how it would work has exacerbated
anxiety and suspicions among residents who’ve heard about this strategy. (As yet, there is no
explanation comparable to this “guide” available from the Planning Division.)
Approaching neighborhood residents – especially those who live in neighborhoods that are
experiencing degradation and destabilization caused by incompatible infill – with a plan to
increase density before coming to the neighborhood with a plan to address concerns over
inappropriate development is likely to fail in getting residents’ support and participation.
For many potential opportunity sites, getting informed resident input about design standards
and the suitability of specific development proposals requires much of the same basic
5
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assessment of neighborhood character and development impacts as is required to develop infill
compatibility standards.
Thus, the most pragmatic, cost-effective, and politically astute approach for neighborhood
areas where incompatible infill is occurring, or is a threat, would be to substantially complete
the implementation of infill compatibility standards before, or at least concurrently with,
opportunity siting. Ultimately, the Opportunity Siting strategy cannot work unless the Infill
Compatibility Standards project is continued and is successful in getting effective infill
standards adopted.
Examples of potential opportunity sites
Grant Street
Two R-3 parcels at 1160 and 1190 Grant Street lie within the Chambers MUC. Combined,
they’re about .61 acres and under their current R-3 zoning would allow about 35 dwelling units.
The southern boundary is across W. 12th Ave. from an established R-1 neighborhood. The
northern boundary lies behind commercial development on W. 11th Ave. The two parcels are
currently occupied by marginal, tin-shed structures that serve as workshop and offices.
This transitional site would be ideal for higher-density residential development. The Laurel
Gardens Apartments at 1775 W. 12th Ave, just to the east of the Grant Street site, is an
example of an attractive, dense development in this transition zone between residential and
commercial.
Rezoning the Grant Street parcels, for example, to R-4/80, would allow approximately 50 units
on this site. With appropriate stepping of structure heights, having lower structures at the
southern edge, which faces the residential neighborhood, and increasing structure height
toward the north, adjacent to commercial development, would allow denser development and
also help stabilize this edge of the existing neighborhood. Adding more residents to this area
would help support neighborhood commercial development. The site is within a block of major
arterials (W. 11th Ave. and Chambers Street), so the additional vehicle traffic wouldn’t have to
flow through established residential areas.
The former Westside Post Office site
A .83 acre parcel at the corner of W. 8th Ave. and Almaden Street is zone C-2 and is occupied by
the old post office building and a large parking area. This parcel is adjacent to medium-density
apartments to the east and behind commercial development along W. 7th Ave. to the north.
Across the streets to the south and west is the established single-family neighborhood, part of
which is encompassed in the S-C/R-2 subarea of the Chambers Special Area Zone. Like the Grant
Street site, this site could be developed at higher density than currently allowed by it’s
“medium-density” designation (e.g., R-3 or R-4) with an appropriate design in a way that would
help stabilize the edge of the residential neighborhood and contribute to the commercial
vitality of the businesses to the north. The location is a half block from W. 7th Ave. and two
blocks from Chambers Street, so additional residential traffic could be handled without major
impacts on the existing neighborhood.
Of course, a more complete assessment of the physical and financial viability of the two sites
described here would be required before determining that either is suitable for high-density
development.
6
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In two days of well-attended Opportunity Workshops held in 2008, JWN residents identified
numerous potential opportunity sites throughout the JWN. These sites appear to have a high
potential for dense development that would contribute to the surrounding neighborhood’s
stability and vitality. Sites such as these are what a successful opportunity siting program
should identify and promote for well-designed development that makes a positive contribution
both to compact growth and the health and stability of the adjacent neighborhood.
You can learn more about this workshop and view the session documents at:
http://jwneugene.org/oppsiting . Unfortunately, nothing has been done since that time to carry
this promising initial work further, despite repeated requests from the JWN board to City staff.
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Comments re Housing Tools & Strategies Nov. 25, 2018

Dear Housing Tools & Strategies Working Group members,
The comments that follow are based on the presumption that, with a few exceptions, members of the
working group are acting with good intentions and in good faith to find effective ways to mitigate some
Eugene households’ financial stress in meeting basic human needs; financial stress which arises or is
exacerbated by the cost of safe and decent housing. I also presume most members wish to respect the
intentions and interests of all citizens.
(The repeated slur of “NIMBYs” by one or more participants suggests some individual(s) may not be
acting in good faith or demonstrating respect for other than their own interests. It’s regrettable that the
facilitator and City staff have tolerated such prejudiced and antagonistic language towards other Eugene
citizens.)
What follows are descriptions of important considerations that appear to have been neglected in the
working group’s proceedings thus far. In large part, it’s probably too late now for these comments to
have much effect on this group’s deliverables. It’s unlikely that, in the final three hours of the working
group’s efforts, the group will be able to accomplish all that has not been done over the previous three
meetings and intervening days.
Hopefully, however, either this group or a newly formed one will continue to work on this critical
community issue, and the next effort will be led more effectively. From an outside perspective, the City
(once again) has substituted “facilitation” for “leadership,” resulting in the working group wasting most
of its time on process “fluff” instead of getting down to serious fact-gathering, analysis, focused
discussion, deliberation and decision-making.
Here then are some things for this or future working group to consider …
The work of a small group, focused on a single issue, should proceed with a full understanding of, and
respect for, the broader community vision that was developed through much more extensive
community participation.
As many of you know, the “Community vision” for Envision Eugene (EE) was substantially developed
through a lengthy process involving a large number of individuals who participated in the EE
“Community Resource Group” (CRG).
Based on a consensus of this group, the Envision Eugene Draft Plan that the City Council approved
included seven “pillars.” Although not yet having the status of legal, comprehensive plan “policies,”
these pillars capture the fundamental principles to which the community intends that adopted policies
and code, as well as other City undertakings, conform. One of the original pillars provided an
aspirational community vision:
“Provide Affordable Housing for All Income Levels”1
Just as importantly, the following pillar established a community vision that has both a prescriptive
element and two aspirational elements:
“Protect, Repair and Enhance Neighborhood Livability”
The strategies for the “Affordable Housing” pillar, which the City Council approved, very clearly reinforce
the “Neighborhood Livability” pillar, for example:
1

Somewhere along the line, the CRG’s pillar was edited to “Provide housing affordable to all income levels.” The
CRG consensus was clear and focused on households who were under financial stress because of housing costs,
not higher-income households.
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“Develop and apply design guidelines, in collaboration with the Infill Compatibility Standards
(ICS) to address compatibility, while increasing flexibility in land use regulations to achieve
desired outcome.”
The strategies for the “Neighborhood Livability” pillar, which the City Council also approved, very clearly
reinforced the essential role of Infill Compatibility Standards:
“Densities will not be increased in neighborhoods above those allowed by existing regulations,
or undertake new strategies that impact neighborhoods unless they are in accordance with the
goals and recommendations of the Infill Compatibility Standards and Opportunity Siting Task
Teams.”
Importantly, this adopted strategy states “[d]ensities will not be increased … unless …,” by which the
City Council made this a requirement, not an option. The working group needs to honor this community
and Council commitment.
The City Council also formally approved the ICS Task Team’s Charter, including the team’s “Project
Goals,” which state:
“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.”
These goals were based on the adopted Eugene Growth Management Policies, which are enshrined in
Eugene Land Use Code Section 9.0020(1).
Accordingly, the working group must operate consistently with the Envision Eugene pillars and
strategies, as well as the ICS goals, including the first goal: Prevent residential infill that would
significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability or natural resources
of residential neighborhoods
It should be obvious to most working group members that suggestions to eliminate the entire land use
code or undermine land use code provisions in a way that would remove essential protections for
residential neighborhoods’ livability should be rejected outright. (Protecting neighborhood “livability” in
no way dictates or implies that there be no changes to existing neighborhoods. Nor does “livability”
preclude particular housing forms, occupancy or funding. Envision Eugene and the ICS goals make clear
that what’s required is the opportunity for neighborhoods to develop a sound and inclusive plan for how
the neighborhood will evolve over time, including how the neighborhood will promote new housing that
will promote livability.)
In fact, the City Council, not only through its adoption of the Envision Eugene pillars and strategies, but
also through explicit direction to the City Manager on July 20, 2005, established “Opportunity Siting”
(OS) “as a primary strategy for achieving density targets in mixed-use centers,” including in or adjacent
to established neighborhoods. OS sets forth how to go about locating and incentivizing significant
numbers of new dwellings, both subsidized and market rate. Unfortunately, the Planning Division staff

3|Page

Comments re Housing Tools & Strategies Nov. 25, 2018

person who managed the Opportunity Siting Task Team essentially ignored OS’s fundamental purpose
and framework and “hijacked” OS to waste enormous time, money and community goodwill on the
grandiose and disastrous “South Willamette Special Area Zone.”
Working group members who want to understand the true intent and mechanisms of “Opportunity
Siting” can learn more by reading the attached Citizens’ Guide to Opportunity Siting. You can also view
some graphic depictions of OS and a real-world map (third page) of potential OS sites that Jefferson
Westside Neighbors members have identified:
https://trusttheneighbors.files.wordpress.com/2018/03/os-map.pdf
I’ve also attached a very important document from the EE Community Resource Group that working
group members should closely review. The “Multiple-Use Development” (MUD) committee’s report and
recommendations were broadly endorsed by the full EE CRG. (I’ve attached both the full report and just
the recommendations so that you can refer to whichever, or both, as you think would be most helpful.)
Note how truly diverse interests were reflected by committee members and the unanimity on all but a
single dissent on one recommendation. Also note how a legitimate committee or “working group”
report is done, explicitly showing affiliations of the members; a review of the process and meetings; and
inclusion of each member’s unfiltered comments after the report was agreed to. Thus, no one’s voice
was buried by some faux “consensus” process. (The MUD committee process, work product and report
provide an example that should have been more closely followed by the Housing Tools & Strategies
working group. To emphasize an earlier point, the MUD Committee succeeded because it had
knowledgeable, results-focused leadership, rather than amorphous facilitation.)
The MUD Committee recommendations have enormous validity as an element of the Envision Eugene
process that reflects specific details of the “community vision.” Note also the following excerpt from the
Draft Envision Eugene proposal that Council approved:
“The majority of strategies focus on accommodating future housing and employment inside the
existing urban growth boundary (UGB).”
This is consistent not only with state law, but also with community values. As such, the EE proposal
includes the following key points:
• Future land need for commercial activities and multi-family housing will be accommodated
inside the existing UGB.
• Densities will not be increased in our single-family neighborhoods beyond what is currently
allowed. Furthermore, we will continue to develop compatibility standards to ensure that
future development is in-keeping with the character of existing neighborhoods.
• Densities will be increased (for jobs and multi-family housing) along key transit corridors and
in core commercial areas. Financial and infrastructure incentives will be required to facilitate
redevelopment activities.”
(In subsequent documents, Planning Division staff appear to have watered these community members’
positions down without any further engagement of the CRG.)
In summary, the working group should, as the saying goes, “stay within its lane” and not ignore, override
or subvert the vision and opinions of the broader community as reflected in a much deeper and wider
public process than is happening with the working group. This doesn’t mean the working group
shouldn’t suggest that some of the Envision Eugene elements be revisited – by the larger community. It
does mean that the working group must respect the Envision Eugene pillars and implementation
elements that inform the vision for both housing affordability and neighborhood livability.
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Identify the nature of the “problem” to be addressed, in a way that aids identifying and evaluating
actual solutions
The working group “Charter” states:
“The recommended actions should implement the Provide Housing Affordable to All Income Levels
pillar of Envision Eugene.”
(Interestingly, the actual language that arose from the CRG consensus and was presented to the City
Council in 2011 for approval stated: “Provide affordable housing for all income levels.” Somewhere
along the line, Planning staff apparently substituted the present language.)
As far as I can determine, neither the City nor the working group has identified the nature of the
“Housing Affordability” problem in any useful way.
While the facilitator observed that the “big A” term “Affordable Housing” meant something different
than “little a” housing affordability, this isn’t very useful from a practical standpoint. Working group
members who actually work on housing affordability issues know that the greatest extent and most
serious impact of housing costs is on households who would qualify for “Affordable Housing”, based on
the local Area Median Income (AMI), respective household income, and the cost of available housing.
Furthermore, “at all income levels” may be inclusive, but anyone can easily understand that “housing
affordability” is simply not an issue for households above a certain income or with other substantial
financial capacity.
For the working group to accomplish anything important, it first needs to agree on a useful description
of the problem. Here’s a suggestion for defining Eugene’s “housing affordability” problem:
“Households who have inadequate financial ability to provide for basic human needs, including
safe and decent housing, food, medical care and other necessities; and where the cost of
available housing is a significant factor in the households’ inability to meet basic needs.”
From this (or other) starting point, the working group’s obvious next task would be to identify the scope
and seriousness of the problem, based on three factors:




Nature of the household members and structure
Financial resources/capacity
Cost of available housing

I won’t go into lengthy detail on how these factors might be defined and measured, but will use a few
examples to illustrate the kinds of situations that should be broken out;





A single adult with dependents, employed at minimum wage, no significant other financial
capacity, renters.
A two-person couple with dependents, one employed person, income at AMI, no significant
other financial capacity, renters.
A single undergraduate student, dependent of adults with financial capacity to support the
student, renter.
Retired couple, owner with no mortgage, retirement pensions and assets sufficient to cover
housing costs (taxes, insurance, maintenance) and basic needs.

Ideally, paid “housing expert” consultants could help provide this kind of information. What the
economic consultant has presented thus far to the working group is practically useless in understanding
the problem.
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Obviously, “perfect” information of this sort isn’t likely to be gathered. But even without much detail,
the working group should and could have determined the scope of the problem for “Extremely Low
Income” (ELI) and “Very Low Income” (VLI) households, excluding households that have adequate
financial capacity from other means (e.g., dependent college students, retirees that own their homes
debt-free, etc.). Based on national research, I would expect that the number and severity of “housing
affordability” for these two groups would be significant enough to warrant the working group
prioritizing this part of the overall problem. That would have at least focused the working group on a
concrete problem and practical and effective recommendations for addressing it.
In whatever manner the working group determined the scope and nature of the “housing affordability”
problem, at least the ensuing work on recommendations would have a basis for evaluation.
If my expectation is correct, i.e., that the top issue of “housing affordability” is for ELI and VLI
households (without significant other resources), then it’s a small step to getting facts from local and
national resources that would demonstrate the solution requires some form of subsidization, either to
the households or to the housing providers. It would be equally clear that such “options” as getting rid
of zoning code, eliminating the City’s neighborhood organization program, undermining legal appeal
rights, etc., would accomplish nothing except diminishing citizen support for legitimate “housing
affordability” programs.
In contrast, if the working group were to focus on the fundamental problem of financing, perhaps the
representatives from the Home Builders and Chamber of Commerce could demonstrate a willingness to
have their own members step-up to help provide subsidies and lower housing costs, instead of sitting
back and hurling “NIMBY” slurs.
As it stands, the working group has not had any functional leadership, and so you haven’t determined
the nature and scope of the “housing affordability” problem. Consequently you lack any relevant metrics
or data for evaluating options and making the case to the City Council and public for pursuing your
recommendations.
With that unfortunate reality, the most helpful action by the working group would be to present the
Council with a recommendation to follow up with a process that would be led by a well-informed,
balanced (if not neutral) leader who could bring to bear the expertise of various individuals and
organizations and produce a useful set of recommendations.
For what it’s worth – Specific issues with several “options” and the “glossary”
The City’s November 9, 2018 document purported to present “options” for implementing: “How our
community [can] increase affordability, availability, and diversity in Eugene, so individuals and families
can better afford to live here.”
As explained above, this statement completely omits any reflection of the Envision Eugene pillar to
“Protect, Repair and Enhance Neighborhood Livability” and thus, from the first words suggests a bias
inherent in the process to identify options.
The first “strategy” is stated as “Remove land use code barriers.” Where is the documentation
identifying which provisions of the land use code create actual, significant and inappropriate “barriers”
to housing affordability? Where is the data to support such conclusions? I haven’t found any such data
or analysis on the City’s website.
One of several ridiculous “options” that is listed is: “Scrap the zoning code.” First note that the code
encompasses industrial, farm, commercial and many other uses in addition to residential. While there
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are many legitimate improvements to Eugene’s zoning that might be considered, why is the Working
Group wasting time even considering such an absurd idea.
Similarly specious is the “option” to “Remove neighborhood-specific zoning.” Obviously, the concept of
“zones” involves area-specific regulations governing uses and development. Just as a pork-rendering
facility needs to be separated from homes (including single- and multi-family dwellings), the many uses
in a neighborhood need to be regulated according to context. An obvious example is the different
nature of housing standards (e.g., mass, scale, setbacks) that are appropriate for level terrain versus
hillsides. Especially in mostly built-out neighborhoods, substantially different standards are appropriate
for older, “grid-patterned” neighborhood versus more recent “loops-and-lollipops” subdivisions. In
contrast, larger-scale, “greenfield” development can encompass a much more varied range of
alternatives.
Both of the above “options” are transparently part of the attempt to undercut established single-family
neighborhoods that don’t have CC&R’s (Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions). If the working group
hopes to have its recommendations perceived as legitimate, such extreme options should be summarily
rejected.
Returning to the description of the first “strategy”, the document states: “To increase housing units
while preserving these qualities, land within the Urban Growth Boundary needs to be used more
strategically and intensively.”
What are “these qualities”? To honor the community’s strong and continuing support for the Envision
Eugene “Neighborhood Livability” pillar, this should be stated as:
“To increase housing units while protecting, repairing and enhancing neighborhood livability,
land within the Urban Growth Boundary needs to be used more wisely.”
Even this more legitimate statement raises a fundamental question: Didn’t the Envision Eugene
buildable lands analysis determine that with a minimal expansion of the UGB, there would be sufficient
buildable lands to meet all of Eugene’s projected housing needs until 2020? This analysis was based
fundamentally on the Comprehensive Plan designations, but was also represented as having been
adjusted to present reasonable estimates of practically achievable residential densities on the buildable
lands. If the EE analysis was honest and reasonably accurate, then the fundamental problem should not
be one of not being able to construct enough dwellings on the existing land under existing zoning and
regulations. Where is the evidence that this is not the case and that there are “barriers” in the existing
code to constructing the needed number of dwellings?
The foregoing question is not intended to address the potential cost issues; that is a separate matter.
However, I have seen no evidence that current density designations or lot or development regulations
restrict the number of dwellings below the projected need.
In fact, the most obvious and well-researched “barrier” to “affordable housing” is the disparity between
the minimum costs to develop and make a profit on building dwelling units and the inadequate financial
capacity of lower-wealth households. Assuredly, the working group understands that increasing the
financial capacity of lower-wealth households is desirable, and challenging. Leaving that for another
discussion, the working group needs credible, fairly detailed data on not just the costs, but also the
profit incentives, that drive “market-rate” housing development in Eugene to be as high as it is.
The first place to look is the cost of land. While “compact growth” may favor housing in downtown and
on key transit corridors, the cost of land downtown and in commercially-zoned areas along transit
corridors may be much higher than would be the cost of flat, “greenfield” land beyond the current UGB.
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Which raises the question: Why isn’t “expand the UGB” one of the options? Until there is evidence that
such an expansion would not help lower the cost of housing significantly, that option should not be
taken off the table if the community is serious about providing the needed housing.
The other obvious places to look are materials and labor costs, all direct and indirect fees and charges,
and regulations other than zoning, e.g., environmental, worker safety, etc.
Finally, the potential profit margin for different forms of “market-rate” housing is almost certainly a
major factor in what local developers choose to build. Even if a developer can deliver one or multiple
dwellings at the lowest feasible cost, as long as there’s strong demand for more expensive housing, the
return on time and money will naturally push developers to build the more profitable, i.e., expensive
forms of housing. Eugene is “unfortunate” in being a city that appears to be attractive to people from
California, who can sell much more expensive homes and afford high-end homes in Eugene. Permit
records for recent housing development would provide valuable evidence of this factor.
See for example the flat, “greenfield” development by Bruce Weichert west of Polk Street. These are
“cookie-cutter” spec houses, on an easily developed site, but are priced at $400-500K+. Why did
Weichert choose to build these instead of low-cost houses? The answer is obvious -- there is a demand
and the profit is greater. (Side Note: There’s no more reason to denigrate Bruce Weichert as a “greedy
developer” for what he’s chosen to build than it is for the Homebuilders representative to denigrate
residents of neighborhoods as “NIMBYs” because they have concerns about bad development.)
This last point is also critical to understand the risk of changing the R-1 (including ADU) code, which
would affect only those areas without CC&Rs. As Portland has demonstrated on the ground: changing
R-1 code to allow two full-size, detached or town-home dwellings on lots that currently allow one singlefamily dwelling and (with an owner occupant) a smaller ADU -- would result in demolition of affordable
houses and replacement with two expensive new houses. More units, but no contribution to housing
affordability.
Knowledgeable professionals are in agreement that the very first rule of “affordable housing” is to not
demolish existing housing.
While the staff and working group seem to have been proceeding in an “evidence-free” manner, other
cities and organizations have come to a consistent conclusion -- by far the scope and seriousness is
greatest in the shortage of “affordable housing” for the lowest-income (lowest financial capacity”
households and there is no market-rate solution that scales up to the required number of dwellings. For
example, fiddling with ADUs has a miniscule potential benefit at the risk of substantial political conflict
and delay. Pretty much all of the “options” under the first “strategy” are not likely to produce any
significant improvement in the supply of “affordable” housing (except #5 -- Corridor mixed-use and #8
Opportunity Siting).
Regarding “options” in the second category: #13 is a very bad idea. The local and LUBA appeal processes
are already severely tilted against impacted residents.
#14 MUPTE should be properly reformed, as suggested above. (Against the developers opposition, I was
the primary proponent of the “workforce housing” requirement.)
#15 -- It would be very helpful to all parties to do a fair and effective job of fixing the code and making
housing criteria clear and objective. The current process is completely off the rails and not going to
come close to getting the job done. (It is about as incompetently led as was the South Willamette
Special Area Zone, and I expect it to blow up just as spectacularly once the public sees the outcome.)
The other non-financial items are questionable.
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Regarding “options” in the third category: The focus on funding is the right area to be working on. #21
should be considered only as an element of “Opportunity Siting” or “greenfield” development -- not in
established neighborhoods, other than through OS.
#23 is actually a very, very good idea -- but despite my (and others) hammering City staff to do this
under “ECLA” and the EE housing analysis, they blew it off entirely. Eugene will pay the price of this
disregard for years to come. The other options are all reasonable to keep within the scope of serious
options.
The working group should be laser-focused on the financial elements to bring costs down and provide
financial subsidies to fill the gap. The City will know its producing real solutions when we see decent,
affordable apartments rising along the West Eugene EmX corridor on W. 6th and 7th Aves. and/or
further out on the WEEMX line.
For additional locations, the “Opportunity Siting” strategy -- adopted by City Council -- is the simplest,
least controversial way to identify where dense, low-cost housing (and mixed use) could be incentivized.
I’d invite results-oriented working group members to join me on a tour of potential OS sites already
identified in the JWN.
Here are several recommended additions to the “options” list that I would encourage the (current or
successor) working group members to consider.
1. Expand the UGB to encompass land that would provide lower-cost, buildable lands and with an
agreement by owner(s) that the land would be available only for development projects that
included substantial “workforce housing.”
2. Prohibit CC&Rs that limit residential development density to less than what is allowed by
Eugene’s “Low-Density Residential Zone” (currently R-1). Alternatively (if legally feasible) -Charge a high fee for recording CC&Rs that include such restrictions.
3. Limit MUPTE exemptions to projects that provide substantial percentage of “workforce”
housing.
4. Through neighborhood process, update Westside Neighborhood Plan for areas along W. 7th
Ave. to enable MUPTE in on that EmX Corridor. Ditto for the Whiteaker Refinement Plan and W.
6th Ave.
5. Implement the true intent and provisions of “Opportunity Siting” to identify potential OS sites
for higher-density and/or mixed-use development. (Begin with “pilot” in Jefferson Westside
Neighbors -- JWN already has an initial “OS map.”
In summary, I would suggest the working group keep their feet on the ground and understand that the
“code” and “neighborhoods” are not the problem. The true barriers are: costs, including from limited
greenfield development sites; high-demand for higher-end housing; and lack of public funding
*****
The document’s “Glossary” has some technical and substantive problems that should be addressed.
The definition of “ADU” is not what the Council just adopted. The Glossary misstates ADUs as:
“Accessory dwelling unit (ADU) -- Additional housing units that share a lot with another (usually
larger) home. These could be apartments built onto or attached to a home or a separate
“cottage” in a yard space. Sometimes referred to as “granny flats”
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Notice how this does not include “used in connection with or accessory to a single-family dwelling” that
is in the code and statute That omission conveniently eliminates the basis for an “occupancy”
requirement.
Another misleading “definition”:
“housing affordability Refers to the portion of a household’s budget used for housing. When
rent and utilities exceed 30% of a household’s budget it is considered unaffordable to that
household. This concept crosses all income levels, not just for low-income households.” (See
also “Rent-burdened.”)
In fact, the real measure of “affordable” is that adequate housing is available for 30% (net) of a
household’s budget. The obvious flaw in the last sentence is that a wealthy household may choose to
spend more than 30% because the less-than 70% that remains is more than adequate for their lifestyle.
What’s important at the low-end is that a household has no choice but to fall short on adequate funds
for food, medical care, etc. because of the rent they must pay for safe and adequate housing. The 30% is
OK as a rough concept for poorer families, but to focus policies and funds, a more fine-grained analysis is
necessary. (Note also how this conflates “housing affordability” and the standard for “Affordable
Housing,” contrary to the distinction the facilitator presented.)
Another misleading definition:
“Key Corridors The six corridors – Highway 99, River Road, Coburg Road, South Willamette,
Franklin Boulevard, and West 11th Avenue – that are intended to have frequent transit service
connecting downtown to numerous core commercial areas. See the Community Vision map on
the last page.”
Only the portion of W. 11th west of Garfield Street is a “key corridor.” The segment of W. 11th Ave
through the residential area of the JWN is NOT a “key corridor! Our “key corridor” is the W 6th and 7th
Aves. couplet along which EmX runs.
Also, technically wrong: “UGB -- A “line” that defines the edge of the city.” The City limits and UGB are
not coincident.
“By-right” uses require permits and can be appealed. They do not require special review for the use
itself. Such uses still require compliance with lot and development criteria. E.g., even if an “ADU” is an
explicit use in R-1, the approval of a permit can be appealed if the proposed development doesn’t
conform to the criteria for an ADU.
The “Comprehensive Plan Map” includes the Metro Plan “Plan Diagram” and all refinement plan “plan
diagrams.” It’s unfortunate that planning staff seem to have never understood that the “Comprehensive
Plan” includes the Metro Plan and all refinement plans?!
“Missing Middle Housing” is a loaded term -- Such housing is not “missing” in the JWN, for example. If
you want to include a category of “Middle Housing’, then it needs to be accurately defined. For example,
Middle Housing doesn’t include SROs (in any common usage) and does include attached, single-family
housing, such as townhouses. The important thing is that there’s nothing “magic” about duplexes,
triplexes, courtyard apartments, cottage clusters, etc. in terms of providing “affordable” housing. Of
these housing forms, only multi-family forms of 20+ units are likely to be much help with scalable
solutions to “housing affordability.”
“Multiple-Use” should be included, if the limited definition of “mixed-use” is presented as only within
“a building.” Multiple-use is the more practical form of development, in which a group of buildings
provides residential and commercial uses.
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“Single-Family Home” is not defined or used in code. See “Dwelling,” “Dwelling, One-Family,” Dwelling,
Multiple-Family” under 9.0500 Definitions. “Single-Family” Dwelling is used in the code, but not included
under Definitions. It’s important to understand “detached versus attached” forms and “owned versus
rented” when discussing housing types.
Any future version of this Glossary needs to be revised, at least prior to any transmittal to the City
Council. -- “Language matters”!
Respectfully submitted,
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Ward 1
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Hi Anne,
I reviewed all the housing background materials you cited in your reply (of 11/8 below) and I then
submitted comments to the Working Group as recommended in your message. However, I have not
seen that any part or substance of these comments has been relayed to the WG. What is staff doing
with these comments, and how and when are they going to be shared with the WG?
And yes, I reviewed the Consolidated Plan for all its housing data info. There is some good, but dated
material here, most of which the HT&S WG is unaware of.
My prior comments are copied below and I will submit some additional comments shortly.
Eben
Comments to Housing Tools and Strategies Working Group
Submitted online 11/8/18
Understandably the Working Group is trying to get to housing solutions in a very short timeframe.
However there is a severe lack of quality data available to the WG (and to Eugene residents) to help
understand what the problem is and how it might possibly be addressed. I am reminded of the quote,
“The chief cause of problems is solutions.” (Eric Sevareid)
The housing affordability issue is a big national problem, so the question is what is the particular
problem here in Eugene, and how could it possibly be addressed by local public policies. A major
housing initiative like this needs to be guided by strong background data and supporting research.
The principal data available from the City at this time appears to be a one-page graphic by the City
called “Housing Affordability in Eugene.” Unfortunately this graphic is very misleading. It does show
that many households are likely to be cost burdened. But that is about the end of its value. One
misleading conclusion that the graphic seems to show is that we have a shortage of 13,500 housing
units. In fact, all the households in this dataset are actually currently housed. Building more marketrate housing would not have a benefit for this low income category, since the market is not generating
housing in this price range. It would be worthwhile to understand more about this low-income group
and how they are currently being housed. Also the graphic has no data for the homeless, which
should clearly be included.
While there is a clear and obvious need for low-cost housing that is below $625 per month, which, if
any, solutions under consideration by the HTS Working Group would provide such housing? Since
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this problem is affecting cities all over the country, why not research what other cities are doing and
how successful they have been? Do we need to re-invent the wheel on this topic? Will gutting our
building codes, allowing ”anything anywhere,” and expediting building permits have any benefit for
this housing category?
Good data would help form the basis for a clear problem statement and guide the identification of
solutions that could help solve the problem without creating even more problems down the road. In
short, the City needs to do an in-depth analysis of housing issues in Eugene and put these issues in
the larger context of the county, state, and nation.
Eben Fodor
Comments to Housing Tools and Strategies Working Group, Part 2
All members of the Working Group should be familiar with the best housing study to be released this
year, The Gap: A Shortage of Affordable Homes, by The National Low Income Housing Coalition,
March 2018 (available at https://nlihc.org/gap).
The report shows that the main problem is at the very low income end of the housing spectrum. It
states that “trickle down” housing does not work for the very low income households. In other words,
building new units does not end up meeting this need by freeing up older units. Below is a summary
of some of the key finding from the report:
•
•
•
•
•

The housing crisis is most severe for extremely low income households whose incomes are at
or below the poverty level.
Every state and major metropolitan area in the U.S. has a shortage of affordable rental homes
for extremely low income households.
The U.S. has a shortage of more than 7.2 million rental homes available to extremely low
income renter households.
Absent public subsidies, the private market is largely unable to produce new rental housing
affordable to these households.
Federal funding for key HUD programs that assist low income renters has been declining.

Eben Fodor
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Sarah,
I'm a long-time advocate for "neighborhood livability," including diverse and "affordable housing."
I'm also well-experienced in quantitative and process methods.
I viewed the video of your presentation to the Eugene "Housing Tools & Strategies Working Group."
I have a number of questions and comments regarding the slides and statements.
As a preface to my questions, I believe the "working group" needs the best available, quantitative
estimates of what various "options" that the WG is considering would produce in terms of volume,
types and costs of dwelling units.
Let me start with an example. From your presentation and the "Zoning Strategies for Market Rate
Housing Production" document, described on the City's website as "list of options and ideas from
Strategic Economics," it seems that you are suggesting that amending the code criteria for ADUs to
be more permissive would produce some significant increase in ADUs.
At the November 14 working group meeting, you said (more-or-less):
"We heard from [unidentified] developers that we spoke with that the 'tenet' of Envision
Eugene isn't getting done … which calls for more diverse housing types; but code makes it
difficult to build those other types of housing. We heard code was 'too inflexible'. In
particular ADU's 'are severely hindered by code that is ambiguous' and 'site requirements that
are "illogical" and "arbitrary"', were words that were used. ... Some of land use code around
SDUs is 'prejudiced against renters,' where one of the residences must be owner-occupied."
I have no doubt that selected developers would complain about code approval criteria -- what's
new about that?
However, there is a perfect basis for a valid estimate of the potential, net number of additional
ADUs that would be constructed if the R-1 Zone criteria were more permissive. Before anyone can
put any stock in your assertions and the selected developer's complaints, you must look at the
determinate evidence.
The Chambers Special Area Zone and the Jefferson Special Area Zone allow second dwellings on
lots that are much smaller than R-1 (Single-Family) allows, and the S-C and S-JW zones do not
require owner occupancy or limit square footage. So, if you want to provide credible analysis,
review the permit applications for SDUs ("ADUs") in these two zones since their inception. You'll
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find there are very few; not because of code criteria, but because of the high cost and low (or
negative) ROI. Please contact me to be sure you have your facts right because I'm the most
knowledgeable person in the City regarding these two zones.
*****
Now, regarding the content of your presentation …
First, I would compliment you on a presentation that recaps some very general information that
might help an audience with no appreciation of the current housing issues understand a very highlevel view of the problem.
That said, I believe the content was a very flawed presentation of information necessary for the
working group to make critical decisions on recommendations to our elected officials for policies
and actions.
At the most basic level, your presentation provided no insight into the fundamental problem -what are the nature and magnitude of Eugene households that are under financial stress to meet
basic human needs for shelter, food, medical care, safety and so on?








Slide 3. Does not provide sources. Does not identify student "households" (how are these
counted in "Householders Living Alone.")
Slide 4. Mis-titled. Presents categories of HH Income. Fine. But what's actually important is
"Household financial capacity," which includes assets, as well as income. Also, students must
be broken out because they may have a very low personal "income," but are typically
supported financially by parents.
Slide 5. Should include student housing, which is typically apartments where 2 to 4
individuals have separate bedrooms, but share a kitchen. "Missing" Middle is a biased term.
These forms of housing are not "missing" in some Eugene neighborhoods, including mine.
Slide 9. No explanation of how these thresholds were determined.
Slide 10 Does not cite sources or calculation; uses questionable derived values; and presents
in a misleading manner.
First off, this slide appears to use as the "population" only renters. Second the use of two
columns can mislead an observer to think these are additive. I believe that the 36% is simply
a subset of the 58%. The most serious flaw, however, is to imply that the statistics indicate
the percentage of households that suffer significant financial distress in meeting basic
human needs. It appears to not filter out high-income households, homeowners with no
mortgage, students, or other cases where the household is not under financial stress.





Slide 12. The first two bullets are obvious. However, there's no useful specific information.
The "elephant in the room" is whether Eugene's severely limited UGB has a significant impact
of "Land Costs." The last two bullets are purely speculative with no supporting evidence and
reflect a bias.
Slides 13 and 14 are pure "padding" of no actionable value.

In summary, this material provides nothing that would help the working group better understand
the specific elements of the "housing affordability" problems and provides nothing that would help
the working group make evidence-based decisions on which housing tools and strategies to
recommend to elected officials.
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I hope your further reporting will be more useful and credible.
-- Paul

_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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