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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Deb Thomas <debthomas1965@icloud.com>
Thursday, September 30, 2021 11:03 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing unaffordable

]

Hi my name is Debra Thomas. I live in South Eugene. We moved here in 2009 for my husband to work. We owned our
home in Idaho and expected we would here too. We were shocked at prices here. Our home was a 3 bedroom, 2 living
rooms, 2 bathrooms and we paid 86,000 in 2004 for it. Here smaller homes were selling at a quarter of a million dollars.
That’s how we became renters.
When we got here we rented a 3 bedroom off River Rd for 875.00. In 2011 the rent was raised $50.00 and it stayed at
$925.00 until we moved to South Eugene. Since we moved in here our rent was raised $50.00 after 2 yrs, 4th year it was
raised 100.00. Started at 1600.00 now we’re at 1750.00. My husband makes ok money but we don’t make enough for a
9 % raise in rent yearly. My husband and I use a entire paycheck ( out of 2 checks month) to pay our rent and eweb. The
next check Is for phone , car, insurance and food. Now we also have about $5000.00 in hospital/med bills from my
husband recent illness. I’m worried that if he gets sick and our rent gets to high we’re going to lose our roof. Also he is
62 yrs old will be with any luck retiring with in 4 or 5 years. What then? Please help us and others like us who are
hanging by a thread.
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
SEMPLE Emily; MEDARY Sarah J; HANSEN Alissa H
Middle Housing: Question 5 (allowable dwellings) follow up
Thursday, September 30, 2021 9:08:12 PM

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 & MA 21-1
Jeff,
The following comments reflect the version of the proposed amendments
downloaded from the City website on September 28, 2021
-- Paul Conte
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

The original question:
Here are relevant definitions:    
Dwelling. A building, or portion thereof, designed and used as a residence for
occupancy by 1 household. [the HB 2001 amendments merely replaces “1 family” in
the current code]
Dwelling. A building, or portion thereof, designed and used as a residence for
occupancy by 1 household. [the HB 2001 amendments merely replaces “1
family” in the current code]
The latest version is:
Dwelling. A building, or portion thereof, designed and used as a
residence for occupancy by a person or persons.
Dwelling, Accessory. An interior, attached or detached residential structure
that is used in connection with or that is accessory to a single-family dwelling.
[Current Code, not amended; note: "Dwelling, Single-Family" is not defined.]
Dwelling, Duplex. Two dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any configuration.
[HB 2001 amendment]
The latest version is:
Dwelling, Duplex. Two dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any
configuration.
If one of the dwellings on the lot or parcel is an accessory dwelling,
the two dwellings on that lot or parcel are not considered a duplex.
Dwelling, Tri-Pplex. Three dwellings on a lot or parcel in any configuration.
[HB 2001 amendment]
Dwelling, Fourplex-Plex. Four dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any
configuration. [HB 2001 amendment]
Dwelling, Multiple-Unit. One or more buildings on a single lot or parcel
containing 5 or more dwellings. … Cottage clusters and other middle housing
are not multiple-unit dwellings. [HB 2001 amendment]
The latest version is:
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Dwelling, Multiple-Unit. One or more buildings on a single lot or
parcel containing 5 or more dwellings. …  Cottage clusters are not multipleunit dwellings.
Dwelling, Single Detached. One [Note this does not say “the only”] detached
dwelling on a single lot or parcel. [HB 2001, amendment to the current
“Dwelling, One-Family” definition]
The latest version is:
Dwelling, Single-Detached. [Note the term is now
hyphenated.] One detached dwelling on a single lot or parcel. A single
detached [not hyphenated or defined] dwelling that is one dwelling in a
duplex, triplex, quadplex, or cottage cluster is not a single-detached
dwelling.
The first, and glaringly obvious ambiguity is that if there are four detached
dwellings on a lot, then that meets all the following definitions:  
4 Single, Detached Dwellings
2 Duplexes
A Duplex and 2 Single, Detached Dwellings
A Triplex and 1 Single, Detached Dwelling
A Fourplex
Question #5a (08/25/2021). Where in the code that would result from
the recommended amendments would these alternatives be
disambiguated so that it would be clear which standards would apply?
Staff Comment: (Please refer to the email correspondence “Question
#5” for context). Generally, this question is seeking confirmation that
the definition of Single Detached Dwelling only applies to single
detached dwelling on a single lot, and in the event of a duplex (i.e.
two attached or detached dwellings on a lot), each dwelling within a
duplex cannot be construed as a “Single Detached Dwelling.” In the
draft code amendments submitted to DLCD, a Single Detached
Dwelling is clearly defined in EC 9.0500 as, “One detached dwelling on
a single lot or parcel. A single detached dwelling that is one dwelling
in a duplex, triplex, quadplex, or cottage cluster is not a singledetached dwelling. Based on this definition in the code amendment
package, which has been updated from the previous draft code, there
is no ambiguity in the definitions of the various dwelling types. See
also the definitions for Duplex, Triplex, Fourplex, Multi-Unit Dwelling
in draft code submitted to DLCD (Pages 7-8).
PC Follow up: The definition of "Dwelling, Single Detached" has been revised since
the question was presented. It is now a specifically hyphenated term "SingleDwelling" and the new definition attempts to exclude elements of "middle housing"
that might be "detached dwellings."
Note that staff repeatedly and mistakenly uses the unhyphenated version in their
comments. This misuse also occurs many times in the latest version of the code.
Any competent code writer would know not to use terms with distinctive meanings
that are different only by a hyphen.
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The exclusion also fails to include "Dwelling, Accessory" when that is a "single
detached dwelling."
The staff comments for Question #5b state:
"two single detached dwellings (not including ADUs) on a lot would be
considered a duplex, three on a lot would be a triplex, etc.
That statement expresses a certain intent, but it is not what the code actually says.
The plex definitions define what a (e.g.) "Triplex" is, but the code doesn't say that
exactly four detached dwellings on a lot can be considered only as a Fourplex. The
code would allow four detached dwellings to be considered as two duplexes. Note
also that because the definition for "Dwelling, Single-Detached" says "One", but it
does't say "One, and only ...," all the alternatives that I enumerated would still be
legal. Staff may intend differently, but the code would allow these alternatives.
Another problem is that, while a "Dwelling, Accessory" may not be a "Dwelling,
Single-Detached," it can nonetheless be a "one detached" dwelling. Consequently,
when added to a lot, the existing "one detached dwelling" is no longer the only one.
Again, staff may have a specific intent in mind, but the code would now treat those
as two dwellings, neither of which is a "Dwelling, Single-Detached," and therefore
comprise a Duplex.
This code is franky a mess which would not in anyone's imagination be considered
"clear."
The original question:
Under Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
Under the "Residential" category, under the "Dwellings" subcategory is the
following requirement:
"(All dwellings, including accessory dwellings, shall meet minimum and
maximum density requirements in accordance with Table 9.2750 Residential
Zone Development Standards unless specifically exempted elsewhere in this
land use code. ...)
And yet, under EC 9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750
Under (1) Density section, under (b) subsection, this is "undone" by the following
statement:
"The maximum residential density requirements do not apply to duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, or cottage clusters."
It's confusing, if not misleading, to have such a broad statement under the "Uses,"
which is then negated under the "Development Standards." Bad form. In any case,
this creates substantial ambiguity later, as I cover below.
Also in Table 9.2740, there is the following recommended code:
Single Detached Dwelling, except as provided at EC 9.2741(7) for Churches,
Synagogues and Temples)
The markup in the document from APG is:
Markup: “One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling (1 Per Lot in R-1), except as
provided at EC 9.2741(710) for Churches, Synagogues and Temples)
Question #5b (08/25/2021). Is the markup in error? There is an
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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unmatched “)” and the limit of 1 per lot in R-1 has been struck. Is it the
intent to remove the limit on number of Single Detached Dwellings per
lot (other than a PUD)?
Staff Comment: (Please refer to the email correspondence “Question
#5” for context). Generally, this question is asking whether staff
intended to get rid of a parenthetical reference in EC Table 9.2740 for
the use Single Detached Dwelling. Under the draft code provided to
DLCD on 9/21/2021, the parenthetical reference “(1 per lot in R-1)” in
EC Table 9.2740 is identified for removal. A Single Detached Dwelling
is defined in 9.0500 as, “One detached dwelling on a single lot or
parcel. A single detached dwelling that is one dwelling in a duplex,
triplex, quadplex, or cottage cluster is not a single-detached
dwelling.” Based on this definition, the parenthetical provision “(1
per lot in R-1)” is no longer necessary. For example, two single
detached dwellings (not including ADUs) on a lot would be considered
a duplex, three on a lot would be a triplex, etc. See answer to
Question #5a and definitions for Duplex, Triplex, Fourplex, Multi-Unit
Dwelling in draft code submitted to DLCD (Pages 7-8).
PC Follow up: Staff's comments may be their intent, but the code does not say
"only one." That needs to be explicit in one place or the other.
The original question:
In the same table is the following
Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Single Detached Dwelling on Same Lot)
This limit does not match the definition of "Accessory Dwelling," and it should by all
means match.
Question #5c (08/25/2021). Is the mismatch between the definition and
the implicit use of the definition under Table 9.2740 going to be resolved so
they are consistent?
Staff Comment: (Again, please refer to the email correspondence
“Question #5” for context) Generally, the question concerns the
limitation for 1 Accessory Dwelling Unit per Single Detached dwelling
on same lot. It is unclear whether this question is still relevant based
on the responses to Questions #5a and #5b above. Regardless, it is
important to note that the draft code provided to DLCD was prepared
prior to the City Council’s adoption of Ordinance No. 20659 for
amending code for Accessory Dwelling Units. For example, the draft
code amendments include references to “Secondary Dwellings”, as
opposed to “Accessory Dwelling Units.” The draft code will need to be
updated to match the currently effective code, which includes those
changes implemented through Ordinance No. 20659. As seen on Page 2
of Ordinance No. 20659, under EC 9.2741(2) it states, “One accessory
dwelling is allowed for each detached one-family dwelling on the
same lot.” Corresponding with the changes to the word “family”, page
6 of the draft amendments, one accessory dwelling is allowed for each
detached one-family dwelling on the same lot. As currently proposed,
if two dwellings are located on the same lot, they are a duplex and
not a single detached dwelling, and therefore not able to have an
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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ADU. Given these facts, I believe the issue you raise in your question
has been resolved. A copy of Ordinance No. 20659 is available here:
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/63361/Ord20659-ADU?bidId=
PC Follow up: I have to say I got a good belly laugh out of how staff has tied itself
in knots with their obstinance and incompetence with respect to accessory
dwellings in the S-JW Zone. I will leave it as a "puzzle" for staff to figure out how
allowing two "detached one family [not hypenated] dwelling[s] and one accessory
dwelling for each.
The original question:
Under Table 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
Under Lot Area Minimum [in R-1], there are the following entries:
Lots, except Rowhouse Lots, Small Lots, Duplex Lots, Triplex Lots, Fourplex
Lots, Cottage Cluster Lots, Residential Flag Lots, Duplex Division Lots: 4,500
s.f.
Small Lots Requires PUD or Cluster Subdivision
Duplex Lots 2,250 s.f.
Duplex Division Lots 2,250 s.f.
Triplex Lots 3,500 s.f.
Fouplex Lots 4,500 s.f.
Cottage Cluster Lots (Single Lot Development) 4,500 s.f
Question #5d (08/25/2021). Where are "Duplex Lot," "Duplex Division
Lot," "Triplex Lot," "Fourplex Lot," and "Cottage Cluster Lots (Single Lot
Development)" defined?
Staff Comment: There are no definitions for "Duplex Lot," "Duplex
Division Lot," "Triplex Lot," "Fourplex Lot," and "Cottage Cluster Lots
(Single Lot Development)" in the draft code.
PC Follow up: Does staff intend to correct this omission? There are significant
ambiguities that arise from the lack of definitions.
Question #5e [Overarching Question #5] (08/25/2021). What is the staff's
intent for what would be allowed on, for example, a 9,000 s.f. lot?:
Staff Comment: A   9,000 square foot lot would allow any permitted
use that meets the development standards for that zone. For
example, a 9,000 square foot lot in the R-1 zone could allow a single
detached dwelling, a single detached dwelling with an accessory
dwelling unit, a duplex, a triplex, a fourplex, or a cottage cluster. A
9,000 square foot lot could also be divided to create rowhouse lots if
those subsequent lots met the rowhouse development standards.
PC Follow up: The proposed code would allow (e.g.) TWO (or more) Pourplexes.
There is no density limit, and I could find nowhere in the code that would limit the
number or mix of plexes on a 4,500 s.f. lot. The only criterion I could find in this
regard was the "Minimum Lot Area." Although "Lot Area" is not defined, it is used in
Chapter 9 as the entire area of a lot. Consequently, the requirement for a Fourplex
to be placed on a lot is simply that the lot be at least 4,500 s.f. in size. That would
mean that a second Fourplex would still meet that criterion and have to be
allowed. Alternately, if the context means "Lot Area" for each Fourplex, then TWO
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would be allowed.
This may not be the intent, but it is what the code allows.
Thank you for a prompt response to this follow up.
Paul Conte
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
SEMPLE Emily; MEDARY Sarah J; HANSEN Alissa H
Middle Housing: Question 7 (Middle Housing Code boundaries) follow up.
Thursday, September 30, 2021 6:45:28 PM

[EXTERNAL

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 & MA 21-1
Jeff,
From the City website:
"There is an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the City of Eugene
and Lane County that delegates to the City all responsibilities for land use,
zoning, and building permitting authority inside the urban growth boundary."
Frequently Asked Questions • Eugene, OR • CivicEngage (eugene-or.gov)
Could explain the basis of your response, which appears to be inconsistent with this
City statement.
Thank you,
Paul Conte
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

Question #7[6] (09/26/2021). If the City Council adopts code
amendments, such as the draft version, will the code that results apply in
any areas outside the City Limits?
Staff Comment: If the City Council adopts the Middle Housing Code
Amendments, the amendments will only apply inside the Eugene City
Limits.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
SEMPLE Emily; MEDARY Sarah J; HANSEN Alissa H
Middle Housing: Question 6 (STRs) follow-up
Thursday, September 30, 2021 6:38:58 PM

[EXTERNAL

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 & MA 21-1
Jeff,
Question #6 was not about what the staff was "directed to do." It was clearly about
what the staff has done or plans.
Apropos my response to your personal complaints, this is a typical one of your
intentionally disrespectful dodging of a simple and direct question.
You know, and could have simple stated truthfully: "Staff had done nothing and has
no current plans to do anything about the use of new Middle Housing dwellings as
STRs."
You want respect, you need to show respect.
In any case, you have indirectly answered the question, simply: "Nothing."
Paul Conte
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

Question #6 (08/30/2021). What analysis and/or proposed actions have been, or
are planned, by staff to address the use of new "Middle Housing" dwellings as
"Short-Term Rentals" ("STRs")?
Staff Comment: Staff has not been directed to address Short Term Rentals in the
context of middle housing.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
SEMPLE Emily; MEDARY Sarah J; HANSEN Alissa H
Re: Middle Housing: Question 4 (Willamette Greenway Permit) follow up
Thursday, September 30, 2021 6:28:18 PM

[EXTERNAL

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 & MA 21-1
Jeff,
I am going to follow up in separate emails so the threads are more manageable. My
follow up is below "Staff Comment."

Question #4 (08/24/2021). Considering the information presented below, will the
"Middle Housing" code amendments (i.e., the ordinance(s)) that are presented
for the code amendment public process include amendments to the Willamette
Greenway Permit approval criteria to establish clear and objective criteria to
ensure “middle housing” development is compatible with the Willamette River
Greenway, as required by Goal 15?
Staff Comment: Staff have begun work on amendments to the Willamette River
Greenway permit approval process to provide clear and objective standards for
the review of housing development within the Greenway. These amendments
will be part of a separate formal adoption process from the current package of
code amendments, but are anticipated to be adopted by City Council prior to
June 30, 2022. I actually attempted to answer this question on 08/25/2021, but
inadvertently replied to the email correspondence from staff, which means it
never made it to you [Paul]. That email is also attached, which contains a
similar response.
My understanding from the staff comment is:
Staff acknowledges that the Willamette Greenway Permit (WGP) approval
criteria are not "clear and objective," which is, of course, quite obvious from
their text.
A WGP approval is currently required for all development permits for "middle
housing" (by its current terminology) within the boundaries of the Willamette
River Greenway.
A current proposal for (e.g.) a PUD with a duplex in the R-1 Zone and with the
Willamette River Greenway would require a WGP.
That approval process, however, could not apply any of the current WGP
approval criteria that are not clear and objective (which is most of the
criteria).
If the "Middle Housing" regulations went into effect prior to the proposed
clear and objective WGP approval criteria going into effect, then the City
could not apply any of the current WGP approval criteria that are not clear
and objective to an application to a permit application for (e.g.) a "Middle
Housing" Duplex.
If the clear and objective WGP approval criteria subsequently went into
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effect, an applicant could file a Measure 49 claim requesting the city waive
the C&O criteria, if they would effectively prohibit the desired residential
use.
There are several "moving parts" to this scenario. The "net" is that unless the clear
and objective WGP criteria are in effect on or before the "Middle Housing"
regulations, there is a huge loophole in protecting the Willamette River Greenway
from extremely intensive development that would be allowed by the proposed
"Middle Housing" code amendments.
Please confirm or correct the above understanding.
If it's essentially accurate, then here is the follow up question -- which is for the
City Manager and Planning Director: Will the staff recommend that the two
ordinances be "linked" so that the WGP ordinance goes into effect on or before the
"Middle Housing" ordinance?
Thank you for a prompt response.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Ma'Carry Cairo <Macarry@centurylink.net>
Wednesday, September 29, 2021 8:34 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing Options In Eugene

]

City of Eugene Mayor, Council, and City Manager
I received a flyer from Eugene Realtors who asked me to support more housing options in the city of Eugene. I have
been a homeowner in Eugene since 1986.
Our lot size is 70’ by 100’ and our home is 1800 square feet. Our “yard” is planted with trees and native plants which
provide habitat for wildlife and improve the air quality
of those who live in Eugene.
Building more houses on lots decreases the ability to grow trees on those lots and increases the amount of storm water
runoff from roofs and hard‐scapes.
Parking vehicles on streets makes those streets more dangerous for cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
Converting unused office space and box stores into housing would not affect existing plants or animals.
Having more buildings and less trees causes a drop in the quality of Eugene’s livability.
Affordable housing is important, but I believe healthy tree canopies are more important ‐ especially when other options
are available for housing.
It is time to stop increasing the amount of paving and water runoff from buildings. Develop the lots which stand vacant,
especially if they are paved.
Eugene used to have an ordinance which prohibited builders from blocking a homeowner’s access to solar energy. A
multistory housing unit in a neighbor’s backyard
could block the sun.
It is time to repurpose vacant buildings and parking lots which exist within the city limits.
I fail to understand how building more housing units benefits our climate, air quality, or water quality.
I do understand how building more housing units benefits realtors.
Ma’Carry Cairo
860 West 17th Avenue
Eugene 97402
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Mark Gruber <markgruber@comcast.net>
Tuesday, September 28, 2021 8:21 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HB2001

]

To the Mayor and other government employee's,
The proposed bill of HB2001 to increase affordable housing options is completely WRONG !!!
This will do nothing to increase homeownership. This bill will ruin neighborhoods that people have
worked hard to make.
This will increase the amount of renters, increase traffic congestion, increase parking problems.
As government employee's it's your job to plan for the population increase. There is plenty of
developable land in west and north eugene.
Do your job !!! Stop wasting taxpayer money on endless studies that produce nothing.
To really help people become homeowners , Stop putting all the Tax burden on property owners.
Landlords and institutional investors just pass that cost on to the tenants. Residential property
owner/occupants can't do that.
Start by giving owner/occupants a big tax break.
Institute a consumer tax, so all the visitors can help maintain this beautiful place.
Implement rent control to truly help with affordability.
Pass Legislation to limit institutional investors. Renters don't have the same long term commitment to
community like owner/occupants.
Why do you want to ruin my neighborhood? The city never has the resources for necessary
maintenance and improvements.
Yet some how were able to purchase property for millions, in the urban growth boundary, already
approved for development, and set it aside
for green space. So clean water can drain into a concrete ditch? How ? Why? Stop catering to
special interests.
HB2001 benefits the city with more permits, and enriches landlord and investors while deteriorating
the quality of life people moved here for.
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Homeownership like a drivers license is a privilege, not a rite. It comes with costs. Everybody likes
nice things, not everyone is willing
to do the work it takes to achieve things. Stop this Insane bill, Do your research. There are plenty of
good, planned communities to look at.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

GROVES Randy B
Tuesday, September 28, 2021 7:02 AM
Flower Light; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
RE: Housing Options

Thank you Aviva for taking the time to write the Mayor and City Council. I am the city councilor for Ward 8 which is the
ward you reside in.
While I very much support creating more affordable housing for our community, I am also concerned with doing it in a
way in which we balance livability to the best of our ability. Achieving this balance is a complicated matter but one that I
believe deserves our best effort.
Thank you for raising your voice on this important issue! Your city council will be discussing this issue in greater detail
shortly and I encourage you to remain involved.
Sincerely, Randy

Randy Groves
City Councilor, Ward 8
101 W. 10th Ave., Suite 203
Eugene, OR 97401
541‐682‐8348
RGroves@eugene‐or.us
www.randygroves.org

Messages to and from this e‐mail address are subject to Oregon Public Records Law.

From: Flower Light <artfieldgardens@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 5:58 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Housing Options

[EXTERNAL

]

To Whom it May Concern:
I received your Did You Know Realtors Support Housing options sheet. You wanted my opinion since I live in a single
family home that is owned by my ex husband from a legal separation.
I am the property manager and have lived in this house for the last 7 1/2 years in Eugene. What you describe in your
literature is concerning to me. This is a home in West Eugene that we have continually worked on to improve it and
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make it a nice place to live and to increase its value just as anyone would who owns a home and cares about their
property and neighborhood.
What I can see happening is that Eugene managers want to increase the amount of people living here by providing
cheap homes in neighborhoods that are being kept up or at least put the effort out to create a positive
environment. Cheap housing is a sad concept. Most people would like to pay less and that's understandable but the
reality is not everyone can afford to buy a home or is willing to provide the proper upkeep and be responsible to their
neighborhood. And, those neighborhoods where there is space in this town have been building ugly high rise
apartments in areas that once were beautiful and had trees. Many have been cut down due to this real estate push
onto everyone just trying to have a nice home and community. Why destroy what the residents have worked on for so
many years?
My neighborhood (west Eugene) has been developing a lot of crime as it is. I look at the emails online (Neighborhood
Watch) about street people robbing almost daily. It's not safe anymore to even have mail left on a doorstep or to even
allow pets and children to play outside or to leave a car unlocked. Speedy drivers zoom through the neighborhood and
no police are willing to check out the area unless there is an emergency, so no real safety prevention.
Its up to the neighbors for whatever we can or can't do. These thoughts are reinforced pretty regularly lately. And,
there isn't much I can do about it. The town is full of tent homes as it is. And, people who should be given proper
government shelter/housing are wandering through the neighborhoods daily and into the night in our
neighborhoods. It's hard to feel as safe as it used to be.
Then you might say it's important for more government homes to be placed in our neighborhoods. Well, what about
the people who pay the taxes and work on their homes in our neighborhoods? Who helps them with the mess that is
developing? Eugene was a nice town when I moved here. But the reality is it has changed into a crowded, uncaring, and
disappointing way in many areas. It almost seems that the city managers don't work on these issues anymore.
If you are searching for support for the effort to take over neighborhoods by increasing the "affordable" housing and
increasing the population in our neighborhoods I am not supportive. I do appreciate people from many ethnic
backgrounds. That is not the problem. What is the problem is gentrification as well as crowding out areas that should
be kept up and supported for what has been created and paid for already.
It may seem unfair to place poor people in separate areas but its a reality. They need a home and they need proper
housing (not tents). When those people receive a decent place to live and they can really be at home, then they may be
able to work for a home that matches their resources. But to mix all of this together is not sustainable nor desired. I
feel you could ask anyone who works hard on their home to see if they want what you are advocating. It's unrealistic
and it lowers the value of our homes.
Maybe it makes more sense to check on the areas nearby that have open land and can have housing developed that is
affordable and can have transportation to and from the areas of need. Then they would have their own neighborhood
without being pushed into a crowded situation. Trying to build up and destroy existing neighborhoods to appease
government "options" doesn't make much sense and is very concerning.
If I find the right person to share this house with me, I will consider having a roommate at some time. The intention is to
have someone who will help with my home upkeep and to provide them with a positive place to live. This kind of thing
makes more sense to me. We already have several apartment complexes in this neighborhood and just don't need
more.
Thanks for considering the viewpoint as a Eugene resident.
Aviva Suchow
Resident and Property Manager
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Teri and Bob <terbo@efn.org>
Tuesday, September 28, 2021 6:30 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing code update

]

Hello,
I received a flyer in the mail recently regarding the City of Eugene's response to HB2001 in updating
housing codes. The housing options that I would like to see are ones that include parking ONLY onsite or within the structure. To me this means a driveway off the street with or without a carport or
garage. It is important to me to keep the street parking open to visitors and if the density of residents
increases without providing matching on-site or within structure parking, the street parking will
become clogged and unavailable for non-resident visitors. I support integrated or detached ADUs
where there is space and where the parking is provided on-site or within the structure. I support more,
smaller, (less than 2000sq.ft.) single unit homes and some duplexes, but feel that there are already
way too many triplexes and quads and large apartment complexes that have been recently built in
Eugene without enough consideration for keeping some open space around them, providing enough
parking within them and having them constructed with materials and designs that don't fit the
neighborhood where they are placed. Thanks for soliciting feedback and I hope you will make good
choices! ---Teri Jones
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Jocelyn Reynolds <jocyreynolds@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 28, 2021 11:09 AM
Eugene Planning; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
HB2001 Concern

]

Hello,
Thank you for taking steps towards embracing HB2001 here in Eugene.
However, I am still concerned that allowing greater density alone without related price/rent caps or other criteria to
ensure equity will mean that these new ADUs and buildings will continue to remain too expensive for many Eugene
residents. Simply providing more rental units is also not an equitable final solution, as we all know that being trapped in
the rent vortex is a HUGE barrier to entry into homeownership, which should really be a primary goal of HB2001.
Currently, HB2001 looks to me like a document that greedy landlords wrote to allow themselves to rent more units and
profit more off of a basic necessity, housing, rather than a document meant to create affordable housing that is not
profit‐driven.
At your next Public Hearing in mid‐October, please discuss and propose ways that affordability and paths to home
ownership can be ensured within the HB2001 ordinance.
Thank you for your time,
Jocelyn Reynolds, a concerned resident
2783 Harris St
Eugene, OR 97405
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 28, 2021 9:41 AM
Eugene Planning Commission
BEESON Ken (SMTP); EDWARDS Tiffany (SMTP); FRAGALA Lisa (SMTP); ISAACSON Dan (SMTP);
RAMEY Chris (SMTP); TAYLOR Kristen (SMTP3); GEPPER Jeffrey A; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and
City Manager
One HB 2001 question for staff

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

TESTIMONY FOR CA 21-1 and MA 21-1
Commissioners,
Just one question for staff at your meeting today:
"Would the recommended code amendments be affirmed if it were appealed on the basis of not complying
with the following statutes:
"ORS 215.416(8)(b) When an ordinance establishing approval standards is required under ORS
197.307 to provide only clear and
objective standards, the standards must be clear and objective on the face of the ordinance.
"ORS 197.307(4) Except as provided in subsection (6) of this section, a local government may adopt
and apply only clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures regulating the development
of housing, including needed housing."?
Just a little legal background ... LUBA has held that standards must be "“clear enough for an applicant to
know what he must show during the application process."
Note that you have to actually read the code carefully to make such an assessment.
You will shortly receive a detailed review of the recommended code amendments that will provide
substantial evidence regarding this requirement. The staff's scheduling and refusal to answer basic questions
about the code have made it impractical to provide this analysis in time for your consideration at today's
meeting.
Good luck getting a straight answer from staff!
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
541.344.2552
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Bonnie Brunken <bonniebrunken37@gmail.com>
Monday, September 27, 2021 10:29 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing
City Council--Housing.docx

]
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Bonnie Brunken
2535 Hilyard Street
Eugene, Oregon 97405
(541) 344-7404

27 September 2021

mayorcouncilandcitymanager@eugene-or.gov
I am 84 years old, and as I write to city government I do so with little confidence that my letter will have any
influence or that it will even be read—because it expresses ideas on the “wrong” side of your agenda. For 70
years my family has lived in this home which my widowed mother and I at age 12 and my brother at age16 built
with our own hands, and which she paid for doing housework for a living at $8 a day. For 60 years of that time
we have rented out small adjacent 100-year-old homes at well below market rates because of my mother’s values.
All of that gives me credibility and insight into your upcoming decisions about the Eugene application of
HB2001.
This letter is not my first effort to communicate with you, but it has been precipitated by a mailbox flyer from
EUGENE REALTORS who certainly have a financial interest in the outcome of your planning. I have also read
newspaper articles touting how many people have been on board with the housing changes, determined by the
results from several unidentified “opinion” polls. I have never been asked an opinion, and that makes me
wonder from whom and how the pollings were gathered!
This neighborhood and almost all such in Eugene historically have always had many rentals, and almost all were
well taken care of and enjoyed by growing families. The owners usually lived next-door or nearby and had a
natural interest in the neighborhood itself, not just the money that might come from a rental. Recently, as more
and more of those rental properties have been purchased by out of town “investors” and “managed” by rental
management companies, the neighborhood has changed drastically, with many (often many more than the “five
unrelated tenants” allowed by law) student renters, lovely gardens torn out to make parking lots, falling-down
fences, lawns un-cared for, homes not kept up, loud and careless parties—all because of money and owners who
often live thousands of miles away. This emphasis on the money end of things has certainly contributed to the
increased costs of rental housing. A house three doors from mine rents each of the five bedrooms for one half of
what I charge for an entire small home and fenced yard for children and dogs. The proposals you are making
are automatically going to attract investors, often from out-of-state, not real homeowners, because of the
immediate increase in rental income from more units. That is not a healthy neighborhood without a good deal of
planning, which I do not see in any of the recommendations you are considering! The astounding increase in the
costs of wood and other building materials will also contribute to the failure of efforts to build low-cost housing
by mandate.
The proposal of HB2001, and the Eugene leadership, to encourage, but not demand, increased density in
residential neighborhoods is neither right nor wrong. The devil is in the details, and those details are very
important. In the past, a “mother-in-law” house on the property was exactly that and a proper and valued part of
the neighborhood. But re-zoning so that money-oriented absentee owners can add houses or put up a four-plex
in a small space with no yards and little government oversight over the owners’ responsibility, or parking, or
traffic, or tenant’s behavior misses the entire point of a “residence” and is a true betrayal of the contract that
zoning and choice has always implied.
I am an ardent supporter of Democracy and the U. S. Constitution. Government should always err on the side of
citizen responsibility, not government mandates. Please be very cautious at placing demands that insult the
citizenry and its rights in favor of “making things fair” when that is not ever possible just by enacting laws which
“sound good” but won’t work and cannot be enforced.

Regards,
Bonnie Brunken
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Rex Fox
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing Code Update Suggestions
Tuesday, September 28, 2021 7:29:12 PM

]

Hi
Thank you for the opportunity to give feedback for the upcoming housing code update.
Here are a few of mine:
1) Ban natural gas in all new construction. It is nice to have redundant energy sources, but
natural gas is killing our planet. This includes the new waterfront development.
2) Prohibit natural gas conversions in existing structures.
3) Require that all power lines be underground (maybe they already are).
4) Require off street parking (even for ADUs). The City has done a wonderful job of making
bicycling safer and more comfortable, but until gas prices are high enough to cover the social
costs of pollution and congestion, people will keep buying internal combustion vehicles. Carlined streets are one of the biggest remaining bicycle hazards.
5) Require an affordable component with all multi-unit housing projects, maybe even a 1-1
ratio. It’s great to see new condos and apartments going up (or existing buildings being
converted), but, when a studio apartment costs $350,000 or more, too many people are
excluded from the new construction.
6) Outlaw short-term rentals, except in owner occupied homes. Investors are buying up
property that could be used as long term rentals or entry level homes to purchase, which is
reducing availability and increasing property values. This would be a bit of a hardship for
people who have already purchased residences for this purpose, but there is a housing
shortage, so they should have no problem selling or converting to long term rentals.
7) This would be a difficult one to make fly, but a square foot maximum on new construction
is desirable. Do people really need 7,000 square foot homes? Not only do they require an
inordinate amount of resources to build, they require massive amounts of water and energy to
maintain.
8) Allow ADU in all neighborhoods as long as fire codes are followed, and as mentioned
above, there needs to be adequate off street parking.
Thanks again
Rex Fox
650 Kingswood Ave
Eugene OR 97405
Rex Fox
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from my iPad
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Flower Light <artfieldgardens@gmail.com>
Monday, September 27, 2021 5:58 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing Options

]

To Whom it May Concern:
I received your Did You Know Realtors Support Housing options sheet. You wanted my opinion since I live in a single
family home that is owned by my ex husband from a legal separation.
I am the property manager and have lived in this house for the last 7 1/2 years in Eugene. What you describe in your
literature is concerning to me. This is a home in West Eugene that we have continually worked on to improve it and
make it a nice place to live and to increase its value just as anyone would who owns a home and cares about their
property and neighborhood.
What I can see happening is that Eugene managers want to increase the amount of people living here by providing
cheap homes in neighborhoods that are being kept up or at least put the effort out to create a positive
environment. Cheap housing is a sad concept. Most people would like to pay less and that's understandable but the
reality is not everyone can afford to buy a home or is willing to provide the proper upkeep and be responsible to their
neighborhood. And, those neighborhoods where there is space in this town have been building ugly high rise
apartments in areas that once were beautiful and had trees. Many have been cut down due to this real estate push
onto everyone just trying to have a nice home and community. Why destroy what the residents have worked on for so
many years?
My neighborhood (west Eugene) has been developing a lot of crime as it is. I look at the emails online (Neighborhood
Watch) about street people robbing almost daily. It's not safe anymore to even have mail left on a doorstep or to even
allow pets and children to play outside or to leave a car unlocked. Speedy drivers zoom through the neighborhood and
no police are willing to check out the area unless there is an emergency, so no real safety prevention.
Its up to the neighbors for whatever we can or can't do. These thoughts are reinforced pretty regularly lately. And,
there isn't much I can do about it. The town is full of tent homes as it is. And, people who should be given proper
government shelter/housing are wandering through the neighborhoods daily and into the night in our
neighborhoods. It's hard to feel as safe as it used to be.
Then you might say it's important for more government homes to be placed in our neighborhoods. Well, what about
the people who pay the taxes and work on their homes in our neighborhoods? Who helps them with the mess that is
developing? Eugene was a nice town when I moved here. But the reality is it has changed into a crowded, uncaring, and
disappointing way in many areas. It almost seems that the city managers don't work on these issues anymore.
If you are searching for support for the effort to take over neighborhoods by increasing the "affordable" housing and
increasing the population in our neighborhoods I am not supportive. I do appreciate people from many ethnic
backgrounds. That is not the problem. What is the problem is gentrification as well as crowding out areas that should
be kept up and supported for what has been created and paid for already.
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It may seem unfair to place poor people in separate areas but its a reality. They need a home and they need proper
housing (not tents). When those people receive a decent place to live and they can really be at home, then they may be
able to work for a home that matches their resources. But to mix all of this together is not sustainable nor desired. I
feel you could ask anyone who works hard on their home to see if they want what you are advocating. It's unrealistic
and it lowers the value of our homes.
Maybe it makes more sense to check on the areas nearby that have open land and can have housing developed that is
affordable and can have transportation to and from the areas of need. Then they would have their own neighborhood
without being pushed into a crowded situation. Trying to build up and destroy existing neighborhoods to appease
government "options" doesn't make much sense and is very concerning.
If I find the right person to share this house with me, I will consider having a roommate at some time. The intention is to
have someone who will help with my home upkeep and to provide them with a positive place to live. This kind of thing
makes more sense to me. We already have several apartment complexes in this neighborhood and just don't need
more.
Thanks for considering the viewpoint as a Eugene resident.
Aviva Suchow
Resident and Property Manager
1613 Quaker Street, Eugene
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Dennis & Judy Lees <leestrvl@yahoo.com>
Monday, September 27, 2021 3:27 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing Issues

]

Dear City Leaders:
I know that a lot of effort has already gone into the issue of homelessness in Eugene. As you review the housing codes
later this year please consider ways to address the issue of unaffordable housing in
Eugene. Not only is there a need for programs that deal directly with homeless individuals now (food programs,
temporary housing for different levels of need, etc.) the issue also needs to be addressed by a housing code that
acknowledges that most housing in Eugene is already unaffordable for a very large number of people. Unless we change
housing codes to realistically address this, the trend will continue and the problem will worsen further, causing much
human suffering as well as disruption of business and damage to our city as a desirable place to live and work.
Please consider realistic changes that directly address the issue of affordable housing in our city. And please continue
to address the immediate needs of unhoused people with programs that will offer them housing now, and support
services for those who have immediate needs. If we don’t address homelessness in Eugene now and for the future, the
need could become so great that it is not possible to effectively address it at any level.
Thank you very much for your concern now and your efforts for the future of Eugene.

Dennis Lees, Ph.D
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

EDWARDS Tiffany (SMTP)
Monday, September 27, 2021 2:02 PM
Eugene Planning Commission
BEESON Ken (SMTP); FRAGALA Lisa (SMTP); RAMEY Chris (SMTP); TAYLOR Kristen (SMTP3);
ISAACSON Dan (SMTP); FIORELLI Thomas (SMTP); FLOCK Gabriel; HARDING Terri L; HANSEN Alissa
H; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Re: FW: Testimony re CA 21-1 and MA 21-1

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

Colleagues, Mayor Vinis, and members of Council,
I just want to respectfully disagree with the allegations in this email and offer my sincere gratitude for our exceptional
staff in executing what others around the state are hailing as THE most robust public process on implementation of HB
2001. I've been very impressed with the extensive measures provided to engage the community in an inclusive manner,
working to meet people where they are to ensure all the voices are at the table, not just the usual ones. Mr. Conte and
countless other persistent voices have had no shortage of opportunities to weigh in, engage with the Planning
Commission and Council, or otherwise provide input in the process to implement this new state law. I'm not sure how
he can possibly assert not being afforded the opportunity to weigh in, participate, or access his elected and appointed
representatives, something he does with such frequency.
I will also note that in reading through countless emails, opinion pieces, and the like, what appears to be lacking in
clarification is exactly what Councilor Zelenka alluded to in one of his responses, which is that we are working to
implement a state law. Asking the public to weigh in on policy that is not ours to decide would be disingenuous. When
I read feedback like some of what's been directed at our Planning Commission and City Council, I can't help but to think
that those comments would have been more appropriately directed at the Legislature when they were considering this
piece of statewide legislation.
Anyway, a huge thanks to our planning staff for working so hard to ensure we have all the information needed in the
decision‐making process and keeping us on track with the work before us!
Thank you,
Tiffany
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Tiffany Edwards, Planning Commissioner
City of Eugene
tiffanyedwardspc@gmail.com
541-678-3370
On Mon, Sep 27, 2021 at 9:26 AM Eugene Planning Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Good Morning Commissioners,

The following email was received in the Planning Commission inbox.
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Sincerely,
Linda

Linda Baker (She, Her)
Senior Administrative Specialist
City of Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Avenue Eugene, OR 97401
P: 541.682.5675| LSBaker@eugene‐or.gov

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 26, 2021 4:45 PM
To: Eugene Planning Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Testimony re CA 21‐1 and MA 21‐1

[EXTERNAL

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 and MA 21-1

Commissioners,

The Citizen Involvement for this sweeping code amendment process has been a sham and has not complied
with the requirements of OAR 660-015-0000(1) Goal 1: Citizen involvement.

The Planning Division staff have shamelessly orchestrated a faux public process with carefully selected and
manipulated performances by sympathetic allies and dupes (such as the pathetic "Healthy Democracy"
manipulation of some well-meaning folks).

There has been no consequential, mailed notice to property owners, and the "Interested Parties" list at the
beginning of August was fewer than 130 parties.
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The only survey administered had fewer than 700 Eugene residents and was consequently statistically
unreliable, in addition to being a fatally flawed survey instrument.

Staff used a transparently deceptive approach to gauging public opinion by framing the only questions as
whether citizens who had any opportunity to respond favored "Allow," "Encourage," or "Incentivize" only a
few development features. The "pitch" to the community and the gullible EPC was that these alternatives
were about the level of action to ensure housing affordability and equity. The vaunted results were absurd
-- only four specific items: Parking, Open Area, Design Standards, and "Middle Housing." The choices were
egregiously biased in their wording:

There was no meaningful presentation of what the impacts would be for the choices, not on housing costs,
not on infrastructure, not on climate, livability, etc.

And even then, staff misrepresented the ambiguity in the results and paid no heed to any responses that
were contrary to staff's predetermined actions. For example, most respondents wanted the code to
"Require the most parking possible per state law" "when someone builds middle housing in R-1 zoned areas."
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And, even when the highest priority of survey respondents and participants in the "Healthy Democracy"
panel was "Equity and Access to Housing," the proposed code does nothing to ensure affordability or to
prevent displacement of low-income renters.

When citizens are provided with relevant and meaningful facts, instead of propaganda and "push surveys,"
they are clear in their opinions -- support housing affordability for low-income households and don't
implement some phony, neoliberal scheme to deregulate zoning and turn all decisions over to investors.

It will probably make a number of commissioners squirm, but if you haven't already, you need to read the
following "Viewpoint" published in the Eugene Weekly on August 12, 2021:
Housing the Rich – Eugene Weekly

More importantly, read the attached Letters to the Editor from 24 well-informed and progressive Eugene
citizens that staff has been careful to exclude from any of their appraisal of broad citizen opinion.

Yes, you may not be "racist," but you are supporting deregulation that will harm poorer households, and
disproportionately BIPOC residents. You are supporting the latest form of racial exclusion.

Now citizens are facing a formal process in which there is no data, no evidence, no independent, critical
review. Ordinary citizens face an insurmountable barrier of understanding this grotesquely "hacked" draft
code, which none of the staff really understand fully, and which I'll be a dollar-to-a-dime that not a single
commissioner can explain, either.

This process is every bit similar in principle to the "BIG LIE" and the Arizona "fraudit" -- no willingness to
base actions on facts, and a mindless predetermination to force a result on the public, regardless of the
truth or informed opinions of citizens.

My experience with previous Planning Commissions leads me to believe they would have never so grossly
failed -- as this commission has -- in their public duty to both Goal 1 and evidence-based decision making.

Future generations of Eugeneans will look at the landscape of high-rent quadplexes, scant tree canopy, and
unplanned, looming structures and wonder "Why?"
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"Leapfrog sprawl" will overrun Veneta, Junction City, Harrisburg, Creswell, and the other surrounding
(once) small towns with the all the low-wage workers driving back and forth to jobs in Eugene. And future
residents in the lower Willamette Valley will wonder what on earth prompted Eugene to do the exact wrong
thing when faced with the threat of climate change.

You'll be a key part of the answers.

Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

rita fiedler <ritacarmenfiedler@yahoo.com>
Monday, September 27, 2021 1:56 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Include Preservation of Heritage/Legacy Trees!!!

]

Hello,
Eugene likes to tout itself as a 'special' place. Part of that description, especially as seen by visitors, is our tree canopy,
including some huge specimens. It is heartbreaking to see big healthy trees removed in hours after living beautifully in
place for decades because they don't fit into some off‐site generated design plans.
Let's get creative and incorporate our unique landscape into our development planning..and really show how Eugene
can be a model for a wholesome, livable future by including tree preservation in our housing considerations. Tree
health=human health :)
Thanks,
Rita Fiedler
PS I am a board member of the Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association, but I am speaking for myself :)
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Betsy Schultz <betsy@pnwstrategies.com>
Monday, September 27, 2021 1:29 PM
Eugene Planning Commission; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Recent Mailer regarding HB2001 code updates
ER-Housing-004.pdf

]

Good afternoon Council and Planning Commissioners!
I hear that the recent mailer from the Eugene REALTORS is generating some emails for you! I wanted to take a moment
to share the mailer with you and also some background on the issue. As many of you know, the Eugene REALTORS is an
association with approximately 1,100 members. We have been involved in advocating for housing affordability, diversity
and supply for years in Eugene, and noticed a recent uptick in some unfortunate misinformation being circulated around
the code work you all are doing to comply with HB2001.
We sent out this mailer to approximately 18,000 households in Eugene last week, hoping to provide some information
to the community, sharing that the great work the city is doing on rezoning is required by state law, yet also provides
Eugene an opportunity to go further than the minimum and to make the code our own, living our our values as a
community.
Hopefully you enjoy taking a look, and please do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions regarding the
mailer.
Thank you so much for for all your hard work on behalf of our community!
Betsy
On behalf of the Eugene REALTORS
Betsy Schultz
Government Affairs | Consulting
PNW Strategies
541.520.7997 | betsy@pnwstrategies.com
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DID YOU
KNOW?
45% of residents in Lane County are struggling
to afford basic expenses?
60% of renters and 30% of homeowners are
housing burdened, paying more than 30% of
their income on housing.

OUR CITY COUNCIL
NEEDS TO HEAR
FROM YOU!
The Mayor and Council will be
making decisions to update our
housing code this fall. Do you
want to see more housing
options that are affordable?
If you would like to share your
thoughts with the Mayor and
Council, you can email them at:
mayorcouncilandcitymanager@
eugene-or.gov

Source: United Way of Lane County

BUT THERE IS GOOD NEWS!
Options are coming to Eugene!

Through HB2001, the state legislature is requiring cities like Eugene to expand their housing
options, restoring historic housing types in our neighborhoods, like duplexes, triplexes and
quads. Allowing more flexibility in our land use, will begin to provide more housing options that
are truly affordable for our neighbors.
Eugene has the opportunity to not
just meet the bare minimum
requirements from the state,
but we can actually take
further steps to ensure that
the new homes built in our
neighborhoods meet our
needs and are affordable
to more residents.

EXISTING GARAGE
GARAGE
WITH ADU

EXISTING
SINGLE-UNIT
HOME
DETACHED ADU

DETACHED ADU

NEW SINGLE-UNIT
HOME

GOOD NEIGHBORS

STACKED TWO-UNIT
HOME (DUPLEX)

A new Oregon state law has
re-legalized "middle housing" to
address exclusionary zoning and
provide more aﬀordable housing
solutions. These houses are similar to existing
homes in our neighborhoods. Parking can be
located on-site, street-side or within the structure,
and detached units can be carefully sited.
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EXISTING TWO-UNIT
HOME (DUPLEX)

FOUR-UNIT
HOME (QUAD)

Source: Better Housing Together
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Eugene REALTORS®
2139 Centennial Plaza
Eugene, OR 97401

REALTORS® SUPPORT
HOUSING OPTIONS

The Eugene REALTORS® represents over 1,100 professionals in our community who care deeply about our city.
We are neighbors too, and we want to live in a community that works for all of us and where everyone has a safe
place to call home. Locally, the Realtors are also working with partners like Better Housing Together, a nonprofit
organization dedicated to increasing housing affordability, diversity
supply in people
Lane County.
Itand
affects
for generations

HOUSING DISCRIMINATION
IS REAL

We are excited for this
opportunity to reintroduce
more housing options
because it will benefit our
city and help us live out
our values. More housing
options mean more folks
will be able to truly afford
to live in Eugene. Our kids
who want to stay here, and
our parents who want to age
in place should all be able
to find homes that fit their
needs and pocketbooks. Our
teachers and police officers
shouldn’t be struggling to
afford to live near their jobs.

HOW IT HAPPENED:
RESTRICTIVE, EXCLUSIONARY ZO

HOMEOWNERSHIP IS
A KEY TO BUILDING
WEALTH

A short history of housing discrimin

Net Worth
$255K

Home

$135K

Other
Assets

net worth
than renters
$120K

$6.3K
RENTER

HOMEOWNER

More housing options
Source: Better Housing Together
means our neighborhoods
will naturally become more diverse.
Historically,
communities used = LESS
LESS
HOMEOWNERSHIP
exclusionary zoning (like only allowing
single family
homes on large
IN BIPOC
HOUSEHOLDS
lots) to keep out “those people,” whether
of
other
races
or other
$200K
socioeconomic status. Usually both. We believe
in
fair
housing
and want
U.S. Median Family Wealth
everyone to have an option to achieve home
ownership,
the
single
largest
by Race/Ethnicity
driver of wealth.
Data did not separate non-white races until 1983
More housing options mean more,$150K
smaller homes, which limit our impact
WHITE
on the environment throughout their life cycle. More, smaller
units,
especially grouped along transit corridors, will allow for less vehicle traffic,
further benefiting our climate.
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$100K

African-Americans prohibited from moving into majo
areas through locally adopted zoning

1920–1948:

Homeowners
have

40X
GREATER

1900s:

Racially discriminatory covenants prohibited the pu
or occupation of property by non-whites

“No person of any race other than the Caucas
shall use or occupy any building or any lot, ex
that this covenant shall not prevent occupanc
domestic servants of a different race domicile
an owner or tenant.”
– from 1947 deed in Eug
1933–1968:
1970–present:

Federal redlining programs target Black and immi
communities; Civil Rights era and passage of Fair H

Local discrimination continues through income-b
land use processes, and exclusionary zoning

BENEFITS OF
WEALTH
HOMEOWNERSHIP RA
INCREASING
VERY
LITTLE CHANG
HOUSING
OPTIONS:
SINCE CIVIL RIGHTS
Makes housing more
affordableU.S. Homeownership Rate
171K
by Race/Ethnicity

Helps start
building wealth
80%

WHITE		
Makes our neighborhoods
68%
more inclusive and diverse
60%

Benefits Page
our climate
37 of 96
40%

44%

BLACK

43%

HISPANIC

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Southpark Butters
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Hello
Monday, September 27, 2021 11:24:39 AM

]

I have alot of input about this eugene realtors brochure I received in the mail, I have lived 7
yrs under svdp and I have lived in houses and duplexes and I see how the renting market is
terrible everyone I work with are paying tons of money for dumps, I am a great renter but
cannot find or afford a duplex much less a small house! It is terrible I need a yard to b happy
here my family won't even come over there is no yard of my own or any place to go with my
granddaughter the parks are filthy not being cleaned or maintenance and are for small children
my granddaughter is 10 we would like to have some kind of my own yard and privacy, please
make renting fun and a possibility it is no longer fun to find a home that u want to call home
all eugene is svdp rent 8s good but too small and no yards if u want more knowledge on whats
really happening out here call me 5413559753, thank u
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Virginia Donohue <vmdonohue@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 12:26 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing options

]

I support HB2001, and I hope the housing options in Eugene are implemented to the maximum extent. We are spoiled
by space in our own abodes, and it does take a shift in perspectives to see the benefit of using available land more
wisely with more condensed populations.
Luckily , Eugene has fantastic parks all over the city, and w cn move toward sharing more public space rather than
hogging space for our individual family units.
I live in south Eugene in a 1958 neighborhood that is unlikely to be affected much. However, I have lived in many places
in my life , in duplexes, apartments, and row houses and town houses, and enjoyed each experience.
Thank you,
Virginia Donohue

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

1

Batch 2

Page 39 of 96

GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Mary Wall <marwal53@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 6:12 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HB 2001

]

To Mayor, Manager and City Council Members,
I am concerned that we need more specific ordinances for this bill.
I would not want builders/contractors to tear down 3‐4 BR houses and rebuild a triplex or quad and rent it for 2‐3 or
more times what the house would have rented for. This is not helping the affordability of housing in our City.
Maybe some kind of restrictions could be written into the bill:
Depending on the rebuild, 2, 3 or 4 BR the rent could be limited to a certain percentage above what each person would
have paid if they would have shared a 2,3, or 4 BR house. This could also happen with single BR /person ADUs.
If the new buildings are for sale then maybe the price could be limited to a certain price /square ft., using median sell
prices for the past 5 yrs as a gauge.
Or, 80% of new builds need to be affordable to the lowest income earners.
I hope that these ideas are helpful.
Sincerely, Mary Wall
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 4:45 PM
Eugene Planning Commission
GEPPER Jeffrey A; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Testimony re CA 21-1 and MA 21-1
EugeneWeeklyLettersAugSep2021.pdf

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 and MA 21-1
Commissioners,
The Citizen Involvement for this sweeping code amendment process has been a sham and has not complied
with the requirements of OAR 660-015-0000(1) Goal 1: Citizen involvement.
The Planning Division staff have shamelessly orchestrated a faux public process with carefully selected and
manipulated performances by sympathetic allies and dupes (such as the pathetic "Healthy Democracy"
manipulation of some well-meaning folks).
There has been no consequential, mailed notice to property owners, and the "Interested Parties" list at the
beginning of August was fewer than 130 parties.
The only survey administered had fewer than 700 Eugene residents and was consequently statistically
unreliable, in addition to being a fatally flawed survey instrument.
Staff used a transparently deceptive approach to gauging public opinion by framing the only questions as
whether citizens who had any opportunity to respond favored "Allow," "Encourage," or "Incentivize" only a
few development features. The "pitch" to the community and the gullible EPC was that these alternatives
were about the level of action to ensure housing affordability and equity. The vaunted results were absurd - only four specific items: Parking, Open Area, Design Standards, and "Middle Housing." The choices were
egregiously biased in their wording:
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There was no meaningful presentation of what the impacts would be for the choices, not on housing costs,
not on infrastructure, not on climate, livability, etc.
And even then, staff misrepresented the ambiguity in the results and paid no heed to any responses that
were contrary to staff's predetermined actions. For example, most respondents wanted the code to "Require
the most parking possible per state law" "when someone builds middle housing in R-1 zoned areas."
And, even when the highest priority of survey respondents and participants in the "Healthy Democracy"
panel was "Equity and Access to Housing," the proposed code does nothing to ensure affordability or to
prevent displacement of low-income renters.
When citizens are provided with relevant and meaningful facts, instead of propaganda and "push surveys,"
they are clear in their opinions -- support housing affordability for low-income households and don't
implement some phony, neoliberal scheme to deregulate zoning and turn all decisions over to investors.
It will probably make a number of commissioners squirm, but if you haven't already, you need to read the
following "Viewpoint" published in the Eugene Weekly on August 12, 2021:
Housing the Rich – Eugene Weekly
More importantly, read the attached Letters to the Editor from 24 well-informed and progressive Eugene
citizens that staff has been careful to exclude from any of their appraisal of broad citizen opinion.
Yes, you may not be "racist," but you are supporting deregulation that will harm poorer households, and
disproportionately BIPOC residents. You are supporting the latest form of racial exclusion.
Now citizens are facing a formal process in which there is no data, no evidence, no independent, critical
review. Ordinary citizens face an insurmountable barrier of understanding this grotesquely "hacked" draft
code, which none of the staff really understand fully, and which I'll be a dollar-to-a-dime that not a single
commissioner can explain, either.
This process is every bit similar in principle to the "BIG LIE" and the Arizona "fraudit" -- no willingness to
base actions on facts, and a mindless predetermination to force a result on the public, regardless of the
truth or informed opinions of citizens.
My experience with previous Planning Commissions leads me to believe they would have never so grossly
failed -- as this commission has -- in their public duty to both Goal 1 and evidence-based decision making.
Future generations of Eugeneans will look at the landscape of high-rent quadplexes, scant tree canopy, and
unplanned, looming structures and wonder "Why?"

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

2

Batch 2

Page 42 of 96

"Leapfrog sprawl" will overrun Veneta, Junction City, Harrisburg, Creswell, and the other surrounding (once)
small towns with the all the low-wage workers driving back and forth to jobs in Eugene. And future residents
in the lower Willamette Valley will wonder what on earth prompted Eugene to do the exact wrong thing
when faced with the threat of climate change.
You'll be a key part of the answers.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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AUGUST 19, 2021
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AUGUST 26, 2021
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SEPTEMBER 2, 2021

SEPTEMBER 9, 2021

The Oregon Legislature voted to be the first to end
R1, single-family zoning. What does this mean to
homeowners who bought homes in R1
neighborhoods?
I see what RFK Jr. has labeled as “stack and packs”
going up throughout Eugene, and I have concerns
that our neighborhoods are next on the chopping
block.
One-size population growth does not fit all
communities.
Eugene is in a valley, and we need our large trees for
air purification and cooling. How many extra cars
before the air quality in a valley is compromised? Do
we have enough water for the proposed population
growth? What about existing roads, services, etc?
Boulder, a city similar to Eugene in environmental
and political ideology, limits growth to 1 percent,
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and much of Colorado is slow growth.
Why not Eugene and Oregon?
At 7:30 pm Monday, Sept. 13, the City
Council will be discussing sweeping
changes to our codes proposed by the
Planning Department. Are you aware of the
possible changes?
The meeting will be on Zoom because of
COVID. If you don’t Zoom, you can call to
get on the roster to speak for two to three
minutes, or email the mayor and city
council.
I get my neighborhood association’s emails
and have received no information about the
proposed changes. In a democratic
republic, shouldn’t that be the first place to
disseminate this information?
Cindy Allen
Eugene
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Web Letters in Response to
Paul Conte’s “Housing the Rich”
BUT CAPITALISM WORKS SO WELL ELSEWHERE
You’re kidding, right? The city of Eugene’s answer to
housing affordability and racial diversity in housing is to
let developers do as they wish in a diverse, healthy
residential neighborhood?

AUGUST 26, 2021

Haven’t we seen this act before? I suppose the answer
for global climate change is more free-market industrial
policy!
Matt Purvis
Eugene

UPZONING WON’T HELP AFFORDABILITY
Re “Housing the Rich,” (EW, 8/12): Willful ignorance on the part of Eugene planners and planning
commission it certainly is. Claiming this upzoning would improve housing affordability is ludicrous.
Developers aren’t going to build low income housing without a subsidy. They’re going to build homes
that only the middle class or higher can afford. That’s where the money is. That’s what developers do,
build to make money. They’re not in business to help the needy. We’ve heard “trickle down” before, and
it doesn’t work. Trickle down new housing is not going to reduce housing costs for low income buyers.
These proposed changes by the Eugene planners and planning commission will only benefit developers
and help further erode affordable neighborhoods.
Steve Pringle
Eugene

HIGH END RENTALS HELP SPECIAL INTERESTS
Allowing investors to develop high-end rentals to improve housing affordability amounts to promoting
our very own local Big Lie.
It will have a negative impact on housing affordability for low income households. On top of that,
keeping unsuspecting property owners in Special Area Zones unaware of what’s going on is a calculated
manipulation of public process by the Planning Department.
It amounts to exploiting selective special interests’ opinions.
Erika Seiferling
Eugene
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EUGENE PLANNERS NEED TO LISTEN
In reaction to the “Housing For the Rich” Viewpoint by Paul Conte in the Aug. 12 edition of Eugene
Weekly, I would like to ask Eugene planners and planning commissioners whether they are engaged
with Eugene’s citizens regarding their official duties, and whether Eugene’s citizens feel engaged with
them.
“Engagement” implies a two-way interaction among parties who express themselves and attempt to
understand one another’s opinions, and the data, facts and reasoning behind them. This process does not
generally lead to a single shared position, since there can never be universal consensus in a diverse
community. The point of engagement, then, cannot be to achieve universal consensus on issues, but to
satisfy community members that they have truly been heard and that they have truly heard the opinions
and reasoning of others.
Eugene’s citizens deserve and expect no less than engagement by city employees regarding decisions
that affect their lives in important ways. Eugene’s planners and commissioners must engage with us
regarding the zoning decisions currently being considered.
Charles Snyder
Eugene

DON’T LET THEM PAVE PARADISE
The benefits of trees to the landscape of our city are numerous: cleaner air, lower city temperatures, less
energy used to cool our homes, wildlife habitat and beauty. However, the city staff is considering a code
change that would eliminate current tree protections on residential lots. This would allow a residence to
consume up to 70 percent of a lot (up from 50 percent).
This is one of many changes being proposed in the name of “affordable housing.” Imagine another
summer like the one we’ve experienced this year, but add another 2 to 11 degrees, the reported
difference by the USDA in a study of the impact of the urban tree canopy. There is an abundance of
evidence to support increasing and protecting the urban tree canopy.
Where is the data to support the city staff’s proposal? It does not have to be a choice: We can have
intelligent, data-driven changes and affordable housing.
Chances are, these changes to the city code are news to you. Stay informed and let the city staff know
you want the residents of this city to be involved. Sign up for land use updates and submit comments to
the Eugene Mayor, City Council and City Manager (MayorCouncilandCityManager@Eugene-or.gov)
ahead of the Sept. 15 work session.
Rachael Latimer
Eugene

CITY PLANNERS WILL INCREASE HOMELESSNESS
I wholeheartedly agree with Paul Conte’s Viewpoint (Housing for the Rich,” EW 8/12). Gentrification
displaces many households, and the latest efforts by city planning staff only worsens the problem. We
need more housing affordability, not more high-rental properties in Eugene.
Duncan Rhodes
Eugene
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WHAT WE NEED IS LOW-COST HOUSING
Eugeneans, awaken! It seems to be human nature to not engage until something designed by someone
else without our input is staring us in the face. “It” is Eugene building code being proposed to City
Council by the Planning and Development to address HB 2001, the state’s mandate to increase different
housing forms, e.g. duplex, cottage clusters, across single-family residential zones with the hope of
improving housing affordability by increasing neighborhood infill.
Eugene’s planning department, without supportive data, is going well beyond that which is required by
the law. We need housing, no question, but the vast majority of housing that we need is affordable
housing for our lowest-income neighbors. That does not happen without economic support, so what is
proposed is housing deregulation. The city claims “filtering” will open up more housing for those with
the lowest incomes as we build more housing.
That is unlikely given so many of the lowest rent houses will be torn down to maximize a developer’s
build potential. Where do those renters go? Another aspect of infill building is increased lot coverage,
which equates to lesser green space and tree coverage, a direct hit against our commitment to climate
recovery goals.
Do some research for yourself. The planning department is sharing an incomplete picture, and instead of
moving with caution, they are throwing all sails (equity, climate recovery) to the wind. Approved code
is difficult to change. We need to get it right the first time. Less is better!
Margie James
Eugene

HOMELESSNESS IS ABOUT WEALTH DISPARITY
It’s been said of Americans that they will generally come up with the solution to a problem — after
having tried everything else first.
I feel that way about the many games being played around the shortage of affordable housing. Paul
Conte’s excellent “Housing the Rich” (EW 8/12) is a terrific attempt to cut through the gamesmanship
and focus on the realities.
The real solution is in Conte’s quote from a Black advocacy group: “[F]air housing will only be fulfilled
if displacement prevention and preservation/production of deeply affordable housing are uppermost
priorities.” The opposite result is illustrated in Conte’s example of a new quadplex at 94 and 96 W. 15th
Avenue, where the developer demolished two former lower-cost rentals, displacing the occupants, and
each apartment now rents for $3,195 a month.
The shortage of affordable housing results from the maldistribution of wealth and income, the shortage
of living wage jobs, the failure of governments to tax wealthy individual and business interests fairly,
and other inequities currently shredding the social fabric. Resulting homelessness won’t be fixed by
allowing speculators to build and sell or rent housing on lots now occupied by affordable homes, thus
destroying the livability of neighborhoods.
Instead, we need to fix those inequities and use the resulting funds to build public housing — lots of it,
on the model of the housing built by St. Vinnie’s and other affordable housing projects in Eugene. And
meanwhile, keep the affordable housing we already have.
For more info: Housing-Facts.org.
Robert Roth
Eugene
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NO TO RADICAL UPZONING
Paul Conte’s Viewpoint (“Housing the Rich,” 8/12) is timely and spot on. I live in the Jefferson
Westside neighborhood and have witnessed firsthand the complete disconnect when housing policy
aspirations don’t match reality on the ground, and when older housing is replaced with high-end condos
and apartments. I have also been party to sensible, community-driven solutions, not to one-size-fits-all
zoning (Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone).
It is a documented fact that Eugene has a housing shortage, but what is less well known is that the vast
majority of the housing shortage is in the lower income strata. So yes, the wholesale demolition of older,
relatively inexpensive homes in favor of high-priced multiplexes is increasing housing stock, but only in
the upper income strata. In reality, this approach is exacerbating the lower income heart of the housing
shortage. Eugene’s leaders should strive to maintain the current housing stock, while finding ways to
subsidize the building of meaningful numbers of work force and affordable housing.
Residential zoning should be nuanced and developed with the unique aspects of each neighborhood in
mind. I have experienced the livability degradation and out-migration of long-term residents brought on
by simple-minded zoning policy. Because the world is not black and white, the best solutions are found
in the gray shades. Citizen involvement is key to good zoning. The proposed uniform, radical up-zoning
of all Eugene neighborhoods is a bad idea. Details matter. Wake up, Eugene, before it is too late.
Tom Happy
Eugene

PLANNING TO HELP THE RICH
City planners are proposing extreme changes to the Eugene Code in support of HB 2001, state middlehousing legislation. The proposed changes go far beyond the intent of HB 2001 and would facilitate the
construction of market rate rentals, not affordable housing. These changes will potentially alter the
character of single-family neighborhoods.
HB 2001 defines middle housing as duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, row houses and cottage clusters. The
law requires that cities allow duplexes on all single-family lots, and the other housing types in all
residential neighborhoods.
This project has been active for over a year with little public engagement. The general public has had no
chance to understand these changes or provide comments.
The staff’s proposal would reduce duplex lot sizes from 8,000 square feet to as little as 1,688 square
feet. Building heights would increase to allow three-story structures built next to single-family homes.
Off-street parking would not be required. Middle housing would be exempt from tree preservation
standards. There are many more changes that go far beyond the state requirements and have negative
impacts.
HB 2001 provides the opportunity for Eugene to add housing and preserve neighborhood compatibility
by simply implementing the minimum standards. There is no need to go beyond those requirements. The
staff’s extreme deregulation will not incentivize housing that’s affordable to lower-income households.
Instead, it will incentivize expensive, market-rate housing.
City staff and councilors should make these proposals clear to the public in open meetings with
comment opportunities. Residents must get involved to maintain their neighborhood livability.
Bill Aspegren
Eugene
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PLANNING TO INCREASE CLIMATE CHANGE
Recent articles highlighting the importance of Eugene’s tree canopy and the impact of heat islands or
heat disparity have failed to note the absence of the Planning Department in this important conversation.
One might assume that the planning staff is unaware of the discussion happening elsewhere in the city
or, more likely, they’re being pushed beyond reasonable residential code changes by powerful lobbyists
whose interests lie elsewhere.
For example, the planning staff and commissioners are both currently recommending that the City
Council “exempt middle housing from tree preservation standards” as part of upcoming residential
zones changes. (Middle housing traditionally meant a small multi-unit building but that has now shifted
to multiples of single family houses on very small lots.)
At the same time, they are recommending minimum lot sizes so unrealistically small that with current
property line setbacks (5 feet for interior and 10 feet front) new houses will entirely cover the remainder
of the lot. There will be no practical room for trees, let alone gardens and play areas. It wouldn’t be
surprising to see these setback standards decreased as well.
The planning staff’s failure to address climate concerns is also glaring elsewhere. The most current
recommendations to the City Council include elimination of on-site parking requirements in all areas.
This one move will block the necessary shift to electric vehicles as residents will be unable to charge
their vehicles. Unfortunately, vehicle ownership will be a necessity as public transportation is very
limited in all neighborhoods with the exception of a few major corridors.
Carolyn Jacobs
Eugene

PLANNERS IGNORED PUBLIC INPUT
The Eugene Planning and Development Department’s proposal for residential zoning changes to comply
with HB 2001 deserves vigorous public outcry. I had decided not to worry about local HB 2001
compliance. I’m no fan of top-down, blanket-style zoning, but figured middle-type residential infill with
appropriately scaled affordable housing had the potential to be fine. However, the city planners’ stated
premise of making changes that correct historical inequity and create affordable housing has turned out
to be hypocritical.
The “public process” the city employed, while minimal and manipulated, revealed affordable housing to
be people’s top priority. Yet, aside from aspirational wording, this public input went effectively
unheeded. Compliance with the minimal HB 2001 requirements and using incentives, such as an
overlay, set aside for affordable housing was an option; but planners chose to throw all the bargaining
chips into the open (higher-cost) market.
Additionally, their plan does nothing to prevent or address the otherwise likely net loss of currently
more affordable older housing stock and the associated human displacement. Meanwhile, citywide
homeowners living in areas unprotected by CC&Rs would be permanently at risk of losing valued
features like privacy, trees and solar access as backyards are permitted to fill with taller structures and
lots divided into as many as four parcels.
This rezoning proposal’s numerous flaws are impossible to address in one letter. I implore people to
inform yourselves about the details and implications and let your city councilor know what you think.
There are better, greener options.
Pam Wooddell
Eugene
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EUGENE HOUSING PROPOSAL FALLS SHORT
Housing affordability, racial injustice, economic inequality, homelessness and climate change are all
topics that have been discussed in great detail in recent years. The residential zone changes currently
being proposed by Eugene planners and planning commissioners should seriously address these issues,
but appear to fall short. (See EW Viewpoint column “Housing the Rich,” 8/12.)
The citizens of Eugene will be greatly disappointed if we find out that we have exacerbated these
problems by approving the zoning changes as proposed instead of using this opportunity to create
solutions.
The Viewpoint piece quotes a report: “(F)air housing will only be fulfilled if displacement prevention
and preservation/production of deeply affordable housing are uppermost priorities.”
Adequate attention has not been paid to the negative effects that demolition of existing affordable
housing can have on those who will be displaced into a housing market that is already out of balance.
The new residential zone changes need to include provisions that focus on preserving and producing
deeply affordable housing as part of this process, not separate from it. The proposed changes also need
provisions for preserving our tree canopy and green spaces for the health of our entire community.
As a community we want to find ways to house people of all income levels and races in a healthy
environment. Proposals that only smooth the path for investors and builders to add market-rate middle
housing in single family neighborhoods without equal provisions for improving, preserving and adding
affordable housing options are not acceptable.
Susan Cummings
Eugene

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 2

Page 52 of 96

THE ANSWER IS TO BUILD MORE HOUSING
Contrary to Paul Conte’s assertions (“Housing the Rich,” EW 8/12), building more housing — and
doing so in environmentally friendly dense communities with access to mass transit — is a necessary
component to solve entrenched housing affordability challenges. Indeed, recent research from New York
City, San Francisco and Tokyo all highlight the connection between density and lower rents/sales prices,
and long-standing research from respected housing economists has established a clear link between
restrictive zoning and affordability challenges.
But we can’t just “build, baby, build.” We also need broader support for housing vouchers (with the
ability to nudge families to neighborhoods of opportunity), affordable housing tax credits and incentives
to eliminate restrictive housing regulations that increase the cost of building homes for Americans —
each of which appears in the president’s housing plan.
My message to my fellow Eugeneans: Welcome more neighbors to your communities by supporting
reforms that promote new growth — particularly along mass transit — and fight like heck to demand
that local, state and federal government provide permanent sources of funding to address the needs of
low-income Americans in Lane County and across the country.
Andrew Kalloch
Eugene
Paul Conte responds: Andrew Kalloch misrepresents the opinions I expressed, which were that marketbased deregulation will not improve housing affordability and will cause displacement of non-white and
poor households. There are a few studies that find under certain circumstance, increased housing supply
lowers rents. However, none of the many studies I’ve reviewed have found that increased higher-cost
housing improves affordability of housing for housing-cost-burdened households. It’s obvious that
zoning provisions that exclude all forms of housing except one dwelling per lot prevent forms of rental
housing – especially subsidized apartments – exacerbate housing costs and racial discrimination based
on economics in the area covered by such zoning. The solution is not blanket, market-driven
deregulation. As one low-income housing advocate put it: “The free market is not the solution; it’s the
problem.” What informed housing justice advocates support, as do I, is careful zone changes coupled
with regulations and funding that ensure what gets produced makes things better, rather than worse, for
low-income households.
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REZONING WILL HELP THE WORKING CLASS
Yes, Eugene does have a rental affordable housing crisis. If you pay more than 30 percent of your
monthly income for rent you are housing-cost burdened — if you can even find a place to live in the first
place. Look at working-class incomes and current rents, and do the math.
Eugene, like just about every other city in the U.S., has exclusionary zoning, meaning you can’t build
apartments in most of the city. It’s basically a class war between middle-class homeowners, who want to
keep apartments out of their neighborhoods, and working-class renters, who are half of Eugene
residents.
The law of supply and demand has not been repealed. A drastic shortage of apartments has allowed
greedy landlords to jack up rents as much as the traffic will bear. The result is that a lot of working-class
people can no longer afford to live in Eugene.
Oregon’s HB 2001 requires Eugene to upzone single family home areas by June 30, 2022. We don’t
have a choice. People who don’t accept this are wasting our time.
EW could perform a much needed service by actually covering the issue, instead of printing NIMBY
crap from the likes of Paul Conte. To quote the fictional New England police chief Jesse Stone,
“Information is out there, all you have to do is let it in.”
Lynn Porter
Eugene
Paul Conte responds: I’m sure “a class war” will produce lots of affordable housing for low-income
households. And, no, the law of supply and demand has not been repealed. However, it also hasn’t been
approved for use as a bludgeon in the hands of ignorant zealots.

CONTE GOT IT ALL WRONG (Eugene Weekly print edition on 8/19/2021)
Shame on the Weekly for printing Paul Conte’s gish-gallop (“Housing for the Rich” EW, 8/12). Any of
his statements is rebuttable. Space does not permit.
He says, 15th and Olive, oh my! The rent is high! The developers are coming to get us! Oh my!
Look, the guy is a perennial NIMBY. Lives mostly in Sun River or east…
Eugene is a big city. There’s 44,000 residential lots averaging more than 6,000 square feet. Ask any
landless person or camper whether they would be happy with 1,000 square feet? 25×40 feet? Free, and
unmolested. A large RV might be 8 feet wide, 20 feet long; that’s 160. The cost of 1,000 square feet of
land is like $200. Provable.
The home owners are hogging the land with their 6,000 square feet. Let’s be honest.
Thank god the Legislature passed HB 2001, allowing duplexes and even, four-plexes, oh my! And they
also passed SB 458 that allows partition of our oversized lots. History is a-making, Oregon.
I notice the bubble has peaked. Look at any random property on Zillow. They’re goin’ down. Yaay!!
Now we’ll see, finally, whether allowing duplexes, ADUs, etc. results in higher rents for the bottom 20
percent. Wait for it. The rents will go down.
Todd F. Boyle
Eugene
Paul Conte responds: It’s helpful to have someone demonstrate so well the hysteria, and absence of
credible evidence, frequently heard from deregulation zealots. I also imagine readers would love to find
a standard, 4,500 square foot, residential lot for $900, as the author seems to claim is “provable.”
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Scott <hitgfry@protonmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 4:11 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing Issues

]

Dear Mayor and City Council,
I am curious why the city isn’t working harder to bring more livable wage jobs to the area so people can earn enough to
afford decent housing on their own. Building cheap housing that low wage earners can afford just looks like
ghettoization to me.
I see several reasons for the affordable housing shortage. Mass immigration into the city by those with greater means
obviously drives the cost of housing up on existing stock. Also the problem is exacerbated by the cities policy of
expanding vertically instead of horizontally, the object of which is apparently to preserve the sacred urban growth
boundary. This infill policy is packing more people into the same space which comes with its own set of problems such
as social stress, more demand on police and city services, and a degraded standard of living for everyone not to mention
the increase in roadside litter. Already we are seeing traffic jams, most notably on Coburg Road, but also on other major
arteries like never seen before. Real estate investment companies buying up low income housing such as happened at
Lakewood Park in the Bethel area is also a blow to affordability and a contributing factor in my opinion.
To allow multiplex housing in R‐1 designated neighborhoods will drive those existing homeowners out, at least the ones
that can manage it. Also, to eliminate the R‐1 property designation is nothing less than class warfare on those who
worked hard to get where they are and is also an exercise in politically correct social engineering which by natural law
no government has a right to do. Private property owners live where they do because like tends to attract like and
maintenance standards are generally uniform. In other words, they keep their properties up. If you allow a sub‐standard
mix of housing you will not only drive value down, you will also reduce the wealth of those already there by reducing
property values, the exact opposite effect the cheerleaders of the RE Association claim will happen. The lowest common
denominator will always act as a downward dragging agent on the rest.
I also don’t know how any multiplex housing unit will add wealth to the owners as the RE Association so gleefully
proclaims. Who wants to buy in to a multiplex when you don’t know who your neighbors will be or whether they will
care as much about upkeep as you? All you need is one lousy neighbor to spoil it for everyone. I know because I have
experienced it in a duplex (tandem) situation.
In my opinion, the best approach is to allow horizontal expansion and nodal development where services such as gas,
grocery, shopping will grow along with the neighborhoods such as Crescent Village was envisioned to do. That will take
stress off the city core as these nodal developments become mature and more or less self contained.
So, in essence, I don’t think this multiplex housing policy is one that will have a happy outcome for anybody. The only
ones to benefit are the realtors and builders who only see dollar signs.
Thank you for your time.
Jon Fry
Sent from ProtonMail for iOS
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 3:31 PM
MCGINLEY Sophie E
HARDING Terri L; MEDARY Sarah J; SEMPLE Emily; HANSEN Alissa H; GEPPER Jeffrey A
Fwd: Question #4. Regarding HB 2001 code amendments for Willamette Greenway Permit

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

JEFF GEPPER: Please submit this thread to the formal record for CA 21-1.
SOPHIE McGINLEY: Please provide an answer to the question below that I submitted almost FOUR WEEKS
AGO.
The answers are essential in order to be able to provide informed testimony to the record for the Planning
Commission.
Please provide a response without further delay.
Note well that by its continued refusal to answer reasonable and timely questions, the City is failing to
comply with the OAR for Goal 1 Citizen Involvement.
Thank you,
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Aug 24, 2021 at 2:31 PM
Subject: Question #4. Regarding HB 2001 code amendments for Willamette Greenway Permit
To: Sophie McGinley <SMcginley@eugene‐or.gov>
Sophie,
I'm requesting another clarification of the staff recommendation for HB 2001 code amendments. I'm working
from what I think is the only publicly available documents that have the code recommendations, i.e., the
June 14, 21, and 28, 2021 EPC agendas. Please advise me if there are newer versions.
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I will continue to submit these as individual questions so that staff can respond promptly without having to
deal with multiple questions. Feel free to aggregate the questions and responses, as long as that doesn't
cause another unacceptable delay as happened with the first three questions.
Question #4. Considering the information presented below, will the "Middle Housing" code amendments
(i.e., the ordinance(s)) that are presented for the code amendment public process include amendments to
the Willamette Greenway Permit approval criteria to establish clear and objective criteria to ensure
“middle housing” development is compatible with the Willamette River Greenway, as required by Goal 15?
Note that the "Middle Housing" OAR 660-046-0010(3)(f) requires Willamette Greenway Permit criteria to be
"clear and objective" in order for the City to apply Goal 15 compliance to "Middle Housing" approval criteria.
The current Eugene Land Use Code criteria for approval of Willamette Greenway permits are not "clear and
objective." (See below) Without amendments to establish clear and objective standards for proposed
“middle housing” development in the Willamette Greenway, it would appear that Eugene would not be in
compliance with Goal 15 (F.3): “Greenway Compatibility Review: Cities and counties shall establish
provisions by ordinance for the review of intensifications, changes of use or developments to insure their
compatibility with the Willamette River Greenway.”
On March 22, 2021 I asked the same question and you (Sophie) replied:
"Hello,
Thank you for your question. We are continuing to work with the State on this issue and will bring a
recommended path to the Eugene Planning Commission once we have an understanding of our
options.
Thank you,
Sophie McGinley"
Despite this assurance five months ago, the Eugene Planning Division staff has now presented their full suite
of recommendations for code amendments and nowhere in them are the Willamette Greenway Permit
approval criteria addressed. It would appear that the staff has no intention of making any
recommendation to comply with State Law and protect the Willamette Greenway from harmful
development by so-called "middle housing."
Please confirm my understanding or explain what concrete recommendations staff is preparing and when
they will be available to the public for review.
Thank you,
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

Review of EC 9.8815 Willamette Greenway Permit Approval Criteria and
Standards
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All or some of the following approval criteria under EC 9.8815 Willamette Greenway Permit Approval
Criteria and Standards are not “clear and objective” and therefore cannot be applied to "middle housing."
(1) To the greatest possible degree, the intensification, change of use, or development will provide the
maximum possible landscaped area, open space, or vegetation between the activity and the
river. [Definitely not clear and objective]
(2) To the greatest possible degree, necessary and adequate public access will be provided along the
Willamette River by appropriate legal means. [Definitely not clear and objective]
(3) The intensification, change of use, or development will conform with applicable Willamette Greenway
policies as set forth in the Metro Plan.
[Policy D.5 “New development that locates along river corridors and waterways shall be limited to
uses that are compatible with the natural, scenic, and environmental qualities of those water
features.” Page III-D-4. Definitely not clear and objective]
(4) In areas subject to the Willakenzie Area Plan, the intensification, change of Eugene Code use, or
development will conform with that plan’s use management considerations. [Dependent on Willakenzie Area
Plan policies being clear and objective]
(5) In areas not covered by subsection (4) of this section, the intensification, change of use, or development
shall conform with the following applicable standards:
(a) Establishment of adequate setback lines to keep structures separated from the Willamette River to
protect, maintain, preserve, and enhance the natural, scenic, historic, and recreational qualities of
the Willamette Greenway … [Definitely not clear and objective]
(b) and (d) [refer to Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper]
(c) Protection and enhancement of the natural vegetative fringe along the Willamette River to the
maximum extent practicable. [Definitely not clear and objective]
(e) and (f) [probably not applicable to residential development] As used in this section, the words
“the greatest possible degree” are drawn from Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 15 (F.3.b.) and are
intended to require a balancing of factors so that each of the identified Willamette Greenway criteria
is met to the greatest extent possible without precluding the requested use.
[Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 15 (F.3.b.): “[T]o the greatest possible degree: (1) The
intensification, change of use or development will provide the maximum possible landscaped
area, open space or vegetation between the activity and the river;” [Definitely not clear and
objective. There is no mention of “without precluding the requested use.”] * * *
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 3:21 PM
GEPPER Jeffrey A
HARDING Terri L; MEDARY Sarah J; SEMPLE Emily; MCGINLEY Sophie E; HANSEN Alissa H
Re: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short-Term Rental") use

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

JEFF GEPPER: Please submit this thread to the formal record for CA 21-1.
SOPHIE McGINLEY: Please provide an answer to the question below that I submitted FOUR WEEKS AGO.
The answers are essential in order to be able to provide informed testimony to the record for the Planning
Commission.
Please provide a response without further delay.
Note well that by its continued refusal to answer reasonable and timely questions, the City is failing to
comply with the OAR for Goal 1 Citizen Involvement.
Thank you,
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Tue, Sep 14, 2021 at 12:07 PM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Gepper,
You obviously don't know anything about the legal requirements of Goal 1. I suggest you go read the OAR
and then come back with an acceptable response.
You have just established concrete evidence that the City did not comply with those requirements, in
addition to being e more of your idiotic, anti-citizen nonsense.
No one gives a damn about your personal opinion that: "As the code is still changing, it doesn’t seem
prudent to answer each of your detailed questions until the code is more concrete and our answer is based
on the published version."
The only people who wouldn't think it would be "prudent" are the staff who want to keep the public in the
dark.
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I'll tell you what would be prudent is if you acted like a professional with some common sense and
integrity.
Please answer the simple questions ... prefixed by "at this point" or "tentatively.
Paul Conte
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Tue, Sep 14, 2021 at 11:54 AM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Hello Paul,

Thank you for your questions, including your other questions that are currently pending response. Planning
Staff is currently working the City Attorney Office to finalize the draft version of code that will be
presented to the Planning Commission. This draft code will incorporate changes based on further guidance
from our planning commission, review from a legal perspective, and making changes in accordance with
state law. We appreciate your patience in responding to these detailed and nuanced questions, and want
to ensure that each of them is being considered carefully as we work to shape the code into the version
ready for the Planning Commission public hearing and work sessions. As the code is still changing, it
doesn’t seem prudent to answer each of your detailed questions until the code is more concrete and our
answer is based on the published version. Otherwise, our answers may be subject to change, may require
consideration/guidance by Planning Commission, or unintentionally create confusion around what is
proposed or being considered.

Again, appreciate your patience while staff works tirelessly to produce draft code that is consistent with
Eugene’s land use code, state law, and direction from the Planning Commission to date.

Thank you,

Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5282

Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law.
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From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 9:00:43 AM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-or.gov>; SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short-Term Rental") use

[EXTERNAL

]

Sophie,

It has now been TWO WEEKS since I sent you my question.

You never acknowledged or responded.

When will you provide me and Councilor Semple the professional courtesy that staff should be expected to
show?

Paul Conte
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Mon, Aug 30, 2021 at 9:13 AM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Sophie,

Question #6. What analysis and/or proposed actions have been, or are planned, by staff to address the
use of new "Middle Housing" dwellings as "Short-Term Rentals" ("STRs")?
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HB 2001(6) Subsection (5) of this section does not prohibit local governments from regulating vacation
occupancies, as defined in ORS 90.100, to require owner-occupancy or off-street parking.

ORS 90.100(50) “Vacation occupancy” means occupancy in a dwelling unit, not including transient
occupancy in a hotel or motel, that has all of the following characteristics:
(a) The occupant rents the unit for vacation purposes only, not as a principal residence;
(b) The occupant has a principal residence other than at the unit; and
(c) The period of authorized occupancy does not exceed 45 days.

The STR use fits this definition of "Vacation occupancy."
It is well-established the STRs (colloquially, "Airb&b's'') remove a potential permanent dwelling from the
local dwelling supply.

Please describe any actions or plans that staff has for code amendments or other regulations to ensure
that newly allowed "Middle Housing," particularly infill, will not have significant STRs. For example, will
staff recommends "owner occupancy" for any Middle Housing in which a dwelling is used as an STR?

Thank you.

Paul Conte
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
SEMPLE Emily
MCGINLEY Sophie E; MEDARY Sarah J; GEPPER Jeffrey A; HARDING Terri L
Re: Questions #5 Further (accurate) clarification on allowable dwellings on a development site
Sunday, September 26, 2021 3:17:55 PM
image004.png

]

JEFF GEPPER: Please submit this thread to the formal record for CA 21-1.
SOPHIE McGINLEY:
Both Councilor Semple and I are waiting for a staff response to the important
questions below that were submitted SEVEN WEEKS AGO.
The answers are essential in order to be able to provide informed testimony to the
record for the Planning Commission.
Please provide a response without further delay.
Note well that by its continued refusal to answer reasonable and timely questions,
the City is failing to comply with the OAR for Goal 1 Citizen Involvement.
Thank you,
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Thu, Sep 9, 2021 at 5:37 PM SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov> wrote:

Emily

Emily Semple
Eugene City Council, Ward 1
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From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 9:10 AM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-or.gov>; SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugeneor.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L
<THarding@eugene-or.gov>; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Questions #5 Further (accurate) clarification on allowable dwellings on a
development site

[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Sophie,

Hi,
I would find it very helpful to have these questions answered now.
Thanks.
Emily

You are listed as "Public Engagement Lead" and paid as an "Assistant Planner," not
a clerk.

It is wholly unprofessional for you to blow off a substantial request such as this
with, effectively, "whenever Jeff Gepper feels like it."

Is your answer going to be as non-responsive when my City Councilor makes the
request?

Please do your job and "lead." When can I and Councilor Semple expect a reply?

Thank you.
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Paul Conte
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Thu, Sep 9, 2021 at 9:02 AM MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
wrote:
Good Morning Paul,

Thank you for your email. I direct all code questions to Jeff Gepper, who I have CC’ed,
and he will answer questions as time allows. Going forward, I will confirm receipt of your
emails.

If I can provide any additional information, please let me know.

Thank you,

Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
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Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of
the Kalapuya people.

Want to stay current with projects that implement our community vision? Subscribe to our EUG Planning
newsletter.

Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 8, 2021 7:18 AM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-or.gov>; SEMPLE Emily
<ESemple@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Questions #5 Further (accurate) clarification on allowable dwellings on a
development site

[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Sophie,

It has been two weeks since I sent you the question below.

I have received neither acknowledgement nor response from you or any Planning
Division staff.

Would you please show the courtesy of letting me know when I can expect an
answer?

Thank you.

Paul Conte
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_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Wed, Aug 25, 2021 at 1:33 PM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Sophie,

As I pointed out in my April 23 email to the City Council (and CC'd to you),
Jeff Gepper's response to the first question was nonsense and didn't clarify
what would be allowed on a large enough lot of development site. Let me try
again for my benefit and the benefit of the City Council. Perhaps on this
round, a staff member who actually understands the proposed amendments (if
there is such a staff member) should respond, rather than Gepper wasting
more time.

Here are relevant definitions:

Dwelling. A building, or portion thereof, designed and used as a
residence for occupancy by 1
household. [the HB 2001 amendments merely replaces “1 family” in the
current code]
Dwelling, Accessory. An interior, attached or detached residential
structure that is used in connection with or that is accessory to a singlefamily dwelling. [Current Code, not amended; note: "Dwelling, SingleFamily" is not defined.]
Dwelling, Duplex. Two dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any
configuration. [HB 2001 amendment]
Dwelling, Tri-Pplex. Three dwellings on a lot or parcel in any
configuration. [HB 2001 amendment]
Dwelling, Fourplex-Plex. Four dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any
configuration. [HB 2001 amendment]
Dwelling, Multiple-Unit. One or more buildings on a single lot or parcel
containing 5 or more dwellings. … Cottage clusters and other middle
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housing are not multiple-unit dwellings.. [HB 2001 amendment]
Dwelling, Single Detached. One [Note this does not say “the only”]
detached dwelling on a single lot or parcel. [HB 2001, amendment to the
current “Dwelling, One-Family” definition]

The first, and glaringly obvious ambiguity is that if there are four detached
dwellings on a lot, then that meets all the following definitions:
4 Single, Detached Dwellings
2 Duplexes
A Duplex and 2 Single, Detached Dwellings
A Triplex and 1 Single, Detached Dwelling
A Fourplex
Question #5(a): Where in the code that would result from the recommended
amendments would these alternatives be disambiguated so that it would be
clear which standards would apply?

Under Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
Under the "Residential" category, under the "Dwellings" subcategory is the
following requirement:
"(All dwellings, including accessory dwellings, shall meet minimum and
maximum density requirements in accordance with Table 9.2750
Residential Zone Development Standards unless specifically exempted
elsewhere in this land use code. …)

And yet, under EC 9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750
Under (1) Density section, under (b) subsection, this is "undone" by the
following statement: "The maximum residential density requirements do
not apply to duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, or cottage clusters."

It's confusing, if not misleading, to have such a broad statement under the
"Uses," which is then negated under the "Development Standards." Bad form.
In any case, this creates substantial ambiguity later, as I cover below.

Also in Table 9.2740, there is the following recommended code:
Single Detached Dwelling, except as provided at EC 9.2741(7) for
Churches, Synagogues and Temples)
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The markup in the document from APG is:
Markup: “One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling (1 Per Lot in R-1), except
as provided at EC 9.2741(710) for Churches, Synagogues and Temples)

Question #5(b): Is the markup in error? There is an unmatched “)” and the
limit of 1 per lot in R-1 has been struck. Is it the intent to remove the limit on
number of Single Detached Dwellings per lot (other than a PUD)?
In the same table is the following
Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Single Detached Dwelling on Same Lot)
This limit does not match the definition of "Accessory Dwelling," and it should
by all means match.

Question #5(c): Is the mismatch between the definition and the implicit use
of the definition under Table 9.2740 going to be resolved so they are
consistent?

======

Under Table 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
Under Lot Area Minimum [in R-1], there are the following entries:
Lots, except Rowhouse Lots, Small Lots, Duplex Lots, Triplex Lots,
Fourplex Lots, Cottage Cluster Lots, Residential Flag Lots, Duplex
Division Lots:   4,500 s.f.
Small Lots Requires PUD or Cluster Subdivision
Duplex Lots               2,250 s.f.
Duplex Division Lots   2,250 s.f.
Triplex Lots              3,500 s.f.
Fouplex Lots             4,500 s.f.
Cottage Cluster Lots (Single Lot Development)    4,500 s.f.
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Question #5(d): Where are "Duplex Lot," "Duplex Division Lot," "Triplex Lot,"
"Fourplex Lot," and "Cottage Cluster Lots (Single Lot Development)" defined?

Overarching Question #5: What is the staff's intent for what would be
allowed on, for example, a 9,000 s.f. lot? For an example of how to make this
completely clear, see the JWN proposal for amendments to the S-JW Zone.
For example (one entry in Table 9.3625, the third column is maximum number
of bedrooms):

Thank you for clarifying the mish-mash of code that APG dumped on the City.

Paul Conte

_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

kenny meyers <kubotakenny@hotmail.com>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 2:23 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing

]

I forgot to add something about you tax mongers to prove my point. You imposed a wage tax to fund police. Then
because of protest by the political activists Black lives matter you partially defunded these services. Hypothesis is you tax
my income to pay for services you don't provide, making you nothing but greedy lieing thieves. You people are nothing
but tax happy crooks. That should be punished for your crimes.
Get Outlook for Android
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

mike <michael@jmz.eugene.or.us>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 1:20 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HB2001

]

I disapprove of HB2001, I think they slipped it in on us, but; having found no effective means of getting rid of it , all I can
say is "do as little a possible". Living in the Fairmont neighborhood I have seen what "granny flats" and backyard rentals
do for the area.
I have received two "we have buyers interested in your property" notices this past week. I have refrained from replying
with an expletive laced letter, but it was hard.
To me HB2001 is a neighborhood destruction bill.
Michael V Hoffman
1599 Villard St.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Carol Yarbrough <cayarbro@comcast.net>
Sunday, September 26, 2021 12:56 PM
Eugene Planning; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KEATING Matt
Land Use Code proposed changes

]

Dear Sirs/Madams:
We have lived in South Eugene, a few blocks from the Albertson store at 30th / Hilyard, for over 35
years. One of us is a native South Eugenean. We were fortunate enough to buy a single-family
house with a decent sized yard, and a two-car garage, in the mid 1980's.
We are aware of the significant gap currently between housing availability and demand in Eugene
and elsewhere. We are in favor of increasing density and preserving farmland, and are supportive of
HB2001.
However, we have the following concerns about Eugene’s proposed code changes:
1. Minimum lot size: HB-2001 seems more reasonable than the city proposal.
2. 70% lot coverage: too much. People need space for trees and gardens. 50% is good.
3. Parking: people have cars and are going to continue to have cars. One of us has lived without
a car when young and could bike and walk everywhere. Bus routes change. People become
old and disabled. Cars are not going away. You would be better to keep HB2001’s one space
per dwelling and add more charging stations in neighborhoods.
4. Rent caps! Equity provisions! We need these, please.
On a related note: We see Conestoga hut villages in neighborhoods, like the one near us at Eugene
Good Samaritan Center. These people don't seem to cause any trouble and are at least housed
minimally. We encourage these little villages to help with the terrible homeless problem for those
able to live in them.
Thank you,
Carol Yarbrough and Eric Alef
3140 Harris St
Eugene
541-520-5010 (Carol)
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

ZELENKA Alan
Sunday, September 26, 2021 10:18 AM
HARDING Terri L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; *Eugene Planning Commissioners; Wingard, Patrick
Re: September Middle Housing Project Update

Thanks for this info and work Terri. It is important and essential work.
Can you tell us exactly how many middle housing units have been built in the past 3 years? By type?
Can you tell us exactly how many are affordable to low‐income people? Middle‐income people?
Alan Zelenka
Eugene City Councilor
On Sep 24, 2021, at 1:41 PM, HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov> wrote:

Greetings Mayor and Council,
Welcome to Fall! I hope you all are keeping healthy, happy, and safe. This email contains your monthly update
on Eugene’s middle housing project.
The city is entering an exciting phase of work in planning for middle housing options ‐ the formal adoption
process!
As you know, we kicked off the project in the summer of 2020, and spent 10 months reaching out to an Equity
RoundTable, Healthy Democracy panel, boards and commissions and local partners, and the general public. To
learn more about our outreach efforts to date for this project, check out this infographic. Outreach will
continue as we reach more people and work our way through the formal adoption process.
Earlier this summer, the project team drafted middle housing land use code language, using the results of the
technical analysis and community engagement work as a foundation.
Highlights of the Planning Commission’s guidance to staff in preparing the draft land use code include:





Focus on equity and inclusion as code choices are made.
Encourage and incentivize middle housing across the community.
Near transit routes, encourage compact development by reducing parking requirements.
Pursue incentives and programs beyond the code as part of our ongoing housing work.

The project team completed technical and legal review of the draft code this month. The draft land use code
and plan amendments are published on our website and will be presented to the Planning Commission in
work sessions on September 28 and October 12. The Planning Commission’s public hearing will be held over
zoom on October 26, and deliberation sessions are scheduled for November. Once the Commission completes
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its recommendations, the Council will hold its own work sessions and public hearing, anticipated for January
2022.
We want to hear from everyone! The project team is planning a variety of outreach strategies to assist people
in adding their voices at this important stage of the process. Look to our website over the next month for a
summary of the middle housing proposal, informational videos, links, FAQs, and ways to get involved. The
project team has set up an email address for public comments about the middle housing project! Community
members can send their comments to middlehousingtestimony@eugene‐or.gov, and staff will compile the
public testimony for sharing with the Planning Commission and City Council at their respective points in the
process.
For the latest project information, engagement opportunities, and dates, visit the completely revamped
project webpage, Engage Eugene, Facebook, Instagram, and sign up for our Interested Parties List. If you have
any questions about the project, contact Public Engagement Lead Sophie McGinley or Project Manager Terri
Harding.
Thank you for all you do for Eugene!
Terri Harding, AICP (she/her)
Principal Planner
City of Eugene | Community Planning & Design
P: (541) 682‐5635
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Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of the Kalapuya people.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

ZELENKA Alan
Sunday, September 26, 2021 10:06 AM
Julie Wirtz
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Re: Housing

Julie ‐ this is not the City, this is being done because of a state law done by Oregonians.
Alan Zelenka
Eugene City Councilor
On Sep 24, 2021, at 2:27 PM, Julie Wirtz <jewls7_99@yahoo.com> wrote:
[EXTERNAL

]

If the liberal city council members of whom are from California and elsewhere do not understand that we do NOT want
our neighborhoods condensed to over‐capacity with subsidized housing and over‐population growth as mandated by
our state leadership, then it will continue to erode the quality of life in for long‐time Eugene residents. This is the worst
“re‐legalizing” attempt as shoving people in like sardines will create animosity, not good neighbors. We already have a
problem with parking on narrow streets in Eugene, why do you want to make it worse?!
Julie
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Maggie
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HB2001
Sunday, September 26, 2021 8:08:42 AM

]

Please register my support for restoring historic housing types in Eugene neighborhoods —
ADUs, duplexes, triplexes etc. — that provide more housing options for our community.
Thank you!
Maggie Keenan
2252 Pierce Street
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

YEH Jennifer K
Saturday, September 25, 2021 1:34 PM
Linda Martin; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Re: Housing options ADU

Linda,
Thank you for your email. I looked at the designs and I will admit not knowing how easy it would be to change features.
Your idea of a Pre‐approved design that contains elements for someone with mobility issues is an excellent idea.

I’ll check in with staff if that is something we can add or if these plans would be easily modified by a builder who knew
more than I do.
Thanks for reaching out and I hope your addition works well for you,
Jennifer

Jennifer Yeh
Eugene City Council
Ward 4
From: Linda Martin <llmartin53@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, September 25, 2021 8:33:09 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Housing options ADU
[EXTERNAL

]

We tried to do an ADU but at that time the city didn't have a path for us to do so. We are now doing an addition. As a
senior this is an excellent idea to provide us with safety and financial stability. It is too late for us to take advantage but
am happy others can.
I did look at them online and have one proposal. First I understand uniformity is easier to manage but allow for an ADA
bathroom for seniors like a walk in shower.
Linda Martin
3855 Robin Ave
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

THOMAS LAIDLAW <tlaidlawt@comcast.net>
Saturday, September 25, 2021 1:25 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
affordable housing

]

Just got the glossy flyer in the mail regarding adding more affordable housing to Eugene city limits.
Since current population expands by about 2300 yearly, Eugene needs about 550-600 additional
living units yearly.
Finding a way to build up or build in is your job. But, my concern is that you have made that task
mutually exclusive to other near and longer term requirements.
With your decision to re-zone and close RiverRidge golf, you have eliminated an open space
recreational offering forever. You cannot replace this within Eugene limits ever.
Three quarters of that golf course was re-zoned to residential and developed with over 560 living
units.
The thing is, that the existing course bordering the Willamette River is an affordable choice for all
those who may not have the means to join a private club. This includes youth, families, and older
residents.
It seems that those who attend council meetings, and gain it's ear, have no interest in a traditional
outdoor activity like golf. But, I can assure you that many, many of those I mention above do have
that interest. And, that interest extends to Public infrastructure like RiverRidge could be under city
ownership (leased to a mgt. vendor).
For a Metro area this size to go about this deconstruction of scarce Public open space is ridiculous .
Thomas Laidlaw
3875 Mirror Pond Way
Eugene
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Karen Fierman <karooma24@yahoo.com>
Saturday, September 25, 2021 12:34 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing in Eugene

]

To All of You in this Crazy Email Address:
You want feedback about housing in Eugene? Here's MY two-cents' worth:
The complexities and subtleties of zoning in the various Eugene hoods elude me. Let homeOWNERS worry about their property values and the character of their hoods. I am a RENTER. I have
BEEN a renter (and ONLY a renter) in Eugene since I moved here in 1971. Thus, I know a little bit
about RENTS. For the record: In those entire 50 years, affordable RENTAL housing has ALWAYS
been at a premium. In the last 15 or so years, that situation has only escalated (yeah, hold the
presses).
Yes, Section 8 housing exists, as does some housing for the homeless. But, for renters whose
incomes are LOW (but not low ENOUGH), there's little if anything! I ask you: WHY should a crappy
QUINT apartment (that's 5 tiny, old units sharing a kitchen) cost $750/month plus utilities? This is just
ONE example, but it's nothing if not representative. In addition to skyrocketing rents, there are MOVEIN fees: first AND last months' rents; cleaning deposits, security deposits, fees to simply APPLY. How
can renters living virtually from paycheck-to-paycheck afford THAT? We are dead in the water before
we even begin.
SO . . . MY advice? Build a TON of low-income rental housing. DO this—whatever you need to
DO—TO do it! People need a place to LIVE. New rental edifices have been built. None of them are
AFFORDABLE, even though they are billed as BEING affordable. Some of these large rental
buildings claim to have X number of "affordable" units, but that is NOT the case; they are NOT
affordable, simply less than the majority of exorbitant units in said buildings. Even students pay skyhigh rents; THEY can afford them because their PARENTS are paying their rents, or they are wealthy
foreign students. The rest of us adult, permanent-resident, working-class stiffs are left out in the cold.
Sometimes LITERALLY (another news flash).
The bottom line is: You need to get a grip on the word "affordable." So far, its meaning in Eugene
appears to have eluded you. (NOT that I blame you people, specifically, because this problem has
been going on—like I said—for at least 15 years or longer.
Good luck! I shall pray to the Gods & Goddesses of Housing that you can make this happen!
Sincerely,
Karen Fierman
464 W. 12th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401
(541) 484–6352
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Linda Martin <llmartin53@comcast.net>
Saturday, September 25, 2021 8:33 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing options ADU

]

We tried to do an ADU but at that time the city didn't have a path for us to do so. We are now doing an addition. As a
senior this is an excellent idea to provide us with safety and financial stability. It is too late for us to take advantage but
am happy others can.
I did look at them online and have one proposal. First I understand uniformity is easier to manage but allow for an ADA
bathroom for seniors like a walk in shower.
Linda Martin
3855 Robin Ave
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Friday, September 24, 2021 4:43 PM
GEPPER Jeffrey A
HARDING Terri L; MEDARY Sarah J; SEMPLE Emily; MCGINLEY Sophie E; HANSEN Alissa H
Re: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short-Term Rental") use

]

Please answer all of the pending questions now that the formal land use process has begun.
It's time staff stopped hiding the garbage you've produced.
-- Paul Conte
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist

On Tue, Sep 14, 2021 at 11:54 AM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov> wrote:
Hello Paul,

Thank you for your questions, including your other questions that are currently pending response. Planning Staff is
currently working the City Attorney Office to finalize the draft version of code that will be presented to the Planning
Commission. This draft code will incorporate changes based on further guidance from our planning commission, review
from a legal perspective, and making changes in accordance with state law. We appreciate your patience in responding
to these detailed and nuanced questions, and want to ensure that each of them is being considered carefully as we
work to shape the code into the version ready for the Planning Commission public hearing and work sessions. As the
code is still changing, it doesn’t seem prudent to answer each of your detailed questions until the code is more
concrete and our answer is based on the published version. Otherwise, our answers may be subject to change, may
require consideration/guidance by Planning Commission, or unintentionally create confusion around what is proposed
or being considered.

Again, appreciate your patience while staff works tirelessly to produce draft code that is consistent with Eugene’s land
use code, state law, and direction from the Planning Commission to date.

Thank you,

Jeff Gepper
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Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene‐or.gov
541.682.5282

Messages to and from this e‐mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law.

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 9:00:43 AM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene‐or.gov>; SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Re: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short‐Term Rental") use

[EXTERNAL

]

Sophie,

It has now been TWO WEEKS since I sent you my question.

You never acknowledged or responded.

When will you provide me and Councilor Semple the professional courtesy that staff should be expected to
show?

Paul Conte
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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On Mon, Aug 30, 2021 at 9:13 AM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Sophie,

Question #6. What analysis and/or proposed actions have been, or are planned, by staff to address the use
of new "Middle Housing" dwellings as "Short-Term Rentals" ("STRs")?

HB 2001(6) Subsection (5) of this section does not prohibit local governments from regulating vacation
occupancies, as defined in ORS 90.100, to require owner-occupancy or off-street parking.

ORS 90.100(50) “Vacation occupancy” means occupancy in a dwelling unit, not including transient
occupancy in a hotel or motel, that has all of the following characteristics:
(a) The occupant rents the unit for vacation purposes only, not as a principal residence;
(b) The occupant has a principal residence other than at the unit; and
(c) The period of authorized occupancy does not exceed 45 days.

The STR use fits this definition of "Vacation occupancy."
It is well-established the STRs (colloquially, "Airb&b's'') remove a potential permanent dwelling from the
local dwelling supply.

Please describe any actions or plans that staff has for code amendments or other regulations to ensure
that newly allowed "Middle Housing," particularly infill, will not have significant STRs. For example, will
staff recommends "owner occupancy" for any Middle Housing in which a dwelling is used as an STR?

Thank you.

Paul Conte
_________________
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Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Julie Wirtz <jewls7_99@yahoo.com>
Friday, September 24, 2021 2:28 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing

]

If the liberal city council members of whom are from California and elsewhere do not understand that we do NOT want
our neighborhoods condensed to over‐capacity with subsidized housing and over‐population growth as mandated by
our state leadership, then it will continue to erode the quality of life in for long‐time Eugene residents. This is the worst
“re‐legalizing” attempt as shoving people in like sardines will create animosity, not good neighbors. We already have a
problem with parking on narrow streets in Eugene, why do you want to make it worse?!
Julie
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Friday, September 24, 2021 1:41 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
*Eugene Planning Commissioners; Wingard, Patrick
September Middle Housing Project Update

Greetings Mayor and Council,
Welcome to Fall! I hope you all are keeping healthy, happy, and safe. This email contains your monthly update
on Eugene’s middle housing project.
The city is entering an exciting phase of work in planning for middle housing options ‐ the formal adoption
process!
As you know, we kicked off the project in the summer of 2020, and spent 10 months reaching out to an Equity
RoundTable, Healthy Democracy panel, boards and commissions and local partners, and the general public. To
learn more about our outreach efforts to date for this project, check out this infographic. Outreach will
continue as we reach more people and work our way through the formal adoption process.
Earlier this summer, the project team drafted middle housing land use code language, using the results of the
technical analysis and community engagement work as a foundation.
Highlights of the Planning Commission’s guidance to staff in preparing the draft land use code include:
 Focus on equity and inclusion as code choices are made.
 Encourage and incentivize middle housing across the community.
 Near transit routes, encourage compact development by reducing parking requirements.
 Pursue incentives and programs beyond the code as part of our ongoing housing work.
The project team completed technical and legal review of the draft code this month. The draft land use code
and plan amendments are published on our website and will be presented to the Planning Commission in
work sessions on September 28 and October 12. The Planning Commission’s public hearing will be held over
zoom on October 26, and deliberation sessions are scheduled for November. Once the Commission completes
its recommendations, the Council will hold its own work sessions and public hearing, anticipated for January
2022.
We want to hear from everyone! The project team is planning a variety of outreach strategies to assist people
in adding their voices at this important stage of the process. Look to our website over the next month for a
summary of the middle housing proposal, informational videos, links, FAQs, and ways to get involved. The
project team has set up an email address for public comments about the middle housing project! Community
members can send their comments to middlehousingtestimony@eugene‐or.gov, and staff will compile the
public testimony for sharing with the Planning Commission and City Council at their respective points in the
process.
For the latest project information, engagement opportunities, and dates, visit the completely revamped
project webpage, Engage Eugene, Facebook, Instagram, and sign up for our Interested Parties List. If you have
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any questions about the project, contact Public Engagement Lead Sophie McGinley or Project Manager Terri
Harding.
Thank you for all you do for Eugene!
Terri Harding, AICP (she/her)
Principal Planner
City of Eugene | Community Planning & Design
P: (541) 682‐5635

Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of the Kalapuya people.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

FODOR Eben (SMTP)
Friday, September 24, 2021 11:49 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Massive Overdevelopment Proposed by City Planning

]

Dear Mayor and City Council,
Have you wondered what a development could look like under the Planning Department’s proposed
HB2001 code? To my knowledge planning staff have not created any diagrams illustrating maximum
development potential. The diagram below shows the three-story, 9,000 ft2 quadplex that would be
allowed on a minimum residential lot of 4,500 square feet. Two modest houses on (same-sized lots)
are shown next to it for perspective.

Such monstrosities are not required by HB2001. City planners want to double the density beyond
what the bill requires and add five feet of height to buildings, allowing three stories everywhere. They
propose no limit on the size of units and have no affordability criteria. This example could have 16 to
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20 bedrooms and would add 10 to 20 vehicles that the new residents would need to park on the
street. Larger lots would allow even more horrendous developments.
Please direct planning staff to revise their draft code to protect neighbors and the city from this sort of
overdevelopment.
Thank you,
Eben Fodor
Eugene
541-345-8246
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

LAURA FENIMORE <laurafenimore@comcast.net>
Thursday, September 23, 2021 9:37 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing Issues
I have been a fulltime resident of the City of Eugene since 2000 when I relocated here from the
Washington.docx

]

I have significant concerns about Eugene housing policy and how it is diminishing practical options for
people with disabilities, including seniors. Please see attached for more information. I may be
contacted at 541-302-6527. I reside at 808 Lariat Drive in Eugene.
Laura Cooper Fenimore
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I have been a fulltime resident of the City of Eugene since 2000 when I relocated here from the
Washington, D.C. area. My own housing options were extremely limited to begin with when I arrived.
In fact, during 2000 I had exactly one home to choose from for purchase – and solely because it was the
only home available in the entire metro area that I could (1) enter the home and (2) enter a bathroom in
the home in my power wheelchair -- without first having to make structural alterations. Thus, I would
be able to survive in the home as the home was modified for my use. Without that single home
available I would have had to choose a completely different city for my location to Oregon. [Even with
that home I have had to renovate it substantially to make it livable.]
During the last twenty years I have seen a significant diminution in housing options for people with
mobility impairments. For example, as Eugene has limited the lot sizes for single family homes over
time, the new homes have been designed and built more vertically, which makes them increasingly
more impractical for anybody who has or may later acquire mobility issues. As a practical matter, that
also makes all new and most existing single family homes completely unsuitable for life-long housing for
anybody; not only will such homes be unusable as citizens acquire mobility impairments, but such
homes are also currently unlivable for people with mobility impairments because they are completely
unvisitable as well (since no primary entry can even be approached without encountering at least one
barrier). Right now, I am completely excluded from the community life of Eugene (and in many ways a
prisoner in my own home) simply because there is not one single friend or neighbor who has a visitable
home in Eugene. Any event scheduled in a private home is simply inaccessible for me by design.
Moreover, as homes become more vertical and less accessible, they also become inappropriate for
anybody who might choose to age in place. A home that may seem affordable and cute today will likely
not serve future needs. As a direct consequence, seniors will increasingly find themselves forced out of
their homes and isolated from the support, safety and security of an established home and
neighborhood at exactly the moment when they will need them the most. And, that will be the direct
result of current Eugene city policy.
As a result, people with disabilities (including seniors) are increasingly being steered toward limited
housing options within dense urban multi-family housing (and only when limited ADA units are both
affordable and available) or institutional and facility residences – which can be a living death for
somebody who is neither elderly nor desirous of being coerced out of a private home and into
communal living. While not always true, most people with disabilities as a practical matter have limited
financial resources. For those of us with financial resources, the lack of options is especially maddening
because land use planning treats our money as if it is purple – there are simply zero options available
even with willing expenditures of both unreasonable amounts of time and money. In short, the barriers
imposed by city housing policy are so high that no builder deems it worthwhile to attempt to integrate
people with disabilities into planned stock.
I am tired of being a member of a significant community that is completely ignored within Eugene City
housing policy. The fact that we are being ignored is demonstrated in the complete dearth of
reasonable housing options for people like me in Eugene. Also, I am tired of watching seniors have to
move to facilities when their homes no longer work for them – simply because it never occurred to them
or their builder that their own home could not accommodate their mobility impairments as they aged.
Why did that have to happen? People with disabilities are no longer invisible – or are we?
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At this time, Eugene has a de facto two-tier housing policy: reasonable options exist for people with
money and no mobility impairments; take away either money or mobility and few or no good options
exist -- except in tier two housing ghettos. Eugene can and must do better.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

LYNN TINDOL <tindol04@msn.com>
Thursday, September 23, 2021 4:58 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing

]

1. The new Oregon state law to re-legalize "middle housing" is beyond our

comprehension and I fear will soon prove to be one of the worst decisions the
state has ever made. May I suggest that all Oregon politicians FIRST use
their own garages, RVs, sheds and tiny homes to house the homeless? In a
perfect world it just might work out for all of you. Instead of forcing we
taxpayers to foot the bill and take on what could be an extremely dangerous
venture, both physically and sanitarily, toss the law into the toilet and suggest
to the homeless that they get off drugs, get jobs and take care of
themselves. Personally, I never go to Eugene's downtown area anymore due
to fear of being attacked by these folks. We never used to worry about
traveling anywhere in Oregon but seldom go anywhere anymore. You
politicians exacerbated the homeless issues by ignoring the elephant in the
room instead of cracking down on them before it became a drug induced "tent
city" of hell.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Tom Bruno <brunoassoc@aol.com>
Thursday, September 23, 2021 8:18 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
How a city’s design creates congestion -- ScienceDaily

]

Great article on traffic / congestion and HB2001 will exacerbate the traffic issue and fire department responses.
Has the city planners / city public works used Markov Chain analysis to provide recommendations to city councilors,
mayor and city manager?
A prudent leader needs to ask for the real data and graphs showing risks and impacts.
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sciencedaily.com%2Freleases%2F2021%2F0
9%2F210922161930.htm&amp;data=04%7C01%7CAHansen%40eugene‐
or.gov%7Cb56acb47031c4a5fd5cf08d97ea548d0%7C0c0d3453aa1d41bc8aa35c843d4ca0e8%7C0%7C0%7C6376800706
34557524%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3
D%7C1000&amp;sdata=1f3%2Fo09KyLw6MOUhiGwLK%2BNZy0wfrJzWpWolJBsbpAU%3D&amp;reserved=0

Sent from my iPhone
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