Middle Housing Code Amendments
City File: CA 21-1 & MA 21-1
Testimony Batch 1
Batch Information
Batch Number Page Count
1
60

From
Paul Conte
Todd Boyle
Cindy Allen
Sandy Sanders
Cindy Allen
Emily Semple, City
Councilor
Sarah Medary, City
Manager
Cindy Allen
Cindy Allen
Debra Blanchard
Scott Landfield
Paul Conte
Tricia Hedin
Paul Conte
Jeff Gepper, Staff
Jeff Gepper, Staff
Lindsay Selser, Staff
Emily Semple, City
Councilor
Bill Randall

Date Range
Start
End
--9/22/2021

To
Mayor and City Council
Mayor and City Council
Mayor and City Council
Mayor and City Council
Mayor and City Council

Submissions
19

Date
Time
9/22/2021 19:29
9/16/2021
8:42
9/15/2021 17:15
9/15/2021 16:08
9/10/2021 14:55

Paul Conte & Staff
City Councilor Emily
Semple
Paul Conte
Mayor and City Council
Mayor and City Council
Group
Sophie McGinley, Staff
Mayor and City Council
Mayor and City Council
Paul Conte
Deb Watts
Staff

9/9/2021

17:37

9/9/2021
8/30/2021
8/30/2021
8/26/2021
8/26/2021
8/24/2021
8/24/2021
8/23/2021
8/23/2021
7/8/2021
6/23/2021

7:55
12:36
11:06
18:04
14:59
15:31
11:22
11:22
10:22
9:54
16:55

Alissa Hansen, Staff
Planning Commission

6/10/2021
4/13/2021

12:38
10:04

Attachments

Y

Notes:
For reference, submissions are organized in reverse chronological order.
If viewing the digital PDF file, please note that bookmarks are included for navigating between each submission.

GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Thursday, September 23, 2021 8:41 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: DLCD - Notice of Land Use Action

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 7:29 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Fwd: DLCD ‐ Notice of Land Use Action

[EXTERNAL

]

Mayor and Councilors,
Although five of you will continue to stick your heads in the sand; for the benefit of Councilors Semple,
Clark, Evans, and Groves ... and for the record in the inevitable appeal ...
The City's "First Evidentiary Public Hearing" on the HB 2001 code amendments is scheduled for October 26th.
Summarizing the situation as it stands:




Neither the Mayor nor a single councilor has any clue about the myriad details in the staff
recommendation.
99.90% of Eugene citizens have no idea that anything of such a huge, destructive impact on where
they live is being recommended for adoption.
The disgracfeul Planning Division planners have persistently refused to answer the most basic
questions about the effect of critical amendments -- even when asked for answers by Councilor Emily
Semple.

Eugene is so unfortunate to have such a sorry lot as the Mayor and four Council majority when Covid-19
prevents large, in-person gatherings to organize legitimate "Citizen Involvement."
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

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

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: DLCD Plan Amendments <plan.amendments@state.or.us>
Date: Wed, Sep 22, 2021 at 7:05 PM
Subject: DLCD ‐ Notice of Land Use Action
To: <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
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You are receiving this email because you subscribed to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development’s Post‐Acknowledgment Plan Amendment Notification System. This email provides notice of amendments
to comprehensive plans or land use regulations for the local jurisdictions you selected through the online notification
subscription service.
DLCD has received notice of the following proposed and adopted comprehensive plan or land use regulation changes:

Proposals Received:
Eugene

Local File#: CA 21‐1 & MA 21‐1

DLCD File#: 007‐21

Proposal Summary:
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project is intended to implement Oregon House Bill 2001 (2019),
codified as ORS 197.758, which requires Oregon’s large cities, including Eugene, to allow duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes,
townhouses and cottage clusters (collectively referred to as middle housing) in more places across the City, in order to
increase housing choice and supply. This project includes a proposed Land Use Code Amendment, and a proposed Metro
Plan Amendment. City Files: CA 21‐1 & MA 21‐1
First Hearing Date: 10/26/2021
Final Hearing Date:
Local Contact: Jeffrey Gepper 541‐682‐5282
JGepper@eugene‐or.gov

If you would like to unsubscribe to this notification service or change your local jurisdiction selections, please visit the
PAPA Notification System web site here: https://db.lcd.state.or.us/PAPA_Subscription
The amendment summary text is provided by the local jurisdictions. DLCD does not modify this information.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Thursday, September 16, 2021 10:35 AM
HARDING Terri L; MCGINLEY Sophie E; GEPPER Jeffrey A; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
HANSEN Alissa H
FW: Model Code HB2001 is effective (binding) July 1, 2022

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Do you all prefer that I just send these directly to the MHTestimony email or do you want them to your emails also?
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Todd Boyle <toddfboyle@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 16, 2021 8:42 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Model Code HB2001 is effective (binding) July 1, 2022
[EXTERNAL

]

I recommend Council, Mayor, CM and staff read this model code, and direct staff to implement the model code for
HB2001. (The law required the State to develop this model code for local jurisdictions:)
The model code is binding unless Eugene comes up with its own code by the deadline, such as by modifying the model
code.
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.oregon.gov%2Flcd%2FUP%2FDocuments%
2FOAR660046%2520EXHIBIT%2520B%2520‐
%2520Large%2520Cities%2520Middle%2520Housing%2520Model%2520Code%252020201209.pdf&amp;data=04%7C01
%7Cmiddlehousingtestimony%40eugene‐
or.gov%7C15bd7a696667460772eb08d979385ee9%7C0c0d3453aa1d41bc8aa35c843d4ca0e8%7C0%7C0%7C637674105
287792159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%
3D%7C1000&amp;sdata=Qrnb8d7nObPrUbFeriVeOBtQLKMb0lincUjdx1C6EFE%3D&amp;reserved=0
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
I am interested in cheaper housing for the bottom income deciles. Financialization of housing stock has driven 10s of
thousands of Eugene residents to desperation and chronic stress, resulting in broken homes, runaway kids, increased
substance abuse, mental illness, and high rates of property crime.
Allowing greater density is necessary but not sufficient to realize cheaper housing. Right alongside your work
implementing SB‐1051 for ADUs, you need a strategy to ensure that cheaper housing types are actually built for the
people who need them. The Square One Villages projects (including Dylan Lamar's C‐Street Coop in Springfield) are
examples of very effective housing costing less than half the cost of commercially built apartments, or projects by
Homes For Good which have cost over $250,000 per unit.
Please implement HB2001 model code timely. But regardless ‐‐ What is your strategy to ensure cheaper housing gets
built? You can't expect private developers to build housing types that are unprofitable for them, under today's
economic dynamic (decades of money printing, driving up property values).
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Square One Villages is an umbrella Community Land Trust, holding multiple different properties in perpetuity. The
buildings are owned by Limited Equity housing Coops. The CLT‐LEC model is the only thing I see, that actually achieves
cheaper housing. Please consider,
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.squareonevillages.org%2F&amp;data=04%
7C01%7Cmiddlehousingtestimony%40eugene‐
or.gov%7C15bd7a696667460772eb08d979385ee9%7C0c0d3453aa1d41bc8aa35c843d4ca0e8%7C0%7C0%7C637674105
287792159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%
3D%7C1000&amp;sdata=YofiEvrYiUsZkEoHlG75uE6BMVM5u%2FtYo3RAyhMoe8s%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.villagemodel.org%2Foverview&amp;data=0
4%7C01%7Cmiddlehousingtestimony%40eugene‐
or.gov%7C15bd7a696667460772eb08d979385ee9%7C0c0d3453aa1d41bc8aa35c843d4ca0e8%7C0%7C0%7C637674105
287792159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%
3D%7C1000&amp;sdata=8by67F%2FegEby0WjVVsknmz8ZGpTRl5H7YlRexd87rlA%3D&amp;reserved=0
Your strategy to actually *produce* some numbers of cheaper housing is the other wing of the bird. Without this
strategy, all the suffering and distress implementing ADUs, and duplexes, 3‐and‐4 plexes next year, will all be for
nothing. It will only help middle and upper income buyers.
QUESTION. what is your strategy to ensure housing is any cheaper under the new code?
ToddFBoyle@gmail.com 2971 Alder St., Eugene, OR 97405
First Decile Housing
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fgroups%2F31507175261
8364%2F&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cmiddlehousingtestimony%40eugene‐
or.gov%7C15bd7a696667460772eb08d979385ee9%7C0c0d3453aa1d41bc8aa35c843d4ca0e8%7C0%7C0%7C637674105
287792159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%
3D%7C1000&amp;sdata=3zubSrEuZAzpt7snfNR1fZZ67FUTsE%2BDHLe9TC24iO8%3D&amp;reserved=0
(541) 337‐6681

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

2

Batch 1

Page 4 of 60

GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Friday, September 17, 2021 8:25 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: New Zoning Laws

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 5:15 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>; Sandy Sanders
<sandyssanders@att.net>
Cc: Jane Katra <jkatrama@gmail.com>; LMDV DiVincent <lmdv@efn.org>; Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com>;
'Sonny Vetra' <sonnyvetra@gmail.com>; Susan Klein <susanluvseugene@juno.com>; South Willamette Neighbors
<swneugene@googlegroups.com>; A. Likwornik <snapshot.wizard@gmail.com>; Artie Gilad <artieg@rltycon.com>;
Mindy Stone <mindystone1@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: New Zoning Laws

[EXTERNAL

]

I think local homeowners are going to be very upset when they realize the
ramifications of what is being proposed for Eugene and our neighborhoods.
Oregon Legislature voted to be the first state to do away with the protections
of R1-zoning but what about residents who invested their savings and bought
homes in ""good faith"" in these areas.
I agree with Sandy Sanders in the above email to our mayor and city council, an
issue as important as this needs to be voted on by the people of the area and not
a ""top down"" decision that seems will greatly benefit the developers.
Give the residents the facts and let them decide what they want to see happen to
their neighborhood, city and state.
A gentleman told me recently, that he was in supplemented housing; he paid
$200 a month for his apartment and he thought the rest came from the state
and or/possibly, federal funds. These new apartments are anything but reasonable....
will taxpayers be further supplementing the costs of these apartments?
An issue as important and potentially far-reaching as this should not even be
considered during these uncertain times.
Cindy Allen, Eugene
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On Wednesday, September 15, 2021, 4:07:44 PM PDT, Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net> wrote:

Dear Eugene Mayor & City Council,
I just heard about this proposed Up-Zoning by Planning.
Code – Eugene Housing Facts (housing-facts.org)
ARE YOU ALL INSANE???
This is the kind of action that makes clear the fact that government should no longer make policy without constituent
sign-off. In essence, the public should be able to approve or disapprove policy action integral to our lives here in Eugene.
This is clearly cramming people together and destroying the residential home areas of Eugene. And our peace of mind.
Your jobs should be to be ADVISE the public, not create policy out of the tops of your heads without advice & consent. If
there were ever an example of a reason for Direct Democracy vote on policy and budget by the public, this is archetypal.
Why isn't each Eugene constituent notified by email about policy actions like this from the very beginning of the
process, as it proceeds and on to conclusion, with updates, feedback, public in-person meetings and voting by
the public? Each Council District could be advised and provide feedback this way, vesting participation and ensuring
policies that meet the needs of the residents of Eugene.
Do you have any idea how many angry homeowners there will be when they realize what this will do to their lives.
OMG.
Stop this now!!! There are other solutions. Why not ask us to help brainstorm solutions? We can do it. It's our city! OMG.
Sincerely,
sandy sanders
800 Maxwell Rd.
Eugene, OR 97404
541-688-1635
sandy@sandys.art
sandyssanders@att.net
webmaster@newzonegallery.org
www.sandys.art
http://www.newzonegallery.org/sandy-sanders.html
https://www.flickr.com/photos/44388581@N05/
https://society6.com/sandysanders
https://www.newzonegallery.org/special-programs.html#wbp-painting-project-2018
http://sandys.art/capitalism_sucks_art_show_2019.html
http://www.sandys.art/reality_kitchen_show.html
http://sandys.art/peoples_policy+budget_directives_ballot_2018.html
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SELSER Lindsay R
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: Fw: New Zoning Laws
Friday, September 17, 2021 8:24:34 AM

From: Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 4:08 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugeneor.gov>
Cc: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>; Jane Katra <jkatrama@gmail.com>; LMDV DiVincent
<lmdv@efn.org>; Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com>; 'Sonny Vetra'
<sonnyvetra@gmail.com>; Susan Klein <susanluvseugene@juno.com>; South Willamette Neighbors
<swneugene@googlegroups.com>; A. Likwornik <snapshot.wizard@gmail.com>; Artie Gilad
<artieg@rltycon.com>; Mindy Stone <mindystone1@yahoo.com>
Subject: Fwd: Fw: New Zoning Laws
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Dear Eugene Mayor & City Council,
I just heard about this proposed Up-Zoning by Planning.
Code – Eugene Housing Facts (housing-facts.org)
ARE YOU ALL INSANE???
This is the kind of action that makes clear the fact that government should no longer make
policy without constituent sign-off. In essence, the public should be able to approve or
disapprove policy action integral to our lives here in Eugene. This is clearly cramming people
together and destroying the residential home areas of Eugene. And our peace of mind.
Your jobs should be to be ADVISE the public, not create policy out of the tops of your heads
without advice & consent. If there were ever an example of a reason for Direct Democracy
vote on policy and budget by the public, this is archetypal.
Why isn't each Eugene constituent notified by email about policy actions like this from
the very beginning of the process, as it proceeds and on to conclusion, with updates,
feedback, public in-person meetings and voting by the public? Each Council District could
be advised and provide feedback this way, vesting participation and ensuring policies that
meet the needs of the residents of Eugene.
Do you have any idea how many angry homeowners there will be when they realize what
this will do to their lives. OMG.
Stop this now!!! There are other solutions. Why not ask us to help brainstorm solutions? We
can do it. It's our city! OMG.
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Sincerely,
sandy sanders
800 Maxwell Rd.
Eugene, OR 97404
541-688-1635
sandy@sandys.art
sandyssanders@att.net
webmaster@newzonegallery.org
www.sandys.art
http://www.newzonegallery.org/sandy-sanders.html
https://www.flickr.com/photos/44388581@N05/
https://society6.com/sandysanders
https://www.newzonegallery.org/special-programs.html#wbp-painting-project-2018
http://sandys.art/capitalism_sucks_art_show_2019.html
http://www.sandys.art/reality_kitchen_show.html
http://sandys.art/peoples_policy+budget_directives_ballot_2018.html
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

HANSEN Alissa H
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: Information about HB 2001
Sunday, September 12, 2021 12:30:50 PM

From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021 2:55 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugeneor.gov>; Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>; camilla@eugeneweekly.com
Subject: Fw: Information about HB 2001
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

----- Forwarded Message ----From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
To: Dennis Hebert <soeast.eug@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021, 2:52:12 PM PDT
Subject: Re: Information about HB 2001

What I don't understand is how can the City Council discuss this
very important issue and possibly, even vote on this unprecedented
issue before the residents receive notification about the proposed
sweeping changes.
In my opinion, the meeting should be postponed until there is resident
awareness and discussion of the proposed changes.
I think you and our local neighborhood board are doing an outstanding
job. I'm sure that you are doing among the best of all the neighborhoods
in keeping residents informed.   Sonny gets the RG-I don't read it daily but
have seem little it anything on this topic.  
Is the Council going to voting on this soon? How can there be a vote before
their is awareness?
I see all the construction going on in our city and I am very concerned about
our neighborhoods with the unprecedented Oregon Legislature vote to end
R1 zoning.
I think this is going to be a huge topic for discussion.
Many thanks for all your hard work.
Cindy Allen
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On Thursday, September 9, 2021, 6:49:22 PM PDT, Dennis Hebert <soeast.eug@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Cindy,
I just finished reading your LTE in the Weekly. You have made some very good points about limiting growth and
the proposed code changes from the Eugene Planning Commission.
I wish you would have contacted me before saying you have received no information about the code
recommendations from Planning from your NA. We, the SEN Board, during our last 3 monthly meetings, have
discussed this issue and have a committee that has worked on a flyer that will be sent out next week to all SEN
Neighbors. We have been working with other NA's that have put out information about it, and wanted to get as
much up to date and factual information as possible about what the planning commission was going to propose.
That full information just recently was completed by them and we feel that what we are passing on is the most up to
date and most likely going to be proposed as code changes. Before now, it was only speculation.
Cindy, we've known each other for a long time. You should know that you can call me anytime that you have an
issue you feel we need to address. We are here for the neighbors and are doing our best to keep up with what is
going on in the neighborhood and city. 541-844-8077
Be well and stay safe.
-Dennis Hebert, Chair
Southeast Neighborhood Association
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

SEMPLE Emily
Thursday, September 9, 2021 5:37 PM
Paul Conte; 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

Emily
Emily Semple
Eugene City Council, Ward 1
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@eugene‐or.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.
Paul Conte
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

1

Batch 1

Page 12 of 60

* 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

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
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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
_________________
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,
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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 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]
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]
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
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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 #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?
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======

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

HANSEN Alissa H
HARDING Terri L; GEPPER Jeffrey A; SOMMERS Lauren A; MCGINLEY Sophie E
FW: Affordability Question
Thursday, September 9, 2021 8:23:20 AM

FYI
From: MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 8:09 AM
To: BROTHERTON Kathryn <KBrotherton@eugene-or.gov>; BRAUD Denny <DBraud@eugeneor.gov>; HANSEN Alissa H <AHansen@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Fw: Affordability Question

FYI
From: MEDARY Sarah J
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 7:55 AM
To: SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Affordability Question

Emily,
You’ve asked several times about whether the City could impose rent limits on middle
housing. As you might imagine, I think the answer is more complex than a yes and no. I’ll keep
this as high level as possible based on my understanding and we can have a more detailed
conversation if there are elements you want to follow up on.
Prior to HB 2001, Portland implemented a code that allows larger middle housing types than
those required by state law (such as sixplexes) on the condition that the additional units be
offered at affordable rents (i.e., rents affordable to 80% AMI and below). It’s my
understanding that the Planning Commission is interested in this idea and it is something staff
are looking into. This might be something we can implement as we move through this process.
I do not believe that the City can impose rent limits on middle housing types required to be
allowed by HB 2001 (duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters and townhouses). I
believe State Law (ORS 91.225) generally prohibits cities from enacting or enforcing local rent
control ordinances. The statute does allow for rent requirements pursuant to a contract which
provides benefits (such as a density bonus, tax exemptions etc.) for housing for low-income
tenants. ORS 197.309 (inclusionary zoning) specifically allows rent control for affordable
housing notwithstanding ORS 91.225 if the project meets the inclusionary zoning criteria
(multi-family housing with 20 or more units, 20% affordable).
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I think the short answer is we may be able to impose rent limits in very specific situations, but
not across the board on all middle housing which is what I understand your constituent is
looking for. I hope this info is helpful.
Thanks, Sarah
Sarah Medary | City Manager
Pronouns: she/her/hers
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 30, 2021 12:36 PM
Paul Conte
'kathy ging'; 'Jane Katra'; 'Maurya Kaarhus'; 'Sonny Vetra'; NOBLE Deb (SMTP); 'A. Likwornik'; 'artie
Gilad-Meters'; 'David Monk'; 'southeastneighborsboard'; 'South Willamette Neighbors'; FODOR Eben
(SMTP); 'Eugenewestonaprice Info'; 'Eugene Neighborhoods United'; camilla@eugeneweekly.com;
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Rentals; 'Krista Morien'; 'Krista Rojas'; 'Susan Klein';
'Alan Stein'; 'Pamela Driscoll'; 'Dale O’Brien'; 'Dennis Hebert'; 'Tsunami Books'; 'SORENSON Pete';
BETTMAN Bonny (SMTP); Bob Becker; Bekki Bruckner; PRINCE Randy (SMTP)
Re: End of R1 Zoning in Oregon

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

I read one of the letters in response to Paul Conte's letter in The Weekly
that suggested that residents should ask to be included in an email list
from the city-Mayor, Council, Planning Department about any proposed
land use changes to our neighborhoods.
In full transparency, regarding an issue as important and unprecedented
as this, a city representative needs to meet with all the neighborhood
organization leaders to let residents know through emails what is being
proposed so that there are no surprises to our property values , health
and quality of life from big $$$ developers. I would hope that both the RG
and The Weekly would cover this very important topic in depth.
If these things are not done with full transparency and our neighborhoods
and city are ruined by the developers, I think there will be a very upset
populace. I have so many questions- the capacity of our infrastructureexisting roads and services, water availability, extra cars in a valley situation,
extra heat from the hi-rises, loss of trees, etc. We are not a typical city-we
are in a valley.
I have heard that CC&R's will protect our neighborhoods....is that true?
With all that is happening in our country right now-this is definitely not the
time to make such sweeping changes to our land code.
Thank you.
Cindy Allen
On Friday, August 27, 2021, 10:27:44 AM PDT, Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net> wrote:

The solution is not Rocket Science. It requires the end of class societies.
Just remember this. Limits to poverty (1x) and limits to wealth (5x), like 28,000 to 140,000, should satisfy any rational
adult when they experience the result. Living in a society, where at the minimum, people can survive with dignity and at
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the top be comfy without exploiting the lives of others. Where people find no motive to be criminal, or tortured by
circumstances beyond their control and go bat-shit crazy or take drugs, or act sociopathic, or think they can prosecute war
and empire for selfish profit. Natural human aberrance will always exist but it will be manageable, less than 5% of society,
and self-resolved within natural caring communities of scale. Bureaucracies and institutionalism will fall with the
disempowerment of capitalism and the assumption of natural trade instincts with limits. Just the beginning of adult
societies out of the ruble of this adolescent parental tyranny we find ourselves in.
We CAN do this if we self-organize. There are no heroes or leaders anymore, that is over. We are all adults of equal
stature. We all must share in leading ourselves collectively. Yes we can. Imho.
-sandy
On 8/26/2021 10:33 PM, Jack Dresser wrote:

Also, the grossly inflated prices Black Rock is paying – well above listing price – does
not promise “affordable” housing even packed together like zoo animals (which is how
the 1% views the rest of us).

From: LMDV [mailto:lmdv@efn.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 12:45 PM
To: Mindy Stone
Cc: LM DiVincent; kathy ging; Jane Katra; Maurya Kaarhus; Sonny Vetra; Deborah Noble; jackdresser; A. Likwornik; artie
Gilad-Meters; David Monk; southeastneighborsboard; South Willamette Neighbors; eben@fodorandassociates.com;
Sandy Sanders; Eugenewestonaprice Info; Eugene Neighborhoods United; camilla@eugeneweekly.com; Eugene Mayor
and City Council; Eugene Water & Electric Board; Krista Morien; Krista Rojas; Susan Klein; Alan Stein; Pamela Driscoll;
Dale O’Brien; Dennis Hebert; Tsunami Books; SORENSON Pete; Cindy Allen-Meters
Subject: Re: End of R1 Zoning in Oregon

Using the ballot initiative process might be true, Mindy.

But I imagine we all know how much commitment of time and energy along with consistent, skilled coordination and
sufficient committed charismatic leadership it takes to mount a successful ballot initiative in this town or county, much less
across the whole state — because of how easy it can be for the existing power base to figure out how to “sabotage” it into
either not getting on the ballot or not passing once we’ve gotten it before the voters.

Please advise!

In solidarity,
Lisa-Marie
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On Aug 26, 2021, at 11:55 AM, Mindy Stone <mindystone1@yahoo.com> wrote:

We're going to have to use ballot initiative process to undo this egregious land use rule. I see no other
way around it.

mindy

On Thursday, August 26, 2021, 10:40:21 AM PDT, Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com> wrote:

Oregon was the first state in the nation to repeal R1 zoning (single-residence
zoning.) I was shocked when heard this. I looked on the internet and this
seems to still be the case. WHY WAS THIS DONE?

I feel very concerned-if someone can explain to me why this will not problemI wish they would do so.

To me-this has huge ramifications. Is this even constitutional....""trumping""
long-existing city and local neighborhood regulations? Do you want a 3-story
or more next to your home. Could this be the end-eventually, of single-family
home ownership...is that the goal?

I see all the hi-rises going up in our city....""stack 'en pack"" on steroids and
""red flags"" are going off.

I know there is much happening but we shouldn't be distracted from something
as important as the ending of R-1 housing in our state.

We need safe, sustainable

growth....not just ""packing in"" lots of people for the sake of numbers.
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Are the state politicians listening to the people who live here and looking
at the special considerations of an area....ie. Eugene is a valley.

All we hear are #'s and increasing the numbers of people but at what cost
to the people, quality of life and environment. Communities like Boulder have
limits on growth.

Questions:

Is there enough water to support the proposed population growth?

All the extra cars in our valley situation....not healthy.

Other concerns-the capacity of the existing roads, schools, services, etc.

Jobs?

Is anyone looking at any of this....to just consider growth and numbers of
people is not enough.

Eugene is too special of a place not to have a definite plan about sustainable
growth.

Sincerely,
Cindy Allen
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 30, 2021 11:06 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Updates

]

I would be informed of all proposed changes in land use to
our R1 zoned neighborhoods.
Thank you.
Cindy Allen, Eugene
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SELSER Lindsay R
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: Middle Housing
Monday, August 30, 2021 8:58:30 AM

From: Debra B <phatmom59@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 6:04 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugeneor.gov>
Subject: Middle Housing
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

I, Debra Blanchard, urge the City Council to ensure that the implementation of
“Middle Housing” does not allow or encourage housing development that
would displace low-income households because of demolitions or significant
increases in monthly rents in their neighborhoods.
Sincerely,

Debra Blanchard
458-221-0720
Jefferson Westside Neighborhood
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SELSER Lindsay R
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: [SWN] End of R1 Zoning in Oregon
Monday, August 30, 2021 8:58:13 AM

From: Scott Landfield <tsunami1@opusnet.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 2:59 PM
To: Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net>
Cc: Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>; Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>; Cindy Allen +
partner Sonny Vestra Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>; Kathy Ging <kathy@kathyging.com>; Jane
Katra <jkatrama@gmail.com>; Lisa-Marie DiVincent <lmdv@efn.org>; Maurya Kaarhus
<siochain@pacinfo.com>; Sonny Vetra <sonnyvetra@gmail.com>; NOBLE Deb (SMTP)
<dnoble4990@aol.com>; Jackdresser Dresser <jack@jdresser.com>; A. Likwornik
<snapshot.wizard@gmail.com>; artie Gilad-Meters <artieg@rltycon.com>; David Monk
<dmonk@efn.org>; southeastneighborsboard <southeastneighborsboard@googlegroups.com>;
South Willamette Neighbors <swneugene@googlegroups.com>; FODOR Eben (SMTP)
<eben@fodorandassociates.com>; Mindy Stone <mindystone1@yahoo.com>; Eugenewestonaprice
Info <info@eugenewestonaprice.org>; Eugene Neighborhoods United <eugene-neighborhoodsunited@googlegroups.com>; camilla@eugeneweekly.com; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>; Rentals <Rentals@EWEB.ORG>;
krista.morien6@gmail.com; Krista Rojas <kristalrojas@yahoo.com>; Susan Klein
<susanluvseugene@juno.com>; Alan Stein <alan@stargateeugene.com>; Pamela Driscoll
<pamelacypress@yahoo.com>; chironguy@pacinfo.com; Dennis Hebert
<dnns_hebert@yahoo.com>; SORENSON Pete <pete.sorenson@co.lane.or.us>
Subject: Re: [SWN] End of R1 Zoning in Oregon
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Glad to be a part of this Important Group.
BCCs are also nice.
Scott, Tsunami

On Aug 26, 2021, at 2:40 PM, Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net> wrote:
As a former employee for a County Planning Dept., where i worked in the SF Bay Area if
R-1 were to be repealed there, there would be an army of property owners climbing all
over them and this would never go through.
High density/ infill and smart development (high density urban) is the mantra of
planners to deal with housing issues. The bubbles and the Great Recession have been
and continue to have the FED feed first $40 billion a month in free money and now
$120B/mo since LOCKDOWN. That's 13 years of free money with an already fabulously
wealthy 1% that has so much money it doesn't know what to do except buy up real
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estate investment, particularly homes, for rental income. This massive displacement of
wealth and power has disenfranchised the bottom 90% of society into paycheck to
paycheck rentier serfdom.
The only long term fix is to place limits to poverty (1x) and to income and wealth (5x)
and recycle/upcycle the rest into a Public Coomons that serves all the people and has
plenty of good paying jobs with bennies.
My experience is people in OR are politically passive and don't pay attention while they
trust politicians. Big mistake. We need to be on them like glue 24/7.
Imho.
-sandy
On 8/26/2021 2:08 PM, Ron-Janet Bevirt wrote:
A related matter: for folks in Ward 2.
We had Matt Keating at our most-recent Southwest Hills NA, Board
Meeting.
He is a politician through and through. He can mouth empty/meaningless
words
endlessly. It is a total waste of time listening to anything he says.
Nevertheless,
he is our Council representative. Beat on him with messages re the
horrors
the Eugene Propaganda Department is trying to foist over and above the
requirements from the State of Oregon.
Hello to folks I have not seen in a long time!
Ron
On Thu, Aug 26, 2021 at 12:54 PM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
wrote:
Friends,
I'll add more to this thread later. For now, be sure to explore:
Eugene Housing Facts – Evidence-based information to promote
housing affordability (housing-facts.org)
Tips on taking action at:
Action – Eugene Housing Facts (housing-facts.org)
And read this great article I just came across. Alissa Pier is on the
Executive Committee of the Minneapolis Planning Commission:
Guest Column: Looking at Minnesota Should Give California Pause in
New Housing Bills - myBurbank.com
The Eugene Planning Commission is completely clueless!
-- Paul
_________________

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

On Thu, Aug 26, 2021 at 10:40 AM 'Cindy Allen' via South Willamette
Neighbors <swneugene@googlegroups.com> wrote:
Oregon was the first state in the nation to repeal R1 zoning (singleresidence
zoning.) I was shocked when heard this. I looked on the internet
and this
seems to still be the case.   WHY WAS THIS DONE?
I feel very concerned-if someone can explain to me why this will not
problemI wish they would do so.
To me-this has huge ramifications. Is this even
constitutional....""trumping""
long-existing city and local neighborhood regulations? Do you want
a 3-story
or more next to your home.   Could this be the end-eventually, of
single-family
home ownership...is that the goal?
I see all the hi-rises going up in our city....""stack 'en pack"" on
steroids and
""red flags"" are going off.
I know there is much happening but we shouldn't be distracted from
something
as important as the ending of R-1 housing in our state.    We need
safe, sustainable
growth...not just ""packing in"" lots of people for the sake of
numbers.
Are the state politicians listening to the people who live here and
looking
at the special considerations of an area....ie. Eugene is a valley.
All we hear are #'s and increasing the numbers of people but at what
cost
to the people, quality of life and environment. Communities like
Boulder have
limits on growth.
Questions:
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Is there enough water to support the proposed population growth?
All the extra cars in our valley situation....not healthy.
Other concerns-the capacity of the existing roads, schools, services,
etc.
Jobs?
Is anyone looking at any of this....to just consider growth and
numbers of
people is not enough.
Eugene is too special of a place not to have a definite plan about
sustainable
growth.
Sincerely,
Cindy Allen
-You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google
Groups "South Willamette Neighbors" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it,
send an email to swneugene+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/swneugene/673347158.189586
6.1629999617117%40mail.yahoo.com.
-You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google
Groups "South Willamette Neighbors" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send
an email to swneugene+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/swneugene/CANFo4g1fthsqLJ%2B5eYnuC0Gij4djiCUe7tg9TcvfQyUytOg5w%40mail.gmail.co
m.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
SELSER Lindsay R; HARDING Terri L
Fwd: Question #4. Regarding HB 2001 code amendments for Willamette Greenway Permit
Tuesday, August 24, 2021 6:17:35 PM

Hey Jeff,
Another question for you. CC’ing TH and LS to keep them in the loop.
Sophie
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 3:31:08 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Question #4. Regarding HB 2001 code amendments for Willamette Greenway Permit
[EXTERNAL

]

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.
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.”
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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
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]
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(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:

SELSER Lindsay R
Tuesday, August 24, 2021 3:26 PM
HARDING Terri L; MCGINLEY Sophie E; GEPPER Jeffrey A
HANSEN Alissa H
FW: Property Zoning De-regulation

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Just keeping folks in the loop as these come in. I think we can track these and look for potential FAQs. There is
opportunity for a response if we so choose.
~Lindsay
From: laguz3hedi@gmail.com <laguz3hedi@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 11:22 AM
To: MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene‐or.gov>; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Property Zoning De‐regulation

[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Mayor, City Councilors and City Manager:
I am writing to urge you to reject the City Planner's proposals for
property zoning de‐regulation in Eugene, which goes far beyond what is
required by the State legislators' new requirements.
I live in the Friendly Neighborhood, which is a prime location for
developers, if allowed by the proposed zoning de‐regulations, to buy up
single family affordable housing and build much larger, multi‐unit
complexes. There is nothing that will prevent these developers from
charging the high rents or sales costs of apartments and condos, as
evidenced already in our neighborhood with fairly recent condos and
townhouses on the outskirts. Your proposed non‐regulations will not
result in low‐cost or middle‐cost rents. If you want to address that issue,
perhaps some rent control would be helpful.
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The water and sewage systems in neighborhoods like mine are not built
for additional multi‐unit development.
I am also concerned about the impact of infilling property lots with
multiple dwellings with no requirements for parking. This will impact our
streets with them being lined with parked cars and excessive traffic,
which is dangerous for the young and the elderly. Our streets are already
full of potholes without the additional traffic. Having no regulations
about height or placement will impact our ability to grow our own food
by shading our garden spaces. This will also adversely impact those with
lower incomes. Allowing tree removal without restriction will impact our
air quality and the liveability of our neighborhoods.
I completed the survey which was sent out, which I found to be a really
unbalanced, biased survey in the way the questions were formed. It was
designed to support the proposal the Planning folks were already
promoting. I read they did a telephone survey of 29 people. 29 people in
the whole city??? Again, it appears to me and many of my
acquaintances that the "fix is in." I hope we are mistaken and you all will
take a second look and figure out a plan which meets the minimum
requirements of the state legislation and does not go beyond it.
I do not have a problem with someone being able to build one tiny home
or small living unit in their backyard, with a requirement for a parking
space for it and with height restrictions. I have huge objections to the
way the Eugene Planning Department and the City Council seem to be a
run‐away train zooming toward destruction of our wonderful
neighborhoods.
Sincerely,
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2

Batch 1

Page 35 of 60

Tricia Hedin
1180 W. 27th Avenue
Eugene, OR 9740
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HANSEN Alissa H; HARDING Terri L; MCGINLEY Sophie E
Re: MH Code question #2 re Lot, Parcel, & Development Site
Monday, August 23, 2021 11:22:34 AM

]

Mayor and Councilors,
I urge you to spend just a few minutes "down in the weeds" on what staff has proposed and the
EPC seems to have endorsed.
You'll get a first glimpse of how extreme and badly conceived the staff recommendation is.
You'll also see that staff doesn't really even know their own code.
Paul Conte
_________________

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

On Mon, Aug 23, 2021 at 10:21 AM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Good Morning Paul,

Below are responses to the three questions you asked a two weeks ago. I appreciate your
patience while I got back to you on these questions.

---

COUNCILORS: The staff response is obviously bass-ackwards and incorrect: "Cottage Clusters
and other middle housing are not multiple-unit dwellings. ... two fourplexes located on the
same lot would be considered “Multi-Unit Development.” The correct code to accomplish the
staff's conclusion would be: "Other than developments that comprise only cottage clusters or
only row houses, all dwellings in developments of five or more dwellings are subject to
maximum density standards and the requirements of Multi-Unit Developments."

The code is also seriously deficient in dealing with other interpretative contortions that a
developer could take to avoid density limits and other standards, particularly by jiggering lot
lines and ownership in a set of adjacent lots. These serious flaws are just the tip of the
iceberg. As an expert at code-writing, I've identified numerous technical problems with the
code amendments written by Angelo Planning Group (APG),who apparently didn't assign a
qualified person to produce workable code amendments. (See also the comments on Question
#3.) And, obviously, Eugene Planning Division staff have either not done a careful review of
the APG code amendments or staff lacks the competence to identify all the flaws. This is just
one of the many problems that have occurred because the City Manager and Planning Director
have allowed the Planning Division staff to work behind a wall insulating them from
meaningful engagement of citizens who don't agree with staff's deregulatory agenda.
I will be submitting further questions to staff to confirm additional flaws in the code
amendments they are recommending.
Question (Comment) #1: “Where in the code are the limits on what dwelling types and
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number are allowed on lots of certain larger sizes.
Examples:
•                     A 4,500 s.f. lot allows a fourplex. Can two fourplexes be placed on a 9,000
s.f. lot?
•                     Since a quadplex would not count in density calculations, can there be a
fourplex and a "Single Detached Dwelling" on a 4,500 s.f., lot?
There are many other cases, but these two should be adequate to help understand what the
proposed code would allow.”

Staff Response: The proposed code amendments define (EC 9.0500) Multi-Unit Dwellings as,
“One or more buildings on a single lot or parcel containing 5 or more dwellings The dwelling
may share common walls, common roofs, or common foundations or may be detached.
Multiple unit dwellings include condominium and apartment units without regard for
ownership. Cottage Clusters and other middle housing are not multiple-unit dwellings.” Based
on this definition and your example, two fourplexes located on the same lot would be
considered “Multi-Unit Development” and subject to the requirements applied to Multi-Unit
developments. As such, it would no longer be defined as Middle Housing and subject to the
provisions that apply to Middle Housing.

---

COUNCILORS: The fact that "middle housing can be developed on ... [multi-lot] development
sites" is a major loophole for extreme development. See the comments for Question #1.

Question (Comment) #2: “The Land Use Code has highly inconsistent uses of the terms: Lot,
Parcel and Development Site.
•                     A "Lot" is specifically a unit of land created by a subdivision.
•                     A "Parcel" is specifically a unit of land created by a partition.
•                     A "Development Site" may be two or more contiguous "Lots of Record."
In many instances, a code criteria refers to "lot," but in practice is applied to parcels, as well
as development sites.
In the proposed code, the definitions for Duplex, Triplex, and Fourplex all have the phrase "on
a single lot or parcel."
Does this mean strictly "on ONLY a single lot or parcel" or "on a single lot, parcel, or
development site"?”

Staff Response: Thanks for your comments on this. The draft code shared with the Planning
Commission in July is not final. Our team is currently working through a legal review, in which
we’re discussing and flagging these types of issues before initiating the public review and
adoption process. We will be sure look into this issue as we prepare the final set of draft code
amendments to kick off the official Land Use Code Amendment (legislative) process.
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In regards to your specific question, the following definitions current exist within Eugene’s
Land Use Code at EC 9.0500:
Development Site. A tract of land under common ownership or control, either
undivided or consisting of two or more contiguous lots of record. For the purpose of
land use applications, development site shall also include property under common
ownership or control that is bisected by a street or alley.
Legal Lot. A lot of record that has boundary lines that were established: (A) Through a
partition or subdivision procedure, (B) By a deed that was signed before April 2, 1962,
or (C) Through approval of an application to validate a unit of land consistent with
ORS 92.176.
Legal Lot Lines. The property boundaries of a legal lot.
Lot. A unit of land that is created by the subdivision of land as provided for in this
land use code. Otherwise, the words “lot” and “parcel” are used interchangeably.
(Note: See also definition of “Parcel,” “Legal Lot,” and “Lot of Record.”)
Lot and Parcel. For purposes of the S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone
provisions at EC 9.3600 through 9.3640, “lot” and “parcel” are used interchangeably in
all cases, and both terms mean a “Legal Lot,” as defined in EC 9.0500.
Parcel. A unit of land that is created by the partition of land as provided for in this
land use code. See also “Lot of Record,” “Legal Lot,” and “Lot.”
The definition of “Lot”, as well as the special definition for “Lot and Parcel”, make note that
the terms “lot” and “parcel” may be used interchangeably outside of the partition and
subdivision process. The current code is applied in such a way that a every lot has the ability
to develop in accordance with the land use permitted in the applicable zone. The definition
for “Development Site” could be either a single “lot” or multiple “lots” under common
ownership. Therefore, under the proposed definitions, middle housing can be developed on a
lot/parcel and development sites.
STAFF: One technical omission in the statement. The standard definition for "Parcel" does not
specify that " 'lot' and 'parcel' are used interchangeably".

---

COUNCILORS: Staff has confirmed my calculations and conclusion. Do you really think
citizens want "Lot Coverage" to no longer be a meaningful standard for the great number of
standard residential lots?

Question (Comment) #3: “My understanding of the proposed code for "Middle Housing"
setbacks and lot coverage in the R-1 Zone is that: On lots up to 9,000 square feet, almost the
entire lot area within the setbacks could be covered by structures.

I assume the "Lot Coverage" is limited to a maximum of 70% of the entire lot size. Using 10
feet for the front setback and 5 feet for all interior setbacks (assuming the rear of the lot is
not on an alley), I calculate the following results:
Lot Size

/ % of area within setbacks that can be covered (rounded)

9,000 s.f. / 95%
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7,000 s.f. / 98%
5,900 s.f. (or smaller) / 100%
If my calculations are correct, this would essentially demonstrate that a "Maximum Lot
Coverage" of 70% is essentially meaningless for most R-1 Zone lots, including lots that
allow Duplexes, Triplexes and Quadplexes. It would appear that any "plex" would be
allowed to cover pretty much the entire area within the setbacks.”

Staff Response: Below is a table containing the total area of Setbacks and Building Area,
which can be used as a simplified example based on a standard lot. Assumptions include: R-1
Zoning, 10’ front yard setback, 5’ interior yard setback, rectilinear lot shape, single frontage,
non-flag lot, Lot Frontage=Lot Width. I have provided two scenarios to demonstrate that the
amount of frontage impacts the calculation, and recognizing that irregularly shaped lots would
have different impacts on these calculations compared to rectangular lots. Based on the 50foot frontage, your calculations appear to be correct.

Lot Coverage. That portion of a lot which, when viewed directly from above, would be
covered by a building or structure, or any part thereof, except that the following structures
or parts of structures shall themselves not be included in calculating lot coverage: (A) Any
part of a structure without a roof. (B) Roof eaves. (C) Carports, porches, and balconies that
are open at least 50 percent of their respective perimeter. The percentage calculation for
adjacent carports, porches, and balconies that are separated by a common wall shall be
determined individually for each carport, porch, or balcony.

Lot Size (Square
Feet)
2250.0
3500.0
4500.0
5000.0
5900.0
7000.0
9000.0
11000.0
13500.0
2250.0
3500.0
4500.0
5000.0
5900.0
7000.0
9000.0
11000.0
13500.0

Width
(Feet)
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0

Depth
(Feet)
45.0
70.0
90.0
100.0
118.0
140.0
180.0
220.0
270.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

22.5
35.0
45.0
50.0
59.0
70.0
90.0
110.0
135.0
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Setback Area (Square Foot)
Total (% of
Front Rear Side
Lot)
500
250
300
47%
500
250
550
37%
500
250
750
33%
500
250
850
32%
500
250 1030
30%
500
250 1250
29%
500
250 1650
27%
500
250 2050
25%
500
250 2550
24%
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
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500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500

75
200
300
350
440
550
750
950
1200

70%
49%
40%
37%
33%
29%
25%
22%
20%

Buildable
Area
Total (% of
Lot)
53.3%
62.9%
66.7%
68.0%
69.8%
71.4%
73.3%
74.5%
75.6%
30.0%
51.4%
60.0%
63.0%
67.1%
70.7%
75.0%
77.7%
80.0%
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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.

From: GEPPER Jeffrey A
Sent: Friday, August 6, 2021 4:14 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: HANSEN Alissa H <AHansen@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>;
MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: MH Code question #2 re Lot, Parcel, & Development Site

Hi again Paul,

You’re certainly seeing a lot of emails from me today. I saw you submitted several MH
questions to Sophie McGinley over last day or so. We receive many inquiries regarding the
numerous projects we have and do our best to fulfill them in a timely and accurate manner.
Noting that you submitted several, we will consolidate your middle housing questions (3 so
far) and give you a full response to them soon. Given the complexity of these code
amendments, we typically require several different staff or legal review to answer these types
of questions to ensure we provide a detailed and correct answer. We’ll touch base soon.

Thanks,

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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Sophie
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 5, 2021 4:51:06 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: MH Code question #2 re Lot, Parcel, & Development Site

[EXTERNAL

]

Sophie,

The Land Use Code has highly inconsistent uses of the terms: Lot, Parcel and Development
Site.
A "Lot" is specifically a unit of land created by a subdivision.
A "Parcel" is specifically a unit of land created by a partition.
A "Development Site" may be two or more contiguous "Lots of Record."
In many instances, a code criteria refers to "lot," but in practice is applied to parcels, as well
as development sites.

In the proposed code, the definitions for Duplex, Triplex, and Fourplex all have the phrase "on
a single lot or parcel."

Does this mean strictly "on ONLY a single lot or parcel" or "on a single lot, parcel, or
development site"?

Thank you.

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

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Paul Conte
HANSEN Alissa H; HARDING Terri L; MCGINLEY Sophie E
RE: MH Code question #2 re Lot, Parcel, & Development Site
Monday, August 23, 2021 10:21:00 AM

Good Morning Paul,
Below are responses to the three questions you asked a two weeks ago. I appreciate your patience while I got
back to you on these questions.
--Question (Comment) #1: “Where in the code are the limits on what dwelling types and number are allowed
on lots of certain larger sizes.
Examples:
•                     A 4,500 s.f. lot allows a fourplex. Can two fourplexes be placed on a 9,000 s.f. lot?
•                     Since a quadplex would not count in density calculations, can there be a fourplex and a "Single
Detached Dwelling" on a 4,500 s.f., lot?
There are many other cases, but these two should be adequate to help understand what the proposed code
would allow.”
Staff Response: The proposed code amendments define (EC 9.0500) Multi-Unit Dwellings as, “One or more
buildings on a single lot or parcel containing 5 or more dwellings The dwelling may share common walls,
common roofs, or common foundations or may be detached. Multiple unit dwellings include condominium
and apartment units without regard for ownership. Cottage Clusters and other middle housing are not
multiple-unit dwellings.” Based on this definition and your example, two fourplexes located on the same lot
would be considered “Multi-Unit Development” and subject to the requirements applied to Multi-Unit
developments. As such, it would no longer be defined as Middle Housing and subject to the provisions that
apply to Middle Housing.
--Question (Comment) #2: “The Land Use Code has highly inconsistent uses of the terms: Lot, Parcel and
Development Site.
•                     A "Lot" is specifically a unit of land created by a subdivision.
•                     A "Parcel" is specifically a unit of land created by a partition.
•                     A "Development Site" may be two or more contiguous "Lots of Record."
In many instances, a code criteria refers to "lot," but in practice is applied to parcels, as well as development
sites.
In the proposed code, the definitions for Duplex, Triplex, and Fourplex all have the phrase "on a single lot or
parcel."
Does this mean strictly "on ONLY a single lot or parcel" or "on a single lot, parcel, or development site"?”
Staff Response: Thanks for your comments on this. The draft code shared with the Planning Commission in
July is not final. Our team is currently working through a legal review, in which we’re discussing and flagging
these types of issues before initiating the public review and adoption process. We will be sure look into this
issue as we prepare the final set of draft code amendments to kick off the official Land Use Code Amendment
(legislative) process.
In regards to your specific question, the following definitions current exist within Eugene’s Land Use Code at
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EC 9.0500:
Development Site. A tract of land under common ownership or control, either undivided or consisting of
two or more contiguous lots of record. For the purpose of land use applications, development site shall
also include property under common ownership or control that is bisected by a street or alley.
Legal Lot. A lot of record that has boundary lines that were established: (A) Through a partition or
subdivision procedure, (B) By a deed that was signed before April 2, 1962, or (C) Through approval of
an application to validate a unit of land consistent with ORS 92.176.
Legal Lot Lines. The property boundaries of a legal lot.
Lot. A unit of land that is created by the subdivision of land as provided for in this land use code.
Otherwise, the words “lot” and “parcel” are used interchangeably. (Note: See also definition of
“Parcel,” “Legal Lot,” and “Lot of Record.”)
Lot and Parcel. For purposes of the S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone provisions at
EC 9.3600 through 9.3640, “lot” and “parcel” are used interchangeably in all cases, and both terms
mean a “Legal Lot,” as defined in EC 9.0500.
Parcel. A unit of land that is created by the partition of land as provided for in this land use code. See
also “Lot of Record,” “Legal Lot,” and “Lot.”
The definition of “Lot”, as well as the special definition for “Lot and Parcel”, make note that the terms “lot”
and “parcel” may be used interchangeably outside of the partition and subdivision process. The current code
is applied in such a way that a every lot has the ability to develop in accordance with the land use permitted in
the applicable zone. The definition for “Development Site” could be either a single “lot” or multiple “lots”
under common ownership. Therefore, under the proposed definitions, middle housing can be developed on a
lot/parcel and development sites.
--Question (Comment) #3: “My understanding of the proposed code for "Middle Housing" setbacks and lot
coverage in the R-1 Zone is that: On lots up to 9,000 square feet, almost the entire lot area within the setbacks
could be covered by structures.
I assume the "Lot Coverage" is limited to a maximum of 70% of the entire lot size. Using 10 feet for the front
setback and 5 feet for all interior setbacks (assuming the rear of the lot is not on an alley), I calculate the
following results:
Lot Size / % of area within setbacks that can be covered (rounded)
9,000 s.f. / 95%
7,000 s.f. / 98%
5,900 s.f. (or smaller) / 100%
If my calculations are correct, this would essentially demonstrate that a "Maximum Lot Coverage" of 70% is
essentially meaningless for most R-1 Zone lots, including lots that allow Duplexes, Triplexes and Quadplexes. It
would appear that any "plex" would be allowed to cover pretty much the entire area within the setbacks.”
Staff Response: Below is a table containing the total area of Setbacks and Building Area, which can be used as
a simplified example based on a standard lot. Assumptions include: R-1 Zoning, 10’ front yard setback, 5’
interior yard setback, rectilinear lot shape, single frontage, non-flag lot, Lot Frontage=Lot Width. I have
provided two scenarios to demonstrate that the amount of frontage impacts the calculation, and recognizing
that irregularly shaped lots would have different impacts on these calculations compared to rectangular lots.
Based on the 50-foot frontage, your calculations appear to be correct.
Lot Coverage. That portion of a lot which, when viewed directly from above, would be covered by a building or
structure, or any part thereof, except that the following structures or parts of structures shall themselves not be
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included in calculating lot coverage: (A) Any part of a structure without a roof. (B) Roof eaves. (C) Carports,
porches, and balconies that are open at least 50 percent of their respective perimeter. The percentage
calculation for adjacent carports, porches, and balconies that are separated by a common wall shall be
determined individually for each carport, porch, or balcony.

Setback Area (Square Foot)
Lot Size (Square
Feet)
2250.0
3500.0
4500.0
5000.0
5900.0
7000.0
9000.0
11000.0
13500.0
2250.0
3500.0
4500.0
5000.0
5900.0
7000.0
9000.0
11000.0
13500.0

Width
(Feet)
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0

Depth
(Feet)
45.0
70.0
90.0
100.0
118.0
140.0
180.0
220.0
270.0

Front
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500

Rear
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250

Side
300
550
750
850
1030
1250
1650
2050
2550

Total (% of Lot)
47%
37%
33%
32%
30%
29%
27%
25%
24%

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

22.5
35.0
45.0
50.0
59.0
70.0
90.0
110.0
135.0

1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500

75
200
300
350
440
550
750
950
1200

70%
49%
40%
37%
33%
29%
25%
22%
20%

Buildable
Area
Total (% of
Lot)
53.3%
62.9%
66.7%
68.0%
69.8%
71.4%
73.3%
74.5%
75.6%
30.0%
51.4%
60.0%
63.0%
67.1%
70.7%
75.0%
77.7%
80.0%

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.

From: GEPPER Jeffrey A
Sent: Friday, August 6, 2021 4:14 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: HANSEN Alissa H <AHansen@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>; MCGINLEY
Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: MH Code question #2 re Lot, Parcel, & Development Site
Hi again Paul,
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You’re certainly seeing a lot of emails from me today. I saw you submitted several MH questions to Sophie
McGinley over last day or so. We receive many inquiries regarding the numerous projects we have and do our
best to fulfill them in a timely and accurate manner. Noting that you submitted several, we will consolidate
your middle housing questions (3 so far) and give you a full response to them soon. Given the complexity of
these code amendments, we typically require several different staff or legal review to answer these types of
questions to ensure we provide a detailed and correct answer. We’ll touch base soon.
Thanks,
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.

Sophie
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 5, 2021 4:51:06 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: MH Code question #2 re Lot, Parcel, & Development Site
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Sophie,
The Land Use Code has highly inconsistent uses of the terms: Lot, Parcel and Development Site.
A "Lot" is specifically a unit of land created by a subdivision.
A "Parcel" is specifically a unit of land created by a partition.
A "Development Site" may be two or more contiguous "Lots of Record."
In many instances, a code criteria refers to "lot," but in practice is applied to parcels, as well as
development sites.
In the proposed code, the definitions for Duplex, Triplex, and Fourplex all have the phrase "on a
single lot or parcel."
Does this mean strictly "on ONLY a single lot or parcel" or "on a single lot, parcel, or development
site"?
Thank you.
-- Paul
_________________

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

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Thursday, July 8, 2021 9:54 AM
Debra Watts
HARDING Terri L; FLOCK Gabriel
RE: New Middle Housing Project

That is essentially correct. There is a lot of nuance and ongoing developments in the realm of Middle Housing. We
haven’t begun the official adoption process yet, so it is not possible to know exactly where Eugene’s land use code will
land. That said, the Middle Housing state law will require a duplex to be allowed on any lot where a single‐family
dwelling is allowed. So, yes, you could develop a duplex on those lots.
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.

From: Debra Watts <wattsldebra@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 8, 2021 9:49 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>; FLOCK Gabriel <GFlock@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Re: New Middle Housing Project

[EXTERNAL

]

Thanks Jeff,
I am just seeing this email now! Sorry I didn't notice that you responded.
Thanks for the clarification.
So with the new middle housing. I can potentially make a single family home (even in the university neighbourhood)
into a duplex if the requirements are met (lot size, parking etc). So instead of building an ADU I can build an attached
living area?
We do have 2 properties on alleys. One is a corner lot.
I will take a look at the draft code to see what is necessary.

Thanks!
Deb Watts
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On Tue, Jul 6, 2021 at 8:16 AM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov> wrote:
Good Morning Deb,

Thanks for reaching out. I am helping to manage the City’s ADU compliance with state law, which has an more
information here: https://www.eugene‐or.gov/764/Land‐Use‐Code‐Amendments. On this page, you can see the most
recent package of Code Amendments being considered by Council: https://www.eugene‐
or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/61463/2021‐Draft‐Ordinance‐‐‐Clean?bidId=

An Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) is only permitted as an accessory use to a Single‐Family Dwelling (SFD). As the
definition of “Middle Housing” does not include SFDs, there really isn’t any overlap between the ADU process and the
Middle Housing process. For example, a Duplex or Triplex is not permitted an ADU, because they are not defined as a
SFD. That said, we will have to ensure that two code updates work in concert with one another when have the final
version of code prepared.

Regarding your specific question about ADUs in the University neighborhoods, the size limitations are based upon
previous direction from the City Council to try and limit the impact on those neighborhood. This is consistent with
previous decisions and code provisions that have been applied to those neighborhoods in an attempt to limit the
expansion of student focused housing and protect the single family nature of the area. To the best of my knowledge,
the more strict provisions for ADUs and the neighborhood protection measures were primarily driven by neighborhood
involvement and testimony.

To summarize the current standards (9.2751(17)(c) starting on Page 9 of the draft ordinance) proposed for the
university areas, it is as follows:
 Lot coverage, same as R‐1, except roof eaves are counted.
 ADU Building Size:
o Lots less than 9,000 sf: 600 square feet or less for an ADU
o Lots greater than 9,000 sf: 800 square feet or less for an ADU
 Building Height: Same as other ADU standards across the City.
 Minimum Attachment: Same as other ADU standards.
 Maximum Bedrooms: If primary dwelling has 3 or fewer bedrooms, the ADU can have 2 bedrooms. If the

primary has 4 or more bedrooms, the ADU is limited to 1 bedroom.

In other parts of the City, ADUs can be either 800 square feet OR 10% of the lot area, whichever is smaller. So, unless
your lot is greater than 8,000 square feet, a lot in other areas of the City is restricted by the 10%, rather than the 8,000
square foot allowance. As an example, if a Lot is 5,000 square feet, you would be permitted a 500 square foot ADU
(10%) in other areas of the City, and allowed a 600 square foot ADU in the University Areas. Knowing this, the lots that
are impacted by this limitation in the University Area are those between 6,000 square feet and 9,000 square feet.
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That was a bit of an information dump. Please let me know if you would like more help regarding this topic.

Cheers,

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.

From: Debra Watts <wattsldebra@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 5, 2021 10:32:27 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Fwd: New Middle Housing Project

[EXTERNAL

]

Hi Terri,

Whenever you get a response to respond to my inquiries regarding ADU's.

Glad to see the city is working on all of this and changes are coming.

Housing unfortunately has skyrocketed. It would be nice to have options on properties for the future
generations!! Affordability is going to be very challenging.
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Thanks,

Deb Watts
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Debra Watts <wattsldebra@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jul 5, 2021 at 10:25 AM
Subject: Re: New Middle Housing Project
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>

Thank you Sophie,

I guess my confusion is that the middle housing literature doesn't specifically address ADU (accessory Dwelling Units).

This is what I have on those:

https://www.eugene‐or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/49873/Ord‐20625

So how would this document change with ADU's and middle housing?

I guess what I am looking for is specific code language for ADU's.

Like why can I only build a 600 square foot ADU at my property on ONYX when in other areas of the city it can be 800
square feet.

Thanks for your assistance,

Happy 4th of July!
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Deb Watts

On Wed, Jun 30, 2021 at 10:23 AM MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov> wrote:
Hi Deb,

Thank you for your email. The short answer is that the current draft code language recommends that middle housing
be exempt from special area zone standards. That means that Fairmount, Amazon, and South University would not
have special treatment for middle housing. If you’d like to go more in depth, that approach is outlined in this Planning
Commission packet and was discussed during the Monday June 28th Planning Commission work session (video here).

Throughout June, the project team shared the draft code language with the Planning Commission for their input
before spending the summer developing code recommendations and the adoption package. After we assemble the
adoption package, we will revisit Planning Commission in August with an update before beginning the public hearings
process in September. We’re hoping that the Planning Commission will make their recommendation to City Council in
October with City Council public hearings kicking off in November.

All that to say that no decisions have been made yet and there’s opportunities for your voice to be included! I’ll be
sure to share your input with the project team and am happy to share more ways for you to engage. In the meantime,
you are welcome to sign up for the project interested parties list.

I am always happy to chat and listen or answer questions. If there is any additional information I can provide, please
let me know.

Best,

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.

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

From: Debra Watts <wattsldebra@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 4:20 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: New Middle Housing Project

[EXTERNAL

]

Good Afternoon,

I have been reading about the Middle Housing Project.

Can you tell me if these new codes will affect the Fairmont, Amazon and South University areas?

I would hope that all R‐1 areas will be included as these 3 areas have been given special treatment that is definitely
not in‐line with the Middle Housing Project!!

I own a house on Alder and I would like to be able to build a secondary dwelling. Presently my lot is not big enough
but under the new proposed rules it would be. That being said because it is in the Amazon neighborhood it would
prevent me from doing so.

Thank you,
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Deb Watts
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Wednesday, June 23, 2021 4:55 PM
HANSEN Alissa H; BRAUD Denny; FREED Brooke A; HAMMOND Laura A; SOMMERS Lauren A
HARDING Terri L; GEPPER Jeffrey A; MCGINLEY Sophie E
FW: Friends of Eugene Neighbors postcard

HI All – This was mailed out to some currently undetermined amount of residents today and was shared with us by a
staff person who received it. I wanted to just share this with you all in case you get questions or hear from residents or
Councilors on this.
~Lindsay
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Sent from my iPhone
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

SEMPLE Emily
Thursday, June 10, 2021 12:38 PM
HANSEN Alissa H
HARDING Terri L; GEPPER Jeffrey A
RE: JW-SAZ

Thank you! This is very helpful. I’ll let you know if I have questions.
From: HANSEN Alissa H <AHansen@eugene‐or.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2021 12:15 PM
To: SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: RE: JW‐SAZ
Hello Councilor Semple‐
As I mentioned in my previous email, I asked the Middle Housing project team to provide responses to your questions.
Those responses are provided below. At this point in the process, there is proposed draft code language that is based on
a Planning Commission review and recommendation and community outreach. The State’s minimum standards for large
cities also provide sideboards for the proposed code amendments.
Starting next week, the Planning Commission will begin reviewing the draft code language to refine it in advance of the
code amendment adoption process. Nothing is set in stone and there will continue to be opportunities for public input.
The adoption process includes a Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation later this year, followed by a
City Council public hearing, and ultimately City Council adoption. The deadline to comply with HB 2001 is June 30, 2022.
If the City doesn’t have an ordinance in place at that time, then we must apply the State’s model code.

Are these things true/allowable?
1. Remove all maximum density limits on three and four dwelling units on a lot. These can be either
separate, detached dwellings or a “plex.”
2. Allow 3 dwellings on a 3,500 s.f. lot and 4 dwellings on a 4,500 s.f. lot.
The minimum standards for compliance with House Bill 2001 establish that density requirements do not apply to certain
middle housing types. However, there are other ways to achieve density outcomes such as minimum lot size, height, and
lot coverage. Not all lots will allow the development of middle housing types—lots must meet minimum size standards,
first. The State also allows cities to define whether plexes are allowed to be detached, in addition to allowing for
attached. Other communities are also considering allowing detached plexes to offer more flexibility and increase
opportunities for home ownership.
As proposed, triplexes (3 dwellings) and fourplexes (4 dwellings) will not be subject to maximum density standards.
Rather, they will be controlled by lot size. The current recommendation is to allow for triplexes (subject to development
standards) on lots greater than 3,500 square feet and to allow a fourplexes (subject to development standards) on lots
greater than 4,500 square feet. As currently recommended by the Planning Commission, the triplex and fourplex can be
configured as attached or detached buildings. However, regardless of their attached or detached design, the three or
four dwellings will be defined as a triplex or fourplex respectively, and subject to those specific development standards.
Further, you would not be required to develop a triplex or fourplex. You could develop a single‐family home, a duplex, or
a single‐family home and an accessory dwelling unit.
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3. Allow lots where three or four dwellings are built, no matter how small or whether the new lots
have street access or parking.
Recently passed legislation (SB 458) requires that the city allow for the division of all middle housing types, subject to a
limited set of requirements. This new state law does not allow the City to impose requirements beyond those provided
in the new law, including driveways, vehicle access, parking or minimum or maximum street frontage. The middle
housing must meet all of the development standards for the type of housing being built. It is important to note that the
housing would have to retain its middle housing status (if it was approved as a detached triplex and then divided into
three lots, the dwellings would still be considered a triplex, and would not be considered three separate single‐family
dwellings).

4. Allow buildings that are 42 feet high only five feet from adjacent backyards.
The maximum building height for middle housing is proposed to be 35 feet in the R‐1 zone, which is an increase of 5‐feet
from the existing allowance. The additional 7‐foot allowance is only permitted with roof slopes of 6:12 pitch or
steeper. This additional 7‐foot allowance already exists in code. The building heights in the R‐2, R‐3 and R‐4 zone are not
proposed to increase.

5. Allow 60% of the lot to be covered with buildings.
Currently, in the R‐1 and R‐2 zones, the allowable lot coverage is 50 percent. Lot coverage is generally the area of a lot
covered by a structure. As proposed, the Planning Commission recommendation is to increase that allowance to 70
percent lot coverage for duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes and retain the 75 percent lot coverage for rowhouses.

6. Reduce "open space" requirements to a mere 10% of the lot.
Open space requirements apply to land zoned R‐2, R‐3, and R‐4. Open space essentially includes any land on the lot that
is not a building, parking area, or driveway, and the current standard is 20 percent. The current recommendation by the
Planning Commission for middle housing is to reduce the required open space to 10 percent for the zones in which it
applies.

7. Eliminate all off‐street parking requirements.
This is not accurate. Some off‐street parking requirements are proposed to remain, with incentives that would allow no
off‐street parking in certain circumstances.

8. Remove all tree preservation requirements.
This is not accurate. Tree preservation requirements are applied through several different City processes and code
provisions. The primary area of interest are proposed changes within Eugene Code section 9.6880. As proposed, the
amendments would apply the same rules to Middle Housing for tree removal that currently apply to single‐family
dwellings, duplexes, and accessory dwelling units (for lots under 20,000 square feet). Further restrictions and permitting
are included in Eugene Code Chapter 6, in which no amendments are proposed.
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Please follow up if you have additional questions. As always, we are happy to meet with you to further discuss.

Alissa Hansen (she/her) | Planning Director
City of Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Avenue | Eugene Oregon 97401
Phone 541.682.5508
City of Eugene Planning & Development Department offices are operating. To protect the health and wellbeing of our community I may be working
remotely or working non‐traditional hours. We appreciate your patience as our reply to email and voicemail may be slightly more delayed than
normal.
Messages to and from this e‐mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law

From: SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene‐or.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 7, 2021 4:49 PM
To: HANSEN Alissa H <AHansen@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: JW‐SAZ

Hi Alyssa,
How is outreach/communication with JWN going? Their monthly meeting is tomorrow night.
Are these things true/allowable?
1. Remove all maximum density limits on three and four dwelling units on a lot. These can be either
separate, detached dwellings or a "plex."
2. Allow 3 dwellings on a 3,500 s.f. lot and 4 dwellings on a 4,500 s.f. lot. (I live on a 3500 with small
set‐back. It’s a big house but 3 houses would be tight.)
3. Allow lots where three or four dwellings are built, no matter how small or whether the new lots have
street access or parking. (There is no minimum lot size? Todd Boyle’s 1,000 lot size would work.)
4. Allow buildings that are 42 feet high only five feet from adjacent backyards). (Wow, that’s close and
crowded. There goes any privacy and sunlight.)
5. Allow 60% of the lot to be covered with buildings.
6. Reduce "open space" requirements to a mere 10% of the lot. (That seems like enough room left for a
sidewalk.)
7. Eliminate all off‐street parking requirements.
8. Remove all tree preservation requirements. (You can cut down all the trees? I don’t remember that.)
Thanks, Emily
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:18 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Fwd: Testimony for PC Meeting | April 13, 2021 [REVISED
2021-04-13-PC-testimony.pdf; Arborlogosmall.tif

Get Outlook for iOS
From: KNAPP Jennifer L <JKnapp@eugene‐or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2021 10:22:00 AM
To: Matt Hastie <mhastie@angeloplanning.com>; Kate Rogers <krogers@angeloplanning.com>; GEPPER Jeffrey A
<jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>; MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: FW: Testimony for PC Meeting | April 13, 2021 [REVISED
Public comment for tonight.
From: williamRANDALL <bill@arborsouth.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2021 10:04 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>; KNAPP Jennifer L <JKnapp@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Testimony for PC Meeting | April 13, 2021 [REVISED

[EXTERNAL

]

(Minor revision to the text)
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Terri and Jennifer ‐
Attached is a pdf of what I plan on presenting at the PC meeting tonight. I thought a pdf would be nice for the PC to have
as reference moving forward.

billRANDALL
architect/senior principal/csba/leed ap bd+c
p: 541‐344‐3332
380 Lincoln Street
Eugene, Oregon 97401

please consider the environment before printing this email

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

1

Batch 1

Page 59 of 60

MIDDLE HOUSING CODE | TESTIMONY OF BILL RANDALL, ARBOR SOUTH
Here are my observations and thoughts regarding the Model Code as currently written. Some
of my thoughts are based on looking at the “what ifs” as an architect/designer and some are
based on our previous experience trying to make the Code work in unique settings.
Many infill lots that are poised for providing missing middle housing are undeveloped or under
developed for a reason: they often have unique characteristics (narrow, odd shapes, etc) that
don’t easily fit the Code requirements.
As we know, “one size does not fit all.”
—————————————————
FOLLOWING ARE MY RECOMMENDATIONS:
• On parcels fronting streets classified as Arterials or Major Collectors: Allow parking between
the building and the street outright. Require minimum 10 ft setback from the street and
landscaping to some level (such as L-2) between the parking and the street.
The reasoning is parking fronting an Arterial or Major Collector has less "neighborhood/
walking" impact for buildings and entries facing the street. Especially when we design and lay it
out with a common courtyard, creating a "neighborhood" among the units. The busier the
street, the more this seems to make sense. Look at Blossom Cottages on River Road as an
example.
• On parcels that have 120 ft or wider street frontage on Neighborhood Collectors or Local
Streets: If the parcel has 120 ft or wider street frontage, the parking may be located between
the buildings and the street, not to exceed 50% of the width of the street frontage. This is
what the current Code is recommending. Require minimum 10 ft setback from the street and
landscaping to some level (again, such as L-2) between the parking and the street.
• On parcels less than 120 ft street frontage on Neighborhood Collectors and Local Streets: If
the parcel has less than 120 ft of street frontage, the parking may be located between the
buildings and the street, but subject to Adjustment Review. Narrow parcels are much harder
to design to meet the proposed Code. The narrowness makes getting behind the buildings
very problematic and creates a long driveway to the rear of the parcel and much more
impervious area. The Adjustment Review process would allow flexibility for the unique aspects
of the development site. Again, the “one size does not fit all” concept.
• On all Parcels: If the parcel abuts an alley, and sufficient width exists for access, the alley must
be used for access, regardless of street classification. Parking may not be located between the
building(s) and the street. But we should still make available the Adjustment Review process
for individual/unique situations.
To summarize, I wanted to really stress how many of the infill lots that are out there are still
vacant for a reason. And oftentimes that’s because they are odd shapes or sizes. I encourage the
Commission to allow flexibility in those instances to encourage middle housing.
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