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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
Eugene Planning Commission; GEPPER Jeffrey A
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Misleading and erroneous Public Notice for Planning Commission Public Hearing
Thursday, October 21, 2021 7:47:25 PM

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1
The "Eugene Planning Commission / Notice of Public Hearing" provided erroneous
and substantially misleading information.
1. The section "Procedures & Approval Criteria" has a misleading heading. The
Planning Commission does not "approve" anything.
2. The content of this section misleads any person interested in testifying with the
following erroneous statement:
"In making a recommendation on the request to City Council, the Planning
Commission will address the relevant approval criteria from the Eugene Code
(EC), at EC 9.7735 and 9.8065. Testimony and evidence submitted should be
directed toward the applicable approval criteria from the Eugene Code noted
above, or other criteria in the City's adopted plans or land use regulations that
the person testifying believes to apply to the decision."
The Planning Commission is not limited in any way, and isn't even required to
consider, "relevant approval criteria from the Eugene Code (EC), at EC 9.7735 and
9.8065.
Testimony and evidence is not limited in any way to "the applicable approval
criteria from the Eugene Code noted above, or other criteria in the City's adopted
plans or land use regulations."
As a whole, this section would create an unmistakable (and mistaken) impression on
an ordinary citizen that testimony -- and particularly evidence -- other than as
identified in this section would not affect the Planning Commission's
recommendation.
The Planning Commission can and should consider all evidence, argument, and
opinions related to the proposed impacts, merits, legality, practicality, and any
other aspect that would influence the Planning Commission's recommendation.
The City lost a Court of Appeals case (in the second of CoA appeals in the "Oakleigh
Meadow Cohousing PUD" process) for a misleading Planning Commission notice.
The error in this notice would likely mislead some individuals to not submit
testimony that otherwise would be allowed and should be considered by the
Planning Commission. While it's debatable how the Court of Appeals might judge
this error, the City should "do the right thing," as well as avoid the risk of a remand
for prejudicing the substantial rights of individuals.
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The City should resend the notice with an accurate section on ""Procedures & Scope
of Testimony."
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

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

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
SEMPLE Emily
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Ted Coopman
Clarifications of staff response to your questions regading HB 2001 and the S-JW Special Area Zone
Thursday, October 21, 2021 4:45:56 PM
Clarification of staff responses to Councilor Semple HBA 2001 questions.pdf

]

Councilor Semple,
On June 7th you requested the Planning Director to provide responses to questions
you had regarding the effects on the "JW-SAZ" of staff's recommendation for code
amendments to implement HB 2001. I think the Planning Director would understand
you were asking about impacts in the Jefferson Westside (JW) Special Area Zone
(SAZ).
On June 10th, the Planning Director provided you with a series of responses that
varied from less-than-direct, evasive, or patently false.
I've attached a PDF document that staff finally produced in response to my public
records request. In this document, I've clarified and, where necessary, corrected,
the Planning Director's responses.
As you will see, either completely or in substance, all the questions would have
been answered "Yes" in a candid and forthcoming response.
The Planning Director also withheld the most important item in staff's proposal -- to
essentially kill all the S-JW Zone's development standards that were a result of a
multi-year, extensive public engagement, and which were approved unanimously by
the City Council. Instead, staff is recommending that the S-JW (and S-C) standards
revert to the R-2 Zone, which was documented as allowing extremely incompatible
and destabilizing infill development.
I hope this document will confirm for you how extreme the recommendations by
CIty staff are, and how staff is persisting in attempting to "hide the ball" from you,
other councilors, and the public.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Paul Conte
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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The following provides the Planning Director's responses to questions from Councilor Semple regarding the staff
proposal for HB 2001 code amendments. These are annotated with concise comments in red.

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.” True and allowable.
2. Allow 3 dwellings on a 3,500 s.f. lot and 4 dwellings on a 4,500 s.f. lot. True and allowable.
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. True and allowable.
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. True and allowable.
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. Actually, 70% is allowable.
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. True and allowable.
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. True in almost all of the S-JW and S-C SAZs
and many other R-1 aras. Staff's response is deceptively incomplete.
"(EC 9.6410(6)(b) Proximity to Transit. Zero off-street parking spaces are required for middle housing
development sites within 0.25 miles of a frequent transit route shown in Figure 9.0500."
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. True for developments of 4 dwellings or fewer. Staff's response
is deceptively incomplete -- single-family dwellings do not have tree protections in the current code.
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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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SELSER Lindsay R
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: Removal of Land use code ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6) for Amazon neighborhood
Friday, October 22, 2021 9:30:41 AM

From: Christine Ratchinsky <cratchinsky@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2021 3:46 PM
To: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@eugene.or.gov; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Removal of Land use code ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6) for Amazon neighborhood
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Dear City Council,
I want to submit testimony to the council to request to remove the special code requirements for
the Eugene Amazon neighborhood ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6).
This ordinance allows only one plumbing fixture for Accessory Buildings in the Amazon
neighborhood.
My understanding is that the Fairmont and South University neighborhoods are also affected with
this restriction.
Recently I looked into adding plumbing to an existing Accessory building under 200 square feet in my
backyard in the Amazon neighborhood.
I was shocked to find out that only one plumbing fixture is allowed in my neighborhood for
Accessory Buildings.
Almost every other neighborhood in the area is allowed at least two water fixtures for Accessory
Buildings.
This restriction was put into place without my knowledge or consent.
I know overall there have been recent changes and more allowances in the land use code
amendments for Accessory Dwelling Units, so why is the Amazon neighborhood still limited to just
one plumbing fixture with Accessory Buildings?
I discovered that this ordinance of one plumbing fixture limit is even in place for buildings that have
undergone legal permitting as a "detached bedroom".
I'm just appalled that this ordinance was even thought up. What were people actually thinking? How
is this helping anyone?
When I asked most neighbors in the Amazon area about this restricted ordinance, most people were
unaware of it. When they heard that there is this requirement/ordinance for the Amazon
neighborhood, and that any Accessory Buildings can only have one water fixture, they're not only
surprised but dismayed.
The few neighbors that are actually aware and approve of this restriction are generally coming from
a place of fear of not wanting the neighborhood to fill up with "undesirables", wanting to restrain
both buildings and people. Basically it is the idea of "not in my backyard".
I'm sorry, but this attitude is very limited, isolating and elitist.
This is a divisive and restricted way of thinking in the world at a time in which there needs to be
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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more connection, infill and affordable housing.
I am requesting that this land use code for the Amazon neighborhood ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6)
be removed completely for Accessory Buildings.
This ordinance should also be removed from all neighborhoods in Eugene during these times of
limitation and restricted affordable housing.
I am requesting that the city councilor Alan Zelenka for Ward 3 in the Amazon neighborhood contact
me about this to discuss making these changes that will improve our corner of the world.
Thank you very much, Christine Ratchinsky
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
Eugene Planning Commission; GEPPER Jeffrey A
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Neglected policy issues by Planning Division staff re "Middle Housing Code Amendments"
Thursday, October 21, 2021 3:20:44 PM
Public Records Request Form CONTE Gepper.pdf

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 Middle Housing Code Amendments
On September 14, 2021, I submitted the attached formal Public Records Request.
Jeff Gepper is a Senior Planner and member of the "Middle Housing Code
Amendments" project's "Core Team."
After five weeks of delays, Gepper finally produced 44 documents. These
documents were represented as exhaustive and even included documents that were
outside the scope of the request. The 44 documents have been submitted
separately to record separately.
The public, commissioners and City Councilors can reliably determine from these
documents that the Planning Division staff have not done any substantive planning
or work to address any of the following areas of potential negative impacts of their
recommended code, which will increase the density in most of Eugene's residential
areas by over FIVE TIMES.
Short-Term Rentals/AirBnBs
Fire safety
Wildland Urban Interface (WUI)
Wildfire
Fire and Medical Emergency Response
Vision Zero
Pedestrian Safety
Climate change
Tree removal
Demolition of housing that's affordable to low-income households
Eviction of low-income households
Displacement of low-income households
Stormwater management
Sidewalk safety
The staff appears to be working separately on addressing the problem of the
approval criteria for Willamette Greenway Permits not being "clear and objective"
so that the approval criteria are clear and objective and could be applied to the
intensive development allowed by the proposed upzoning. However, I found no
indication that these essential amendments would be proposed for adoption before
or simultaneously with the proposed "Middle Housing" code amendments. Obviously,
such amendments haven't been included in the current code adoption process.
These omissions are not only serious problems for the safety and livability of city
residents, ignoring them is going to lead to appeals to LUBA and the Court of
Appeals, if necessary. The omissions run afoul of complying with Statewide Planning
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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Goals, the comprehensive plan, ADA regulations, EPA regulations, and potentially
other State and Federal regulations.
In addition, because this project constitutes a comprehensive update of the entire
residential land use code, the amendments -- and all the other residential
approval criteria -- are subject to facial challenge as not being "clear and
objective."
Obviously, it would be difficult for all of these issues to be properly addressed prior
to June 30, 2022. Staff and the EPC have been negligent in ignoring numerous
warnings of these issues months ago.
The most pragmatic approach at this late juncture would be to do what should have
been done from the beginning -- pare down the amendments to the minimum
extent of upzoning/deregulation required to comply with HB 2001. (HB 458
requirements would be mostly moot if plexes were not allowed to be detached.)
To plow ahead will inexorably take the City over a cliff and into potentially years of
appeals.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST FORM

Name:

Paul Conte

Address:

Date Requested:

September 14, 2021

1461 W. 10th Ave., Eugene, OR 97402

Telephone/Fax:541.344.2552

E-mail: paul.t.conte@gmail.com

Will this information be used for commercial purposes?

YES

□

NO □
■

Have you contacted any other City of Eugene employee about this
request? If yes, name of employee contacted

Sophie McGinley

Records/Documents Being Requested:
Regarding the City of Eugene "Middle Housing Code Amendments Project" ("the Project"): Please provide records
in electronic form. Limited to 1) public and private mails and public and private text messages to or from Jeff
Gepper, with the exception of to or from Paul Conte or Ted Coopman, after April 1, 2021; and 2) documents
attached to such emails or in Gepper's possession. Exclude records publicly posted on the City website page(s) for
the Project. Produce all such non-exempt records that contain proposals, reviews, discussion, or other content that
is: a) related to one or more of the following subjects and b) has an explicit or otherwise identified connection to the
Project: Short-Term Rentals/AirBnBs; Fire safety; Wildland Urban Interface (WUI); wildfire; Emergency Response;
Vision Zero; Pedestrian Safety; Climate Change; Trees; Demolition; Eviction; Displacement; Stormwater;
Sidewalks; and/or Willamette Greenway. The intent of this request is to obtain relevant materials that are within the
scope of Gepper's activities and communications as a member of the staff that is conducting the Project. Please
provide a list of documents that are claimed to be fully exempt and the basis for the exemption.

Please attach any additional background information that
will help City staff to locate the records requested.

See reverse side for important information about the City of
Eugene’s Public Records Request Policies and Procedures.
For Staff Use

Information provided via
□

Telephone

□

E-mail

□

Letter

REQUEST COMPLETED by
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Information About Obtaining Records

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 192.324(1) authorizes the City to charge fees associated with public
records requests. These fees must be paid before retrieval begins. The requestor will be notified if
costs exceed the written estimate given. A refund will be given if costs are less than estimated. If a
fee is required, per ORS 192.329 (3)(b), the requester has 60 days to pay the fee before the City of
Eugene closes the request.

Per ORS 192.324(2), the City of Eugene shall within 5 business days after receiving the request
acknowledge receipt of the request, or complete the request. This acknowledgement will confirm
that the city is or is not the custodian of the requested document(s), or if there is uncertainty as to
whether the city is the custodian. Per ORS 192.329 (5), the City of Eugene shall as soon as reasonably
possible but not later than 10 days after acknowledgement of receipt of request, complete the
request or provide a written statement that the city is still processing the request with a reasonable
updated time estimate for completion.

While public records requests may be made directly to the City Recorder’s Office, each City
department has a designated Public Record Coordinator who responds to public records requests
submitted to his/her department or division. Requests may be submitted to either City entity. There
are three levels of requests. The City Recorder’s Office or appropriate Public Record Coordinator will
determine what level to assign to a request.

Level 3 Request: Does not require a written request or payment of a fee. Requested document must
be current and readily available, require no duplication, may not be subject to the Public Records
Fee Schedule, and must require no more than 30 minutes of staff time or resources to be made
available. These types of documents are intended for public distribution, such as information
brochures, agendas, permit applications, job applications, election-related petitions, or solicitations
for public comment.
Level 2 Request: Must be made in writing. Requested document(s) are not immediately available in
pre-prepared format. Request must clearly and correctly identify the document(s) needed.
Requested document(s) must be located in a single department or division, may not contain
sensitive, confidential, or privileged information, and do not require attorney review prior to release.
Time and cost estimates will be provided and requestor must pay before document retrieval begins.
Document(s) may be subject to Public Records Fee Schedule (Administrative Order 21-05-06).

Level 1 Request: Must be made in writing. This type of request is complex, requiring extensive
research and compilation of records, and involves multiple staff and/or departments or divisions.
The City Recorder’s Office coordinates Level 1 requests. Because Level 1 requests may contain
sensitive, confidential, or privileged information, they may require attorney review. The request also
may require follow up by staff to identify what is being requested. Time and cost estimates will be
provided and requestor must pay before document retrieval begins. Document(s) may be subject to
Public Records Fee Schedule (Administrative Order 21-05-06).
For more information contact:
City of Eugene, City Recorder's Office
541-682-5042
PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
Fwd: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)
Thursday, October 21, 2021 2:19:59 PM

]

Please confirm the linked-to file has been entered into the record.
Paul Conte
_________________

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

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Oct 21, 2021 at 9:06 AM
Subject: Fwd: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)
To: Eugene Planning Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us>, Jeff Gepper <JGepper@eugeneor.gov>
Please enter this email thread and all documents in the Zip file at the link
provided by Jeff Gepper on October 21, 2021, into the record for CA 21-1 Middle
Housing Code Amendments.
Please confirm.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
541.344.2552
_________________

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

---------- Forwarded message --------From: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Date: Thu, Oct 21, 2021 at 8:12 AM
Subject: RE: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests <PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>,
JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>, RICHARDS Tamara N
<TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>, BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugene-or.gov>
Good Morning Paul,
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Below is a link with the responsive records to your records request from September 15, 2021.

Dropbox Link:
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/ojp39uiwdji2nl3/AAB9F1qSnWYmV06gGRCpRZ9Xa?dl=0

Please let me know if there are any issues accessing the Dropbox folder.

Thank you,

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

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

From: BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 3:19 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>; BROTHERTON Kathryn
<KBrotherton@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests <PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>;
JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>; SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>;
RICHARDS Tamara N <TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>; MEDARY Sarah J
<SMedary@eugene-or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)
Importance: High

Good Afternoon Paul,
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The receipt for your records request is attached. Please reach out to Jeff Gepper if you have
any questions.

Sincerely,
Linda

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

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2021 3:15 PM
To: BROTHERTON Kathryn <KBrotherton@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests <PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>;
JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>; BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugeneor.gov>; SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>; RICHARDS Tamara N
<TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>; MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-or.gov>; GEPPER
Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)

[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Kathryn,

Jeff's recent email is more of his unprofessional behavior -- a changing story and no
accepting of responsibility for not having done a diligent estimation.
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For the record, I am going to pay the additional fee under protest, but I will file a
complaint with the DA if the records the City produces are inflated beyond the
precise scope of my request.

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

On Tue, Oct 19, 2021 at 11:27 AM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Good Morning Paul,

I can confirm that the search I conducted was for materials directly responsive to your
records request as rearticulated by me and confirmed by you on September 20, 2021. (See
email string below for reference). I searched for emails and texts to or from myself as well
as other materials in my possession that have an explicit or otherwise identified connection
with the Middle Housing Code Amendment Project and referenced one or more of the
topics listed within your request (short-term rentals, Willamette Greenway, etc.). My
original estimate assumed records responsive to your request were not particularly
numerous and were only located in one place and therefore would not take much time to
review. As I began to collect the records, I found more responsive records in more locations
than I originally anticipated that I would. Therefore, it ended up taking me longer than I
originally anticipated to collect and review the responsive records.   I can verify that the 4.5
hours I spent responding to your request was specifically spent collecting and reviewing
documents responsive to your request; that is, emails and texts to or from myself as well as
other materials in my possession that have an explicit or otherwise identified connection
with the Middle Housing Code Amendment Project and referenced one or more of the
topics listed within your request (short-term rentals, Willamette Greenway, etc.).

Copied from my previous email: I spent 4.5 hours collecting and reviewing responsive
records, so the cost of responding to your request is a total of $185.89 (4.5 hours of staff
time at $41.31 per hour). Once you pay the difference($103.27) between your initial
deposit($82.65) and the actual cost($185.89), I am ready to send you the records in
electronic form, as you requested. You can make arrangements for payment by contacting
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Page 16 of 462

our administrative staff at 541-682-5675.

Thank you,

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

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

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2021 1:50 PM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests <PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>;
JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>; BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugeneor.gov>; SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>; RICHARDS Tamara N
<TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>; MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)

[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Jeff,

You state: " “has an… otherwise identified connection to the project. That is, it
has a reference to or makes reference of at least one of the many topics you
included within your public records request."

This is clearly not the criterion in my request, which the City confirmed:
that: a) has an explicit or otherwise identified connection to the Middle Housing
Code Amendments Project;
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The scope of your search was apparently far, far broader because you substituted
"topics" I listed, instead of "Middle Housing Code Amendments Project," which is
what I stated, and the City confirmed.

I do not have to pay for hours you may have spent searching for records that were
not within the scope of my request.

My request should have taken much less time.

The City needs to make the appropriate adjustment to the hours expended. Even
though I believe my request could have been fulfilled in less time, I am willing to
accept the two hours that was originally estimated and paid for.

Thank you,

Paul Conte

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

On Thu, Oct 14, 2021 at 11:09 AM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
wrote:
Good Morning Paul,

You are correct that there is not many materials that have an “explicit”
connection, as you defined yesterday. The materials that have been identified
as responsive materials would primarily fall into the category of “has an…
otherwise identified connection to the project.” That is, it has a reference to
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or makes reference of at least one of the many topics you included within your
public records request. As I stated previously, I initially estimated that it would
take me two hours to collect and review the records. However, when I began
searching for records I realized that responsive records were stored in more
locations than I initially thought. This required review of materials to ensure all
responsive records that had an explicit or otherwise identified connection to
the project are included within the responsive documents.

I’ll reiterate that I spent 4.5 hours collecting and reviewing responsive records,
so the cost of responding to your request is a total of $185.89 (4.5 hours of staff
time at $41.31 per hour). Once you pay the difference($103.27) between your
initial deposit($82.65) and the actual cost($185.89), I am ready to send you the
records in electronic form, as you requested. You can make arrangements for
payment by contacting our administrative staff at 541-682-5675.

Thank you,

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

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

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 4:09 PM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests
<PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>; JANISCH Amy C
<AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>; BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugene-or.gov>; SEMPLE
Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>; RICHARDS Tamara N <TNRichards@eugeneor.gov>
Subject: Re: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)

[EXTERNAL ⚠]
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Jeff,

You didn't respond to my request below. Please do.

After what transpired with you and the "IP list," I have doubts that this material
and the hours expended weren't actually within the limitations of my public
records request, particularly the constraint "has an explicit or otherwise
identified connection to the Project."

"Explicit" would require that the record itself expresses a specific connection to
the "Middle Housing Code Amendments Project." "Identified" would require
some other record, perhaps a separate document that is part of the "Middle
Housing Code Amendments Project," to make a specific connection between
a record (within the scope of the request) and the "Project."

From prior staff responses to HB 2001-related questions, there has
appeared to be a dearth of material.

A more substantive explanation than "it took longer than I estimated" would
be appreciated.

Thank you,

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

On Wed, Oct 13, 2021 at 1:09 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
wrote:
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Good Afternoon Paul,

I am responding to your email because I am the one who provided the
estimated time and also was performing most of the search and review of
responsive and potentially responsive materials. The City collected records
responsive to your public records request dated September 15, 2021, for the
following:

Regarding the City of Eugene "Middle Housing Code Amendments
Project" ("the Project"): Please provide records in electronic form.
Limited to 1) public and private mails and public and private text
messages to or from Jeff Gepper, with the exception of to or from Paul
Conte or Ted Coopman, after April 1, 2021; and 2) documents attached
to such emails or in Gepper's possession. Exclude records publicly
posted on the City website page(s) for the Project. Produce all such
non-exempt records that contain proposals, reviews, discussion, or
other content that is: a) related to one or more of the following
subjects and b) has an explicit or otherwise identified connection to
the Project: Short-Term Rentals/AirBnBs; Fire safety; Wildland Urban
Interface (WUI); wildfire; Emergency Response; Vision Zero; Pedestrian
Safety; Climate Change; Trees; Demolition; Eviction; Displacement;
Stormwater; Sidewalks; and/or Willamette Greenway. The intent of
this request is to obtain relevant materials that are within the scope of
Gepper's activities and communications as a member of the staff that
is conducting the Project. Please provide a list of documents that are
claimed to be fully exempt and the basis for the exemption. [The
City’s understanding of your request, as confirmed by you, is
highlighted in the emails below.]

The City is in possession of 498 pages of non-exempt records responsive to
your request. Those records will be provided to you once you have paid the
difference of $103.27 between your initial deposit and the actual cost of staff
time spent collecting and reviewing the records responsive to your request. I
initially estimated that it would take me two hours to collect and review the
records. However, when I began searching for records I realized that
responsive records were stored in more locations than I initially thought. In
the end, I spent 4.5 hours collecting and reviewing responsive records, so the
cost of responding to your request is a total of $185.89 (4.5 hours of staff
time at $41.31 per hour). Once you pay the difference($103.27) between
your initial deposit($82.65) and the actual cost($185.89), I am ready to send
you the records in electronic form, as you requested. You can make
arrangements for payment by contacting our administrative staff at 541-6825675.

You will not be provided 63 pages of responsive records because they contain
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information exempt from disclosure under ORS 192.345(9)(a) and ORS 40.225
(attorney-client privileged information). You may seek review of the City’s
decision on your public records request pursuant to ORS 192.415.

Thank you,

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

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

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 7, 2021 2:48 PM
To: RICHARDS Tamara N <TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests
<PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>; JANISCH Amy C
<AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>; BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugene-or.gov>;
GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>; SEMPLE Emily
<ESemple@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)

[EXTERNAL ⚠]
I think you'll understand my surprise at more than double the estimate.

It is also hard to understand the volume of records, since to date there has
been almost nothing to indicate substantial work on the listed topics as part
of the HB 2001 code amendment project.

Considering those concerns, would you please provide me a concise
description of what the production comprises?
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Thank you.

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

On Thu, Oct 7, 2021 at 2:16 PM RICHARDS Tamara N <TNRichards@eugeneor.gov> wrote:
Good afternoon Paul, Unfortunately, due to the volume of records that
needed to be reviewed for this request it took staff a total of 4.5 hours to
complete. This is 2.5 hours above the estimated deposit received leaving a
balance of $103.27.

You can make arrangements for payment by contacting our administrative
staff at 541-682-5675. Please note that staff is consulting with the City
Attorney’s office regarding the responsive documents and they anticipate
them to be available by Tuesday, October 12th.

Best regards,

Tamara Richards
Admin Analyst/Executive Assistant
Planning & Development
City of Eugene
TNRichards@eugene-or.gov
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541.682.8817

City of Eugene – Planning & Development Department offices are
operating. In order 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.

From: BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 8:32 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>; Paul Conte
<paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests
<PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>; RICHARDS Tamara N
<TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>; JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)
Importance: High

Good Morning Paul,

Your receipt is attached. Please reach out to Jeff Gepper with any
questions you may have.

Sincerely,
Linda

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

From: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 12:14 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests
<PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>; RICHARDS Tamara N
<TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>; JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>;
BAKER Linda S <LSBaker@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)

Hi Paul,

Amy had to leave today unexpectedly, but was planning on providing a
response with a time estimate for your request.

With your confirmation of our understanding below for your public records
request from September 15, 2021, we estimate 2 hours to fulfil this
request with the responsive records. Once the City receives your deposit of
$82.65 (2 hours of staff time at $41.31 per hour), staff will begin collecting
the responsive records. As always, if the deposit exceeds the actual cost of
collecting the records, the difference will be refunded to you. You can
make arrangements for payment by contacting our administrative staff at
541-682-5675, and the best time to call is between 8am and 12pm.

Thank you,

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

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Page 25 of 462

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

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2021 2:19 PM
To: JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Public Records Requests
<PUBLICRECORDSREQUESTS@ci.eugene.or.us>; RICHARDS Tamara N
<TNRichards@eugene-or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Level 2: Middle Housing Code Amendments Project (Conte)

[EXTERNAL ⚠]
Yes, this is correct. -- Paul

On Mon, Sep 20, 2021, 12:59 PM JANISCH Amy C <AJanisch@eugene-or.gov>
wrote:

Paul,

The City has received your public records request, dated September 15,
2021, for the following records.

Regarding the City of Eugene "Middle Housing Code Amendments
Project" ("the Project"): Please provide records in electronic form.
Limited to 1) public and private mails and public and private text
messages to or from Jeff Gepper, with the exception of to or from
Paul Conte or Ted Coopman, after April 1, 2021; and 2) documents
attached to such emails or in Gepper's possession. Exclude records
publicly posted on the City website page(s) for the Project.
Produce all such non-exempt records that contain proposals,
reviews, discussion, or other content that is: a) related to one or
more of the following subjects and b) has an explicit or otherwise
identified connection to the Project: Short-Term Rentals/AirBnBs;
Fire safety; Wildland Urban Interface (WUI); wildfire; Emergency
Response; Vision Zero; Pedestrian Safety; Climate Change; Trees;
Demolition; Eviction; Displacement; Stormwater; Sidewalks;
and/or Willamette Greenway. The intent of this request is to
obtain relevant materials that are within the scope of Gepper's
activities and communications as a member of the staff that is
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conducting the Project. Please provide a list of documents that are
claimed to be fully exempt and the basis for the exemption.

Before staff provides a time estimate, I want to make sure that I
understand the scope of your request. Please let me know if the
statements below adequately capture your request. If you believe the
statements below do not capture your request, please let me know what
is missing. Once I understand the scope of your request, staff will
provide you with a cost and time estimate for responding to the request.

It is my understanding that you are requesting: Emails and texts dated
April 2, 2021, through September 15, 2021 (the date of the request), sent
or received by Jeff Gepper, including any attachments, that contain
proposals, reviews, discussion, or other content that: a) has an explicit or
otherwise identified connection to the Middle Housing Code Amendments
Project; and b) is related to one or more of the following subjects: ShortTerm Rentals/AirBnBs; Fire safety; Wildland Urban Interface (WUI);
wildfire; Emergency Response; Vision Zero; Pedestrian Safety; Climate
Change; Trees; Demolition; Eviction; Displacement; Stormwater;
Sidewalks; and/or Willamette Greenway.

It is my understanding that you are also requesting documents other than
emails or texts in Jeff Gepper’s possession that contain proposals,
reviews, discussion, or other content that: a) has an explicit or otherwise
identified connection to the Middle Housing Code Amendments Project;
and b) is related to one or more of the following subjects: Short-Term
Rentals/AirBnBs; Fire safety; Wildland Urban Interface (WUI); wildfire;
Emergency Response; Vision Zero; Pedestrian Safety; Climate Change;
Trees; Demolition; Eviction; Displacement; Stormwater; Sidewalks;
and/or Willamette Greenway. It is my understanding that there are no
date limitations on this portion of the request.

It is my understanding that you are not requesting: emails or texts sent to
or received from Paul Conte or Ted Coopman. You are also not
requesting materials available on the City’s website for the Middle
Housing Code Amendments Project.

Sincerely,
Amy Janisch
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AGENDA
Phone: 541-682-5481
www.eugene-or.gov/pc

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

MONDAY, APRIL 26, 2021 – Regular Meeting 11:30 am to 1:30 pm
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS UPDATE
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?

HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
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Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
April 26, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments Update (Implementation of House Bill 2001)

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission is asked to provide feedback on draft land use code
recommendations for the Middle Housing Code Amendments project. This meeting will continue the
Commission’s review of the draft code, focusing on standards for triplexes, quadplexes, and rowhouses,
in addition to affordability strategies within the land use code.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places across the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply. This work session is a follow up to the April 13, 2021 work session, where the
Commission discussed draft recommendations for overall code approach, duplexes, cottage clusters,
and Special Area Zones.
At this meeting, the Commission will have an opportunity to learn about the project team’s
recommendations for triplexes, quadplexes, and rowhouses. In addition, we will discuss how selected
code standards like lot size and parking requirements may influence housing affordability at each of the
implementation levels of Allow, Encourage, and Incentivize.
Draft code recommendations on these topics have been developed in response to the public input
gathered from October 2020 through February 2021, as well as technical analysis of the state rules
adopted in December, economic feasibility analysis, and check-ins with the Planning Commission.
April Outreach Update
At the Commission’s April 13 work session, a comprehensive February Outreach Report was presented
and discussed. That outreach informed the creation of draft code language, incorporating the strong
theme of landing between the Encourage and Incentive approaches for most code standards.
April outreach is underway to gather feedback on the draft code language. The Healthy Democracy
panel is meeting on April 20, 22, and 27, 2021. Developer focus groups are being planned for the last
week of April and first week of May. The Local Partners and Boards and Commissions RoundTables will
meet on April 29, and the Equity RoundTable will meet the first week of May. All these groups will
consider how well the draft code language supports the project’s values and principles, as well as how
well the code supports housing affordability.
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As a reminder, the principle that was most strongly prioritized by the 741 respondents to the middle
housing survey was “Equity and Access to Housing,” followed by “Housing of All Shapes and Sizes” and
“Vibrant Neighborhoods.”
A participant of the Equity RoundTable, Mark, will be joining the Commission at this meeting to share
observations from the Equity meetings and continue to elevate the voices of underrepresented
communities in this process.
Triplexes, Quadplexes, and Rowhouses
Draft recommendations for triplexes, quadplexes, and rowhouses are included in Attachment A. This
attachment contains draft code recommendations for all of the housing types and is an updated version
of the memo attached to the April 13, 2021 packet.
Attachment A walks through the recommendations for standards such as lot size, height, setbacks, and
parking for duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses. Where updated
information has been included since the April 13 work session materials were distributed, it is noted
with the word UPDATE at the beginning of the paragraph. The team will walk through the
recommendations for triplexes, quadplexes and rowhouses during the meeting, note any recent
feedback gathered from the April outreach meetings, and ask for Planning Commission feedback to
refine the recommendations.
Affordability Strategies
As described in Attachment B, ECONorthwest analyzed some of the draft code recommendations to
assess their impact on housing affordability. The analysis considers the impacts of varying development
regulations, including lot size and parking requirements, on small rental units. The purpose is to
determine how the City’s code choices can increase the affordability of middle housing development.
The conclusions state that “the Encourage and Incentivize code provisions related to reducing minimum
lot size and minimum parking requirements for middle housing positively impact the feasibility and
affordability of smaller rental units. These units would be affordable to households between 71% and
94% of AMI, generally earning less than $60,000 per year.”
ECONorthwest staff will be at the meeting to answer questions about this new analysis and economic
feasibility in general.
NEXT STEPS
The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to engage
community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene. Additionally, the overall
project schedule for the current phase is included below. At the next Planning Commission meeting on
May 17, 2021, the project team will walk through revised code language recommendations for all the
middle housing types, as well as other land use code and plan amendments needed to complete the
adoption package. We will ask for Planning Commission feedback and guidance as we move forward
with presenting a project update to the Eugene City Council on May 24, 2021.
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ATTACHMENTS
A. Summary of Draft Code Amendments (All Housing Types)
B. Affordability Analysis Memo

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment A
LAND USE PLANNING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

Summary of Draft Code Amendments – All Middle Housing Types
Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
D AT E

April 19, 2021

TO

Eugene Planning Commission

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

CC

City of Eugene Middle Housing Project Team
Ben Weber and Emma-Quin Smith, SERA
Becky Hewitt and Tyler Bump, ECONorthwest
Julie Fischer, Cogito

This memorandum summarizes initial draft code amendments as part of the Eugene Middle Housing Code
Amendments project. The memo has been updated to reflect draft recommendations for all middle
housing types. We will be reviewing initial code recommendations at two Planning Commission (PC) work
sessions on April 13 and 26. The April 13 meeting focused on the Project Team’s recommendations related
to duplexes, cottage clusters, and Special Area Zones, and followed up on the key code issues that were
discussed at the March 9 PC work session. The April 26 meeting will focus on recommendations related to
triplexes, fourplexes, and townhouses.
Input received at the April 13 and 26 work sessions will be incorporated into a revised draft of the code
amendments. The PC will have the opportunity to review that revised code amendments package at the
May 17 work session. The team is scheduled to deliver an “adoption-ready” draft set of code and policy
recommendations by the end of June. However, the City will continue to seek input on and revise these
draft amendments. In the latter half of the year, City staff will manage revisions, prepare an adoption
package, and bring the middle housing code amendments through the local adoption process.

Table of Contents
Key Decision Points ............................................................................................................................................ 2
Duplex ................................................................................................................................................................ 5
Cottage Cluster ................................................................................................................................................... 9
Triplex and Fourplex ......................................................................................................................................... 18
Rowhouse ......................................................................................................................................................... 27
Special Area Zones ........................................................................................................................................... 34
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Key Decision Points
At the March 9 work session, the Planning Commission provided input on some key questions that the
Project Team was considering in drafting code amendments. Following is a summary of the team’s
recommended approach in the draft amendments regarding each of these questions.
1. Which approach to code writing should Eugene use overall, recognizing there may be some
variation among specific standards? ALLOW, ENCOURAGE, INCENTIVIZE?
Recommendation: There has been overwhelming support for landing between the ENCOURAGE
and INCENTIVIZE levels of implementation from the Planning Commission as well as from the online
survey, Healthy Democracy, and the Roundtable meetings. The Project Team generally recommends
the ENCOURAGE approach, plus INCENTIVIZING middle housing near transit corridors with a few
key standards—such as lot size and parking.
The proposed geography for applying the INCENTIVIZE approach is within ¼ mile of frequent transit
lines. This methodology would be consistent with the methodology for Transportation SDC
incentives (see light green area in the map below).
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2. Which approach should the City use for lot sizes and base zone development standards such as lot
coverage, height, setbacks, parking, etc.?
Recommendation: As noted above, the Project Team generally recommends the ENCOURAGE
approach for most base zone development standards such as minimum lot size, lot coverage, and
height. However, for some standards (such as minimum setbacks), the team recommends the
ALLOW approach, which would keep existing standards for middle housing that match those
standards that apply to existing single-family detached housing in the same zone. In addition, the
Team recommends the INCENTIVIZE approach to promote middle housing development near transit
corridors by relaxing certain key standards in those areas—lot size, height, and minimum parking.
More detail about specific recommended standards is provided below.
3. Which approach should the City use for design standards (outside of Special Area Zones) —apply
the Model Code or be less restrictive?
Recommendation: In general, the Project Team recommends applying standards adapted from the
Model Code. The Model Code includes a modest set of design standards that are already fairly
flexible. Therefore, the team does not recommend relaxing the standards much further. Doing so
likely would have very few impacts on where middle housing would be located and very limited
impacts on financial feasibility or affordability.
Relative to the existing code, adapting Model Code design standards would add requirements in
some places (e.g., articulation standards for rowhouses), but would remove requirements in other
places (e.g., removing the alley access requirement for rowhouses, and subjecting triplexes and
fourplexes to less restrictive standards compared to the current the Multi-Family standards).
However, areas where design standards could be even further relaxed, if desired, are identified
below.
4. Should the City permit detached plexes?
Recommendation: Pursuant to the ENCOURAGE approach, the Project Team recommends allowing
both attached and detached duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes. This would promote maximum
flexibility while also encouraging preservation of existing single-family detached homes by allowing
detached units to be added to a lot.
UPDATE: A questions was raised at the April 13 PC work session about the difference between a
detached duplex and a single-family dwelling with a detached accessory dwelling unit (ADU). The
main thing that distinguishes an ADU from a duplex is unit size; ADUs are limited to 800 square feet
or 10% of the lot area, whichever is smaller, whereas duplex units have no such limit (and none is
proposed). Because of ADUs’ limited size, they are eligible for certain incentives, including system
development charge (SDC) reductions. Eugene is also working on pre-approved plans for ADUs that
would facilitate the permitting process and reduce costs. In addition, state law prohibits cities from
requiring off-street parking for an ADU. These are all factors that might compel a property owner to
permit a second unit on their property as an ADU, rather than a duplex.
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5. Should the City allow cottages on individual lots?
Recommendation: Also pursuant to the ENCOURAGE approach, the Project Team recommends
allowing both single-lot and individual-lot cottage cluster development. Allowing cottages on
individual lots provides opportunities more affordable fee-simple homeownership, while allowing
cottages on a single lot provides opportunities for both rentals and condominium ownership.
6. What is the preferred approach for updating Special Area Zones (SAZs)?
Recommendation: At the March 9 Planning Commission work session, we heard general support
for keeping standards relatively consistent throughout the city and not subjecting middle housing to
special or more onerous standards in SAZs. However, the Project Team is examining each SAZ more
closely before making a recommendation. The team may recommend individual approaches for
each SAZ. Some SAZs would need only minor tweaks to be compliant with state requirements for
middle housing, and some special design standards may be appropriate in certain zones. However,
other SAZs will require significant revisions to make them compliant with state rules and to remove
barriers to middle housing. More information about options for updating SAZs is provided below.
The Project Team’s recommendations will be included in the next version of this summary memo
(provided before the April 26 work session).
UPDATE: At the April 13 work session, the Planning Commission expressed further support for an
equitable approach to middle housing allowances throughout the city, including in Special Area
Zones. Several PC members recommended the approach of exempting middle housing from special
SAZ standards. A few Commissioners did acknowledge the public process that went into developing
special standards in the SAZs, and advocated for staying true to that process by preserving some
standards that do not limit feasibility for middle housing.
After weighing this input and considering the adopted administrative rules for the House Bill, the
Project Team recommends exempting middle housing from the SAZ standards. The team instead
recommends subjecting middle housing to the most applicable base zone standards, and also to the
new Special Development Standards for Middle Housing that is proposed to be added to EC 9.5000.
This way, middle housing will be subject to the same set of siting and design standards throughout
the city. This would ensure that middle housing is equally feasible to build in neighborhoods
throughout the city—at least in terms of the regulatory environment—and would be in keeping
with the community’s overwhelming support for an equitable approach to middle housing
implementation.
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Code Recommendations
The following tables summarize proposed code amendments for each middle housing type. The tables are organized by the “levels of
implementation” framework—identifying potential standards according the ALLOW, ENCOURAGE, and INCENTIVIZE approaches. We’ve identified
the Project Team’s recommended approach for each standard or topic area, where there are choices to make. These tables are intended to
represent the “packages” approach to lot size, lot coverage, height, parking, other development standards that was discussed at the March 9 PC
work session.

Duplex

EC 9.0500 Definitions

ALLOW

ENCOURAGE

INCENTIVIZE
(near transit)

Keep duplex definition as attached
units. Revise to clarify that units are
on a single lot.

Revise definition to allow both
attached and detached units.

Same as ENCOURAGE

No change—duplexes already
permitted in R zones.

Revise housing type description
to reflect detached duplex
allowance.

*Recommended Approach*

EC 9.2700 Residential Zones
Land Use and Permit
Requirements (9.2740)

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*
Special Use Limitations (9.2741)

Remove note (4) with lot size and
location limitations for duplexes.

Same

Same

Density

Exempt duplexes from maximum
density.

Same

Same

Maximum Height

Keep current standards:

Development Standards (9.2750)

•
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•

R-2: 35 ft

•

R-3: 50 ft

•

R-4: 120 ft

•

R-1: 35 ft (+ 7 ft for pitched
roof)

•

R-1 near transit: 35 ft (+ 7
ft for pitched roof)

•

R-2 – R-4: (no change)

•

R-1 elsewhere: 30 ft (+ 7 ft
for pitched roof)

•

R-2 – R-4: (no change)

*Recommended Approach*
Minimum Setbacks

Keep current standards in R-1 – R-4:

R-1 – R-4:

•

Front Yard: 10 ft

•

Front Yard: 5 ft

•

Interior: 5 ft

•

Interior: 5 ft

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*
Maximum Lot Coverage

Keep current standards:

Increase allowance for duplex:

•

R-1 – R-2: 50%

•

R-1 – R-2: 60%

Further increase allowance
near transit

•

R-3 – R-4: N/A

•

R-3 – R-4: N/A

•

R-1 – R-2 near transit: 70%

•

R-1 – R-2 elsewhere: 60%

•

R-3 – R-4: N/A

*Recommended Approach*
Minimum Open Space

Keep current standard in R-2 – R-4:
20% open space -- Applies to all
development in these zones, so
complies with OAR.

Reduce to 10% or remove.

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*

Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750 (9.2751)
(15) Driveways and Parking
Areas.
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Neighborhoods in R-1, and
restrictions in R-3 and R-4.
*Recommended Approach*
(18) Alley Access Lots in R-1.

Allow duplexes on alley access lots
(currently only single-family is
permitted).
Keep existing limits on building size
(800 sf / 10% of lot) and height (18 ft
+ sloped setbacks).

Increase the building size and/or
height allowances for duplexes so
they’re more feasible to build
(e.g., increase maximum building
size to 1,200 sf and allow 2
stories).

Keep current standards:

Reduce lot area for duplex:

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*

Lot Standards (9.2760)
Lot Area Minimum

•

Standard Lots (R-1 – R-4): 4,500 sf •

Standard Lots: 3,000 sf

Further reduce lot area near
transit:

•

Small Lots (R-2 – R-4): 2,250 sf

Small Lots: (no change)

•

Standard Lots near transit:
2,250 sf

•

Standard Lots elsewhere:
3,000 sf

•

Small Lots: (no change)

•

*Recommended Approach*
Flag Lots

Keep existing lot area minimum:
6,000 sf

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

Lot Width / Frontage Minimum

Keep current standards:

Same as ENCOURAGE

•

R-1: 50 ft

Reduce width/frontage for
duplex:

•

R-2 – R-4: 35 ft

•

R-1: 35 ft

•

R-2 – R-4: (no change)

*Recommended Approach*
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Special Standards for Table
9.2760 (9.2761)

Remove housing mix maximum for
duplexes in subdivisions.

Same as ALLOW

Same as ALLOW

Small Lot Standards for R-2, R-3,
and R-4 Zones (9.2770)

Add note stating that duplexes are
permitted on small lots.

Same as ALLOW

Same as ALLOW

Duplex Division Lot Standards
(9.2777)

Keep current standards:

Reduce area/dimension
standards:

Same as ENCOURAGE

NOTE: These recommendations
may change based on the
outcome of proposed legislation
(SB 458/ HB 2283), which would
mandate the allowance of land
divisions for middle housing.

•
•
•

Existing lot area minimum: 8,000
sf

•

Resulting lot width minimum: 40
ft

Existing lot area minimum:
4,500 sf

•

Resulting lot area minimum:
3,600 sf

Resulting lot width minimum:
20 ft

•

Resulting lot area minimum:
2,250 sf

*Recommended Approach*

EC 9.6400 Motor Vehicle
Parking and Loading

Keep current minimum: 1 space per
unit

1 space per unit; allow on-street
parking credit 1

Minimum Off-Street Parking
(9.6410)

•

Near transit: 0 spaces per
unit

•

Elsewhere: 1 space per
unit

•

Allow on-street parking
credit everywhere1

*Recommended Approach*

Design Standards (outside
SAZs)

N/A
(City can only apply the same
standards that apply to single-family

Same

Same

1 The on-street credit would be provided only in areas or situations where on-street parking is available and feasible for residents of duplexes. For example, it would not be an option
on streets where on-street parking is not allowed or available and may not be an option in areas with metered or permit parking on-street.
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detached dwellings, but Eugene has
no design standards for SFD)

Cottage Cluster
General / Development Standards

ALLOW

ENCOURAGE

INCENTIVIZE
(near transit)

Add a new definition of “cottage
cluster” that is consistent with the
HB 2001 definition. Define as units
on a single lot.

Keep the definition flexible as to
whether cottages are on a single lot
or individual lots.

Same as ENCOURAGE

Land Use and Permit
Requirements (9.2740)

Add cottage cluster to use table.

Same

Same

Special Use Limitations (9.2741)

N/A

N/A

N/A

Exempt cottage clusters from
maximum density.

Same

Same

EC 9.0500 Definitions

*Recommended Approach*

EC 9.2700 Residential Zones

Development Standards (9.2750)
Density

In R-1, apply a minimum net density
of 4 units per acre (per the HB 2001
definition of cottage cluster). NOTE:
Required minimum lot sizes for
cottage clusters will result in
densities higher than 4 units per
acre.
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Maximum Height

Refer to special height standards for
cottage clusters (see Design /
Special Development Standards
section below).

Same

Same

Minimum Setbacks

Keep current standards in R-1 – R-4:

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

•

Front Yard: 10 ft

•

Interior: 5 ft

*Recommended Approach*
Maximum Lot Coverage

Exempt cottage clusters from lot
coverage requirements, per OAR.

Same

Same

Minimum Open Space

Keep current standard in R-2 – R-4:
20% open space -- Applies to all
development in these zones, so
complies with OAR.

Exempt cottage clusters from open
space requirements, since common
courtyard standards will apply.

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*

Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750 (9.2751)
(15) Driveways and Parking
Areas.

No changes.

Exempt middle housing from
special driveway and parking area
restrictions in Amazon, Fairmount,
and South University
Neighborhoods in R-1, and
restrictions in R-3 and R-4.

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*
Lot Standards (9.2760)
NOTE: Eugene’s lot standards typically control only the creation of new lots. However, the Middle Housing OARs permit cities to use minimum
lot size to regulate on which existing lots middle housing (other than duplexes) is permitted. The lot standards proposed below would regulate
both the creation of new cottage cluster lots and the minimum size of existing lots that could be developed with a new cottage cluster.
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Lot Area Minimum

For cottages on a single lot, add lot
area standards according to
minimum OAR compliance:
R-1 – R-4: 7,000 sf
(No cottage cluster subdivision
permitted.)

Apply reduced lot area:
•

R-1: 6,000 sf

•

R-2 – R-4: none (this would be
consistent with no minimum lot
size for triplex/fourplex)

Further reduce lot area near
transit:
•

R-1 near transit: 4,500 sf

•

R-1 elsewhere: 6,000 sf

•

R-2 – R-4: none

(See below for cottage cluster
subdivision standards.)

*Recommended Approach*
(See below for cottage cluster
subdivision standards.)

Flag Lots

Keep existing lot area minimum:
6,000 sf

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

Lot Width / Frontage Minimum

Keep current standards:

(no change recommended)

Same as ENCOURAGE

•

R-1: 50 ft

•

R-2 – R-4: 35 ft

*Recommended Approach*
Special Standards for Table
9.2760 (9.2761)

N/A

Add note pointing to new Cottage
Cluster Subdivision Lot Standards.

Same as ENCOURAGE

Cottage Cluster Subdivision Lot
Standards (9.2771) (Proposed
new section)

N/A

Establish standards for cottage
cluster subdivisions, similar to EC
9.771 Small Lot Standards and EC
9.777 Duplex Division Standards.
Establish special setbacks for
cottage lots, requirements for
access easements, etc.

Same as ENCOURAGE

Exempt cottage clusters from bike
parking standards.

Same

Same

NOTE: These recommendations
may change based on the
outcome of proposed legislation
(SB 458/ HB 2283), which would
mandate the allowance of land
divisions for middle housing.

EC 9.6100 Bicycle Parking
Standards
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EC 9.6400 Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading
Minimum Off-Street Parking
(9.6410)

Apply minimum of 1 space per unit.

Reduce parking requirements for
smaller units.
Units <1,000 sf: 0 spaces
Units >1,000 sf: 1 per unit
Allow on-street credit.

2

Units <1,000 sf: 0 spaces
Units >1,000 sf near transit:
0.5 per unit
Units >1,000 sf elsewhere: 1
per unit
Allow on-street credit
everywhere.2
*Recommended Approach*

EC 9.6700 Site Development Standards
Recycling and Garbage Screening Exempt small cottage clusters from
(9.6740)
recycling and garbage screening
requirements.

Exempt all cottage clusters (and
other middle housing) from
recycling and garbage screening
requirements.

Same as ENCOURAGE

Underground Utilities (9.6775)

For cottage clusters (and other
middle housing) created by adding
units on a lot with an existing home
that has overhead utilities – exempt
the new units from underground
utility requirements.

Same

Same

EC 9.6880 Tree Preservation

Since SFD is exempt, must also
exempt middle housing from tree
preservation standards.

Same

Same

2 The on-street credit would be provided only in areas or situations where on-street parking is available and feasible for residents of cottage clusters. For example, it would not be an
option on streets where on-street parking is not allowed or available and may not be an option in areas with metered or permit parking on-street.
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Design / Special Development Standards
These standards would be added to a new section in EC 9.5000 Special Development Standards for Certain Uses. The Project Team recommends
applying these in all zones where cottage clusters are allowed, including in SAZs.

ALLOW

ENCOURAGE

Special Development Standards
Number of Dwellings

Per OAR, cities can establish a minimum and maximum number of
cottages per cluster, as long as at least 8 units are permitted to
share one common courtyard. Cities can also limit the number of
clusters per lot (for single-lot development).
ALLOW: Minimum 4; Maximum 8 cottages
Limit to one cluster per lot.

Setbacks

Minimum building separation: 6 feet
Perimeter setbacks and setbacks for individual lots in cottage
cluster subdivision according by base zone standards.

Maximum Building Height

Minimum 4; Maximum 12-16 (or no limit)
No limit on the number of clusters per lot.
*Recommended Approach – Hybrid of
ALLOW and ENCOURAGE: Max 8 cottages
per cluster (per courtyard); no limit on
clusters per lot*
No minimum building separation (allow
building code to control).

*Recommended Approach*

Perimeter and individual lot setbacks: same
as ALLOW.

Limit to 1 or 1.5 stories

Limit to 25 feet or 2 stories
*Recommended Approach*

Maximum Cottage
Footprint

900 sf (per HB 2001 / OAR)
*Recommended Approach*

900 sf; allow additional 200 sf for attached
garage (Model Code approach)

Maximum Floor Area

ALLOW Options:

ENCOURAGE Options:

•

Maximum floor area: 1,200 sf (ensures each unit is equally
limited in scale; could go as low as 900 sf, per OAR)

•

•

Maximum average floor area: 900 sf (provides flexibility for
larger and smaller units)
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*Recommended Approach – Apply both max floor area of 1,200
sf and max average floor area of 900 sf*

•

Maximum average floor area: 1,400 sf
(Model Code approach)

Design Standards: The ALLOW approach would adapt the Model Code design standards. The ENCOURAGE approach would relax the
standards, where appropriate. As noted above, the Model Code includes a modest set of design standards that are already fairly flexible.
The intent of the cottage clusters standards is to promote quality development, create a sense of openness and community of residents,
and enhance the livability, walkability, and safety of the community. There is not much “wiggle room” to apply less restrictive standards than
the Model Code, while still meeting the intent of the standards. As such, the team generally recommends the ALLOW approach here.
• Require cottages to be oriented around a common courtyard.
Cottage Orientation
Don’t require cottages to face the common
(see Figure A below)

•

Cottages must abut the common courtyard or be connected by courtyard, but still require them to abut the
a path.
courtyard or be connected by a path.

•

At least 50% of cottages must face the courtyard and be within
10 feet.

•

Cottages near the street (within 20 ft) can face the street.

*Recommended Approach*
Common Courtyard Design •

Require each cottage cluster to share a common courtyard in
order to provide a sense of openness and community of
residents. Common courtyards must:

Same as ALLOW, except:
•

Require cottages to abut the courtyard
on only one size.

o Be abutted by cottages on at least two sides.

•

Reduce minimum courtyard area (say, to
100 sf per unit).

o Have a minimum width of 15 feet.

•

Allow additional impervious area.

o Contain a minimum of 150 sf per cottage.
o

Be developed with a mix of landscaping, lawn area,
pedestrian paths, and/or paved courtyard area, and may
also include recreational amenities. Impervious elements
of the common courtyard shall not exceed 50% of the total
common courtyard area.

*Recommended Approach*
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Community Buildings

Each cottage cluster may include one community building for the
shared use of residents that provide space for accessory uses such
as community meeting rooms, guest housing, exercise rooms, day
care, or community eating areas.

Reduce limits on size of community
buildings:
• No maximum floor area.
•

Limit size of community buildings in same way as cottages:
• Maximum floor area: 1,400 sf
•

Do not require community building to be
included in average floor area
calculation for cottages.

Include community building in average floor area calculation
for cottages.

*Recommended Approach*
Pedestrian Access

Parking Design
(see Figure B below)

An accessible pedestrian path must be provided that connects the
main entrance of each cottage to the common courtyard, shared
parking areas, community buildings, and public sidewalks. The
path must be hard-surfaced and a minimum of 4 feet wide.
These standards are generally intended to limit the visual impact
of parking areas and garages as viewed from within the cottage
cluster, from the sidewalk, or from adjacent properties—especially
for larger cottage cluster developments.
•

•

Parking can either be clustered or provided with individual
garages/driveways. Parking (both shared and individual) may
or may not be covered.
For clustered parking, the number of contiguous spaces per
grouping is limited, and landscaping is required between each
grouping. Larger developments are allowed more contiguous
spaces per grouping.

•

Parking areas must be setback from street. Screening is
required from the street and from the common courtyard.

•

Garages and carports must not abut the common courtyard.
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Same as ALLOW, except reduce required
width to 3 feet (ADA standard).
*Recommended Approach*
•

Relax the limits on contiguous parking
spaces.

•

Relax parking area setbacks.

•

Exempt attached garages up to 200 sf
from the building footprint calculation.

•

Allow garages or carports to abut no
more than 25% of the courtyard
perimeter.

•

Do not limit size of detached garages.

•

Do not limit garage door width.
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•

Individual detached garages are limited to 400 sf in size.

•

Width of individual garage doors is limited to 20 feet.

*Recommended Approach*
Existing Structures

If new cottages are added to a lot with an existing house (SFD) to
form a cluster, the OAR requires that cities exempt the existing
house from the design standards that would apply to the new
cottages.
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Figure A. Cottage Cluster Orientation and Common Courtyard Standards

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Page
22 of746
Batch

Figure B. Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards
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Triplex and Fourplex
General / Development Standards

EC 9.0500 Definitions

ALLOW

ENCOURAGE

INCENTIVIZE
(near transit)

Keep triplex and fourplex definitions as
attached units. Revise to clarify that
units are on a single lot.

Revise definitions to allow both
attached and detached units.

Same as ENCOURAGE

Revise multi-family definition to exclude
triplexes and fourplexes.

Revise multi-family definition in
same way as ALLOW approach.
*Recommended Approach*

EC 9.2700 Residential Zones
Land Use and Permit
Requirements (9.2740)

No change—triplex and fourplex already
permitted in R zones.

Revise housing type descriptions
to reflect detached unit allowance.

Same as ENCOURAGE

*Recommended Approach*
Special Use Limitations
(9.2741)

Remove notes (5) and (6), which only
permit tri/fourplexes on lots designated
as such in a plat, and prohibit them in
Amazon, Fairmount, and South
University neighborhoods.

Same

Same

Development Standards (9.2750)
Density

Exempt tri/fourplex from maximum
density.

Same

Same

Maximum Height

Keep current standards:

Increase height allowance for
tri/fourplex:

Increase height allowance
only near transit:

•

•

•
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•

R-4: 120 ft

•

R-1 elsewhere: 30 ft (+ 7
ft for pitched roof)

•

R-2 – R-4: (no change)

*Recommended Approach*
Minimum Setbacks

Keep current standards in R-1 – R-4:

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

Keep current standards:

Increase allowance for duplex:

•

R-1 – R-2: 50%

•

R-1 – R-2: 60%

Further increase allowance
near transit

•

R-3 – R-4: N/A

•

R-3 – R-4: N/A

•

R-1 – R-2 near transit:
70%

•

R-1 – R-2 elsewhere: 60%

•

R-3 – R-4: N/A

•

Front Yard: 10 ft

•

Interior: 5 ft

*Recommended Approach*
Maximum Lot Coverage

*Recommended Approach*

Minimum Open Space

Keep current standard in R-2 – R-4:
Reduce to 10% or remove.
20% open space -- Applies to all
*Recommended Approach*
development in these zones, so complies
with OAR.

Same as ENCOURAGE

Lot Standards (9.2760)
ECONorthwest’s analysis of code scenarios for triplexes and fourplexes suggests that the ENCOURAGE and INCENTIVIZE options for minimum
lot size have a significant impact (when paired with reduced parking requirements) on the feasibility and affordability of smaller rental units.
This supports the Project Team’s recommendation for reducing lot size for triplex/fourplex across all residential zones, and further reducing lot
size near transit lines.
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NOTE: Eugene’s lot standards typically control only the creation of new lots. However, the Middle Housing OARs permit cities to use minimum
lot size to regulate on which existing lots middle housing (other than duplexes) is permitted. The lot standards proposed below would regulate
both the creation of new triplex and fourplex lots and the minimum size of existing lots that could be developed with a new triplex or fourplex.
Lot Area Minimum

Revise for minimum OAR compliance.

Apply reduced lot area.

R-1:

R-1:

Further reduce lot area near
transit.

•

Triplex: 5,000 sf

•

Triplex: 4,500 sf

R-1 near transit:

•

Fourplex: 7,000 sf

•

Fourplex: 6,000 sf

•

Triplex: 3,500 sf

•

Fourplex: 4,500 sf

R-2 – R-4: none (consistent with current
code)

R-2 – R-4: none

R-1 elsewhere:
•

Triplex: 4,500 sf

•

Fourplex: 6,000 sf

R-2 – R-4: none
*Recommended Approach*
Flag Lots

Keep existing lot area minimum: 6,000 sf

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

Lot Width / Frontage
Minimum

Keep current standards:

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

•

R-1: 50 ft

•

R-2 – R-4: 35 ft

*Recommended Approach*
Special Standards for Table
9.2760 (9.2761)

Remove housing mix maximum for
triplexes and fourplexes in subdivisions.

Same as ALLOW

Same as ALLOW

EC 9.6100 Bicycle Parking
Standards

Exempt triplexes and fourplexes from
bike parking standards.

Same

Same

EC 9.6400 Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading
NOTE: The Middle Housing OARs generally allow cities to require up to 1 parking space per unit for triplexes and fourplexes, except the
rules further limit the amount of parking that cities can require on smaller lots. The City currently has no minimum lot size requirements
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for triplexes or fourplexes in the R-2 through R-4 zones; therefore, those allowances for smaller lots will need to be reflected in reduced
parking ratios. See the ALLOW column below.
As noted above, ECONorthwest’s analysis supports reducing off-street parking ratios for triplexes and fourplexes, since parking can have a
significant impact on the feasibility and affordability of rental units developed on smaller lots.
Minimum Off-Street Parking
(9.6410)

Apply minimum of 1 space per unit,
except reduce parking ratios on smaller
lots (per OAR requirement):

•

Same as ALLOW option,
except allow on-street
parking credit. 3

•

Near transit: 0 spaces

•

Elsewhere: same as
ALLOW/ENCOURAGE
Allow on-street parking
credit everywhere3

•

Triplex/Fourplex lots under 3,000 sf:
1 space per lot

•

•

Triplex/Fourplex lots 3,000 – 4,999
sf: 2 spaces per lot

*Recommended Approach*

•

Fourplex lots 5,000 – 6,999 sf: 3
spaces per lot

EC 9.6700 Site Development Standards
Recycling and Garbage
Screening (9.6740)

Exempt triplexes and fourplexes from
recycling and garbage screening
requirements.

Same

Same

Underground Utilities
(9.6775)

For triplexes and fourplexes created by
converting or adding units on a lot with
an existing home that has overhead
utilities – exempt the new units from
underground utility requirements.

Same

Same

EC 9.6880 Tree Preservation

Since SFD is exempt, must also exempt
middle housing from tree preservation
standards.

Same

Same

3 The on-street credit would be provided only in areas or situations where on-street parking is available and feasible for residents of triplexes and fourplexes. For example, it would
not be an option on streets where on-street parking is not allowed or available and may not be an option in areas with metered or permit parking on-street.
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Design Standards
These standards would be added to a new section in EC 9.5000 Special Development Standards for Certain Uses. The ALLOW approach would
adapt the Model Code design standards. The ENCOURAGE approach would relax the standards, where appropriate. As noted above, the
Model Code includes a modest set of design standards that are already fairly flexible, and that are generally intended to promote
pedestrian-friendly design. There is not much “wiggle room” to apply less restrictive standards than the Model Code, while still meeting the
intent of the standards—even less so than for cottage clusters. As such, the team generally recommends the ALLOW approach here, given the
importance of the Model Code standards in addressing community goals such as pedestrian connectivity and safety, among others.

ALLOW
Entry Orientation

Apply several options for meeting orientation standard:

(see Figure C - Figure E
below)

•

Face the street

•

45 degree angle from street

•

Open onto porch that faces street

•

Face common open space adjacent to street (would only apply to
detached units)

ENCOURAGE
N/A

*Recommended Approach*
Windows
(see Figure F below)

•

Require minimum window coverage of 15% of street-facing facades

•

Exempt units to rear of site (i.e., detached units)

Reduce requirement to 10%

*Recommended Approach*
Garages and Off-Street
Parking Areas
(see Figure G below)

•

Limit width of garages and off-street parking areas between a
triplex/fourplex and the street to a combined width of 50% of street
frontage

•

Intent is to promote a pedestrian-friendly environment by preventing
parking areas from dominating the streetscape

N/A

*Recommended Approach*
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Driveway Approach

•

Limit the total width of all driveway approaches to 32 feet per frontage.

(see Figure H - Figure I
below)

•

Allow driveways to be separated when access is from a local street.

•

Also limit the total number of driveways on corner lots.

Increase total driveway width
allowed

(NOTE: This is more flexible than the current code, which generally limits
access to one driveway approach per lot. Modifications or exemptions for
access standards in EC Chapter 7 may also be needed.)
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Figure C. Main Entrance Facing the Street
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Figure D. Main Entrance Facing Common Open
Space
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Figure E. Main Entrance Opening onto a Porch
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Figure F. Window Coverage
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Figure G. Width of Garages and Parking Areas
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Figure H. Driveway Approach Width and Separation on Local Street
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Figure I. Driveway Approach Options for Multiple Local Street
Frontages
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Rowhouse
General / Development Standards

ALLOW
EC 9.0500 Definitions Existing definition of “rowhouse” is
consistent with OAR definition of
“townhouse.” Minor tweaks
recommended for clarity.

ENCOURAGE

INCENTIVIZE
(near transit)

Same

Same

EC 9.2700 Residential Zones
Land Use and Permit
Requirements
(9.2740)

No change to use allowances, except
change P (Permitted) to S (Permitted,
subject to the Special Development
Standards for Certain Uses).

Same

Same

Special Use
Limitations (9.2741)

Remove note (3), which prohibits
rowhouses in the Amazon, Fairmount,
and South University Neighborhoods.

Same

Same

Development Standards (9.2750)
Density and Lot Area
Minimum

Density and minimum lot area for rowhouses should be considered together—therefore, both standards are discussed
here.
Rowhouses are the one middle housing type for which the OAR allows cities to apply maximum density standards—
cities can limit density to four times the maximum density that applies to SFDs or 25 units per net acre, whichever is
less dense. For minimum lot area, the standard can be no less than 1,500 sf. Currently, Eugene’s minimum lot size for
rowhouses is 1,600 sf and the following maximum densities apply:
•

R-1: 14 units per net acre

•

R-2: 28 units per net acre

•

R-3: 56 units per net acre
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•

R-4: 112 units per net acre

The ALLOW approach would reduce the minimum lot size to 1,500 sf in all zones. It would also increase the density
allowance for rowhouses in R-1 to 25 units/acre and keep the existing density limits in the remaining zones.
The ENCOURAGE and INCENTIVIZE approaches would allow additional density, but the extent of that additional
allowance warrants some discussion. The Project Team’s initial proposal for the ENCOURAGE approach is to reduce
minimum lot size to 1,125 sf—this is ¼ of the minimum lot size for SFDs (4,500 sf), so it would be equivalent to
allowing four rowhouse lots to be created from one single-family lot. However, this equates to a density of
approximately 39 units per net acre, which would exceed the current permitted density in the R-2 zone. The Project
Team is seeking direction from the Planning Commission as to whether rowhouses should be allowed to exceed the
OAR-allowed maximum of 25 units/acre in R-1 or the current-code maximum of 28 units in R-2.
One point to consider is that rowhouses already have an advantage over other middle housing types because they
offer “fee simple” ownership options. Reducing lot sizes could potentially make rowhouses an even more attractive
option for most builders in comparison to triplexes and fourplexes. This essentially would favor owner-occupied and
somewhat more expensive housing (rowhouses) over rental housing (most plexes). This isn’t necessarily a bad thing
but is a worthwhile policy discussion. One option to “encourage” rowhouses, while still limiting density to some
extent, would be to allow smaller lots—e.g., 1,125 sf—but to limit the number of rowhouses that could be created at
that size. For example, only 8 rowhouses could be allowed at 1,125 sf per unit; beyond that, rowhouse lots would have
to be at least 1,500 sf. Other options are presented in the ENCOURAGE column below.
•

R-1:
o Lot Area: 1,500 sf

o Density: Increase to 25 units per
acre (per OAR requirement)
•

R-2 – R-4:

•

R-1:
o Lot Area: 1,125 sf
o Density:


OPTION 1: same as ALLOW



OPTION 2: Limit number of
rowhouse lots that can be
created at the min lot size
(e.g., up to 8 lots)



OPTION 3: Exempt
rowhouses from maximum

o Lot Area: 1,500 sf

o Density: No change (density
allowance already exceeds 25
units per acre)
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zones. No minimum lot area.
Elsewhere: Apply the
“ENCOURAGE” approach, to be
determined.
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density; allow minimum lot
size to control
•
Maximum Height

Keep current standards:
•

R-1: 30 ft (+ 7 ft for pitched roof ≥
6:12)

•

R-2: 35 ft

•

R-3: 50 ft

•

R-4: 120 ft

R-2 – R-4: same options as R-1

Increase height allowance for
rowhouse:

Increase height allowance only
near transit:

•

R-1: 35 ft (+ 7 ft for pitched roof)

•

•

R-2 – R-4: (no change)

R-1 near transit: 35 ft (+ 7 ft for
pitched roof)

•

R-1 elsewhere: 30 ft (+ 7 ft for
pitched roof)

•

R-2 – R-4: (no change)

*Recommended Approach*
Minimum Setbacks

Keep current standards in R-1 – R-4:
•

Front Yard: 10 ft

Reduce front yard setback for
rowhouses:

•

Interior: 5 ft

•

Front Yard: 5 ft

•

0 setback where units attach

•

Interior: 5 ft

*Recommended Approach* (NOTE:
Porches, balconies, bay windows, etc.
are allowed to intrude 5' into the front
setback.)

•

0 setback where units attach

Maximum Lot
Coverage

Keep current standard in R-1 – R-4: 75%
for rowhouse lots

(no change recommended)

(no change recommended)

Minimum Open Space

Keep current standard in R-2 – R-4:
20% open space (applies to
development site, which includes all
rowhouse lots within the same
development)

Reduce to 10% or remove.

Same as ENCOURAGE
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Lot Standards (9.2760)
Lot Area Minimum

See Density discussion above

•

Flag Lots

Do not permit rowhouses on flag lots.

Lot Width / Frontage
Minimum

Lot Frontage Options to ENCOURAGE or INCENTIVIZE Rowhouses:

Same

Same

The current code requires rowhouses to have frontage on a street. However, the Model Code approach is not to
require street frontage, but instead to allow alternative configurations such as rowhouses facing a shared access drive
that is perpendicular to a public street, or a second row of rowhouses behind a street-fronting row. This would open
up more possibilities for rowhouse development—including on infill sites—but would be a significant policy change.
The Project Team recommends the more flexible approach of not requiring street frontage for rowhouses.
Keep current standards in R-1 – R-4: 15
ft minimum street frontage and width

Do not require street frontage.

Do not require street frontage.

Reduce minimum width to 10 ft.

•

Near transit: no minimum lot
width

•

Elsewhere: minimum width of
10 ft

*Recommended Approach*
Special Standards for
Table 9.2760 (9.2761)

Remove note (3), which requires both
street frontage and alley access for all
rowhouse lots. Because alley access is
not required for SFDs, it cannot be
required for rowhouses, per OAR
standards.

Same

Same

EC 9.6400 Motor
Vehicle Parking and
Loading

Keep current minimum: 1 space per
unit

1 space per unit; allow on-street
parking credit 4

•

Near transit: 0 spaces

•

Elsewhere: 1 space per unit

4 The on-street credit would be provided only in areas or situations where on-street parking is available and feasible for residents of rowhouses. For example, it would not be an
option on streets where on-street parking is not allowed or available and may not be an option in areas with metered or permit parking on-street.
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Minimum Off-Street
Parking (9.6410)

•

Allow on-street parking credit
everywhere4

*Recommended Approach*

EC 9.6700 Site
Development
Standards

Exempt triplexes and fourplexes from
recycling and garbage screening
requirements.

Same

Same

Since SFD is exempt, must also exempt
middle housing from tree preservation
standards.

Same

Same

Recycling and
Garbage Screening
(9.6740)

EC 9.6880 Tree
Preservation

Design / Special Development Standards
These standards would be added to a new section in EC 9.5000 Special Development Standards for Certain Uses.
For design standards, the ALLOW approach would adapt the Model Code design standards. The ENCOURAGE approach would relax the
standards, where appropriate. As noted above, the Model Code includes a modest set of design standards that are already fairly flexible,
and that are generally intended to promote pedestrian-friendly design. There is not much “wiggle room” to apply less restrictive standards
than the Model Code, while still meeting the intent of the standards—even less so than for cottage clusters. As such, the team generally
recommends the ALLOW approach here, given the importance of the Model Code standards in addressing community goals such as
pedestrian connectivity and safety, among others.

ALLOW
Maximum Number of
Attached Units

ENCOURAGE

According to the OAR, cities can limit the number of rowhouses in a grouping as long as the limit is four or higher.
Limiting the number of attached rowhouses can help control the scale of buildings and provide more open space. At
the same time, this requirement limits flexibility for developers and by requiring additional land for side yards, it can
make units a bit more expensive.

•
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•

R-2 – R-4: 10 rowhouses per grouping

•

R-2 – R-4: no maximum

*Recommended Approach*
Entry Orientation
(see Figure C - Figure E
above)

Apply same orientation options as for triplex and fourplex (face the
street, open onto a porch, etc.).
*Recommended Approach*

(see Figure F above)

Require minimum window coverage of 15% of street-facing
facades.

Unit Definition

•

Require each unit to include at least one design feature from a
list of options (roof dormer, balcony, bay window, offset, etc.).

•

Intended to help break up façade of attached rowhouses

Windows

(see Figure J below)

N/A

Reduce requirement to 10%.

*Recommended Approach*
N/A

*Recommended Approach*
Driveway Access and
Parking
(see Figure K - Figure M
below)

•

No longer require rear alley access for rowhouses (since this
violates state rules), but allow alley access as an option.

•

Allow garages on front façade and off-street parking in front
yard only if on a local street and if garages and driveways are
limited to 12 ft wide. Potentially require paired/shared
driveways for every two units—this would help limit curb cuts
and potentially create space for on-street parking.

•

Otherwise, access must be provided to the rear of rowhouse
units—via shared access, consolidated driveway, or alley.

Do not limit driveway width per rowhouse
lot.

*Recommended Approach*
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Figure J. Rowhouse Unit Definition

Figure K. Rowhouses with Parking in Front Yard
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Figure L. Rowhouses on Corner Lot with Shared
Access
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Special Area Zones
We have limited the primary options for updating SAZs to the ALLOW and ENCOURAGE approaches. The ALLOW approach would make only those
changes needed to comply with state rules and those needed to remove major barriers to middle housing. The ENCOURAGE approach would
make more significant changes to remove barriers and/or for consistency with the base zones, or would simply exempt middle housing from
certain standards (or all SAZ standards). Below is a high-level summary of potential approaches and examples of standards that would be affected.
NOTE: Most middle housing types are already permitted in applicable SAZs; however, cottage clusters will need to be added as a permitted use in
all SAZs and standards for cottage clusters should be added. Because cottage clusters have a specific set of design considerations, the Project
Team’s initial recommendation is to apply the same set of design standards in SAZs as will apply in base zones. The exception could be where
specific SAZ standards are additive to the standard cottage cluster requirements (e.g., building material or roof pitch standards).
UPDATE: As noted in the “Key Decision Points” section above, the Project Team recommends exempting middle housing from Special Area Zone
standards and instead applying base zone standards and the new design standards proposed to be added to EC 9.5000 Special Development
Standards for Certain Uses. Also, a closer look at the Whiteaker and Walnut Station SAZs revealed that they do not implement a Residential Land
Use Designation and therefore HB 2001 would not require changes within these zones. Accordingly, the Walnut Station SAZ has been excluded
from the table below. However, the team recommends updating the Whiteaker SAZ to be consistent with the other SAZs, because few changes
are needed for compliance.
Proposed amendments are in italics.

9.3050 S-C: Chambers
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ALLOW

ENCOURAGE

S-C/R-1 Subarea: The code defers to the R-1 zone
use and development standards. No substantive
changes needed for OAR compliance.

S-C/R-1 Subarea: Potentially exempt middle housing
from the 400-square foot alley open space
requirement, which could be a barrier.

S-C/R-3 Subarea: The code generally defers to the R2 zone use standards, but also provides additional
standards.
• Special density standards must be amended for
OAR compliance. Keep minimum lot sizes
consistent with R-2 base zone.

S-C/R-2 Subarea:
• Interior sloped setbacks and special height
standards are likely barriers. Potentially exempt
middle housing.
• Same 400-square foot alley open space
requirement applies as in the S-C/R-1 subarea;
potentially exempt middle housing.
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•

9.3100 S-CN: Chase Node

9.3200 S-DW: Downtown
Westside

9.3300 S-E: Elmira Road

9.3500 S-HB: Blair Boulevard
Historic Commercial

9.3600 S-JW: Jefferson Westside

All other special development/design standards
apply to all housing types and therefore comply
with the OAR.

Development and design standards—such as alley
access, exterior wall material, and roof pitch
requirements—apply to all housing types and don’t
present major barriers to middle housing. Therefore,
no substantive changes are needed for OAR
compliance.

Potentially revise the 50% maximum lot coverage
standard consistent with the ENCOURAGE approach
for base zones. Cottage clusters must be exempt
from lot coverage requirements.

The code defers to the R-4 zone for any standards
not covered in the SAZ.

Amend minimum lot sizes consistent with the
ENCOURAGE approach for the R-4 zone.

Minimum lot size standards must be amended for
OAR compliance.

Potentially exempt middle housing from 20%
landscaping requirement.

Housing is subject to R-1 development and lot
standards. No changes needed for OAR compliance
or to remove barriers.

N/A

Development and design standards apply to all
housing types. Because this is a historic district, it is
acceptable to have discretionary standards for
housing. No changes needed for OAR compliance.

N/A

R-2 residential use standards apply.

Amend standards to address barriers (or exempt
middle housing):
• Alley open space requirement of 400 sf and
other alley development standards.
• Interior sloped setbacks are very limiting to
middle housing with more than one story.
• Limitations on quantity and width of garage
doors is a barrier for duplexes, triplexes, and
fourplexes.

Numerous development/design standards do not
comply with OAR standards and/or create
potentially significant barriers. At minimum, address
OAR compliance issues:
• Parking minimums are based on bedroom count.
• Maximum dwellings per lot effectively establish
larger minimum lot sizes than what the OAR
allows.
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•
•
•
•

9.3800 S-RN: Royal Node

9.3900 S-W: Whiteaker

Bedroom counts are capped for multi-unit
development.
Building height is limited to 18 feet for portions
of lots (not a duplex or cottage compliance issue,
but it is for triplex/fourplex and rowhouse).
Front setback—exceeds OAR 10-foot limit for
cottage cluster.
20% open space requirement applies to 3+ units,
but not SFD; therefore, doesn’t comply.

Driveways are limited to one curb cut and 12foot width, with is a barrier to duplex and
tri/fourplex.

Minimum lot size standards must be amended for
OAR compliance.

Amend minimum lot sizes consistent with the
ENCOURAGE approach for base zones.

Design standards—including building orientation,
windows, façade materials, front porches, and roof
pitch—apply to all housing types, and therefore
generally comply with the OAR. However, some
design standards need minor revisions for OAR
compliance.

Potentially revise the 50% maximum lot coverage
standard consistent with the ENCOURAGE approach
for base zones. Cottage clusters must be exempt
from lot coverage requirements.

Maximum density is determined by R-4 zone
standards.

Amend minimum lot sizes consistent with the
ENCOURAGE approach for residential base zones
(e.g., R-1 or R-2).

Residential development is subject to C-2 zone
development standards, which appear to comply
with the OAR.
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Attachment B

DATE:
TO:
CC:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

April 19, 2021
Matt Hastie, Angelo Planning Group
Terri Harding, City of Eugene
Becky Hewitt and Tyler Bump, ECONorthwest
Impacts of Code Scenarios (Allow/Encourage/Incentivize) on Small Rental Units

Introduction
The City of Eugene is in the process of preparing Middle Housing Code Amendments to
comply with Oregon House Bill 2001 (HB 2001). In brief, as required by HB 2001, these code
amendments will allow middle housing—duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhomes—in all residential zones that allow single-family detached housing, at densities
higher than those for single-family housing and without restrictions that would create
“unreasonable” cost or delay for middle housing development. The City is currently
considering options for the specific standards that will apply to middle housing. This analysis
considers the impacts of varying development regulations on small, rental units that tend to
be lower cost. The purpose is to determine how the City’s code choices can increase the
affordability of middle housing development.
ECONorthwest’s prior analysis showed that:
New middle housing is comparatively less expensive than new single-family housing,
because sales prices and rents tend to be lower for attached housing than for comparable
detached housing, and new single-family detached housing tends to be larger and
sometimes more luxury-oriented than even high-end middle housing.
While many types of middle housing development are potentially feasible as rental or as
ownership, typically building new ownership housing is more financially feasible.
The smallest middle housing units will offer the lowest prices/rents overall; however,
they are also likely to be higher priced on a per-square-foot basis, and may be less
financially feasible to develop than larger units.
Based on these findings, the City asked ECONorthwest to look at whether the code options
under consideration could help encourage middle housing at lower costs that would be
attainable by people earning 80% to 120% of area median income (AMI), such as smaller rental
housing units.

Approach
Unit Type and Affordability Level
We evaluated the financial feasibility of developing small rental duplex, triplex, fourplex
examples, with two-bedroom units that would be roughly affordable to a three-person
household with two minimum wage earners, or a three-person, single-income household with a
job paying under $60,000 per year, as shown in Exhibit 1.
ECONorthwest | Portland | Seattle | Los Angeles | Eugene | Boise | econw.com
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Exhibit 1: Housing Affordability by Income, 2-Bedroom Middle Housing Rental Units
Source: Lane County Affordable Housing Action Plan

Estimated rent / affordability range

Code Options
We compared financial feasibility of development with different standards based on three code
options—Allow, Encourage, and Incentivize packages. In particular, we tested how variations
in lot size and parking affected feasibility. (The other code standards had less impact for this
type of development.) The standards tested with each package are summarized in brief below.
These standards reflect draft code packages as of early April 2021; however, the specific
recommendations may continue to change through community and planning commission
discussion.
Exhibit 2: Minimum Lot Size (square feet) by Code Package
Allow

Encourage

Incentivize

Duplex

4,500

3,000

2,250

Triplex

5,000

4,500

3,500

Fourplex

7,000

6,000

4,500

Exhibit 3: Parking Requirements per Unit by Code Package
Allow

Encourage

Incentivize

Duplex

1

1

0

Triplex

1

0.67

0

Fourplex

1

0.5

0

We kept unit size (810 square feet, two bedrooms) the same across the duplex, triplex, and
fourplex development examples, and across the different code options, in order to isolate the
impacts of density and parking on smaller rental units.

ECONorthwest
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Feasibility Measures
Our analysis used residual land value (RLV) per square foot of land as an indicator of relative
financial feasibility. RLV is a measure of what a developer is able to pay for land, given
expected construction, operating costs, and revenue. In other words, it is the budget that
developers have remaining for land after all the other development constraints have been
accounted for. It is a useful metric for assessing how code changes and potential development
incentives interact to impact development feasibility. A development with a higher RLV can
spend more on land, which expands the options for where the development can occur (all else
equal). When two types of development are both possible on a given site, the one with the
higher RLV may be more likely, because the developer can spend more to acquire the site.
Higher RLV does not itself indicate greater affordability, but if a more affordable housing type
has an RLV comparable to that of a more expensive housing type, it makes it more likely that
the lower-cost housing type will get built at least some of the time.
We compared the RLV of the small, rental plexes to two example development types evaluated
in earlier testing—single-family detached homes and townhouses. To the extent that the code
options increase the RLV of the small, rental plexes, this increases the chances that this type of
development will be built rather than single-family detached homes and townhouses.

Findings
Impact on Feasibility
Exhibit 4 shows how RLV varies for each prototype across the different code packages. It shows
that:
The Encourage package improves feasibility somewhat relative to Allow, but Incentivize
helps noticeably more in making plexes with smaller rental units feasible. The RLV per
square foot for the smaller rental housing development examples is roughly double with
Incentivize compared to Allow, meaning that they could afford substantially higher land
costs and still be financially feasible to develop.
With Encourage, smaller rental units are roughly comparable in terms of financial
feasibility with single-family detached development. With Incentivize smaller rental
housing is more feasible than single-family detached development.
Even with the Incentivize package, smaller rental plexes still don't compete very well
with townhouses. However, they are more comparable. This is true despite not applying
any code incentives for townhouses.
Fourplexes have the highest RLV among the small rental plexes, making these more
likely to be financially feasible than the other small plexes if each is developed at the lot
sizes assumed here.

ECONorthwest
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Exhibit 4: Residual Land Value Range by Housing Type and Code Package

Most of the impact on feasibility is a result of needing less land. Not building off-street parking
reduces construction cost somewhat, but its primary impact is to allow the development to fit
on a smaller lot.
One other consideration is that by allowing units on smaller lots, there is a greater chance that
someone could split their existing lot and sell part of it for middle housing development
without needing to redevelop the whole lot, though this depends on the layout of the site.

Impact on Affordability
The rent is anticipated to be lower for the options that provide less or no off-street parking. This
reduces construction cost slightly, as noted above, but the main reason for the difference is
market-driven: people generally will pay a bit less for unit without parking. However, as noted
above, the smaller lot size makes this option more financially feasible on a per square foot basis,
despite the lower rents.
The rents for this type of development are likely to vary more based on variations in market
conditions around the City. Assuming a three-person family (which is the standard that HUD
uses for setting rent limits for a two-bedroom unit), these smaller rental plexes would be
affordable at roughly the percentages of AMI listed below.
ECONorthwest
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Allow: 75-94% of AMI
Encourage: 74-93% of AMI
Incentivize: 71%-89% of AMI
This affects development feasibility as well as affordability. At the low end of the rent range,
development has a lower RLV (shown with the blue markers on Exhibit 4) and is less likely to
be financially feasible, particularly in a redevelopment situation.

Conclusions
The Encourage and Incentivize code provisions related to reducing minimum lot size and
minimum parking requirements for middle housing positively impact the feasibility and
affordability of smaller rental units. These units would be affordable to households between
71% and 94% of AMI, generally earning less than $60,000 per year. While they will continue to
face challenges competing with townhomes, with the Incentivize code provisions they may be
more feasible than single-family development. This suggests that these code options support
the City’s affordability goals and expand development potential for middle housing.

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

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

MONDAY, May 17, 2021 – Regular Meeting 11:30 am to 2:30 pm
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS UPDATE
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov

HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
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Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
May 17, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments Update (Implementation of House Bill 2001)

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission is asked to provide feedback on refined draft land use code
recommendations for the Middle Housing Code Amendments project. This meeting will include a
background presentation on exclusionary zoning, speakers from the Equity RoundTable and Healthy
Democracy panel, and a discussion of refined code recommendations using straw polls to record each
commissioner’s preferences.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places across the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply.
An important component of the project approach is the focus on equity and inclusion in the public
outreach process. To support that focus, UO Professor Sarah Adams-Schoen will join the meeting to
present her research on Oregon’s exclusionary land use policy and zoning. Dr. Adams-Schoen presented
to the Healthy Democracy Panel in the fall of 2020 and participated in the state’s rulemaking advisory
committee for House Bill 2001. The Commission will also have an opportunity to hear from Equity
RoundTable and Healthy Democracy meeting participants about their experiences.
The technical aspect of this work session is a follow up to the April 13 and April 26, 2021 work sessions,
where the Commission discussed draft recommendations for the overall code approach, each of the
housing types, and Special Area Zones. The packet from the April 26, 2021 meeting (provided as
Attachment A) includes memos from Angelo Planning Group (APG) and ECONorthwest that staff and the
Commission will reference during the meeting. The Commission will learn about the project team’s
refined recommendations that respond to the public input gathered. Staff will walk the Commission
through the major code topics and the refined recommendations, and ask for a straw poll on the
preferences of the Commission to allow, encourage or incentivize.
April -May Outreach Update
Developer focus groups were held the last week of April and first week of May. As part of these
discussions, market rate and affordable housing developers shared their feedback on the draft code
recommendations and generally spoke in favor of the encourage and incentivize options and flexibility
for projects to respond to different lot conditions and renter and homebuyer housing markets. A
complete report of the developer focus groups is attached as Attachment B.
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The Local Partners and Boards and Commissions RoundTables met on April 29, and the Equity
RoundTable met on May 12. These groups discussed the draft code recommendations in terms of how
well they support the project’s values and principles and how well they support housing affordability.
Meeting summaries will be shared with the Commission once they are finalized. A participant of the
Equity RoundTable, River, will be joining the Commission at this meeting to share observations from the
Equity meetings and continue to elevate the voices of underrepresented communities in this process.
The Healthy Democracy panel concluded its work on April 27. The group previously created a report on
the draft code recommendations, which the Commission received in its April 13 meeting packet. At this
meeting, a representative of the Process Committee will share the group’s broader Public Engagement
Recommendations (Attachment C). The recommendations cover process lessons learned and hold
potential for the City to apply a similar engagement model to future projects across different city
departments. In addition, this 5 minute video highlights some of the panelists’ experience over the
course of the panel’s work.
Refined Code Recommendations
Draft middle housing code recommendations have been developed in response to the broad public
input gathered from October 2020 through May 2021, as well as cycles of technical analysis and review
with outreach groups and the Planning Commission.
Draft recommendations are summarized in the April 26 packet, which includes detailed memos from the
project consultants. For this meeting, staff created a form (provided as Attachment D) for the
Commission to record straw poll preferences for the 13 major recommendations from the project team.
The Commission will have the opportunity to discuss each item and record their straw poll vote to help
staff finalize the draft land use code language, which will be brought forward to the Commission at its
June 14 and June 28 meetings.
Additional information about the project team’s recommended approach to updating Special Area
Zones is included in Attachment E.
NEXT STEPS
The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to engage
community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene. Additionally, the overall
project schedule for upcoming adoption phase is included below.
The project team will present a project update to the Eugene City Council on May 24, 2021. At the next
Planning Commission meetings on June 14 and June 28, the team will walk through groups of code
language for all the middle housing types, as well as other land use code and plan amendments needed
to complete the adoption package.
ATTACHMENTS
A. April 26 Planning Commission Packet
B. Developer Focus Group Report
C. Healthy Democracy Public Engagement Recommendations Report
D. Middle Housing Code Recommendations Straw Poll Form
E. Special Area Zone Memo (Angelo Planning Group)
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Middle Housing Adoption Phase Timeline

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment B

Middle Housing Code Amendments
Developer Focus Groups – Summary Report – May 2021
Background
Two focus groups were held on Thursday, April 22, 2021 and Monday, May 10, 2021 via Zoom.
Attendees included a mix of market-rate, workforce, and Affordable Housing developers and
project leaders with experience delivering affordable and middle-housing types in this
community. Better Housing Together facilitated the discussions and prepared this summary.
The groups were convened to offer feedback on identified questions from City staff and the
Planning Commission about development feasibility and the Middle Housing Code
Amendments. Discussion focused on choices among various actions and efforts to align
regulations and incentives with the project’s requirements, values, and goals.
The requirements of HB 2001, the City’s implementation timeline, current project status, the
“Allow/Encourage/Incentivize” options, and the Values & Principles established by the
deliberative review panel and public involvement process were summarized at both meetings.
Attendees
Alec Dakers, Rainbow Valley Design and Construction
Kellie Devore, Habitat for Humanity Lane County
Emily Reiman, DevNW
Andrew Heben, SquareOne Villages
Jan Fillinger, Studio e-Architecture
Dylan Lamar, Cultivate Development
Bill Randall, former Planning Commissioner, Arbor South Architecture & Planning
Dan Hill, Arbor South Architecture & Planning
Richard Shugar, 2Form Architecture
Nir Pearlson, Aligned Architecture
Doug Bulski, Granite Property Management
Greg Brokaw, Rowell Brokaw
Frank Visconti, Rowell Brokaw
Jacob Fox, Homes for Good
Ela Kubok, Homes for Good
Phil Farrington, CDC Management
Paul Tanner, Hayden Homes
Ryan Jennings, Hayden Homes
Matt Powell, Gallic Financial
Jennifer Knapp, City of Eugene
Terri Harding, City of Eugene
Kaarin Knudson, Better Housing Together, Facilitator
EUGENE MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS DEVELOPER FOCUS GROUPS SUMMARY REPORT
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General Comments
Discussion of housing access, regulatory controls that guide housing development, incentives
and additional City efforts that could support more cost-effective housing production.
•

Important to frame Middle Housing Code as “least restrictive to housing” rather than
“least regulation.” Significant regulation exists for all housing types, including middle
housing. Land use plays a role but there are also structural/building and energy codes,
as well as requirements from lenders.

•

Our current residential zoning restricts certain people from having access to land (space
and property ownership). Land should not be only accessible to the wealthy. The current
code was developed and refined over time to restrict (block) certain people from having
access to housing in certain areas. Important that this code addresses that exclusion.

•

Drawing from experience with middle housing development using the current code
paths (PUD, subdivision, etc.), the fear of infill and multiple households per lot is
unfounded. Outcomes are positive and desirable. New housing is high-quality and
energy-efficient and many people are seeking smaller housing types. A mix of housing in
neighborhoods make them more accessible to different types of households and more
interesting places. Many older neighborhoods already have some mix of housing types.

•

More housing supply is needed at all incomes, not only Affordable Housing. All housing
is valuable and contributes long-term community value in multiple ways.

•

Cost of on-site and project infrastructure needs to be addressed and value-engineered.
We can only take so much out of the cost of a structure. Projects are spending $150,000
before getting to the foundations (site development costs for stormwater, parking,
underground utilities, utility connections, etc.). Affordable targets for workforce housing
(ownership) are $200-250,000 and current practices are generating $400,000 outcomes.

Lot Coverage Summary Comments
Specific questions regarding: the impact of 50% lot coverage on feasibility, open space and
impervious surface area requirements, and code provisions or incentives that could encourage
smaller and more affordable units.
•
•
•
•
•

50% lot coverage seems like an unnecessary limit.
Small infill is a challenge. Should use a sliding scale: Smaller lot = increased coverage.
Allow ample height limit if lot coverage is a concern.
Don’t limit coverage and also squash heights.
More coverage would be helpful and more flexible to site conditions (trees, topo, etc.).
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Special Area Zone Summary Comments
Questions regarding design standards in Special Area Zones and the exemption of middle
housing from these standards, as well as a question as to whether this would encourage middle
housing rather than allowable, higher-density projects.
•
•
•
•
•
•

New Middle Housing rules should apply City-wide.
Consistency and clarity is important in development process.
All middle housing should be exempt from SAZ-specific design standards.
Exclusivity and obstructionism in some neighborhoods is a problem.
“I got here first” should not be driving decisions about community-wide housing needs.
Some Special Area Zones are intentionally constructed to repel infill housing and this
puts them at odds with intention and requirements of the law.

Plexes – Attached and Detached Summary Comments
Discussion of whether there is a financial or feasibility advantage (or disadvantage) to allowing
plexes to be either detached or attached. In general, are attached plexes more or less
financially viable to build and rent/sell, all other things (e.g., unit size, design, etc.) being equal?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Value in both attached and detached. Recommendation to keep both options open
equally.
Attached is more affordable to build (shared structure), but currently drive projects into
commercial building code.
Detached are more expensive to build and more complex, but have site flexibility and
livability advantages.
Detached option could be route to keeping an existing structure on site.
Large, deep blocks/lots lend to infill of detached units behind existing homes.
Detached units can facilitate certain homeownership paths, which is desirable.
Can be difficult if condominium structure is required. Cluster subdivision is a good path.
Detached units could lead to incremental, neighbor-specific development rather than
McMansion quads.

Cottage Cluster / Smaller Unit Summary Comments
Discussion of whether reducing the maximum/average size of cottages would impact feasibility;
if cottages should be allowed on individual lots (ownership options, not only rental); and if
allowing cottages on smaller lots near transit would encourage smaller units and more
production.
•

General sense that development of smaller units will be addressed via site capacity
studies and other regulations.
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•
•
•
•

No strong objection, but overarching skepticism of this approach. Unnecessary.
Feasible types tend toward smaller units, so doesn’t seem to need code direction.
Restriction could repel some projects. Controls on sizes should be addressed via
incentives or via density/unit bonuses.
A lot of people would love access to a smaller home.

Townhouse Summary Comments
Discussion of whether townhouses/rowhouses should require street frontage, and if maximum
density or minimum lot size should control their development.
•
•
•
•
•
•

No need for frontage requirements.
Townhouse development is very lot dependent and doesn’t typically need density
restrictions.
Deep blocks/lots have rear-lot potential that shouldn’t be discouraged.
Using max density (rather than lot size minimums) could steer away from small units.
Don’t try to direct or predict type: level the playing field and let other regulations guide.
Use incentives as leverage and bring affordability along.

Parking
Discussion of requirements, location, format, impact on feasibility, and relationship to financing
and street standards. Discussion of attached garages with cottages and influence on feasibility.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Parking strategies/locations need to be flexible. Parking flexibility will increase options.
City can incentivize certain outcomes, but it shouldn’t restrict how parking is organized.
If private off-street parking is important to people, it will get built. Don’t require it.
Some lenders require parking with project financing, but banks will make loans in
walkable neighborhoods. Lending practices will change with housing.
Some Affordable Housing funders offer incentives for reduced parking/GHG emissions.
City parking regulations should remain separate from current lending practices.
Requiring off-street parking will make many sites infeasible. Sloped sites, sites without
alleys, sites with existing homes often are eliminated from candidate pool.
In older neighborhoods, many houses don’t have garages or off-street parking.
Many townhomes will want parking but amount should be flexible.
Quads could be 0.5/spaces per unit or less.
Reduce parking requirements and allow configurations like tandem parking (e.g., one
car parked behind the other) to increase flexibility to accommodate on different sites.
Look at street width and fire code if on-street parking being used to meet requirements.
Consider new street standards so cottages can be developed as car-free zones.
Garages are often just used for storage.
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Attached Garages and Larger Footprint Cottages Summary Comments
• Be flexible and allow a larger footprint for an attached garage. This will allow designers
to respond to the unique characteristics of a site.
• Alley access would allow for good design with attached garages.
• Age-in-place designs need option to have cars accessible and close to units.

Design Standards
Discussion of modest design standards (entry orientation, driveways/access, articulation, etc.)
and influence on feasibility and design quality of outcomes.
•

With access-related design standards, be careful not to disallow the best outcome while
trying to encourage a different one. Portland has seen some unintended consequences
with over-directing access standards.

•

Allowing entries/doors to open onto a shared open space or clustering units around a
space is better and more flexible option. Opening to a shared space supports
community and is more flexible. Many successful historic examples of doors not facing
the street.

•

Better approach would be more flexible: allow front doors, porch elements or gateways
to be part of entry. Front doors can orient to a courtyard and open to a porch, but not
be required to face the street (example from Bend).

•

To have entries facing the street is especially difficult on narrow, deep lots.

•

Multi-family standards have many problems; should be entirely rewritten. Some good
articulation requirements, but overall far too complicated. For a specific home to look
good is more important than meeting generalized design standards.

•

Adjustment Review process can be onerous and it adds cost and time to projects.
Different standards can conflict with each other and with site conditions.

•

Suggest Adjustment Review options built into code. Seek simple solutions and flexibility
rather than cumbersome processes that require extra time and money.

•

Entries shouldn’t have to face busy streets. When street speed is over 40 mph, homes
should not be required to have entries facing the street. Housing unit should not bear all
of the burden.

EUGENE MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS DEVELOPER FOCUS GROUPS SUMMARY REPORT
Page
10 of734
Batch

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

5

Page 83 of 462

Incentives
Discussion of various actions that could support more Affordable Housing, the construction of
particular types of housing, and more housing in particular locations.
•

Pursue a “Deeper Affordability” option for Affordable Housing, with unit or density
bonus beyond what is typically allowed. This type of approach can reduce public subsidy
needed by a factor of 10. Look at what Portland has done and build on this locally.

•

Target small lot infill and locations with multiple challenges for housing development.

•

Some interest at incentivizing restoration of an existing structure when adding units to a
site. Do not restrict to this scenario but incentivize it. Connection to preservation of
“naturally occurring affordable housing” and energy-efficiency funds for maintenance.

•

Elephant in the room is utility connections and requirements. Can be in the $10s to
$100s of thousands of dollars. City Public Works and EWEB should partner on incentives
and MH utility approaches.

•

City should look at allowing shared utility connections. Look at developing an agreement
with the utilities that would allow a private easement for a single, shared connection for
sewer, water and electricity for multiple homes on a site.

•

Developing a Middle Housing MUPTE to increasing density or prioritize certain areas
would align with sustainability goals and could be bundled with State incentives.

•

City needs to make sure advertised incentives are budgeted adequately. The SDC credit
near transit and the SDC credit for Affordable Housing have a cap that is reached every
year. Projects seeking this support are delayed or turned away.

•

A density bonus could be more manageable, would make more sense than an unfunded
incentive program. Currently, one large project can consume the entire annual
allocation of SDC waiver support.

•

SDC waivers are an influential tool to create more housing and housing in specific
places.

Other City Actions To Support More Affordable Housing Supply
Discussion of actions outside requirements of Middle Housing Code Amendments project, but
related to overarching goals of affordability and
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•

Systems Development Charges (SDCs) need to be addressed. How they’re approached
doesn’t make sense with other housing goals and these fees can kill projects.

•

City should make it clear they are taking a new approach to affordability and availability
with this new code. Currently, it’s too difficult to get good/clear answers from the City
on specific projects; developers need clear answers early. The longer reliable/good
information is delayed, the greater the cost to the project and potential price of the
housing. The new code presents the opportunity to upgrade this process and help
housing projects find their best path through the code and permitting process.

•

City should implement a Master Builder program and pre-approved status. Architects
carry the project liability already; this could facilitate better, swifter projects.

•

City should pursue pro-forma analysis to understand redevelopment feasibility of
various sites and also the likelihood of tear-downs. There is a general misunderstanding
about how easy or inexpensive it is to demolish an existing structure that has any value.
It’s difficult to carry that additional cost in a project. Additional pro-forma analysis can
also help assess whether the code is working as intended and help to illuminate barriers
and understand feasibility/infeasibility.

•

To see real progress with opportunities facilitated by middle housing, several issues
identified in the Housing Tools & Strategies process need to move forward
(infrastructure specifically, but also paths and permitting speed, etc.).

Closing Thoughts
Discussion of things the City should be thinking about with these draft code amendments (see
also General Comments on page 2).
•
•
•

The approach and engagement with this work is refreshing and appreciated.
Prioritize flexibility. Infill housing is already challenging. Flexibility is a strong incentive.
Work to address on-site and project-related infrastructure costs. Only so much can
come out of the cost of the structure.
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Attachment C

Eugene Review Panel
Report 3: Public Engagement Recommendations
23 February 2021 (updated 5 May with final votes from the Panel)

The following Public Engagement Recommendations were created for the City of Eugene by the
29 Panelists of the 2020–21 Eugene Review Panel on Housing.
In addition to the Review Panel’s primary mandate – to advise City staff on the implementation
of HB 2001 – the Panel was asked a secondary question during its February 2021 sessions:
What should the City consider when designing future public engagement? Given
Panelists’ unique position as participants in a novel democratic format, City staff requested they
offer lessons drawn from their experience that may apply to public engagement across the City.
An initial list of public engagement recommendations was developed by members of the
Panel’s Process Oversight Subcommittee. This Subcommittee reviewed end-of-day evaluations
submitted by fellow Panelists throughout the Review and deliberated specifically on the Panel’s
process. The Process Subcommittee also drafted a survey to better understand their fellow
Panelists’ experience. The results of this survey are included as an appendix to this report.
These initial ideas were then brought to the full Panel and augmented by substantial additions
from other members of the Panel, working in small groups. Members of the full Panel then
rated each recommendation on a four-point scale, from Strongly Agree to Disagree.
Additional Notes
This report represents concepts authored exclusively by Panelists themselves; this explanatory text (in
italics) is the only content contributed to this report by staff. Due to time constraints, Healthy Democracy
staff did assist the Process Subcommittee in summarizing its initial recommendations. This summary was
checked by the Subcommittee for accuracy and completeness. All additions made by other Panelists
were in their own words, and no final edits were made by either HD or City staff before publication. Due to
time constraints, Panelists were able to complete only limited editing of the wording of this document.
Recommendations are ordered by their overall “score,” a weighted average of all votes for that
recommendation. For this score, “Strongly Agree” received 2 points, “Somewhat Agree” 1 point, “Don't
Know / Neutral” 0 points, and “Disagree” -1 points. Sub-recommendations are kept with their parent
recommendation, regardless of their score. Ties were broken by a random number generator. Rationales
were not rated. Note: Agreement or disagreement with a recommendation does not necessarily indicate
agreement or disagreement with any of the Rationales below it. Rationales simply provide additional
explanation, in the eyes of one or more supporters of the associated recommendation.
This project is a partnership between the City of Eugene (Oregon) and Healthy Democracy. The Review
Panel prepared this report as advice to City staff. Panelists were randomly selected from across Eugene
(including unincorporated areas within the city’s Urban Growth Boundary), to reflect a microcosm of the
city in terms of age, gender, race/ethnicity, geographic location of residence, disability status,
renter/homeowner status, and educational attainment.
For more information on the Panel, please visit: healthydemocracy.org/eugene.
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Public Engagement Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Statistical sampling is good to get an idea of what
a sample of the population thinks. This kind of selection could also be
useful for special committees, Boards, and Commissions.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 24
Somewhat Agree: ⬢ 1
Don’t Know / Neutral: 0
Disagree: 0
Average score: 1.96
○
○
○

Rationale: Random mailings might be more effective than other recruitment
methods because they get a hold of people right where they already are - in
their homes.
Rationale: Not everyone listens to the radio, reads the newspaper, knows the
right people, or is on the right listserv to hear about openings and apply.
Rationale: In an informal poll, ⅘ Panelists on the process oversight task
committee said they would not have responded to an email or an ad in the
Register Guard to join this Panel.

Recommendation 1a: If direct mailings are too expensive, prioritize
underrepresented groups. This may require a creative process to find where those
folks live.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 16
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 6
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢ 1
Disagree: ⬢⬢ 2
Average score: 1.44

2/19
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Recommendation 2: The City should devote a little more resources and
more time to these processes.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 22
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢ 2
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢ 1
Disagree: 0
Average score: 1.84
○
○

Rationale: A process that includes residents of under-represented
communities requires more support services that need to be prioritized by the
city (Zoom, education, onboarding, stipend, internet access, translation, etc.).
Rationale: By front loading this democratic process you are more likely to
save money/time/stress because of a better representative voice.

Recommendation 3: Prior education should not be a requirement for
engaging in public processes. It creates a fair environment when
everyone starts with the same information.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 22
Somewhat Agree: ⬢ 1
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢ 2
Disagree: 0
Average score: 1.8
○

Rationale: Giving everyone the same opportunity/access to information is
important.

3/19
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Recommendation 4: The City should adopt this process.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 21
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Don’t Know / Neutral: 0
Disagree: ⬢ 1
Average score: 1.76
○
○
○
○
○
○

Rationale: There’s a tendency for the loudest voices to rule in town hall
meetings organized by the City. This Panel is a part of our Great Democratic
Experiment – a jury of our peers.
Rationale: Rules of civility create good and productive results.
Rationale: Panelists feel a certain weight of responsibility to speak up and be
part of something productive.
Rationale: By getting a random selection of people, this Panel is much more
diverse than who shows up to public meetings.
Rationale: Public officials like to get the real, raw story from everyday people.
Usually you just get representatives of interest groups. Here Panelists are
speaking from our own experiences.
Rationale: Processes like these are rewarding and educational! Listening to
others on this committee has been educational and helpful to better
appreciate the diversity of my neighbors.

Recommendation 4a: The City should adopt this process either by the creation of
its own moderation group or by the employment of Healthy Democracy and/or
similar civic engagement organizations.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 20
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢ 4
Don’t Know / Neutral: 0
Disagree: ⬢ 1
Average score: 1.72
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Recommendation 5: Every committee involving residents should provide
laptops, access to the internet, and a stipend (like this process did).
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 19
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 5
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢ 1
Disagree: 0
○
○

Average score: 1.72

Rationale: These are necessary for individuals who would not participate
otherwise due to accessibility.
Rationale: A fair and even sample of the population is important. Accessibility
is key to representative voice.

Recommendation 5a: Provide childcare during meetings.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 10
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 9
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢⬢ 4
Disagree: ⬢⬢ 2
○

Average score: 1.08

Rationale: Wider diversity of participants, especially for young families.

Recommendation 6: Make these processes as apolitical as possible.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 21
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢ 2
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢ 1
Disagree: ⬢ 1
Average score: 1.72
○

Rationale: Being free of political influence has been key to this Panel’s
productivity.
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Recommendation 7: The City should figure out where the need for
volunteers is and provide an inventory of different opportunities for
members of this Panel to join.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 19
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Disagree: 0
Average score: 1.64

Recommendation 7a: Provide a map of the support systems that would funnel folks
in to participate in those opportunities.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 21
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢ 2
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢ 2
Disagree: 0
Average score: 1.76
○
○

Rationale: Some people on this Panel were motivated by the topic, for others
it was something else. So the City shouldn’t only offer housing opportunities.
Rationale: Volunteers are often expected to do all the legwork to find
opportunities.

Recommendation 8: Allow for individual input in addition to collective
input; provide space for disagreement and free expression of individual
opinions.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 17
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 7
Don’t Know / Neutral: 0
Disagree: ⬢ 1

Average score: 1.6
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Recommendation 9: Evening meetings are really good. Daytime
meetings are really hard for folks who work during the day.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 14
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 9
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢ 2
Disagree: 0
○

Average score: 1.48

Rationale: Most are working during the day and Saturdays are tough.

Recommendation 9a: Day time meetings may be beneficial, as well. This could
allow a different demographic.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 7
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 8
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 10
Disagree: 0

Average score: 0.88

Recommendation 10: The City should think about what training they can
provide to set folks from this Panel up for success in other engagement
opportunities.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 14
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 8
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Disagree: 0
○
○
○

Average score: 1.44

Rationale: Other Boards and Committees are less protected from political
influence than this Panel is. People need to be prepared for that.
Rationale: Don’t assume the skills and roles from this Panel will translate
exactly.
Rationale: This panel got trained/on-boarded together by presenters during
the process, but this could be done before the process itself. Committees lose
or don’t attract people when they don’t do on-boarding right away.
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Recommendation 11: There should be a mix of us into other processes =
a mix of old and new folks.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 13
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 9
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Disagree: 0

Average score: 1.4

Recommendation 11a: Aim for 50/50 split.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 10
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 6
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 8
Disagree: ⬢ 1
○

Average score: 1

Rationale: This allows folks with more experience to mentor new folks and for
fresh ideas to be infused with those who have experiences going through
these processes. This prevents only a few people being the ones who always
participate.

Recommendation 12: Before rolling out any process like this, prototype it
in advance.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 15
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 6
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Disagree: ⬢ 1
○
○

Average score: 1.4

Rationale: If you want wider adoption of this kind of process, you need to
know the success rate, things that can go wrong, etc.
Rationale: A template would allow for more seamless adoption and
productive outcomes.
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Recommendation 13: The City should help keep us involved and funnel
us into other opportunities so this isn’t just a one-time engagement.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 12
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 9
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Disagree: ⬢ 1
○

Average score: 1.28

Rationale: The number of new people on this Panel is very high – maybe
90+% who have not participated before – so the city should not let us go.

Recommendation 14: Offer translation and interpretation services.
Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 14
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 5
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 5
Disagree: ⬢ 1

Average score: 1.28

Recommendation 14a: Offer live captioning service for hearing impaired, and
services that are available that do translations.

Strongly Agree: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 19
Somewhat Agree: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Don’t Know / Neutral: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Disagree: 0
Average score: 1.64
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Appendix: Panelist Experience Survey Results
The questions on this survey were authored by Panelist members of the Panel’s Process
Oversight Subcommittee and unedited by staff. These are the unabridged results of that survey.

Question 1

Question 2

Other free-response answers to this question:
●
●
●
●

I care deeply about my community.
Family suggested applying together
good opportunity to get involved, and
knowing that I would bring needed
diversity to the panel
Community participation

●

●

A general inclination towards civc
participation in order to contribute to the
grand experiment of American
democracry.
Opportunities/knowledge useful for the
future.
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●
●

●
●

I was under the impression that it was to
help solve the problem of the unhoused
population here in Eugene
The opportunity to understand better
how cities operate. Housing is such an
important and large topic and learning
about all the factors that inform the issue.
Being able to have the opportunity to
voice my opinions about the city we live
in
Figured it would be an interesting
experience and learning opportunity

●
●
●

●

Great staff
Participating is my way of exercising
social responsibility
I was generally interested in the process
and topic. I also wanted to be a part of the
group who helped better the City that I
love.
Desire to contribute to the community in
some way. I've admired public servants
and those who've gone out of their way to
better the community, and wanted to go
for it!

Question 3

Full text of answers to this question (the above chart is a summary of these):
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

subject matter
Tech support
i do not have a laptop with out i would not
have done the panel
No
Stipend. I am a full time college student.
Being compensated for my time made
this accessible to me.
At this point in my life, the stipend.
Neither
i still would have volunteered.
none, though the stipend made it feel
"fun"
Nothing. I still would have volunteered.
It was the accommodations. If it wasn't
listed that people could receive tech
support I would not have applied

●

●

●

because it would not have been a fair
sample of Eugene's population.
The stipend! As a student, this is wildly
important since a lot of my work right
now is internship-based and unpaid. This
is a wonderful relief from it all and allows
me to take seriously my activism and
advocacy work, as well as feel more
empowered by it and engaged!
I would have volunteered without the
stipend, but most wouldn't. I believe you
should compensate people for their time
if you expect the most productive results
from this process.
Out of these accommodations the
stipend was the deal-breaker for me
because I already had access to the other
things.
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●
●

●
●
●

●
●

II agreed to help with the unhoused
population. The stipend is an added
bonus
I likely would only have volunteered
without a stipend if there were fewer
December sessions. Such a large time
commitment with a high frequency of
meetings would have cut into my time
available for paid work.
The stipend is much appreciated. I didn't
need assistance with tech
accommodations.
If stipend had not been offered...that
would most likely have been a
deal-breaker
The stipend definitely helped as I am
saving for a house. Not sure if I would
have committed that much of my time
and energy just based on my interested
in the new experience alone. If I did not
have a current job probably I would have,
might still do, but a stipend definitely
made it an easier yes knowing that I will
be sacrificing the free time that I have.
Not being able to use zoom.
I did not need the accommodation.
Having said that, the timing in the evening
would have been the deal breaker. Also,
the fact that it was on Zoom (online)
meant that I did not have to
travel/commute. The time volunteered
for was exactly what was spent.

●

●
●

●
●

●
●
●

I still might have volunteered if these
services weren't offered, but at the same
time I was very skeptical that this
opportunity might have been a scam at
the start, and without the support
providing some legitimacy to the
program I might not have joined for that
reason.
I would not have been able to volunteer
without the benefit of the loaner laptop.
I would have volunteered either way
(Given I received the information similar to
what i got in the mail. If it was an email or
a very brief overview I would not have
taken the time to read about it) However
I'm not sure I would have continued
throughout the whole process and
applied myself in the same way without
the "Kick in the pants" that the stipend
gave me.
If i didn't have internet access, obviously!
N/A. I would have happily volunteered
regardless, and I had everything I needed
to be able to participate. I love this stuff,
personally.
When I responded to the letter, I didn't
realize that we would receive a stipend, it
just looked interesting to me.
stipend was a bonus, but the subject
matter was important to me
Laptop

Question 4

Note: All who chose to explain their answer of “other” referred to the previous question.
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Question 5

Other free-response answers to this question:
●
●

Spanish language meeting on its own
I am not certain that some would have
responded to the letter

●

it may be helpful to a panel thats half day
people, with their own moderators
simultaneously in order to represent
other sections of the population.

Question 6
As you’ve spoken to friends, family, and co-workers about this panel, is there something
that they’ve said about them wishing they would have joined if only . . .
●
●

●
●
●
●
●

●
●

sat morning would be hard for most of
my friends
No, I don't discuss my work all to much
with friends and family, so I don't know
that they were informed enough to create
the desire to fill a similar role as me.
No. I haven't spoken with that many
people about it, though.
they had the time
they had received the initial mailing, lack
of consistent work schedule would make
it difficult
they had the opportunity in their city.
My parents both would have loved to be
here to help but the time didn't really
work for them because they are both very
busy with work.
No. They just championed me for
participating.
We moved to Eugene near the start of the
virus so I don't really know any locals.

●
●
●
●
●

●
●

●

"if I only had the time..." she is very
interested and wants to know more about
the subject matter.
my friends and family didn't really care
one way or the other
If they had heard about it from someone,
or notified in newspaper
Friends and family would join if a panel
was held online. Convenience was the
key factor.
To be honest, many of my family and
friends think this panel is for show and
won't make much of a difference in the
long term.
They had received the invite.
The people who i spoke with either were
not able to volunteer or were not
selected, i have heard no comments
about "if they did this i would volunteer"
they knew about it also because they
would have liked their voice to be heard.
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●

If only they had gotten notice sooner,
checked their mail, had instead gotten an
email, phone call, was at a better time for
them--which varied, etc. A few
connections of mine wished that there
was some other way they could have
contributed since they hadn't been
selected, because they showed interest
in all of it.

No / None / N/A: 10

●

●

None have said that it is very interesting
but did not say that they would want to
do this. I am in the older age range, I
think that would be the reasoning for their
response
they lived in Eugene

(including those “no” answers further explained above)

Question 7

Question 7a
Please describe why or why not.
●
●
●
●
●
●

Y'all need help
Depends on what I am asked to do.
i learned so much
Making my contribution and bring my
thoughts are important
This was meaningful and enjoyable work.
I'd like it even more if it was in person!
I've enjoyed being part of a democratic
process beyond voting and dealing with
issues on a deep level along with a team.

●
●
●

I enjoy learning more about the local
level of goverment
i appreciate the opportunity to put my
two cents in and be in the loop about
what changes are being made in my city
This has been very positive, the
boarding/learning together has made it
very accessible, joint experience as
opposed to just me going through it as
the new person on the committee.
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●
●
●

●
●

●
●

●

Depending on the opportunity, if I felt I
had something to contribute.
I enjoy being able to help the city as a
whole.
I am incredibly passionate about social
justice work, especially in my own
community! I am always actively looking
for ways to get involved and advise /
affect / be a part of positive change that
works to ensure equity, accessibility, and
accountability. It has been such a joy to
be a part of this advisory panel - Working
on the community / policy level is really
interesting and for me and is something I
am deeply passionate about, as I believe
it is of utmost important that we invite,
involve, and make welcome a diverse
array of voices and lived experiences to
engage in and represent/be represented
by this work and the policies that stem
from it.
Duty, progress, participation in
democracy, and improving our
community.
I have had a great experience on this
panel and I feel like the work I am doing
actually matters and will be important for
the future, so if there is an opportunity in
the future like this I would most definitely
take it. The subject of HB 2001 and
housing in general was also something I
didn't know a lot about so my eyes have
really been opened through this process.
Depending o my time and availability
outside of other commitments
This has been an interesting and
educational experience about a pressing
issue. It has made me think about other
ways to get involved in issues Eugene
faces, so yes, I would consider another
opportunity like this one.
The process has been very informative
and I appreciate having my voice heard.

●

●

●
●

●

●
●

●

●
●
●
●

Because the people that makes decisions
are going to hear what we think about
those decisions, rules or restrictions. I
think is a noble principle, being able to be
heard.
Depends on what the subject matter is,
how much time I had available, when
they are meeting. I am lucky in that the
time periods for the zoom sessions
worked with my work schedule, but that
may not always be the case in which case
I would leave it open for someone else.
Learned how the city of Eugene cares
about the city & citizens.
I answered yes, but with a qualification. It
must be a subject matter that I am
interested in, and it should be convenient,
like online meetings.
It depends. I would love to be involved
with a project I could work on with a small
group where I feel like I could have a
productive conversation where people
listened to each other.
I love Eugene and her people.
I feel like my opinion matters and are
actually being heard, I don't feel like I'm
"lost in the herd". I also have really
enjoyed learning more about this topic
and expanding my understanding of the
city and the people who live here.
I have always been community-minded
and am always willing to volunteer where
I may be of use. After participating in this
panel discussion (which I surprisingly
enjoyed!) it has given me the impetus to
want to further participate.
I would volunteer because I enjoy being a
public servant, volunteering, and helping
my community in anyway possible.
I love the fact that we have a voice in our
city government
Being able to hear diverse opinions and
being to express my own
It's great to be of service to the public.
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Question 8

Question 9

Question 9a
If you HAVE volunteered before, please list in what capacity.
●

Not in Eugene. I served on the
Washington Co. 911 committee, Chaired
the Lincoln Co EMS Committee and was a
member of the Tillamook Co. EMS
Committee.

●

I have volunteered a little bit for FFLC
(Food for Lane County).
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Question 9b
If you HAVE volunteered before, could you describe how your experience on this panel
compares to your previous experience:
●
●

The general aim was the same - advise a
government body on pertinent issues.
The biggest difference with the
experience on this panel and my past
experiences volunteering would definitely
be the online aspect, since there wasn't a

pandemic when I volunteered previously.
I also did different work than we are doing
here, and the work we are doing here is
definitely much more immersed with
information.

Question 9c

Other free-response answers to this question:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

I'm new to Eugene
have not had an opportunity
I volunteer for different non-profits
non-affiliated with the city.
I am young, I am only starting out.
new to the city and had not yet figured
out what topic to to plug into
School work
I only moved here a year ago!
Trying to find where my contribution feels
meaningful.

●
●
●
●

was never offered an opportunity and
never had the drive to seek one out
myself. I might now
Convenience. Subject matter was not of
interest.
I don't feel like i agree with everything the
city does and would be concerned my
opinions would be completely ignored.
Actually had something lined up with the
Lane County History Museum in Spring
2020 before shutdowns began.
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Question 10

Question 11
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Question 12
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Attachment D
Eugene Middle Housing Code
Straw Poll Form
Planning Commissioner Name:
May 17, 2021
Project Team
Recommendation

Shorthand
Description

Reference Material

1 Overall Approach

Encourage‐Incentivize

Remove barriers, encourage
more housing across Eugene

4/26 Packet p. 7
Angelo Planning Group (APG)
Memo (Attachment A)

2 Detached Plexes or Attached Only

Encourage‐Incentivize

Allow both attached and detached for flexibility

4/26 Packet p. 8 APG Memo

3 Cottages on Individual Lots or Common Lot

Encourage‐Incentivize

Allow both individual lots and common lots for flexibility

4/26 Packet p. 9 APG Memo

Only
4 Lot & Development Standards ‐ General

Encourage‐Incentivize

Meet or exceed minimum standards for height, setbacks, and
parking; incentivize near transit

4/26 Packet p. 8 APG Memo

5 Duplexes

Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere

Incentivize near transit with lot size, height, and parking;
generally encourage elsewhere

6 Triplexes and Fourplexes

Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere

Incentivize near transit with lot size, height, and parking;
generally encourage elsewhere

4/26 Packet
p. 10‐13 APG Memo;
p. 42‐46 ECONorthwest memo
(Attachment B)
4/26 Packet p. 23‐25 APG Memo; p.
42‐46 ECONW memo

7 Cottage Clusters

Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere

Incentivize near transit with lot size; generally encourage
elsewhere; ensure smaller units

4/26 Packet p. 15‐16 APG Memo

8 Rowhouses

Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere

Incentivize near transit with lot size, height, and parking;
generally encourage elsewhere

4/26 Packet p. 32‐35 APG Memo

9 Rowhouse Density / Lot Size

Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere

Near transit: don't limit lot size or density;
Elsewhere: allow reduced lot size of 1,125 sf, but cap number
of lots created at reduced size at 8 lots

4/26 Packet p. 32‐33 APG memo

10 Lot Coverage

Allow

Meet minimum standards, 50% lot coverage

4/26 packet p. 11, 24, 34 APG
memo; and test fits for plexes

11 Design Standards

Allow

Use model code basic design standards

4/26 Packet p. 8, 19‐22, 27‐31, 36‐
38 APG Memo

12 Special Area Zones

Encourage

Treat the whole city equitably; Exempt middle housing from
SAZ development and design standards

4/26 packet p. 39‐41 APG memo;
and 5/11 APG SAZ Memo

13 Affordability Strategies

Encourage

Reduce barriers to triplexes and quads especially parking and 4/26 packet p. 42‐46 ECONW memo
lot size minimums

Code Topic
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Attachment E
LAND USE PLANNIN G
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

LAND USE PLANNIN G
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

D AT E

May 11, 2021

TO

Eugene Middle Housing PMT

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

RE

SAZ Exemptions for Middle Housing

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

LAND USE PLANNIN G
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

CC

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

LAND USE PLANNIN G
T R A N (SAZs)
S P O R Tis
A Tto
I Oexempt
N PLANNING
The project team’s recommended approach to updating special area zones
P R O Jto
E Cthe
T Msame
A N A Gset
E M of
ENT
middle housing from SAZ standards. This way, middle housing would be subject
siting and design standards throughout the city. This memo summarizes a few issues related to
exempting middle housing from SAZ standards, and provides example language
that the City of
LAND USE PLANNIN G
Eugene could consider incorporating into the Eugene Code.
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

SAZ Land Use and Permit Requirements

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Most SAZs that are subject to HB 2001 either already permit most middle housing types or refer to
LAND USE PLANNIN G
the land use regulations of a base zone (for example, Jefferson Westside [S-JW] points to the use
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
regulations of the R-2 zone). However, no SAZs currently permit all middle housing types, because
PROJECT MANAGEMENT
cottage cluster is not recognized as a separate housing type in the Eugene Code. For the SAZs that
permit some, but not all, middle housing types, the City will need to add the missing housing types
N D (S-CN)
U S E P Lcurrently
ANNIN G
to the Land Use and Permit Requirements tables. For example, the Chase NodeL ASAZ
T R Awill
N S Pneed
O R T Ato
T Ibe
O Nadded
PLANN
permits rowhouses, duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes. Cottage clusters
asI N G
PROJECT MANAGEMENT
an allowed use.

SAZ Development Standards

LAND USE PLANNIN G

Most SAZs that are subject to HB 2001 have at least some standards that
T R Ado
N Snot
P O Rcomply
T A T I O Nwith
P L A State
NNING
rules, or that present barriers to middle housing development. The project team
P R O J Erecommends
CT MANAGEMENT
exempting middle housing from development and design standards that would otherwise apply in
SAZs (lot coverage, setbacks, heights, parking, entry orientation, façade articulation, etc.) and
instead subjecting middle housing to base zone standards. Below is an example of how a special
area zone could be amended to exempt middle housing from its development standards. S-JW is
used as an example. NOTE: It will be important to choose the right base zone to substitute for the
SAZ standards. For example, S-JW points to the R-2 zone for use regulations; however, given how
restrictive the current S-JW development standards are, it may be more appropriate to apply the R1 development standards, since they’re closer to the current standards than the R-2 standards. (For
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SAZ Exemptions for Middle Housing

2 of 2

example, the R-2 zone allows a maximum building height of 35 ft, while R-1 only allows 30 ft. S-JW
currently allows up to 30 ft.)
9.3625 S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone Development Standards.
(1) Application of Standards and Adjustment.
(a) Application of Standards. Except as provided in subsection (b) below, in addition to the
special use limitations in EC 9.3615 and the development standards in EC 9.3625 to 9.3640 and
EC 9.5000 to 9.5850, the General Standards for All Development in EC 9.6000 through 9.6885
apply within this zone. In the event of a conflict between those general development standards
and the development standards in EC 9.3625 to 9.3640, the provisions of EC 9.3625 to 9.3640
shall control.
(b) Middle Housing Standards. All middle housing development in the S-JW special area zone
shall be exempt from the development standards in EC 9.3625 to 9.3640, and shall instead be
subject to the development standards established for the R-1 zone in EC 9.2750 to 9.2751.

SAZ Lot Standards
Similar to development standards, lot standards in many SAZs do not comply with the state rules for
middle housing. Below is an example of how an SAZ could be amended to exempt middle housing
from its special lot standards, again using S-JW as an example.
9.3630 S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone Lot Standards.
The following Table 9.3630 sets forth S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone lot standards,
subject to the special standards in EC 9.3631. All middle housing development in the S-JW special
area zone shall be exempt from the lot standards in EC 9.3630 to 9.3631, and shall instead be
subject to the lot standards established for the R-1 zone in EC 9.2760 to 9.2777.
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AGENDA
Phone: 541-682-5481
www.eugene-or.gov/pc

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

TUESDAY, MAY 25, 2021 – Regular Meeting 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS UPDATE
See May 17, 2021 meeting agenda packet.
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?

HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
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To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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Middle Housing
Code
Amendments
Eugene Planning Commission

May 25, 2021
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Today’s Agenda:
• Introduction
• Equity RoundTable Perspective
• Code Recommendation Items 8-13
• Code Recommendations Follow up
• Parking Approach
• Incentivize Option
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Middle Housing Project Goals
• Comply with House Bill 2001
• Further equity and long-term affordability
• Enable housing availability and diversity of type
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Equity RoundTable –
Participant Perspectives
Middle housing considerations for
BIPOC community members,
people with disabilities, LGBTQ+
people, and low-income renters
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Land Use Code Recommendations
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8. Rowhouses
Project Team
Recommendation
Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere
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Shorthand
Description

Reference
Material

Commissioner
Straw Poll

Incentivize near
4/26 Packet p. 32- Barofsky
transit with lot size,
35 APG Memo Beeson
height, and parking;
Edwards
generally encourage
Fragala
elsewhere
Isaacson
Ramey
Taylor
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9. Rowhouse Density/Lot Size
Project Team
Recommendation
Incentivize near transit,
Encourage elsewhere
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Shorthand
Description

Reference
Material

Commissioner
Straw Poll

Incentivize near
4/26 Packet p. 32- Barofsky
transit with lot size,
35 APG Memo Beeson
height, and parking;
Edwards
generally encourage
Fragala
elsewhere
Isaacson
Ramey
Taylor
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10. Lot Coverage
Project Team
Recommendation

Shorthand
Description

Reference
Material

Allow

Meet minimum
standards, 50% lot
coverage

4/26 packet
p. 11, 24, 34 APG
memo; and test
fits for plexes

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Commissioner
Straw Poll
Barofsky
Beeson
Edwards
Fragala
Isaacson
Ramey
Taylor
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11. Design Standards
Project Team
Recommendation

Shorthand
Description

Allow

Use model code
basic design
standards
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Reference
Material

Batch 7

Commissioner
Straw Poll

4/26 Packet
Barofsky
p. 8, 19-22, 27-31, Beeson
36-38 APG Memo Edwards
Fragala
Isaacson
Ramey
Taylor
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12. Special Area Zones
Project Team
Recommendation
Encourage

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Shorthand
Description

Reference
Material

Treat the whole city
4/26 packet
equitably; Exempt
p. 39-41 APG
middle housing from memo; and 5/11
APG SAZ Memo
SAZ development
and design
standards

Batch 7

Commissioner
Straw Poll
Barofsky
Beeson
Edwards
Fragala
Isaacson
Ramey
Taylor
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13. Affordability Strategies
Project Team
Recommendation

Shorthand
Description

Encourage

Reduce barriers to
triplexes and quads
especially parking
and lot size
minimums

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Reference
Material

Batch 7

Commissioner
Straw Poll

4/26 packet
Barofsky
p. 42-46 ECONW Beeson
Edwards
memo
Fragala
Isaacson
Ramey
Taylor
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Middle Housing Affordability Strategies
• Through the Housing Implementation Pipeline project, consider:
• Density bonuses for affordable middle housing
• Fee reductions for middle housing
• A middle housing tax exemption program
• Funding middle housing projects through the Construction Excise Tax
• Creating middle housing pre-approved plans
• Renter and home buyer assistance programs, especially for BIPOC
communities, low-income renters, and people with disabilities
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Parking Approach – Off Street
Housing Type

Current standard Minimum compliance standard

Proposed standard

Duplex

1 space/unit

1 space/unit

Near transit: 0 spaces
Elsewhere: 1 space/unit

1 space/unit

1 space per unit, except:
• lots under 3,000 sf: 1 space per lot
• 3,000 – 4,999 sf: 2 spaces per lot

Near transit: 0 spaces
Elsewhere: same as minimum compliance

Quadplex

1 space/unit

1 space per unit, except:
• lots under 3,000 sf: 1 space per lot
• 3,000 – 4,999 sf: 2 spaces per lot
• 5,000 – 6,999 sf: 3 spaces per lot

Near transit: 0 spaces
Elsewhere: same as minimum compliance

Rowhouse

1 space/unit

1 space/unit

• Near transit: 0 spaces
• Elsewhere: 1 space per unit

1 space/unit

Units <1,000 sf: 0 spaces
Units >1,000 sf near transit: 0.5 per unit
Page 122
of 462
Units >1,000 sf elsewhere: 1 per
unit

Triplex

Cottage Cluster 1 space/unit
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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Possible On-Street Parking Credit Option
Allow city-wide except:
• In developments adjacent to arterial or major
collector roads
• Adjacent to roads that are unimproved and not
maintained by the City
• Adjacent to roads that have metered or timed
parking restrictions
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Development Standards – Existing and Incentivize
Housing Type

Maximum Height
Current standard

Incentive
standard

Setbacks
Current standard Incentive standard

Lot Coverage
Current
standard

Incentive
standard

50%

R-1 - R-2: 70%
R-3 - R-4: NA

Duplex

• R-1: 30 ft (+ 7 ft
• R-1: 35 ft (+ 7 ft
for pitched roof ≥
for pitched roof ≥ Front yard: 10
6:12)
feet
6:12)
• R-2: 35 ft
• R-2 - R-4: No Interior: 5 feet
• R-3: 50 ft
change
• R-4: 120 ft

Front yard: 5 feet
Interior: 5 feet

Triplex

Same as duplex Same as duplex Same as duplex

Same as duplex

Quadplex

Same as duplex Same as duplex Same as duplex

Same as duplex

Rowhouse

Same as duplex Same as duplex Same as duplex

Same as duplex

75%

No change

25 feet or 2
stories

Front yard: 10 feet
Interior: 5 feet
Building separation:
6 feet

NA

NA

Cottage Cluster
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

NA

NA
Batch 7

Same as
duplex
Same as
duplex

Same as duplex
Same as duplex
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Lot Size Requirements – Minimum and Incentivize
Housing Type

Current standard

Minimum compliance standard

Incentivize standard

Duplex

R-1: 8,000 sf
R-2 - R-4: none

• Standard Lots (R-1 – R-4): 4,500 sf
• Small Lots (R-2 – R-4): 2,250 sf

• Standard Lots: 2,250 sf
• Small Lots: (no change)

Triplex

R-1: 12,000 sf
R-2 – R-4: none

R-1: 5,000 sf
R-2 – R-4: none

R-1: 3,500 sf
R-2 – R-4: none

Quadplex

R-1: 16,000 sf
R-2 – R-4: none

R-1: 7,000 sf
R-2 – R-4: none

R-1: 4,500 sf
R-2 – R-4: none

1,600 sf

• R-1:
o Lot Area: 1,500 sf
o Density: Increase maximum density to
25 units per acre
• R-2 – R-4:
o Lot Area: 1,500 sf

No minimum lot area

R-1 – R-4: 7,000
sf
Batch 7

• R-1: 4,500 sf
• R-2 – R-4: none

Rowhouse

Cottage Cluster

NA
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Next Steps
Planning Commission work sessions June 14 & 28, 2021
Assemble adoption package including complete plan
and code amendments in July 2021
Begin work sessions on adoption package in August 2021
Target Planning Commission hearing in September and
City Council hearing before the end of 2021
Code in place by June 30, 2022
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Adoption Phase Timeline

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Page 127 of 462

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

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

MONDAY, JUNE 14, 2021 – Regular Meeting 11:30 am to 1:30 pm
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS UPDATE
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?
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HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
June 14, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments Update (Implementation of House Bill 2001)

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission will begin its review of draft land use code language for the
Middle Housing Code Amendments project. The meeting will include an overview of the process the
project team anticipates using for the Commission’s June 14, 21, and 28, 2021 meetings.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places across the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply. By June 30, 2022, the City must have regulations in place that comply with the
administrative rules. Otherwise, the state’s model code will apply in Eugene.
PROJECT APPROACH
An important component of the project approach is the focus on equity and inclusion in the public
outreach process. To support that focus, the Commission has heard from participants in the Equity
RoundTable (Mark, Isis, River), Healthy Democracy panel (Sam, Hunter, Francisco, Jose), and developers
focus group (Dylan), as well as a University of Oregon Law School professor (Dr. Sarah Adams-Schoen) at
meetings between December 2020 and May 2021. In addition, the Commission wrote and presented a
letter to the City Council to express support for the project’s focus on equity and approach to
encouraging and incentivizing middle housing across Eugene through the land use code. The letter is
attached to this packet as Attachment A.
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
The project’s Public Involvement Plan (PI Plan) outlines the outreach process from concept development
through adoption of land use code and policy amendments. The PI Plan includes opportunities for the
community to engage in the planning process and information on how individuals and organizations can
effectively participate and is consistent with the City’s Public Participation Guidelines and Statewide
Planning Goal 1. The Planning Commission approved the PI Plan in August 2020 and has been regularly
meeting to advise staff on the project approach.
In the fall of 2020, public outreach focused on providing information about the house bill and forming
outreach groups to develop values and principles to guide the technical phase of work. In February
2021, the project team began to gather community-wide input on how to approach implementation of
the house bill. The main opportunity for input centered on levels of implementation: we asked
community members whether the City should Allow, Encourage, and/or Incentivize middle housing
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through the land use code requirements. Throughout the project, the goal of the public engagement has
been to be meaningful, accountable, inclusive, transparent, realistic, and outcome oriented.
The outreach focused on gathering community-wide input on code concepts to guide the code-writing
portion of the project. As part of the February outreach efforts, we received 741 surveys (730 in English
and 11 in Spanish), held 15 meetings and events, created two new profiles on social media, and heard
from renters and homeowners, community members in every ward and of every age category, and folks
who had never been involved with City processes before.
A comprehensive report on the February outreach is available on our website. The Healthy Democracy
process included a thorough information gathering phase, small and large group discussion, deliberation
and voting on recommendations related to the middle housing code amendments. It also included
reflections on the process and general public engagement recommendations for the City’s consideration
into the future.
The April and May outreach meetings included the final three Healthy Democracy Panel meetings, a fifth
Equity RoundTable meeting, and a combined Boards and Commissions and Local Partners RoundTable
meeting discussing how well the draft code meets the values and principles, as well as how well it
encourages affordability. In addition, two Developer Focus Group meetings were held with market rate
and affordable housing developers to gather feedback on the code recommendations and affordability
strategies. Results from these conversations are informing the draft code language, and the final Equity
Roundtable meeting summary is attached as Attachment B.
Overall, people we heard from through our community engagement efforts were overwhelmingly
supportive of going beyond the minimum standards required by the state and implementing a
combination of the Encourage and Incentivize middle housing options.
MIDDLE HOUSING LAND USE CODE LANGUAGE
Draft middle housing land use code language has been developed in response to the broad public input
described above, as well as cycles of technical analysis and review with outreach groups and the
Planning Commission.
Attachment C is an updated memo from Angelo Planning Group (APG) explaining the project team’s
code recommendations in response to the Commission’s April 13 and 26 discussions and May 17 and 25
straw polls. At these meetings, the Commission worked through code topics ranging from general
standards in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone such as lot size and building height, to how to
approach parking, compact development, and updates to Special Area Zones. In general, the team
recommends approaching the land use code amendments from an encourage-incentivize point of view,
with an emphasis on equity in code standards across the community.
Using the code recommendations as a guide, the project team drafted land use code language for
Planning Commission review. Part One of the project team’s recommended code language for
Definitions and Residential Zones is included in Attachment D and will be the subject of the June 14
meeting.
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Part Two, Development Standards, and Part Three, Special Area Zones and Adjustment Review, will be
published with the June 21 Commission packet for discussion at the June 21 and 28 meetings,
respectively.
During the meeting, the project team will guide the Commission through the sections of draft code
language in front of them, ask for questions and feedback, and keep track of comments to inform a final
set of revisions to include in the draft adoption package. The adoption process for land use code
amendments includes a Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation, followed by a City
Council public hearing and action. The adoption package is anticipated to be shared with the
Commission and the public in early August, six weeks ahead of the Planning Commission public hearing,
which is planned for late September.
The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to engage
community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene. Additionally, the overall
project schedule for upcoming adoption phase is included below.
Middle Housing Adoption Phase Timeline

ATTACHMENTS
A. May 17, 2021 Planning Commission letter to Council
B. Equity RoundTable Meeting Five Summary
C. June 10 Code Recommendations Summary Memo – Definitions and Residential Zones (APG)
D. Part One: Draft Code Language for Definitions and Residential Zones
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment A

May 17, 2021
Dear City Council Members and Mayor,
As a planning commission, we thank you for the opportunity to serve our community. We are
committed to an effective process for the City of Eugene’s Middle Housing recommendations, in
accordance with House Bill 2001 and recognize the importance of removing barriers to diverse and
affordable housing in our community. This process is complicated and important to the City of Eugene,
so the commission wanted to take time to update Council at important points in the process. As a
commission, we value robust community engagement efforts and celebrate the diverse and inclusive
outreach methods used in the Middle Housing public input process. These methods have worked to
elevate voices that are often missing in decision-making. The results of broad community outreach
shared a strong preference for how we implement this legislation and have helped guide the
Commission’s recommendations for going beyond the minimum requirements of the house bill.
This was no ordinary public engagement process. It exemplified excellence in reaching and informing a
broad cross section of our community, not just the most vocal. The process demonstrated a
commitment from City staff to raise the bar, elevate voices, reconcile our State’s and local zoning code’s
history of exclusion, and implement amendments that center on equity. The Commission shares the
enthusiasm for this robust and broad outreach process that was inclusive of, and represents the
interests of: renters, homeowners, Black, Indigenous, People of Color, people of all ages, and people
from all Eugene neighborhoods.
The Public Engagement Process
The project’s Public Involvement Plan was carefully reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission
acting as the Citizen Involvement Committee in August 2020. Public engagement was conducted during
a pandemic that limited the type of involvement activities and yet that didn’t hamper it. The plan began
with a commitment to focus on equity and inclusion—including educational components that shared
zoning’s difficult history of racial and economic exclusion. The creation of new panels ensured that
voices from all corners of our community would not only have a say in the process, but be informed of
how planning works, how decisions are made at the local level, and how community members can
continue to be involved with city processes.
Planning projects affect the entire community; however, traditional engagement efforts face challenges
in reaching certain parts of the community. This structure has created disproportionate representation
in the planning process and has resulted in exclusion of some people and groups who are directly
impacted by plans and policies. This Public Engagement Process included community stakeholders such
as neighborhood associations, local partners, representatives from boards and commissions, and local
affordable and market-rate developers. It also added new methods such as the Healthy Democracy
panel, Equity RoundTable, Spanish Engage Eugene page and survey, student outreach, and use of social
media. Engagement included educational opportunities and materials that addressed what zoning is,
how it works, and the requirements of House Bill 2001. It included zoning’s connection with larger issues
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such as equity, climate change, and affordability. A focus on equity and inclusion did not replace the
existing public engagement process; rather, it added new ways alongside existing methods of
engagement for community members to be involved and have their voices heard.
Highlighting Healthy Democracy and the Equity RoundTable
When the Commission approved the Public Involvement Plan, we also approved a first-of its kind
representative, lottery-selected panel. The Healthy Democracy Panel represented Eugene’s
demographic communities and truly was a microcosm of Eugene—the very assortment of community
members that we pledge to represent. The Healthy Democracy panelists were also compensated for
their participation—mitigating a barrier and enabling more folks to engage with the process. Over 15
meetings, the panel learned about, discussed, and deliberated land use code amendments before
recommending actions for the Middle Housing project. It was a complex issue made accessible to
everyday people—a goal of all our public outreach and education.
Moreover, since the Eugene community is predominantly white (83% according to Census data), the
Healthy Democracy Panel, since representative, was also predominantly white. Given this, the Planning
Commission approved the addition of the Equity RoundTable consisting of groups or organizations doing
equity-based work serving underrepresented community members in Eugene. Like the Healthy
Democracy panel, the Equity RoundTable participants were also compensated for their participation and
the group was facilitated by a consultant team of all women of color.
Guiding Values and Principles
Several themes emerged from stakeholders’ input but there was frequent synergy and clear connections
between stakeholder’ recommendations. The community-shaped Guiding Values and Principles directly
influenced the Commission’s recommendations on the proposed land use code amendments. They are
as follows:
Equity and Access to Housing: Create more ways for renters and owners of all incomes and identities to
live across Eugene’s neighborhoods
Broad Dispersal of Middle Housing: Encourage the creation of a land use code that facilitates the
broadest possible dispersal of housing types to create accessible neighborhoods and avoid
disproportionate impacts
House Options of All Shapes and Sizes: Develop a land use code that allows the creation of quality
housing in all neighborhoods that varies in size, type, and total cost.
Compact, Efficient Housing: View housing policy by using a sustainability lens; consider energy efficient
building, encourage development that does not rely on cars, and allow more density to preserve our
natural environment and surrounding farm and forest land
Sense of Belonging: Treat existing and future neighbors living in homes of all shapes and sizes with
respect and use language that champions safe, welcoming neighborhoods and public forums
Opportunities to Build Wealth: Create opportunities for home ownership and economic vitality.
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Interconnectedness of Housing Solutions: Go beyond the requirements of the legislation; see the
minimum standards as a floor, not a ceiling, in order to meet more community needs.
Vibrant Neighborhoods: Reimagine areas zoned low density residential and encourage creation of
vibrant neighborhoods with pedestrian and bicycle access to parks, shops, and gathering places.
Engagement Outcomes
The outreach participants overwhelmingly agreed that the City should go beyond the minimum
standards for complying with the house bill and supported implementing a suite of land use code
amendments that encourage and incentivize the development of middle housing types. The results and
recommendations from the public outreach are as follows:
●

The Healthy Democracy Panel: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Equity RoundTable: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Local Partners RoundTable: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Boards and Commissions RoundTable: Encourage/Incentivize

●

Developer Focus Group: Encourage/Incentivize

●

82% of Survey respondents: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Developer Focus Group: Encourage/Incentivize

This is a project of many firsts, but its success in raising voices early and often in the process should
mean that a process like this is not the last. Thank you for the opportunity to provide guidance on this
important project and its outcomes. We appreciate and value collaborating with you on this and future
projects that look to remove barriers to housing affordability, availability, and diversity.
Sincerely,

On behalf of the Eugene Planning Commission
Ken Beeson, Vice Chair
John Barofsky
Tiffany Edwards
Dan Isaacson
Lisa Fragala
Kristen Taylor
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Attachment B

Equity Roundtable Meeting Five
Summary
Date: May, 12, 2021
Time: 5:00 - 7:00 p.m.
Number of participants: 7
Organizations and communities participating: UO Longhouse, Sapsik'ʷalá, DisOrient Asain
American Film Festival, Lane Independent Living Alliance, NAACP, Huerto de Familia,
Chinese Benevolent Association
Meeting Summary
ACC welcomed participants and went over the agenda for the meeting. Participants introduced
themselves by sharing their name, pronouns, and saying what they appreciate about another
participant. The City of Eugene staff then spent 15 minutes sharing the impact of the
RoundTables in the community engagement process, and they gave an introduction to the middle
housing draft code recommendations. Participants then asked questions about the code
recommendations and City of Eugene staff answered. Next the participants were split into two
Zoom breakout rooms, each were led by one City of Eugene staff member. In the breakout
rooms, participants provided input on the middle housing code recommendations and answered
these questions: “Do the code recommendations meet the values and principles?;” “Are the
recommendations furthering affordability?;” and “What are we missing?” After 10 minutes of
breakout group discussion, everybody rejoined the main Zoom to share what they discussed.
After a 5 minute break, Tyler Bump, from EcoNW, joined as a guest speaker. For 20 minutes,
Tyler Bump shared a presentation on how affordability can impact the code packages and
recommendations, and he answered questions posed by the participants. In closing, Terri Harding
then shared the next steps for the City of Eugene’s middle housing and opportunities to continue
participating.
Some highlights:
1. Values and Principles stand as useful ways to approach Middle Housing Code code draft
and implementation.
2. Themes:
a. Affordability
i. Through incentives in real estate market, shared ownership (co-op models,
shared tenancy, tenants-in-common model from Bay Area), community
banks, land trusts, investments in support of low income and first-time
home buyers
b. Middle Housing as an investment that can support people who face economic
challenges, including the elderly:
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i.

People can build on their existing property lot for additional income, or
intergenerational living, or to support family and community care systems
ii. Concern that price is too high for low income communities
iii. Interest in row houses or similar units
c. Middle Housing in multiple neighborhoods; addressing stigma or resistance to
newcomers
d. Accessible parking, specially for people with dis/abilities, no or low cost parking
near units. Maybe having parking subsidies available for low income
communities and people with dis/abilities.
e. Incentives for housing geared towards alternative transportation, inclusive age
differences and needs, and mindful of people with dis/abilities
f. Standards that foster building using good, safe, and sustainable materials.
g. Access to commercial areas, schools, green areas
h. Access to gardening
i. Decolonizing design and architecture and their relationship to natural
infrastructures
j. Drawing on federal funds to invest in housing for Native communities
k. Honoring historically working class, Black, Latinx, migrant communities,
avoiding displacement of communities once new housing and/or amenities are
built.
l. Discourage all middle housing from becoming short term rentals (AirBnBs)
m. Rethink language and word choice when discussing subsidized housing (using the
term “affordable housing” causes folks to insert their own definition of
“affordable”.
3. Reflections on Community Engagement Process:
a. Feeling good that the city is engaging community members
b. The last homework shared by request in last meeting (code draft) was too dense
and long
c. Appreciate all the information shared, and being able to discuss community needs
and experiences with housing
d. Being on Zoom enabled some to participate more (for example, people who are
caretakers of children); while it posed technological challenges to others who
were able to participate through accommodations and one-on-one consultant
support.
4. Resources shared by participants in Chat:
https://www.cultivateplace.com/c-street; https://www.portland.gov/phb/holte
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Attachment C
LAND USE PLANNING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

Draft Code Summary – Definitions & Residential Zones
Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
D AT E

June 10, 2021

TO

Eugene Planning Commission

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

CC

City of Eugene Middle Housing Project Team
Ben Weber and Emma-Quin Smith, SERA
Becky Hewitt and Tyler Bump, ECONorthwest
Julie Fischer, Cogito

This memorandum provides an overview of draft code amendments for the Eugene Middle Housing
Code Amendments project. We will be reviewing initial draft code language at three Planning
Commission (PC) work sessions on June 14, 21, and 28, 2021. The June 14 meeting will focus on
Definitions (EC 9.0500) and Residential Zones (EC 9.2700-9.2777). The subsequent meetings will
focus on the remaining sections of the Eugene Code:
•
•

June 21 – Special Development Standards (EC 9.5550) and General Standards (EC 9.600s)
June 28 – Special Area Zones (EC 9.3000s), Adjustment Review (9.8015 – 9.8030), and Other

The team is scheduled to deliver an “adoption-ready” draft set of code and policy recommendations
by the end of June. However, the City will continue to seek input on and revise these draft
amendments during the next several months. In the latter half of the year, City staff will manage
revisions, prepare an adoption package, and bring the middle housing code amendments through
the local adoption process.

angeloplanning.com

ANGELO PLANNING GROUP

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205
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Draft Code Summary – Definitions & Residential Zones

2 of 11

Definitions (EC 9.0500)
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Dwelling, Duplex

Revise definition to say units can be in any
configuration.

Dwelling, Triplex
and

Revise definition to say units can be in any
configuration.

Dwelling, Fourplex

Revise multi-family definition to exclude triplexes and
fourplexes.

Dwelling,
Rowhouse

Minor tweaks recommended for clarity.

The rowhouse definition is already mostly consistent
with the HB 2001 “townhouse” definition.

Dwelling, Cottage
Cluster

Add new definition of “cottage cluster dwelling” that is
consistent with HB 2001 definition.

The HB 2001 definition specifies a maximum 900 sf
footprint, common courtyard, and minimum density of
4 du/ac.

Dwelling, Middle
Housing

Add definition for the class of housing types that
includes duplex, triplex, fourplex, rowhouse, and
cottage cluster.

This new definition will allow middle housing types to
be referred to collectively in the code.

Others

Add definitions for new terms:

These are new terms used in the proposed middle
housing standards.

•

Common courtyard

•

Cottage cluster project

•

Frequent transit route

•

Rowhouse project

Change “one-family dwelling” to “single detached
dwelling” and “multi-family dwelling” to “multi-unit
dwelling.” Change “family” to “household” and remove
references to “family/families” throughout code in the
sections proposed for amendment at this time.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Allows detached units, consistent with the ENCOURAGE
approach.

The City plans to shift away from using the term
“family” in regulating development through the Eugene
Code. The intent is to be more inclusive of various living
arrangements beyond the traditional “family.” While
those wide-ranging changes are not in the scope of the

PageJune
14010,
of2021
462

Draft Code Summary – Definitions & Residential Zones

3 of 11

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary
Middle Housing project, the updated language is
reflected in the proposed amendments.

Residential Zones (EC 9.2700)
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

General

Remove the R-1.5 Rowhouse Zone.

R-1.5 is longer necessary, since rowhouses will be
permitted in all residential zones. Also, it has only been
implemented on a handful of sites in the city.

Land Use and
Permit
Requirements
(9.2740)

•

Add cottage cluster to use table.

•

Delete housing type descriptions from the table—
terms are defined in EC 9.0500.

•

Add reference to special standards for middle
housing in EC 9.5550.

Duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, and rowhouses are
already permitted in R zones. For types other than
duplexes, the “S” indicates that these housing types are
subject to special standards in EC 9.5550.

Special Use
Limitations (9.2741)

Remove notes (3), (4), (5), and (6), which prohibit
development of rowhouses, duplexes, triplexes, and
fourplexes in the Fairmount, Amazon, and South
University neighborhoods. Note (3) also establishes
special standards for rowhouses related to building
size, open space, and access.

The prohibitions in the Amazon, Fairmount, and South
University neighborhoods are part of the “University
Area Interim Protection Measures,” which were
intended to limit infill and middle housing development
near the University. However, HB 2001 requires that
City permit middle housing in these areas.
For rowhouses, none of the current standards in note
(3) comply with the OAR. New standards regulating
number of units (i.e., building size) and access are
proposed for EC 9.5550.

Add new note (3) Middle Housing on Nonconforming
Lots – prevents middle housing other than duplexes

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
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Single detached dwellings are permitted on any
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Proposed Code Amendments
from being permitted on lots that do not meet the
applicable minimum lot area standard.

Commentary
to meet the minimum lot area that’s defined in EC
9.2751 and Table 9.2760.

Development Standards (9.2750)
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Density

Exempt duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, and cottage
clusters from maximum density. Apply special density
standards to rowhouses. [via note (1)].

Per OAR requirements. See Section 9.2751.

Maximum Height

•

R-1 zone: Throughout the zone, increase height
allowance for duplex, triplex, and fourplex to 35 ft
(+ 7 ft for a pitched roof that is at least 6:12). [via
note (3).]

PC recommended “incentivizing” middle housing
throughout R-1 by increasing height allowances.

•

Keep existing height standards in other zones:
o R-2: 35 ft

o R-3: 50 ft

•
Minimum Setbacks

Maximum Lot
Coverage

o R-4: 120 ft

Cottage clusters: Height standards are in EC 9.5550
(maximum 25 ft).

Keep current standards in R-1 – R-4 zones:
•

Front Yard: 10 ft

•

Interior yards: 5 ft

•

Duplex, triplex, and fourplex:
o R-1 – R-2: Increase allowance to 70% [via note
(20)].

•

PC recommended “incentivizing” middle housing by
increasing lot coverage from for plexes from 50% to
70%.
Cottage cluster exemption is required by middle
housing OAR.

o R-3 – R-4: N/A

Rowhouse: keep 75% standard

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
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to balance increased height and reduced lot sizes.

Page
14 of745
Batch

PageJune
14210,
of2021
462

Draft Code Summary – Definitions & Residential Zones

5 of 11

Proposed Code Amendments
•
Minimum Open
Space

Commentary

Cottage cluster: exempt from maximum lot
coverage.

In R-2 through R-4, reduce minimum open space
standard from 20% to 10% for middle housing [via note
(13)].

PC supported the “encourage” approach for reducing
minimum open space.

Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750 (9.2751)
(1) Density.
Duplex, triplex,
fourplex, and
cottage cluster

Rowhouse

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

•

Exempt duplex, triplex, fourplex, and cottage
cluster from maximum density.

•

Density exemptions for plexes and cottage clusters
are required by the middle housing OAR.

•

Cottage cluster in R-1: Establish minimum density
of 4 units per acre.

•

Cottage cluster minimum density is specified by HB
2001.

•

Minimum lot area standards noted here—intent is
to regulate how large an existing lot must be to
allow development of each middle housing type.

•

Min lot area standards are necessary to state here,
because Table 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot
Standards only apply to the creation of new lots.

[Initial recommendation below. See commentary for
other options.]
R-1 – Apply maximum density of 25 units per net acre.
Other zones – keep current density maximums:
•

R-2: 28 units per net acre

•

R-3: 56 units per net acre

•

R-4: 112 units per net acre

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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The middle housing OAR allows cities to limit rowhouse
density to four times the density for single detached
dwellings or 25 units per net acre, whichever is less.
The recommended approach for rowhouse minimum
lot area is to reduce the minimum from 1,600 sf to
1,125 sf (see EC 9.2760 below). This is ¼ of the
minimum lot size for single detached dwellings (4,500
sf), so it would be equivalent to allowing four rowhouse
lots to be created from one single-dwelling lot.
However, this equates to a density of approximately 39
units per net acre, which would exceed the allowable
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary
density in R-1 (25 du/na) and the current permitted
density in R-2 (28 du/na).
The PC has recommended applying the 25 du/na
density cap in the R-1 zone, as allowed by the OAR.
However, for R-2, there are some options to consider.
Options for R-2:

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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•

Retaining the current maximum density standard in
R-2 (as proposed at left) would effectively limit
rowhouse developments to 1,550 sf per unit
(however, an individual rowhouse lot could still be
as small as 1,125 sf).

•

Another option is to keep the current density
standard, but not to regulate minimum lot size.
This would eliminate the discrepancy between the
minimum lot size and maximum density standards.

•

Exempt rowhouses from maximum density, but
limit the number of rowhouse lots in a development
that could be created at the 1,125 sf lot size
minimum. For example, only 8 rowhouses per
development could be allowed at 1,125 sf per unit;
beyond that, rowhouse lots would have to be at
least 1,500 sf.

•

The least restrictive option would be to exempt
rowhouses from maximum density in R-2 and let
the 1,125-sf lot size control—allowing up to 39
du/na.

PageJune
14410,
of2021
462

Draft Code Summary – Definitions & Residential Zones

7 of 11

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary
The Project Team is seeking further direction from the
PC as to which option is preferred for the R-2 zone.

(3) Building Height.

Special height provisions for middle housing noted
here.

(13) Open space

Special open space provisions for middle housing
noted here.

(15) Driveways and
Parking Areas.

Exempt middle housing from special driveway and
parking area restrictions in Amazon, Fairmount, and
South University neighborhoods in R-1.
Also exempt middle housing from separate restrictions
in R-3 and R-4.

The Driveways and Parking Areas regulations in certain
neighborhoods in the R-1 zone were part of the part of
the “University Area Interim Protection Measures”
discussed above. These regulations pose barriers to
middle housing by restricting development to only one
driveway per lot; limiting surface parking spaces to 2
per lot; and limiting the dimensions of driveways and
parking areas so they can only accommodate two
vehicles. These regulations would overly limit flexibility
for middle housing; therefore, the Project Team
recommends that middle housing be exempted from
these standards.
Standards in the R-3 and R-4 also restrict driveway
access to one per lot—again, posing a barrier to middle
housing.
Proposed standards in EC 9.5550 would provide more
flexible standards regulating driveways and access for
middle housing.

(18) Alley Access
Lots in R-1.

Increase building size and height allowances so that
Duplexes must be permitted on any lot that allows a
duplexes are more feasible to build on alley access lots. single detached dwelling—this includes alley access
lots. However, the current size limits—800 sf or 10% of

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Proposed Code Amendments
Building size: increase size allowance to 1,200 sf (or
25% of lot).
Height: Increase to 25 ft for duplex.

(20) Cottage cluster
lot coverage.

Commentary
the lot area, whichever is less—make duplexes de facto
unbuildable. We recommend relaxing the limitations to
make duplexes somewhat more feasible (though still
unlikely at 1,200 sf). Note: Alley access lots are no
longer permitted in the residential base zones, so these
standards only apply to existing alley access lots in
these zones.

Exemption from maximum lot coverage standards for
cottage clusters noted here.

Lot Standards (9.2760)
Proposed Code Amendments
Lot Area Minimum
Plex and
Cottage Cluster

Commentary

Reduce minimum lot area for each middle housing type PC recommended applying the “incentivize” lot sizes
in all zones:
throughout the R zones, instead of just near frequent
transit.
• Duplex: 2,250 sf
Note: Currently in R-2, R-3, and R-4, there is no
minimum lot size specific to duplex, triplex, or fourplex
lots. All lots in those zones (except rowhouse lots) are
subject to the minimum lot area standard that applies
to single detached dwellings (4,500 sf). Density is
chiefly regulated in these zones based on units per acre,
rather than lot area. Because duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, and cottage clusters must be exempt from
maximum density, we recommend applying the same
minimum lot sizes for middle housing in R-2 – R-4 as
recommended for the R-1 zone.

(current – 8,000 sf)

Rowhouse

•

Triplex: 3,500 sf
(current – 12,000 sf)

•

Fourplex: 4,500 sf
(current – 16,000 sf)

•

Cottage cluster: 4,500 sf
(current – N/A)

Reduce minimum lot area for rowhouses in all zones
from 1,600 sf to 1,125 sf.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary
Note: In R-3 and R-4 maximum density is 56 du/ac and
112 du/ac, respectively. Minimum lot area of 1,125 sf
could only achieve up to 39 du/ac in net density.
Another option would be to eliminate minimum lot
area for rowhouses in R-3 and R-4 and let maximum
density control.

Flag Lots

Keep existing lot area minimum: 6,000 sf

Middle housing types must be permitted on flag lots.
Given these lots’ access constraints, the project team’s
initial recommendation is not to change flag lot
standards to encourage middle housing. Does the PC
support that recommendation, or would you prefer to
encourage middle housing development on flag lots—
say, by reducing minimum lot area?

Lot Width /
Frontage Minimum

•

For rowhouses, we recommend reducing minimum lot
width to 10 ft, since minimum lot area is reduced to
1,125 sf. We also recommend eliminating minimum lot
frontage for townhouses. Not requiring street frontage
would allow flexibility for rowhouse lots to be accessed
via private street or drive aisle. This provides more
options for infill situations, allowing rowhouses to be
accessed from a perpendicular drive that is
perpendicular to the street, or allowing an additional
row of rowhouses behind the street-facing row.

Rowhouses in all zones:
o Reduce min lot width to 10 ft.

•
•

o Do not require minimum street frontage.

Duplex in R-1: Reduce from 50 ft to 35 ft [via note
(6)]
R-2 – R-4: No change to current standards (35 ft).

For duplexes, since the minimum lot area is reduced to
2,250 ft, the minimum lot width should be reduced in
proportion.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
APG

Page
19 of745
Batch

PageJune
14710,
of2021
462

Draft Code Summary – Definitions & Residential Zones

10 of 11

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Housing Mix
Maximum

Remove housing mix maximum for duplexes, triplexes,
and fourplexes in subdivisions.

These provisions are in conflict with the middle housing
OAR and must be removed.

Special Standards
for Table 9.2760
(9.2761)

Add note (3), which references new Cottage Cluster Lot
Standards for individual lot (subdivision) development.

For Cottage Cluster Lot Standards, see EC 9.2771
below.

Remove restrictions for rowhouse lots [current note
(3)] and duplex, triplex, and fourplex lots [note (6)].

Currently, rowhouse developments must have at least
10 lots; they are prohibited in the Amazon, Fairmount,
and South University neighborhoods; and lots must
have alley access. Each of these provisions is in conflict
with the OAR and must be removed.

Small Lot Standards Add note stating that duplexes are permitted on small
for R-2, R-3, and R-4 lots.
Zones (9.2770)

Same as ALLOW

Cottage Cluster Lot
Standards (9.2771)

PC provided direction to create a clear and objective
path to cottage cluster development that allows
individual lots to be owned “fee simple.” If additional
flexibility is desired by an applicant, the Cluster
Subdivision procedure (EC 9.8040-9.8055) provides a
discretionary path to achieving similar outcomes, but
with greater flexibility for lot standards.

Add new set of standards to regulate the creation of
cottage clusters with units on individual lots. The
standards are modeled off the Small Lot Standards and
are intended to provide a clear and objective path for
development of a cottage cluster subdivision.
The standards address:
•

Setbacks for the perimeter of the overall
development, in addition to setbacks for
individual cottage lots.

•

Minimum lot area for the overall development;
no minimum lot area for individual cottage lots.

•

Creation of separate tracts for common
courtyards, shared parking areas, community
buildings, and other common areas.
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These standards will work in tandem with the Special
Development Standards for cottage clusters in EC
9.5550(7), which we will review with the PC at the June
21 work session.
NOTE: On May 26, 2021, the Governor signed Senate
Bill 458, which mandates the allowance of land
divisions for middle housing. The SB 458 provisions will
take effect at the same time as HB 2001 (July 1, 2022).
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Proposed Code Amendments
•

Duplex Division Lot
Standards (9.2777)

Access easements to provide access rights for
units of land that do not have frontage on a
public street, and to provide vehicle and
pedestrian circulation throughout the site.

For now, reduce area/dimension standards to be
consistent with the recommended lot sizes for
duplexes:
•

Existing lot area minimum: 4,500 sf

•

Resulting lot width minimum: 20 ft

•

Resulting lot area minimum: 2,250 sf
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CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
APG

Page
21 of745
Batch

Commentary
This new law will have implication for several aspects
of Eugene’s Middle Housing Code Amendments,
including for cottage cluster land divisions. However,
the Project Team is still working to understand all the
implications, and as such, is not prepared to modify any
recommendations at this time.
SB 458 will also have implications for the duplex
division lot standards. The Project Team will provide
modified recommendations once we understand more
about the full implications of the law.
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Definitions
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.0500

Definitions.

As used in this land use code, unless the context requires otherwise, the following words and
phrases mean.
Cluster Subdivision. A subdivision with 46 or more lots with dwellings grouped in a manner that
achieves protection of natural environmental features or creates common open space that is
suitable for use by residents through the relaxation of the lot and development standards. The
subdivision shall include reductions in the minimum lot area requirements.
Common Courtyard: A common area for use by residents of a cottage cluster or other type of
residential development. A common courtyard may function as a community yard. Hard and
soft landscape features may be included in a common courtyard, such as but not limited to
pedestrian paths, lawn, groundcover, trees, shrubs, patios, benches, or gazebos.
Controlled Income and Rent Housing. A housing project, or that portion of a larger project,
consisting of any dwelling type or types exclusively for low-income individuals and/or
householdsfamilies, sponsored by a public agency, a non-profit housing sponsor, a developer, a
combination of the foregoing, or other alternatives as provided for in the Oregon Revised
Statutes or Federal Statutes to undertake, construct, or operate housing for households that
are low-income. For the purposes of this definition, low-income means having income at or
below 80 percent of the area median income. (See Map 9.2740 Areas Unavailable for Controlled
Income and Rent (CIR) Housing with Increased Density.)
Cottage Cluster Project. A site with one or more cottage clusters. Each cottage cluster as part of a
cottage cluster project must have its own common courtyard. Cottages may be on the same lot
or parcel or each cottage may be on its own lot or parcel.
Dwelling. A building, or portion thereof, designed and used as a residence for occupancy by 1
familyhousehold. This includes both buildings constructed on-site and manufactured homes.
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Dwelling, Cottage Cluster. A grouping of no fewer than four detached dwelling units per acre with
each cottage having a footprint of less than 900 square feet and that includes a common
courtyard. Cottage clusters are not multiple-family dwellings.
Dwelling, Duplex. Two dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any configuration. A building
designed and used as dwellings for 2 families living independently of each other and having
separate housekeeping facilities for each family that are connected either by common walls or
common ceiling/floor connection. A building is not a duplex if If one of the dwellings on the lot
or parcel is an accessory dwelling, it is not considered a duplex.
Dwelling, Fourplex-Plex. Four dwellings on a single lot or parcel in any configuration.A building
designed and used as dwellings for 4 families living independently of each other and having
separate housekeeping facilities for each family.
Dwelling, Middle Housing. A class of dwellings comprising duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes,
rowhouses, and cottage clusters.
Dwelling, Multiple-FamilyUnit. One or more buildings on a single lot or parcel containing 5 or
more dwellings. that are designed and used for 3 or more families, all living independently of
each other, and having separate housekeeping facilities for each family. The dwellings may
share common walls, common roofs, or common foundations or may be detached. Multiplefamilyunit dwellings include condominium and apartment units without regard to ownership
status. Cottage clusters and other middle housing are not multiple-unit dwellings.
Dwelling, Single DetachedOne-Family. One detached dwelling on a single lot or parcel. A dwelling
that may have a common wall, roof or foundation with another one-family dwelling on a
separate lot or may share a common wall, roof, or foundation with an accessory dwelling on the
same lot.
Dwelling, Rowhouse House. A dwelling that shares 1 or more walls with 1 or more dwellings, each
of and which is located on its own a row house lot. Rowhouses are also known as townhouses
or attached single dwellings.
Dwelling, Tri-Pplex. Three dwellings on a lot or parcel in any configuration. A building designed
and used as dwellings for 3 families living independently of each other and having separate
housekeeping facilities for each family.
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Frequent Transit Route. A public transit route that is officially adopted by Lane Transit District as
part of its Frequent Transit Network (FTN).
Rowhouse Project. One or more rowhouse structures constructed, or proposed to be
constructed, together within the land that has been divided, or is proposed to be divided, to
reflect the rowhouse property lines and any commonly owned property.
Subsidized Low-Income Disabled Housing. Subsidized low-Income housing exclusively for lowincome individuals with physical or mental disabilities and/or low-income householdsfamilies
with physical or mental disabilities. For the purposes of this definition, low-income means
having income at or below 80 percent of the area median income as defined by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Subsidized Low-Income Housing. A controlled income and rent housing project of any dwelling
type(s) exclusively for low-income individuals and/or householdsfamilies where all units are
subsidized. For the purposes of this definition, low-income means having income at or below 80
percent of the area median income as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development.
Subsidized Low-Income Specialized Housing. A controlled income and rent housing project of any
dwelling type(s) exclusively for extra low-income individuals and/or householdsfamilies where
all units are subsidized. For the purposes of this definition, extra low-income means having
income at or below 50 percent of the area median income as defined by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development.
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Residential Zones
Changes to implement House Bill 2001

9.2700

Purpose of R-1 Low-Density Residential Zone.

The purpose of the R-1 Low-Density Residential zone is to implement the comprehensive plan
by providing areas for low-density residential use. The R-1 zone is designed for one-familysingle
detached dwellings and middle housing, with some allowance for other types of dwellings, and
is also intended to provide a limited range of non-residential uses that can enhance the quality
of low-density residential areas.
(Section 9.2700, see chart at front of Chapter 9 for legislative history from 2/26/01 through 6/1/02; amended by
Ordinance No.20584, enacted July 17, 2017, effective August 24, 2017.)

9.2705

Purpose of R-1.5 Rowhouse Zone.

The purpose of the R-1.5 Rowhouse zone is to implement the comprehensive plan by providing
areas for attached rowhouse dwellings.
(Section 9.2705, see chart at front of Chapter 9 for legislative history from 2/26/01 through 6/1/02; amended by
Ordinance No.20584, enacted July 17, 2017, effective August 24, 2017.)

9.2720

Purpose of R-3 Limited High-Density Residential Zone.

The purpose of the R-3 Limited High-Density Residential zone is to implement the
comprehensive plan by providing areas for limited high-density residential use that encourage
attached one-family dwelling units, middle housing, and multiple-family unit dwellings units.
The R-3 zone is also intended to provide a limited range of non-residential uses to help provide
services for residents and enhance the quality of the limited high-density residential area.

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

MIDDLE HOUSING CODE UPDATE

Page
25 of745
Batch

Page 153 of 462

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 6.09.21

Residential Zones | Eugene Code

Page 2 of 21

(Section 9.2720, see chart at front of Chapter 9 for legislative history from 2/26/01 through 6/1/02; amended by
Ordinance No.20584, enacted July 17, 2017, effective August 24, 2017.)

9.2735

Residential Zone Siting Requirements.

In addition to the approval criteria of EC 9.8865 Zone Change Approval Criteria, a property
proposed for the R-1.5 zone shall not exceed the area needed to accommodate up to 8
rowhouse lots and shall be located at least 500 feet, as measured along existing street public
right-of-way, from any other property zoned R-1.5. Zone changes to R-1.5 are prohibited within
the city-recognized boundaries of Amazon Neighbors, Fairmount Neighbors and South
University Neighborhood Association.
(Section 9.2735, see chart at front of Chapter 9 for legislative history from 2/26/01 through 6/1/02. Section
9.2735 amended by Ordinance No. 20526, enacted March 12, 2014, effective April 12, 2014)

Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Accessory Uses
Accessory Uses. Examples include a garage,

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

S

S

S

storage shed, and services primarily for use by
residents on the site, such as a recreation room
and laundry facility. Parking areas and garages
constructed and used for a principle use on the
development site, such as an apartment, are
allowed as an accessory use.
Agricultural, Resource Production and Extraction
Community and Allotment Garden

P

Display and Sale of Agricultural Products Grown

P

on the Site
Urban Animal Keeping, including pastureland

S

(See EC 9.5250)
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Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1
Horticultural Use. Examples include field crops,

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

P

orchards, berries, and nursery or flower stock.
Education, Cultural, Religious, Social and Fraternal
Church, Synagogue, and Temple, including

C

C

C

C

associated residential structures for religious
personnel. (All religious uses shall meet
minimum and maximum density requirements
in accordance with Table 9.2750 Residential
Zone Development Standards unless specifically
exempted elsewhere in this code or granted a
modification through an approved conditional
use permit.)
Club and Lodge of State or National

C

Organization (These uses shall meet minimum
and maximum density requirements in
accordance with Table 9.2750 Residential Zone
Development Standards unless specifically
exempted elsewhere in this code or granted a
modification through an approved conditional
use permit.)
Community and Neighborhood Center

C

C

C

P

School, Elementary through High School

C

C

SR

SR

University or College

C

C

SR

SR

Athletic Facility and Sports Club

C

C

C

C

Athletic Field, Outdoor

C

C

C

C

Equestrian Academy and Stable (See also Table

PUD

Entertainment and Recreation

9.1240)
Equestrian Trail (See also Table 9.1240)

PUD

Golf Course, with or without country club (See

PUD

also Table 9.1240)

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

MIDDLE HOUSING CODE UPDATE

Page
27 of745
Batch

Page 155 of 462

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 6.09.21

Residential Zones | Eugene Code

Page 4 of 21

Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1
Park and Non-Publicly Owned Open Space Use

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

S(69)

S(69)

S(69)

P

P

P

P

C

C

S

S

Recycling, small collection facility (See EC 9.5650) S

S

S

S

C(1)

C(1)

C

C

C (1)

C (1)

S(69)

(See EC 9.2620):
Kiosk, Gazebo, Pergola, Arbor
Trail, paved and non paved
Arboretum, outdoors
Athletic Areas, outdoors, unlighted
Natural Area or Environmental Restoration
Ornamental Fountain, Art Work
Park Furnishings, Examples include: play
equipment, picnic tables, benches, bicycle racks,
and interpretive signage
Restroom
Wetland Mitigation Area
Theater, Live Entertainment (See also Table

C

9.1240)
Government
Government Services, not specifically listed in
this or any other uses and permit requirements
table. An example could include: a fire station.
Lodging
Bed and Breakfast Facility (See EC 9.5100)
Manufacturing

Medical, Health and Correctional Services
Clinic, or other Medical Health Facility (including
mental health).
Correctional Facility, excluding Residential

C

Treatment Center
Hospital, Clinic, or other Medical Health Facility
(including mental health). (These uses shall meet
minimum and maximum density requirements
in accordance with Table 9.2750 Residential
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Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Zone Development Standards unless specifically
exempted elsewhere in this code or granted a
modification through an approved conditional
use permit.)
Nursing Home (See also Table 9.1240)
Residential Treatment Center

C

C

C

C

C

C

P

P

P

P

P

Motor Vehicle Related Uses
Transit, Neighborhood Improvement

P

Transit Park and Ride, Major or Minor, Only

P

P

when Shared Parking Arrangement with Other
Permitted Use
Transit Park and Ride, Major or Minor

C

Transit Station, Major

C

C

SR

P

P

P

P

P

P

P(2)

P(2)

P(2)

P(2)

S(3)P

S(3)P

S(3)P

Transit Station, Minor
Residential
Dwellings. (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. All dwelling types are permitted if
approved through the Planned Unit Development
process.)
One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling (1 Per Lot
in R-1), except as provided at EC 9.2741(710) for
Churches, Synagogues and Temples)
Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Single Detached OneFamily Dwelling on Same Lot)
Rowhouse (One-Family on Own Lot Attached to

PS(3)

P(3)

Adjacent Residence on Separate Lot with Garage
or Carport Access to the Rear of the Lot) (See EC
9.5550)
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Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Duplex (Two-Family Attached on Same Lot)

P(4)

P

P

P

Tri-plex (Three-Family Attached on Same Lot)

S(5)(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(6)(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(3)

S(3)

PUD

S

S

S

S or SR

S or SR

Controlled Income and Rent Housing where

S or PUD

S or PUD

S or PUD

density is above that normally permitted in the

see Map

see Map

see Map

zoning yet not to exceed 150%. (Shall comply

9.2740

9.2740

9.2740

(See EC 9.55009.5550)
Four-plex (Four-Family Attached on Same Lot)
(See EC 9.55009.5550)
Cottage Cluster (On Single Lot or on Individual
Lots via Land Division) See EC 9.5550
Multiple-Family Unit Dwelling (3 or More
Dwellings on Same Lot) See EC 9.5500
Manufactured Home Park. Shall comply with EC
9.5400 or site review.

with multiple-familyunit standards in EC 9.5500
or be approved as a PUD.)
Assisted Care & Day Care (Residences Providing Special Services, Treatment or Supervision)
Assisted Care (5 or fewer people living in facility

P

P

P

P

C

C

C

C

Day Care (4 to 16 people served) (See EC 9.5200) S

S

S

S

Day Care (17 or more people served)

C

C

C

and 3 or fewer outside employees on site at any
one time)(All Assisted Care uses shall meet
minimum and maximum density requirements
in accordance with Table 9.2750 Residential
Zone Development Standards unless specifically
exempted elsewhere in this code.)
Assisted Care (6 or more people living in facility)
(All Assisted Care uses shall meet minimum and
maximum density requirements in accordance
with Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development
Standards unless specifically exempted
elsewhere in this code or granted a modification
through an approved conditional use permit.)
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Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Rooms for Rent Situations
Boarding and Rooming House

C

P

Campus Living Organization, including

C

P

P

P

P

P

Fraternities and Sororities
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) (All SRO uses shall

C

meet minimum and maximum density
requirements in accordance with Table 9.2750
Residential Zone Development Standards unless
specifically exempted elsewhere in this code or
granted a modification through an approved
conditional use permit.)
University and College Dormitory
Utilities and Communication
Amateur Radio Antenna Structure (See EC

S

S

S

S

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Pump Station, well head, non-elevated reservoir, P

P

P

P

S

S

S

9.5050)
Electrical Substation, must meet landscape
standards in EC 9.6210(3) High Screen
Landscape Standard (L-3) unless fully enclosed
within a building or approved through a Type II
procedure that shows low visual impact.
Fiber Optic Station, must meet landscape
standards in EC 9.6210(3) High Screen
Landscape Standard (L-3) unless fully enclosed
within a building or approved through a Type II
procedure that shows low visual impact.

and other water or sewer facilities, must meet
landscape standards in EC 9.6210(3) High Screen
Landscape Standard (L-3) unless fully enclosed
within a building or approved through a Type II
procedure that shows low visual impact.
Telecommunication Tower or Facility (See EC

S

9.5750)
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Table 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
R-1
Water Reservoir, elevated above ground level

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

SR

SR

SR

SR

PUD (47)

PUD (47)

PUD (47)

PUD (47)

or C(58)

or C(58)

or C(58)

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

Other Commercial Services
C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone Permitted
Uses – Uses listed as P (Permitted) or SR (subject
to site review) in C-1 and which are not listed
elsewhere in this Table 9.2740
Cemetery, includes crematoria, columbaria, and C
mausoleums
Home Occupation (See EC 9.5350)

S

Model Home Sales Office (See EC 9.5450)

S

Temporary Activity (See EC 9.5800)

S

Wildlife Care Center (See EC 9.5850)

S

9.2741

S

S

Special Use Limitations for Table 9.2740.

(3) Middle Housing on Nonconforming Lots. Triplexes, fourplexes, rowhouses, and cottage
clusters are not permitted on lots that do not meet the minimum lot area standard for the
applicable housing type, pursuant to EC 9.2751(1)(b) and EC 9.2761(1)(d).
(3) Rowhouses.
(a) In R-1, new rowhouses are prohibited within the city-recognized boundaries of Amazon
Neighbors, Fairmount Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association.
(b) In R-1.5, rowhouses shall comply with all of the following:
1. Maximum Building Size: Eight rowhouses in a building, no more than 180 feet in
width.
2. Minimum Interior or Rear Open Space Required: 400 square feet per rowhouse
with a minimum smallest dimension of 14 feet.
3. Auto access and parking shall be provided from the alley to the rear of the lot; there
shall be no auto access from the front of the lot.
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4. Siting requirements of EC 9.2735.
(4) Duplex. When located in R-1, a duplex shall conform to 1 of the following standards below,
except that new duplexes are prohibited within the city-recognized boundaries of Amazon
Neighbors, Fairmount Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association:
(a) The duplex was legally established on August 1, 2001.
(b) The duplex is on a corner lot abutting public streets as provided in EC 9.2760
Residential Zone Lot Standards, which is at least 8,000 square feet in size.
(c) The duplex is on a lot that was identified as being developable for a duplex on a
subdivision plat.
(5) Triplex. When located in R-1, a triplex shall be on a lot that was identified as a triplex lot in a
subdivision, except that new triplexes are prohibited within the city-recognized boundaries of
Amazon Neighbors, Fairmount Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association.
(6) Fourplex. When located in R-1, a fourplex shall be on a lot that was identified as a fourplex
lot in a subdivision, except that new fourplexes are prohibited within the city-recognized
boundaries of Amazon Neighbors, Fairmount Neighbors and South University Neighborhood
Association.
(47) C-1 Neighborhood Commercial in Residential Zones. Uses permitted outright in the C-1
Neighborhood Commercial zone shall be permitted in any residential zone through the planned
unit development process with a demonstration that the commercial uses will serve residents
living in the PUD.
(58) C-1 Neighborhood Commercial in R-2, R-3 and R-4 Zones. Uses permitted outright or subject
to site review in the C-1 Neighborhood Commercial zone shall be conditionally permitted in the
R-2, R-3 and R-4 zone when the minimum residential density is achieved on the development
site. All applicable standards for uses in the C-1 zone shall be complied with or granted an
adjustment through the conditional use permit process except as follows:
(69) Permitted, subject to the PRO zone use limitations and standards in Table 9.2630, EC
9.2631 and EC 9.2640.
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(710) In addition to any residential structures for religious personnel, Churches, Synagogues
and Temples in R-1 are permitted to have up to two dwellings per lot that are not subject to the
multiple-familyunit standards at EC 9.5500, provided all of the following are met:
(a) Each dwelling is used exclusively for low-income individuals and/or householdsfamilies
where all units are subsidized. For the purposes of this section, low-income means having
income at or below 80 percent of the area median income as defined by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

9.2750

Residential Zone Development Standards.

Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards
(See EC 9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750.)
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Density (1)
Minimum Net Density per Acre

No Minimum

–

13 units

20 units

20 units

Maximum Net Density per Acre

14 units

–

28 units

56 units

112 units

35 feet

50 feet

120 feet

Maximum Building Height (2), (3), (4), (5), (16), (17), (18)
Main Building. Does not include

30 feet

35
feet

main building on Alley Access Lot
in R-1
Main Building on Alley Access Lot

See (18)

–

–

–

–

See (16)

20

25 feet

30 feet

30 feet

See (17)

See (17)

See (17)

10 feet

10 feet

10 feet

18 feet

18 feet

18 feet

in R-1
Accessory Building.

feet
Accessory Dwelling

See (17)

–

Minimum Building Setbacks (2), (4), (6), (9), (10), (11), (16), (17), (18)
Front Yard Setback (excluding

10 feet

garages and carports)
Front Yard Setback for Garage

10
feet

18 feet

–

Doors and Carports (12)
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Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards
(See EC 9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750.)
R-1

R-1.5

5 feet or

R-3

R-4

5 feet or

5 feet or

Interior Yard Setback (except

5 feet or

where use, structure, location is

minimum of 10

minimum of 10 minimum of

minimum of

more specifically addressed

feet between

feet between

10 feet

10 feet

below)(7)

buildings

buildings

between

between

buildings

buildings

Interior Yard Setback for

–

R-2

15 feet

–

15 feet

15 feet

15 feet

Interior Yard Setback for Buildings 10 feet

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

See (17)

See (17)

See (17)

–

–

–

–

–

–

See (8)

See (8)

50% of Lot

–

50% of Lot

–

–

See (17)(c)

–

–

–

–

Alley Access Lots in R-1

See (18)

–

–

–

–

Rowhouse Lots

75% of Lot

75%

75% of Lot

75% of Lot

75% of Lot

70%

–

–

Education, Government and
Religious Uses.

Located on Flag Lots in R-1 Created
After December 25, 2002 (See EC
9.2775(5)(b))
Interior Yard Setback for Accessory See (16)
Buildings in R-1
Interior Yard Setback for Accessory See (17)
Dwellings
Interior Yard Setback for Alley

See (18)

Access Lots in R-1
Area-Specific Interior Yard Setback –
Maximum Lot Coverage (17), (18), (20)
All Lots, except where specifically
addressed below
Lots with Accessory Dwellings
(Area-Specific)

of Lot
Lots with Duplexes, Triplexes, or

70%

Fourplexes
Open SpaceOutdoor Living Area (13)
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Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards
(See EC 9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750.)
R-1
Minimum Total Open Space

R-1.5

–

–

R-2

R-3

20% of dev. site 20% of dev.

R-4
20% of dev.

site

site

6 feet

6 feet

6 feet

42 inches

42 inches

42 inches

–

–

–

–

Fences (14)
Maximum Height Within Interior

6 feet

42
inche

Yard Setbacks

s
Maximum Height within Front Yard 42 inches

42

Setbacks

inche
s

Deer Fencing

See EC
9.2751(14)(c)

Driveways and Parking Areas (15)
General Standards

–

–

–

See (15)(b)

See (15)(b)

Area-Specific

See (15)(a)

–

–

–

–

General Standards

See (16)(a)

–

–

–

–

Area-Specific

See (16)(b)

–

–

–

–

See (17)(a) and

–

See (17)(a) and

See (17)(a)

See (17)(a)

(b)

and (b)

and (b)

Accessory Buildings in R-1 (16)

Accessory Dwellings (17)
General Standards

(b)
Area-Specific

See (17)(c)

–

–

–

–

General Standards

See (18)(a)

–

–

–

–

Area-Specific

See (18)(b)

–

–

–

–

See (19)

–

–

–

–

Alley Access Lots (18)

Maximum Bedroom Count (19)
Area-Specific
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Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750.

(1) Density.
(a) The minimum residential density requirements set forth in Table 9.2750 do not apply
to:
5. Dwellings exclusively for low income individuals and/or householdsfamilies where
all units are subsidized. For this purpose, low income means having income at or below
80 percent of the area median income as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development. For these types of dwellings the minimum density is 10 units
per net acre.
(b) The following exceptions to residential density requirements in Table 9.2750 apply to
middle housing:
1. The maximum residential density requirements do not apply to duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, or cottage clusters.
2. A duplex shall be permitted on any lot where are a single detached dwelling is
permitted or on a duplex lot with a lot area that is at least 2,250 square feet.
3. A triplex shall be permitted on any lot with a lot area that is at least 3,500 square
feet.
4. A fourplex shall be permitted on any lot with a lot area that is at least 4,500 square
feet.
5. A cottage cluster shall be permitted on any lot with a lot area that is at least 4,500
square feet.
6. Cottage clusters in the R-1 zone shall have a minimum net density of 4 units per
acre.
7. Rowhouses in the R-1 zone shall have a maximum net density of 25 units per acre.
(3) Building Height.
(e) In the R-1 zone, the maximum building height for a duplex, triplex, fourplex, or
rowhouse is 35 feet, plus the allowance for additional height provided in (d).
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(f) Maximum building height for cottage clusters is provided in EC 9.5550(7)(a)3.
(13) For middle housing, the minimum open space standard in R-2, R-3, and R-4 is 10% of the
development site. For multiple-family unit projects, refer to EC 9.5500(9) Open Space.
(15) Driveways and Parking Areas.
(a) R-1 Zone. Within the city-recognized boundaries of the Amazon Neighbors, Fairmount
Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association, the following standards apply
when a new dwelling or a new parking area serving residential uses is created in the R-1
zone, except for duplexes, development subject to the Middle Housing Development
standards at EC 9.5550, alley access lots, flag lots, and lots on the east side of Fairmount
Boulevard:
(b) R-3 and R-4 Zones. Except for duplexes, development subject to the Middle Housing
Development standards at EC 9.5550, development subject to the Multi-Family Unit
Development standards at EC 9.5500, and development authorized through a planned unit
development approved prior to June 15, 2012, the following standards apply when a new
dwelling or new parking area serving residential uses is created in the R-3 or R-4 zones.
(18) Alley Access Lots in R-1.
(a) General Standards.
3. Building Size. The total building square footage of a dwelling or dwellings shall not
exceed 1025 percent of the total lot area or 800 1,200 square feet, whichever is
smaller. Total building square footage is measured at the exterior perimeter walls and
is defined as all square footage inside of the dwelling, including, but not limited to
hallways, entries, closets, utility rooms, stairways and bathrooms.
5. Building Height/Interior Setback.
a. Interior yard setbacks shall be at least 5 feet, including along the alley frontage.
In addition, at a point that is 8 feet above finished grade, the setback shall slope at
the rate of 10 inches vertically for every 12 inches horizontally away from the
property line perpendicular to the alley until a point not to exceed a maximum
building height of 18 feet, or 25 feet for duplex dwellings.
7. Bedrooms. The dDwellings shall contain no more than 3 bedrooms.
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8. Primary Entrance. The primary entry to the at least one dwelling shall be defined by
a covered or roofed entrance with a minimum roof depth and width of no less than 3
feet.
9. Pedestrian Access. The dDwellings shall be served by a minimum three foot wide
hard-surfaced/hard-scaped (paved, concrete or pavers) pedestrian walkway from the
alley, or from the front street via an easement. The pedestrian walkway must be
recognizable and distinct (different color, materials and/or texture) from the driveway
and parking area, but is not required to be separated from the driveway or parking
area.
10. Parking Spaces. There shall be a minimum of 1 parking space per dwelling and a
maximum of 2 parking spaces on the lot.
11. Parking and Driveway.
a. Only one covered or enclosed parking space may be provided per dwelling
(carport or garage). The covered or enclosed parking space shall be counted
towards the total number of parking spaces.
(b) Area – Specific Alley Access Lot Standards in R-1. Except as provided below, the standards
in subsection (a) of this section apply to alley access lots existing as of April 12, 2014, in the
R-1 zone within the city-recognized boundaries of Amazon Neighbors, Fairmount
Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association. In lieu of EC 9.2751(18)(a)(3)
Building Size, the following applies:
1. Building Size. An alley access lot dwelling or dwellings shall not exceed 1,000 square
feet of total building square footage, measured at the exterior perimeter walls. For
alley access lots, total building square footage is defined as all square footage inside of
the dwelling, including, but not limited to hallways, entries, closets, utility rooms,
stairways and bathrooms.
(20) Cottage clusters are exempt from maximum lot coverage standards.
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Residential Zone Lot Standards.

The following Table 9.2760 sets forth residential zone lot standards, subject to the special
standards in EC 9.2761:
Table 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
(See EC 9.2761 Special Standards for Table 9.2760.)
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Lot Area Minimum (1)
Lots, except Rowhouse Lots, Small

4,500 square –

4,500 square 4,500 square 4,500 square

Lots, Duplex Lots, Triplex Lots,

feet

feet

Per Cluster

2,250 square 2,250 square 2,250 square

Subdivision

feet or per

feet or per

feet or per

or PUD

Cluster

Cluster

Cluster

Subdivision

Subdivision

Subdivision or

or PUD

or PUD

PUD

1,6001,125

1,6001,125

1,6001,125

be indicated on the final plat and shall square feet

square square feet

square feet

square feet

be developed with a rowhouse.)

feet

feet

feet

Fourplex Lots, Cottage Cluster Lots,
Residential Flag Lots, Duplex Division
Lots
Small Lots (2)

Rowhouse Lots (3)
Rowhouse Lots (Rowhouse lots shall

1,6001,125

Duplex Lots (In R-1, a duplex lot shall

8,0002,250

be indicated on the final subdivision

square feet

1,600

–

2,250 square 2,250 square 2,250 square
feet–

feet–

feet–

plat as developable as a duplex. Such
lots may not be created by a partition.
Alternatively, a duplex lot may be
located on a corner lot that contains
at least 8,000 square feet.)
Triplex Lots (In R-1, lots shall be

12,0003,500

indicated on the final subdivision plat

square feet

–

3,500 square 3,500 square 3,500 square
feet–

feet–

feet–

as developable as a triplex. Such lots
may not be created by a partition)
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Table 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
(See EC 9.2761 Special Standards for Table 9.2760.)
R-1
Fourplex Lots (In R-1, lots shall be

16,0004,500

R-1.5
–

indicated on the final plat and shall be square feet

R-2

R-3

R-4

4,500 square 4,500 square 4,500 square
feet –

feet–

feet–

developed as a fourplex.)
Cottage Cluster Lots (Single Lot

4,500 square

4,500 square 4,500 square 4,500 square

Development)

feet

feet

feet

feet

Cottage Cluster Lots (Individual Lot

(3)

(3)

(3)

(3)

Residential Flag Lot (4) (Existing lot

6,000 square –

6,000 square 6,000 square 6,000 square

shall be at least 13,500 square feet.)

feet

feet

feet

feet

Duplex Division Lots (8) (Existing lot

2,2503,600

2,2503,600

2,2503,600

2.2503,600

shall be at least 4,5008,000 square

square feet

square feet

square feet

square feet

Development)

feet.)
Lot Frontage Minimum (1)
Interior Lot (6)

50 feet

20 feet 35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

Corner Lot (6)

50 feet

20 feet 35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

Curved Lot

35 feet

20 feet 35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

35 feet(9)

Cul-de-sac Bulb Lot

35 feet

20 feet 20 feet

20 feet

20 feet

1 Lot

15 feet

15 feet

15 feet

15 feet

2 to 4 Lots

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

105 feetnone 15 feet 15 feetnone

15 feetnone

15 feetnone

Interior Lot (6)(7)

50 feet

20 feet 35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

Corner Lot (6)

50 feet

20 feet 35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

Curved Lot

35 feet

20 feet 35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

35 feet (9)

Cul-de-sac Bulb Lot

35 feet

20 feet 20 feet

20 feet

20 feet

Residential Flag Lot (4)

50 feet

Rowhouse Lot

1015 feet

Residential Flag Lot (4)

Rowhouse Lot
Lot Width Minimum (1)
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Table 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
(See EC 9.2761 Special Standards for Table 9.2760.)
R-1

R-1.5

R-2

R-3

R-4

Lot Area Maximum (5)
(New subdivisions and partitions only)

13,500
square feet

Housing Mix Maximum (6)
Duplex

See EC

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

9.2741(4)
Triplex

See EC
9.2741(5)

Four-plex

See EC
9.2741(6)

9.2761

Special Standards for Table 9.2760.

(3) Cottage Cluster Lots (Individual Lot Development). Cottage clusters developed with dwelling
units on individual lots shall comply with other cottage cluster lot provisions except when
approved as a Cluster Subdivision or a Planned Unit Development (PUD). (See EC 9.2771
Cottage Cluster Lot Standards.)
(3) Rowhouse Lots.
(a) In R-1, rowhouse lots can be created only in a subdivision created after August 1, 2001
that contains 10 or more lots and where the overall residential density in the subdivision
complies with Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards, except that the
creation of new rowhouse lots is prohibited within the city-recognized boundaries of
Amazon Neighbors, Fairmount Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association.
(b) In all zones, rowhouses shall have street frontage for the residence and alley access for
off-street parking.
(6) Unless approved through a planned unit development process, in any 1 subdivision there
shall be a maximum of 25% duplex lots, 15% triplex lots, and 10% fourplex lots. At least 50% of
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the lots must be for one-family detached dwellings or rowhouses. Fractions are reduced to the
next lowest number.
(6) Duplex lots (both interior and corner lots) shall have a minimum lot frontage and minimum
lot width of 20 feet.

9.2770

Small Lot Standards For R-2, R-3 and R-4 Zones.

(1) Purpose and Applicability. The small lot provisions are intended to increase opportunities for
affordable housing, home ownership, and infill development. The small lot standards in
subsection (43) shall apply when, as part of a subdivision or partition, a lot is proposed which
has less than 4,500 square feet in lot area. Small lots proposed as part of a cluster subdivision
or a PUD are not subject to these small lot standards.
(3) Use Regulations. One single detached dwelling or one duplex is permitted on a small lot.
(43) Development Standards.
(a) Zero interior yard setback option: Permitted, provided there is common wall
construction or as permitted by the building code with required fire suppression or
separation with a building on the adjacent lot, or there is at least 10 feet of separation
between the building and all buildings on the adjacent lot.

9.2771

Cottage Cluster Lot Standards.

(1) Purpose and applicability. The cottage cluster lot provisions are intended to increase
opportunities for affordable home ownership. The cottage cluster lot standards in subsection
(4) shall apply when a cottage cluster project is proposed in which the dwelling units are on
individual lots. Cottage cluster lots proposed as part of a Cluster Subdivision or a PUD are not
subject to these cottage cluster lot standards.
(2) Land Division Regulations. All applicable regulations for the type of land division process
being used must be met except where the cottage cluster lot standards create different
requirements.
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(a) A subdivision or replat is required prior to the development of a cottage cluster, to
create the lots and tracts that will comprise the cottage cluster project.
(b) The overall cottage cluster project site shall meet the minimum lot size applicable to
cottage clusters on a single lot in the zone.
(c) There is no minimum lot area or dimension for individual cottage lots.
(e) Common courtyards, shared parking areas, and other common areas must be placed
in separate tracts and owned in common by residents.
(f) Access easements must provide access to a public street for units of land within the
cottage cluster that do not have frontage on a public street. Access easements must also be
provided for all shared vehicle circulation and for pedestrian access required under EC
9.5550(7)(e).
(3) Use Regulations. Cottage cluster lots are only permitted for the development of cottage
clusters.
(4) Development Standards.
(a) The minimum front yard setback between a cottage and either the public street,
common courtyard, or internal pedestrian circulation path is 10 feet. Intrusions into the
front yard setback are permitted as allowed at EC 9.6745.
(b) The minimum interior yard setback between a cottage and the perimeter of a cottage
cluster project is 5 feet.
(c) For all other interior yards that are interior to the cottage cluster, the minimum
setback is 3 feet.
(d) Cottages shall be separated by a minimum distance of 6 feet. The minimum distance
between all other structures, including accessory structures, shall be in accordance with
building code requirements.
(e) The zone’s minimum setback standards shall apply to the perimeter of the cottage
cluster project. This requirement may increase the required setbacks listed above.
(f) The cottage cluster project shall comply with all standards in EC 9.5550 Middle Housing
Standards that are applicable to cottage clusters.
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Duplex Division Lot Standards.

(2) Land Division Regulations. All applicable regulations for the type of land division process
being used must be met except where the duplex division lot standards create different
requirements.
(a) The existing lot must contain at least 4,5008,000 square feet.
(c) The lot width is at least 2040 feet.
(d) The minimum lot area is at least 2,250 square3,600 feet.
(4) Development Standards.
(c) A single family dwelling will not replace or be added to the lot.
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AGENDA
Phone: 541-682-5481
www.eugene-or.gov/pc

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

MONDAY, JUNE 21, 2021 – Regular Meeting 11:30 am to 1:30 pm*
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?

*The meeting may be extended to 2:30pm.
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HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
June 21, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments (Implementation of House Bill 2001)
Draft Land Use Code Language

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission will continue its review of draft land use code language for the
Middle Housing Code Amendments project. The meeting will focus on the Development Standards
section of the draft code language.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places across the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply. By June 30, 2022, the City must have regulations in place that comply with the
administrative rules. Otherwise, the state’s model code will apply in Eugene.
PROJECT APPROACH
An important component of the project approach is the focus on equity and inclusion in the public
outreach process. To support that focus, the Commission has heard from participants in the Equity
RoundTable, Healthy Democracy panel, and developers focus group, as well as a University of Oregon
Law School professor at meetings between December 2020 and May 2021. In addition, the Commission
wrote and presented a letter to the City Council to express support for the project’s focus on equity and
approach to encouraging and incentivizing middle housing across Eugene through the land use code.
The letter is attached to the June 14 Planning Commission meeting packet.
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
The project’s Public Involvement Plan (PI Plan) outlines the outreach process from concept development
through adoption of land use code and policy amendments. The PI Plan includes opportunities for the
community to engage in the planning process and information on how individuals and organizations can
effectively participate and is consistent with the City’s Public Participation Guidelines and Statewide
Planning Goal 1. The Planning Commission approved the PI Plan in August 2020 and has been regularly
meeting to advise staff on the project approach.
In the fall of 2020, public outreach focused on providing information about the house bill and forming
outreach groups to develop values and principles to guide the technical phase of work. In February
2021, the project team began to gather community-wide input on how to approach implementation of
the house bill. The main opportunity for input centered on levels of implementation: we asked
community members whether the City should Allow, Encourage, and/or Incentivize middle housing
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through the land use code requirements. Throughout the project, the goal of the public engagement has
been to be meaningful, accountable, inclusive, transparent, realistic, and outcome oriented.
A comprehensive report on the February outreach is available on our website. The Healthy Democracy
process included a thorough information gathering phase, small and large group discussion, deliberation
and voting on recommendations related to the middle housing code amendments. It also included
reflections on the process and general public engagement recommendations for the City’s consideration
into the future.
The April and May outreach meetings included the final three Healthy Democracy Panel meetings, a fifth
Equity RoundTable meeting, and a combined Boards and Commissions and Local Partners RoundTable
meeting discussing how well the draft code meets the values and principles, as well as how well it
encourages affordability. In addition, two Developer Focus Group meetings were held with market rate
and affordable housing developers to gather feedback on the code recommendations and affordability
strategies. Results from these conversations are informing the draft code language staff is bringing to
the Commission for review.
Overall, people we heard from through our community engagement efforts were overwhelmingly
supportive of going beyond the minimum standards required by the state and implementing a
combination of the Encourage and Incentivize middle housing options.
MIDDLE HOUSING LAND USE CODE LANGUAGE
Draft middle housing land use code language has been developed in response to the broad public input
described above, as well as cycles of technical analysis and review with outreach groups and the
Planning Commission.
Attachment A is a memo from Angelo Planning Group (APG) explaining the project team’s code
recommendations related to Development Standards. As a reminder, in general, the team recommends
approaching the land use code amendments from an encourage-incentivize point of view, with an
emphasis on equity in code standards across the community.
Using the code recommendations as a guide, the project team drafted land use code language for
Planning Commission review. Part Two of the project team’s recommended code language for
Development Standards is included in Attachment B and will be the subject of the June 21 meeting.
Part Three, Special Area Zones and Adjustment Review, will be published with the June 28 Commission
packet for discussion at that meeting.
During the meeting, the project team will guide the Commission through the sections of draft code
language in front of them, ask for questions and feedback, and keep track of comments to inform a final
set of revisions to include in the draft adoption package. The adoption process for land use code
amendments includes a Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation, followed by a City
Council public hearing and action. The adoption package is anticipated to be shared with the
Commission and the public in early August, six weeks ahead of the Planning Commission public hearing,
which is planned for late September.
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The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to engage
community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene. Additionally, the overall
project schedule for upcoming adoption phase is included below.
Middle Housing Adoption Phase Timeline

ATTACHMENTS
A. Code Recommendations Summary Memo – Development Standards (APG, June 15, 2021)
B. Draft Code Language for Development Standards
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment A
LAND USE PLANNING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

Draft Code Summary – Special & General Development Standards
Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
D AT E

June 16, 2021

TO

Eugene Planning Commission

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

CC

City of Eugene Middle Housing Project Team
Ben Weber and Emma-Quin Smith, SERA
Becky Hewitt and Tyler Bump, ECONorthwest
Julie Fischer, Cogito

This memorandum provides an overview of draft code amendments for the Eugene Middle Housing Code
Amendments project. We will be reviewing initial draft code language at three Planning Commission (PC)
work sessions on June 14, 21, and 28, 2021. Each meeting will focus on specific sections of the Eugene
Code, as outlined below:

•
•
•

June 14 – Definitions (EC 9.0500) and Residential Zones (EC 9.2700-9.2777)
June 21 – Special Development Standards (EC 9.5550) and General Standards (EC 9.600s)
June 28 – Special Area Zones (EC 9.3000s), Adjustment Review (9.8015 – 9.8030), and Other

This memo summarizes the proposed code amendments for “Special” and “General” development
standards. It also follows up on an issue raised at the June 14 PC work session related to smaller unit sizes.
The memo includes some additional information and options to consider.
The team is scheduled to deliver an “adoption-ready” draft set of code and policy recommendations by the
end of June. However, the City will continue to seek input on and revise these draft amendments during the
next several months. In the latter half of the year, City staff will manage revisions, prepare an adoption
package, and bring the middle housing code amendments through the local adoption process.
Achieving Smaller Middle Housing Units
At the June 14 work session, there was a suggestion to potentially require or incentivize smaller middle
housing units, based on a concern that the proposed code amendments would not necessarily produce
small units that would truly be affordable to most Eugene residents. Below, the Project Team has provided
some additional information and options for the PC to consider related to this issue.

angeloplanning.com

ANGELO PLANNING GROUP

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205
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Requiring smaller units

•

•

•

Unit size limits are not authorized by the middle housing Administrative Rules (OAR) for any
housing type other than cottage clusters. For proposed “Maximum Floor Area” standards for
cottage clusters, see page 7 of this memo and Subsection 9.5550(7)(a)5 of the draft code.
Limiting unit size may require the City to prepare findings demonstrating that such “alternative
siting standards” would not adversely impact the cost or time associated with development of
middle housing.
Form-based standards (e.g., maximum lot coverage, building height, and setbacks) are allowable
ways to limit unit sizes. However, direction from the PC has generally been to maximize flexibility
with respect to these standards, so limiting unit size is somewhat at odds with that direction.

Incentivizing smaller units
Below is an initial list of potential code approaches to incentivizing development of smaller middle housing
units in order to promote affordability.

•

•

•

Off-street parking reductions. There are already some off-street parking reductions built into the
draft code for triplexes and fourplexes on smaller lots (as required by the OAR). Further reductions
could also be provided for units below a certain size (say, 1,000 sf) – both for plexes and for
rowhouses. This approach is already proposed for cottage clusters – see page 10 of this memo and
draft EC Section 9.6410. Note: As proposed, middle housing within ¼ mile of frequent transit would
already be exempt from off-street parking requirements.
Density bonus/lot reduction. For plexes with units below a certain size (again, say, 1,000 sf),
minimum lot area could be even further reduced below the proposed standards, thus providing a
density bonus. Smaller rowhouse units could also qualify for a density bonus.
Unit bonuses for duplexes and triplexes. Triplexes with small units could be allowed on a duplexsize lot and fourplexes on a triplex-size lot (essentially a one unit bonus). A similar bonus would not
be recommended for fourplex lots because 5+ units on a lot would be considered multi-unit/multifamily development, and therefore not middle housing under state and local definitions.

Other Considerations
It is important to keep in mind that simply making units smaller does not guarantee that prices will be lower
or that units will be affordable to households in a certain income range. That was not the overarching
intent of House Bill 2001—the bill was geared toward expanding housing choices and improving
affordability over the long term by increasing housing supply. Encouraging smaller units is a step in the right
direction but it is not necessarily the best or only tool for achieving housing affordability. Most incentives
and subsidies are tied to guaranteed affordability for households in a specific income range for a specific
period of time.
In addition, as ECONorthwest pointed out in their earlier analysis, while the smallest middle housing units
will offer the lowest prices/rents overall, they are also likely to be higher priced on a per-square-foot basis,
and may be less financially feasible to develop than larger units. As a result, placing a size limit on middle
housing units could have the unintended consequence of precluding development of units that might be
somewhat more expensive but also cheaper on per square foot basis and more feasible to develop.

APG

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Special Development Standards for Middle Housing (EC 9.5550)
The proposed approach to regulate design standards and other special development standards for middle housing is to create a new section in
EC 9.5000 Special Development Standards for Certain Uses. EC 9.5500 is also where the design standards for multi-family development are
found—so this is consistent with the current approach to design standards for specific uses.
As noted in the initial Code Summary memo (in the April 26 PC packet), the City of Eugene is not required to apply design standards to middle
housing; however, the Project Team recommends applying a limited set of design standards adapted from the Middle Housing Model Code for
Large Cities (“Model Code”) for use in Eugene. The Model Code includes a relatively modest set of design standards that are already fairly
flexible, and that are important in addressing community goals such as pedestrian connectivity and safety, among others. There is not much
“wiggle room” to apply less restrictive standards than the Model Code, while still meeting the intent of the standards. The Project Team does
recommend a few minor tweaks to the Model Code standards for consistency with Eugene’s code and with the community vision for middle
housing. Areas where substantive modifications to the Model Code are proposed are noted in the table below. These standards generally
represent a middle ground between what the City currently applies to middle housing in most areas of Eugene and the minimum standards it
theoretically could apply (i.e., no design standards). These standards have been vetted as being in compliance with HB 2001 and its
implementing Administrative Rules (OARs). Specific standards mandated by HB 2001 also are noted in the Commentary column of the following
table.
The draft amendments also include the option for most middle housing design standards to be Adjusted, should an applicant desire additional
flexibility. The draft Adjustment criteria for these standards (EC 9.8030) will be included in the June 28 PC packet.

(1) Purpose
(2) Applicability
(3) Adjustment

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Identifies the purpose of the proposed design
standards.

Applicability. Per the middle housing Administrative Rules
(OAR), duplexes can only be subject to design standards
that also apply to single detached dwellings.

Indicates that the standards apply to new middle
housing (except duplexes) in all zones. The standards The design standards also cannot apply to middle housing
created through internal conversion of existing dwellings.
do not apply to middle housing created through
However, they are proposed to apply to any building area
conversions of existing dwellings.
added to a dwelling to create middle housing.
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Indicates that standards may be Adjusted, except as
noted in the code.

(4) Standards for all Middle Housing.
(a) Entry Orientation

Includes several options for main entries to meet
the orientation standard:
o

Face the street.

o

Open onto a porch that faces the street.

o

(b) Windows

Be at a 45 degree angle from the street.

o

Detached plexes may face a common open
space adjacent to the street.

o

Rowhouse lots without frontage on a public
street may face a common open space or
private drive.

•

Requires minimum window coverage of 15% of
street-facing facades.

•

Exempts detached units to the rear of the site.

This standard applies to triplexes, fourplexes, and
rowhouses. For triplexes and fourplexes, only one entry per
structure must meet the standard (as required by the
OAR); for rowhouses, each unit must meet the standard.

This standard applies to triplexes, fourplexes, rowhouses,
and to cottage cluster units within 20 feet of a street.

(5) Standards for Triplexes and Fourplexes.
(a) Garages and OffStreet Parking Areas

(b) Driveway approach

•

Limits the width of garages and off-street
parking areas to a combined width of 50% of
street frontage.

•

Garages and parking areas to the rear of the site
are exempt.

•

Limits the total width of all driveway approaches
to 32 feet per frontage.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Proposed Code Amendments
Commentary
• Allows driveways to be separated when access is Modifications or exemptions for access standards in EC
Chapter 7 will also be needed.

from a local street.

(c) Pedestrian Access

•

Also limits the total number of driveways on
corner lots.

•

Applies only to detached plexes.

•

Requires a pedestrian path to connect each
main entrance to the street.

This is similar to the pedestrian access standard for cottage
clusters (see below). This standard is not from the Model
Code for triplexes and fourplexes. However, because
allowing detached configurations is optional, the City has a
bit more flexibility to modify the standards for that housing
type.

(6) Standards for Rowhouses.
(a) Number of Attached
Dwelling Units

Minimum. Permits rowhouse developments with as
few as two units.
Maximum. In R-1, the number of rowhouses that
may be attached (i.e., permitted in a single building)
is 10 units. No limit in other zones.

Limiting the number of attached rowhouses can help
control the scale of buildings and provide more open
space. This is recommended for the R-1 zone, but not for
other zones.

(b) Unit Definition

Requires each unit to include at least one design
feature from a list of options (roof dormer, balcony,
bay window, offset, etc.).

The unit definition (or “articulation”) standard is intended
to help break up long façades for attached rowhouses.

(c) Driveway Access
and Parking

•

Rowhouses are no longer required to have rear alley
access, since this current provision violates state rules.
However, alley access is still included as an option.

Allows garages on front façades and off-street
parking in front yards only if:
o

Lots are at least 15 feet wide and on a local
street.

o

Garages and driveways are limited to 12 ft
wide.
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Proposed Code Amendments
• If front driveways are permitted, they may be
individual or shared.

•

Otherwise, access must be provided to the rear
of rowhouse units—via shared access,
consolidated driveway, or alley.

Commentary
developments that do not have street frontage (e.g., that
are accessed from a private drive).
The proposed minimum lot width for rowhouses in EC
9.2700 is 10 feet. However, these draft standards only
allow a front driveway if the lot is at least 15 feet wide.
This will ensure there is at least some space between
driveways for landscaping or a walkway. This also
encourages alley access or rear lot parking for rowhouse
developments with very narrow lots.

(7) Standards for Cottage Clusters.
(a) General Standards
1. Number of
Dwellings

A single cottage cluster must contain a minimum of
4 and a maximum of 8 cottages. All cottages within a
single cottage cluster must share a common
courtyard.

According to the OAR, cities can establish a minimum and
maximum number of cottages per cluster, as long as the
minimum is 3, 4, or 5 units, and at least 8 units are
permitted to share one common courtyard.
The proposed maximum of 8 units per cluster is intended to
maintain a sense of community and intimacy among
cottages sharing a single courtyard. Note that this does
not in itself limit the number of clusters on a single lot or
the overall size of the cottage cluster development. The 8unit limit is allowed but not mandated by the OAR. More
than 8 units would simply trigger the requirement for a
second common courtyard.

2. Setbacks

•

Minimum building separation: 6 feet

•

Perimeter setbacks and setbacks for individual
lots in a cottage cluster subdivision are
established by base zone standards.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

3. Building Height

Limits building height is 25 feet.

Typically allows construction two stories.

4. Footprint

Maximum building footprint is 900 sf.

This is mandated by HB 2001.

5. Maximum Floor
Area

•

Maximum floor area: 1,200 sf

•

Maximum average floor area: 900 sf (provides
flexibility for larger and smaller units)

The Project Team recommends fairly strict size limits for
cottages in order to: (1) ensure that units fit the concept of
a “cottage” as a small-scale dwelling; (2) balance the
increased density that will be permitted on a site; and (3)
promote affordability via smaller units.
The proposed floor area limit for each cottage will ensure
each unit is equally limited in scale.
Limiting average floor area for all cottages in a cluster also
ensures that larger units are balanced by smaller units.
The OAR authorizes cities to limit unit size for cottage
clusters. The proposed standards go beyond the minimum
requirements of HB 2001 in an effort to encourage/require
production of smaller cottage units.

6. Accessory
Buildings
(b) Cottage Orientation.

Accessory buildings must not exceed 400 sf.
Requires cottages to be oriented around a common
courtyard.

•

Cottages must abut the common courtyard or
be connected by a path.

•

At least 50% of cottages must face the courtyard
and be within 10 feet.

•

Cottages near the street (within 20 ft) can face
the street.
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Common courtyards must:

Each cottage cluster must share a common courtyard in
order to provide a sense of openness and community of
residents.

•

Be abutted by cottages on at least two sides.

•

Contain a minimum of 150 sf per cottage.

•

Have a minimum width of 15 feet.

•

Be developed with a mix of landscaping, lawn
area, pedestrian paths, and/or paved courtyard
area, and may also include recreational
amenities. Impervious elements cannot exceed
50% of the total common courtyard area.

Allows each cottage cluster to have a community
building for the shared use of residents.

•
•

Maximum floor area: 1,200 sf (per Model Code
approach for cottage size)
Include community building in average floor
area calculation for cottages.

The only modification to the Model Code design standards
is to limit impervious area to 50%, instead of allowing 75%,
in order to promote green space and reduce stormwater
runoff.

Community buildings provide space for things like
community meeting rooms, guest housing, exercise rooms,
day care, or shared eating areas.
The proposed size limits are intended to ensure that
community buildings are appropriately scaled to the
cottage cluster. Note: Community buildings are not subject
to the maximum 900-sf footprint limit that applies to
cottages—so all 1,200 sf could be on a single story.

(e) Pedestrian Access

A pedestrian path must be provided that connects
the main entrance of each cottage to the common
courtyard, shared parking areas, community
buildings, and public sidewalks. The path must be
hard-surfaced and a minimum of 3 feet wide.

Pedestrian connectivity is an important feature of cottage
clusters. The one proposed change from the Model Code is
to reduce the minimum pathway width from 4 feet to 3
feet. This reduces impervious area and is consistent with
ADA standards for 36” clear width.

(f) Parking Design

•

These standards are generally intended to limit the visual
impact of parking areas and garages as viewed from
within the cottage cluster, from the sidewalk, or from
adjacent properties—especially for larger cottage cluster
developments.

Allows parking to either be clustered or
provided in individual driveways or garages.
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Proposed Code Amendments
Commentary
• Standards for clustered parking limit the number The Project Team proposes one modification to the Model
of spaces per grouping and require landscaping
between each grouping.

(g) Existing Structures

•

Parking areas must be set back from the street;
screening is required.

•

The width of garage doors and size of detached
garages are limited.

Provides for a cottage cluster to be developed on a
lot with an existing home. Exempts the existing
dwelling from the cottage cluster design standards.

Code standard that requires a 20-foot setback between
parking spaces and streets. This standard is overly
restrictive, especially when applied to an individual parking
space in a cottage driveway. The proposed change is to
apply this 20-foot setback only to parking areas with 5 or
more spaces.
If new cottages are added to a lot with an existing house to
form a cluster, the OAR requires that cities exempt the
existing house from the design standards that would apply
to the new cottages.

General Development Standards (EC 9.6000s)
Amendments to these code sections are generally needed for compliance with the middle housing Administrative Rules (OAR).

EC 9.6100 Bicycle Parking Standards
Table 9.6105(5)
Minimum Required
Bicycle Parking
Spaces

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Exempt triplexes and fourplexes from bike parking
standards. Rowhouses and duplexes are already exempt;
cottage clusters are not defined as a distinct housing
type.

Bicycle parking is considered a “design standard” in the
middle housing OAR. As such, the City cannot not apply
more restrictive standards to middle housing that apply to
single detached dwellings. Since single detached dwellings
are currently exempt from bicycle parking requirements,
middle housing must also be exempt, as mandated by the
OAR.

Group all middle housing type into a single category to
simplify Table 9.6105(5).
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EC 9.6400 Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Motor Vehicle Parking Standards (9.6410)
(3) Minimum
Number of Required
Off-Street Parking
Spaces

•

Rowhouse – keep as 1 space per dwelling

•

Duplex – keep as 1 space per dwelling

•

Triplex and Fourplex – keep as 1 space per dwelling,
except apply reduced parking ratios for smaller lots,
as required by the OAR.

•

The middle housing OAR limits parking requirements to
no more than one space per dwelling. The rules further
require reduced parking ratios for triplexes on lots under
5,000 sf and fourplexes on lots under 7,000 sf.
•

For triplexes and fourplexes on lots under 5,000 sf
– only 2 paces can be required.

•

For fourplexes on lots >5,000 and <7,000 sf – only
3 spaces can be required.

Cottage Cluster –
o

0 spaces for each dwelling with a floor area less
than 1,000 square feet.

o

1 space for each dwelling with a floor area of
1,000 square feet or more.

These are reflected in Table 9.6410.
Proposed standards for cottage cluster go beyond
minimum OAR requirements by reducing parking ratios
for small units.

(6) Special Standards for Middle Housing
(a) On-Street
Parking Credit

•
•

•

Allow on-street parking to count toward the
minimum parking requirements.

The proposed on-street parking credit is not required by
the OAR; therefore, this is another area where the City is
going beyond minimum standards to encourage middle
The on-street space must: abut the site, be in a
location where on-street parking is allowed, and be at housing.
least 22 feet long.
The draft provisions are mostly adapted from the Model
The on-street spaces must not be: on an arterial or
major collector, on an unimproved road, or subject to
metered or timed parking restrictions.
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary
allowed on arterials or major collectors. However, the
Project Team recommends allowing the on-street credit
as long as the City permits on-street parking on the
arterial or collector.

(b) Proximity to
Transit

Exempt from parking requirements middle housing sites
within ¼ mile of frequent transit routes (defined as those
officially adopted by Lane Transit District as part of its
Frequent Transit Network [FTN]).

This implements the PC recommendation to “incentivize”
middle housing within ¼ mile of frequent transit routes by
eliminating parking requirements within those areas.

(c) Conversions

Do not require additional parking spaces for creation of a
duplex, triplex, or fourplex through the conversion of, or
addition to, an existing single detached dwelling.

This is an OAR requirement.

Parking Area Standards (9.6420)
(3) Landscape
Standards

Exempt middle housing from parking area landscape
standards.

According to the OAR, “A Large City must apply the same
off-street parking surfacing, dimensional, landscaping,
access, and circulation standards that apply to singlefamily detached dwellings in the same zone.” Since single
detached dwellings are exempt from parking area
landscape standards, middle housing must also be
exempt.

EC 9.6700 Site Development Standards
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Driveways and Internal Circulation (9.6703)
(2) Currently, if eight or more single-family or duplex dwellings will share one
access connection, it must be designed as a private street.
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Change “dwellings” to lots so that the standard is agnostic to the number of
units.

private street for only four duplex lots (8 dwellings), versus 8
single dwelling lots.

Recycling and Garbage Screening (9.6740)
Exempt middle housing from recycling and garbage screening requirements.

This is considered a “design standard” in the middle housing
OAR, and as such, the City may not apply more restrictive
standards to middle housing than apply to single detached
dwellings.

Underground Utilities (9.6775)
(1) Exemptions from Underground Utility Standards.
Exempt both single detached dwellings and middle housing from underground
utility standards when developed on an infill site where adjacent lots are
already served by above-ground utility service.

The intent of this proposed change is to remove barriers to
infill development posed by underground utility standards.
Currently, all residential uses (except ADUs and alley access
lots) are subject to the standard. This is not required by the
OAR, but is recommended to encourage infill housing,
including middle housing.

EC 9.6880 Tree Preservation
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Tree Preservation and Removal Standards (9.6885)
(1) Exemptions from Standards.
For residential lots under 20,000 square feet, exempt development of middle
housing from tree preservation and removal standards in this section.
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Special Development Standards for Certain Uses
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
NOTE: This whole Section 9.5550 is proposed new text. For the sake of readability,
the changes are not shown in underlined format.
***

9.5550 Middle Housing Standards.
(1) Purpose of Middle Housing Standards. The purpose of these development standards is to:
(a) Ensure that new Middle Housing development enhances the variety of housing options
available to Eugene’s residents;
(b) Ensure consistency with state requirements for middle housing;
(c) Promote development of middle housing that provides opportunities for both rental
and ownership housing;
(d) Provide an adequate supply and range of housing types and prices that will meet the
city’s future population growth;
(e) Promote building and site design that contributes positively to a sense of
neighborhood and to the overall streetscape;
(f) Provide a physical environment that contributes to and enhances the quality of life;
(2) Applicability of Middle Housing Standards.
(a) Middle Housing standards shall apply to development of all new triplex, fourplex,
rowhouse, and cottage cluster dwellings, including dwellings added to a site with an
existing dwelling or dwellings and those created by adding building area to an existing
dwellings or dwellings. In cases where the standards apply, they shall be considered
applicable for the portion of the development site impacted by the proposed development.
Middle Housing standards do not apply to duplexes or to Middle Housing created through
internal conversion of an existing single detached dwelling.
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(b) Middle Housing standards shall apply in all zones. These standards do not apply to
dwellings in a building with non-residential use on the ground floor.
(c) The Middle Housing standards apply in addition to development standards in the
applicable base zone.
(3) Adjustment. Except as provided below, standards in EC 9.5550 may be adjusted if
consistent with the criteria of EC 9.8030(37).
(4) Standards for all Middle Housing. Triplex, fourplex, rowhouse, and cottage cluster
development shall comply with all of the following unless otherwise noted:
(a) Entry Orientation.
1. The entry orientation standards apply as follows:
a. Triplexes and Fourplexes. At least one main entrance for each triplex or
fourplex structure must meet the standards in subsections 2 and 3 below. Any
detached structure for which more than 50 percent of its street-facing facade is
separated from the street property line by a dwelling is exempt from meeting
these standards.
b. Rowhouses. The main entrance of each rowhouse dwelling.
2. The entrance must be within 8 feet of the longest street-facing wall of the dwelling
unit.
3. The entrance must either:

a.

Face the street (see Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.a. Middle Housing Main Entrance

Facing the Street);
b. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the street (see Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.b.
Middle Housing Main Entrance at 45° Angle from the Street); or
c. Open onto a porch (see Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.c. Middle Housing Main Entrance
Opening onto a Porch). The porch must:
(1)

Be at least 25 square feet in area; and

(2)

Have at least one entrance facing the street or have a roof.
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d. In lieu of meeting a, b, or c above, main entrances for triplexes and fourplexes
may instead face a common open space that is adjacent to the street and is
abutted by dwellings on at least two sides (see Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.d. Middle
Housing Main Entrance Facing Common Open Space).
e. In lieu of meeting a, b, or c above, main entrances for rowhouses on lots that
do not abut a public street may instead face a common open space, private street,
or driveway.
4. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(b) Entry Orientation.

(b) Windows.
1. The following facades must meet the window coverage standards in subsection 2
below:
a. Triplexes and Fourplexes. All street-facing facades except those separated
from the front lot line by a dwelling.
b. Rowhouses. All street-facing facades on each individual rowhouse unit.
c. Cottage Clusters. All street-facing facades of dwellings within 20 feet of a street
property line.
2. A minimum of 15 percent of the area of all applicable facades must include
windows or entrance doors. Half of the window area in the door of an attached garage
may count toward meeting this standard. (See Figure 9.5550(4)(b)2. Middle Housing
Window Coverage.)
3. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(c) Windows.
(5) Standards for Triplexes and Fourplexes. Triplexes and fourplexes shall comply with all of
the following:
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(a) Garages and Off-Street Parking Areas. Garages and off-street parking areas shall not be
located between a building and a street (other than an alley), except in compliance with the
standards in subsections 1 or 2 below.
1. The garage or off-street parking area is separated from the front lot line by a
dwelling; or
2. The combined width of all garages and outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering
areas does not exceed a total of 50 percent of the street frontage (see Figure
9.5550(5)(a)2. Triplex/Fourplex Width of Garages and Parking Areas).
(b) Driveway Approach. Driveway approaches must comply with all of the following:
1. The access connection standards in EC 7.410 and 7.420.
2. The total width of all driveway approaches must not exceed 32 feet per frontage,
as measured at the property line (see Figure 9.5500(5)(b)2-3. Triplex/Fourplex Driveway
Approach Width and Separation on Local Street). For lots or parcels with more than
one frontage, see subsection 4.
3. Driveway approaches may be separated when located on a local street when they
comply with the access connection spacing standards in EC 7.420 (see Figure
9.5500(5)(b)2-3. Triplex/Fourplex Driveway Approach Width and Separation on Local
Street).
4. In addition, lots or parcels with more than one frontage must comply with the
following:
a. For lots or parcels abutting an alley that meets the paving width standards of
EC 9.6870, access must be taken from the alley (see Figure 9.5550(5)(b)4.a.
Triplex/Fourplex Alley Access).
b. Lots or parcels with frontages only on collectors and/or arterial streets must
meet the access connection standards applicable to collectors and/or arterials
located in EC. 7.420(2).
c. Lots or parcels with frontages only on local streets may have either:
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•

Two driveway approaches not exceeding 32 feet in total width on one
frontage; or

•

One maximum 16-foot-wide driveway approach per frontage (see Figure
9. 5550(5)(b)4.c. Triplex/Fourplex Driveway Approach Options for Multiple
Local Street Frontages).

(c) Pedestrian Access. Triplexes and fourplexes with dwellings in two or more detached
structures shall meet the standards below. This standard may not be adjusted.
1. A pedestrian path must be provided that connects the main entrance of each
dwelling to a public or private street right-of-way line.
2. The pedestrian path must be hard-surfaced and a minimum of 3 feet wide.
(d) Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be made,
based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(d) Garages, Off-Street Parking Areas, and Driveways
for Triplexes and Fourplexes.
(6) Standards for Rowhouses. Rowhouses shall comply with all of the following:
(a) Number of Attached Dwelling Units.
1. Minimum. A rowhouse project must contain at least two attached units.
2. Maximum. In the R-1 zone, a maximum of 10 rowhouse units may be attached
together to form a group. In all other zones, there is no maximum per group.
(b) Unit Definition. Each rowhouse unit must include at least one of the features in 1
through 7 below on at least one street-facing façade (see Figure 9.5550(6)(b). Rowhouse
Unit Definition):
1. A roof dormer a minimum of 4 feet in width, or
2. A balcony a minimum of 2 feet in depth and 4 feet in width and accessible from an
interior room, or
3. A bay window that extends from the facade a minimum of 2 feet, or
4. An offset of the facade of a minimum of 2 feet in depth, either from the
neighboring townhouse or within the façade of a single townhouse, or
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5. An entryway that is recessed a minimum of 3 feet, or
6. A covered entryway with a minimum depth of 4 feet, or
7. A porch meeting the standards of subsection 9.5550(4)(a)3.c.
8. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(e) Rowhouse Unit Definition.
(c)

Driveway Access and Parking. Rowhouses on lots with street frontage shall meet the

following standards:
1. The access connection standards in EC 7.410 and 7.420.
2. Garages on the front façade of a rowhouse, off-street parking areas within the
front yard setback, and driveways in front of a rowhouse are allowed if they meet the
following standards (see Figure 9.5550(6)(c)2. Rowhouses with Parking in Front Yard).
a. Each rowhouse lot has a street frontage of at least 15 feet on a local street.
b. A maximum of 1 driveway approach is allowed for every rowhouse. Driveway
approaches and/or driveways may be shared.
c. Outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering areas do not exceed 12 feet wide on
any lot.
d. The garage width does not exceed 12 feet, as measured from the inside of the
garage door frame.
3. The following standards apply to driveways and parking areas for rowhouse
projects that do not meet all of the standards in subsection 2 of this section.

a. Off-street parking areas shall be accessed on the back façade or located in the
rear yard. No off-street parking shall be allowed in the front yard or side yard of a
rowhouse.
b. A rowhouse project that includes a corner lot shall take access from a single
driveway approach on the side of the corner lot. (See Figure 9.5550(6)(c)3.b.
Rowhouses on Corner Lot with Shared Access.)
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c. Rowhouse projects that do not include a corner lot shall consolidate access for
all lots into a single driveway. The driveway and approach are not allowed in the
area between the front building façade and front lot line of any of the rowhouses.
(See Figure 9.5550(6)(c)3.c. Rowhouses with Consolidated Access.)
d. A rowhouse project that includes consolidated access or shared driveways
shall grant access easements to allow normal vehicular access and emergency
access.
4. Rowhouse projects in which all units take exclusive access from a rear alley are
exempt from compliance with subsection 3 of this section.
5. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(f) Rowhouse Driveway Access and
Parking.
(7) Standards for Cottage Clusters. Cottage cluster development shall comply with all of the
following:
(a) General Standards.
1. Number of Dwellings. A single cottage cluster shall contain a minimum of 4 and a
maximum of 8 cottages. All cottages within a single cottage cluster must share a
common courtyard. A cottage cluster project may include more than one cluster with
more than one associated common courtyard. There is no limit to how many cottage
clusters are permitted on a single lot.
2. Setbacks.
a. Building Separation. Cottages shall be separated by a minimum distance of 6
feet. The minimum distance between all other structures, including accessory
structures, shall be in accordance with building code requirements.
b. All other setbacks are provided in Table 9.2750 or in the development
standards for the applicable zone.
3. Building Height. The maximum building height for all structures is 25 feet. This
standard may not be adjusted.
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4. Footprint. The maximum building footprint for each cottage is 900 square feet This
standard may not be adjusted.
5. Maximum Floor Area.
a. Floor Area. The maximum permitted floor area of each cottage is 1,200 square
feet.
b. Average Floor Area. The maximum average floor area permitted for a cottage
cluster is 1,000 square feet per cottage. Community buildings shall be included in
the average floor area calculation for a cottage cluster.
6. Accessory Buildings. Accessory buildings must not exceed 400 square feet in floor
area. Accessory buildings in the R-1 zone must also comply with the standards in EC
9.2751(16).
7. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(g) General Standards for Cottage Clusters.
(b) Cottage Orientation. Cottages must be clustered around a common courtyard and
must meet the following standards (see Figure 9.5550(7)(b)-(c). Cottage Cluster Orientation
and Common Courtyard Standards):
1. Each cottage within a cluster must either abut the common courtyard or must be
connected to it by a pedestrian path. This standard may not be adjusted.
2. A minimum of 50 percent of cottages within a cluster must be oriented to the
common courtyard and must:
a. Have a main entrance facing the common courtyard;
b. Be within 10 feet from the common courtyard, measured from the façade of
the cottage to the nearest edge of the common courtyard; and
c. Be connected to the common courtyard by a pedestrian path.

3. Cottages within 20 feet of a property line abutting a street may have their
entrances facing the street.
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4. Cottages not facing the common courtyard or the street must have their main
entrances facing a pedestrian path that is connected to the common courtyard.
5. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(h) Cottage Cluster Orientation Standards.
(c) Common Courtyard Design Standards. Each cottage cluster must share a common
courtyard in order to provide a sense of openness and community of residents. Common
courtyards must meet the following standards (see Figure 9.5550(7)(b)-(c). Cottage Cluster
Orientation and Common Courtyard Standards):
1. The common courtyard must be a single, contiguous piece.
2. Cottages must abut the common courtyard on at least two sides of the courtyard.
3. The common courtyard must contain a minimum of 150 square feet per cottage
within the associated cluster.
4. The common courtyard must be a minimum of 15 feet wide at its narrowest
dimension.
5. The common courtyard shall be developed with a mix of landscaping, lawn area,
pedestrian paths, and/or paved courtyard area, and may also include recreational
amenities. Impervious elements of the common courtyard shall not exceed 50 percent
of the total common courtyard area.
6. Pedestrian paths must be included in a common courtyard. Paths that are
contiguous to a courtyard shall count toward the courtyard’s minimum dimension and
area. Parking areas, required setbacks, and driveways do not qualify as part of a
common courtyard.
7. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(i) Common Courtyard Design Standards.
(d) Community Buildings. Cottage cluster projects may include community buildings for
the shared use of residents that provide space for accessory uses such as community
meeting rooms, guest housing, exercise rooms, day care, or community eating areas.
Community buildings must meet the following standards:
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1. Each cottage cluster is permitted one community building.
2. The community building shall have a maximum floor area of 1,200 sf. In addition,
the community building shall count towards the maximum average floor area of the
cottage cluster, pursuant to subsection 9.5550(7)(a)5.b.
3. A community building that meets the definition of a dwelling unit must meet the
maximum 900 square foot footprint limitation that applies to cottages (pursuant to
subsection 9.5550(7)(a)4), unless a covenant is recorded against the property stating
that the structure is not a legal dwelling unit and will not be used as a primary dwelling.
4. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(j) Community Building Standards.
(e) Pedestrian Access. These standards may not be adjusted.
1. A pedestrian path must be provided that connects the main entrance of each
cottage to the following:
a. The common courtyard;
b. Shared parking areas;
c. Community buildings; and
d. Sidewalks in public rights-of-way abutting the site or rights-of-way if there are
no sidewalks.
2. The pedestrian path must be hard-surfaced and a minimum of 3 feet wide.
(f) Parking Design (see Figure 9.5550(7)(f). Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards).
1. Clustered parking. Off-street parking may be arranged in clusters, subject to the
following standards:
a. Cottage cluster projects with fewer than 16 cottages are permitted parking
clusters of not more than 5 contiguous spaces.
b. Cottage cluster projects with 16 cottages or more are permitted parking
clusters of not more than 8 contiguous spaces.
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c. Parking clusters must be separated from other spaces by at least 4 feet of
landscaping.
d. Clustered parking areas may be covered.
e. Parking areas must also meet the standards in EC 9.6420, except where they
conflict with these standards.
2. Parking location and access.
a. Off-street parking areas with 5 or more spaces shall not be located within 20
feet from any property line that abuts a street other than an alley;
b. No off-street parking space or vehicle maneuvering area is permitted between
a property line that abuts a street (other than an alley) and the front façade of
cottages located closest to that property line.
c. No off-street parking space is permitted within 10 feet of any other property
line external to the cottage cluster, except property lines abutting an alley.
Driveways and drive aisles are permitted within 10 feet of other external property
lines.
d. Driveways must meet the access connection standards in EC 7.410 and 7.420.
3. Screening. Sight-obscuring landscaping, fencing, or walls at least three feet tall
shall separate clustered parking areas and parking structures from common
courtyards and property lines external to the cottage cluster.
4. Garages and carports.
a. Garages and carports (whether shared or individual) must not abut more than
25 percent of a common courtyard’s perimeter.
b. Individual detached garages must not exceed 400 square feet in floor area.
c. Garage doors for attached and detached individual garages must not exceed
20 feet in width.
5. Criteria for Adjustment. Adjustments to the standards in this subsection may be
made, based on the criteria of EC 9.8030(37)(k) Community Building Standards.
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(g) Existing Structures. On a lot or parcel to be used for a cottage cluster project, an
existing single detached dwelling on the same lot at the time of proposed development of
the cottage cluster may remain within the cottage cluster project area under the conditions
in 1 – 4 below. These standards may not be adjusted.
1. The existing dwelling may be nonconforming with respect to the requirements of
this section EC 9.5550(7).
2. The existing dwelling may be expanded up to a maximum height of 25 feet or a
maximum building footprint of 900 square feet; however, existing dwellings that
exceed these maximum height and/or footprint standards may not be expanded.
3. The floor area of the existing dwelling shall not count towards the maximum
average floor area of a cottage cluster.
4. The existing dwelling shall be excluded from the calculation of orientation toward
the common courtyard, per subsection 9.5550(7)(b)2.
***
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Middle Housing Model Code Figures
NOTE: Figures will eventually move to the Figures and Maps section of Eugene Code
Chapter 9.
Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.a. Middle Housing Main Entrance Facing the Street
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Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.b. Middle Housing Main Entrance at 45° Angle from the Street

Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.c. Middle Housing Main Entrance Opening onto a Porch
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Figure 9.5550(4)(a)3.d. Middle Housing Main Entrance Facing Common Open Space
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Figure 9.5550(4)(b)2. Middle Housing Window Coverage
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Figure 9.5550(5)(a)2. Triplex/Fourplex Width of Garages and Parking Areas
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Figure 9.5500(5)(b)2-3. Triplex/Fourplex Driveway Approach Width and Separation on Local
Street
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Figure 9.5550(5)(b)4.a. Triplex/Fourplex Alley Access
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Figure 9.5550(5)(b)4.c. Triplex/Fourplex Driveway Approach Options for Multiple Local Street
Frontages
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Figure 9.5550(6)(b). Rowhouse Unit Definition

NOTE: This figure from the Model Code may need a few edits to match the
proposed standards for Eugene.
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Figure 9.5550(6)(c)2. Rowhouses with Parking in Front Yard

Figure 9.5550(6)(c)3.b. Rowhouses on Corner Lot with Shared Access
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Figure 9.5550(6)(c)3.c. Rowhouses with Consolidated Access
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Figure 9.5550(7)(b)-(c). Cottage Cluster Orientation and Common Courtyard Standards
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Figure 9.5550(7)(f). Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards

NOTE: This figure from the Model Code may need a few edits to match the
proposed standards for Eugene.
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Bicycle Parking Standards
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
***

9.6105

Bicycle Parking Standards.

***
(5) Minimum Required Bicycle Parking Spaces. The minimum required number of bicycle
parking spaces shall be calculated according to Table 9.6105(5) Minimum Required Bicycle
Parking Spaces.
Table 9.6105(5) Minimum Required
Bicycle Parking Spaces
Required Bicycle Parking
Uses

(Minimum 4 bicycle spaces required unless –
0 – is indicated.)

Type and % of
Bicycle Parking

***
Residential
One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling

–0–

NA

Accessory Dwelling (Either attached or

–0–

NA

Middle Housing Rowhouse (One-Family on – 0 –

NA

detached from primary one-family dwelling
on same lot)

own lot attached to adjacent residence on
separate lot with garage or carport access
to the rear of the lot)
Duplex (Two-Family attached on same lot)

–0–

NA

Triplex (Three-Family attached on same lot) 1 per dwelling.

100 % long term

Four-Plexes (Four-Family attached on same 1 per dwelling.

100 % long term

lot)

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

MIDDLE HOUSING CODE UPDATE

Page
43 of752
Batch

Page 216 of 462

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 6.16.21

Bicycle Parking Standards | Eugene Code

Page 2 of 2

Table 9.6105(5) Minimum Required
Bicycle Parking Spaces
Required Bicycle Parking
Uses

(Minimum 4 bicycle spaces required unless –
0 – is indicated.)

Multiple FamilyUnit Dwelling (35 or more

Type and % of
Bicycle Parking

1 per dwelling.

100% long term

Manufactured Home Park

–0–

NA

Controlled Income and Rent Housing

1 per dwelling.

100% long term

dwellings on same lot)

where density is above that usually
permitted in the zoning yet not to exceed
150%
***

***
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Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading Standards
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
***

9.6410

Motor Vehicle Parking Standards.

***
Table 9.6410 Required Off-Street
Motor Vehicle Parking
Minimum Number of Required Off-Street

Uses

Parking Spaces

***
Residential
Dwelling
One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling

1 per dwelling.

One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling – Flag Lot

2 per dwelling.

Accessory Dwelling (Either attached or detached from

0

primary one-family dwelling on same lot) / Additional onefamilysingle detached dwelling in the R-2 subarea of the S-C
Chambers Special Area Zone
Rowhouse (One-Family on own lot attached or adjacent

1 per dwelling.

residence on separate lot with garage or carport access to
the rear of the lot) (see (6) below)
Duplex (Two-Family attached on same lot) (see (6) below)

1 per dwelling.

Triplex (Three-Family attached on same lot) (see (6) below)

1 per dwelling.
Lots 3,500 square feet to 4,999 square feet: 2
spaces per lot.
Lots 5,000 square feet and over: 3 spaces per
lot.

Four-Pplex (Four-Family attached on same lot) (see (6)

1 per dwelling.

below)

Lots 4,500 square feet to 4,999 square feet: 2
spaces per lot.

MIDDLE
UPDATE
CA 21-1HOUSING
/ MA 21-1CODE
Testimony

Page
45 of752
Batch

DRAFT AMENDMENTS
Page 2186.16.21
of 462

Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading Standards | Eugene Code

Page 2 of 4

Table 9.6410 Required Off-Street
Motor Vehicle Parking
Minimum Number of Required Off-Street

Uses

Parking Spaces
Lots 5,000 square feet to 6,999 square feet: 3
spaces per lot.
Lots 7,000 square feet and over: 4 spaces per
lot.

Cottage Cluster (see (6) below)

0 spaces for each dwelling with a floor area
less than 1,000 square feet.
1 space for each dwelling with a floor area of
1,000 square feet or more.

Multiple-FamilyUnit Dwelling (35 or more dwellings on same 1 per dwelling
lot) not specifically addressed elsewhere in this Table.
Multiple-FamilyUnit Dwelling in the R-3 and R-4 zones within 1 space for each studio, 1 bedroom or 2
the boundaries of the City recognized West University

bedroom dwelling

Neighbors and South University Neighborhood Association

1.5 spaces for each 3 bedroom dwelling*
*.5 spaces required for each additional
bedroom beyond a 3 bedroom dwelling.
Fractions of .5 or more are rounded up to the
next whole number. Rounding shall occur
after the total number of minimum spaces is
calculated for the multi-family development.
One tandem space shall be counted as two
parking spaces. Tandem spaces shall not be
allowed for studio or 1- or 2-bedroom
dwellings.

Multiple-FamilyUnit Subsidized Low-Income Housing in any

.67 per dwelling or 3 spaces, whichever is

area (see (5) below)

greater

Multiple-FamilyUnit Subsidized Low-Income Senior Housing

.33 per dwelling or 3 spaces, whichever is

in any area (see (5) below)

greater

Multiple-FamilyUnit Subsidized Low-Income Disabled

.33 per dwelling or 3 spaces, whichever is

Housing in any area (see (5) below)

greater

Multiple-FamilyUnit Subsidized Low-Income Senior Housing

.67 per dwelling or 3 spaces, whichever is

Partial in any area (see (5) below)

greater
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Table 9.6410 Required Off-Street
Motor Vehicle Parking
Minimum Number of Required Off-Street

Uses

Parking Spaces

Multiple-FamilyUnit Subsidized Low-Income Specialized

.33 per dwelling or 3 spaces, whichever is

Housing in any area (see (5) below)

greater

Manufactured Home Park

1 per dwelling.

Controlled Income and Rent Housing (CIR) where density

1 per dwelling.

is above that usually permitted in the zoning, yet not to
exceed 150%
***

***
(5) Special Standards for Table 9.6410. For Multiple-FamilyUnit Subsidized Low-Income
Housing, Subsidized Low-Income Senior Housing, Subsidized Low-Income Senior Housing
Partial, and Subsidized Low-Income Specialized Housing, the following standards apply:
***
(6)

Special Standards for Middle Housing.
(a)

On-Street Parking Credit.
1.

A credit for on-street parking shall be granted for some or all of the required off-

street parking as provided in subsection 2 of this section.
2.

If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in a – d below, they shall be

counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
a.

At least a portion of the space is abutting the subject site. If two properties

abut a space, both properties may count the space toward their respective
requirements.
b.

The space is in a location where on-street parking is permitted by the City of

Eugene.
c.

The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long.
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The space must not obstruct a required Vision Clearance Area.

Spaces shall not be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement if

they meet one of the conditions in a or b below.
a.

The space is on a road that that is does not meet the paving width standards

under EC 9.6870 and not maintained by the City of Eugene; or
b.

The space is subject to metered or timed parking restrictions (except that

roads subject to residential parking permit programs may be counted toward the
minimum off-street parking requirement).
(b)

Proximity to Transit. For sites within 0.25 miles walking distance of a frequent transit

route (as defined in EC 9.0500), zero off-street parking spaces are required.
(c)

Conversions. No additional parking spaces shall be required for creation of a duplex,

triplex, or fourplex through the conversion of, or addition to, an existing single detached
dwelling.
***

9.6420

Parking Area Standards.

***
(3) Landscape Standards.
(a) Applicability of Parking Area Landscape Standards.
1. General Provisions. Subject to any exceptions therein, the standards in
subparagraphs (b) – (e) apply to all parking areas, including carports, that provide for 3
or more spaces except for the following:
a. A parking area for a one-family single detached dwelling, accessory dwelling,
duplex, or rowhouse or middle housing.
b. A structured parking area. See subsection (3)(f).
c. A legal non-conforming parking area. See subsection (3)(a)(2).
***
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Site Development Standards
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
***

9.6703

Driveways and Internal Circulation.

***
(2) If eight or more single-family detached or duplex dwellings lots will share one access
connection, the driveway shall be designed and constructed as a private street in accordance
with EC 9.6875.

***

9.6730

Pedestrian Circulation On-Site.

***
(2) Applicability of Standards. As more specifically provided in this section, the standards in this
section apply to any development that creates a new building entrance, but not to a building
alteration or change in use.

***
(c) In all zones, on-site pedestrian paths shall be constructed within new multiplefamilyunit residential developments with 35 or more units to insure that access is provided:

***

9.6740

Recycling and Garbage Screening.

Except for residential dwellings other than multi-unit dwellings, one- and two-family dwellings,
outdoor storage areas and refuse collection areas within or adjacent to vehicular use areas
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shall be screened on all sides so that materials stored within these areas are obscured from
streets, accessways, or adjacent properties.

***

9.6745

Setbacks – Intrusions Permitted.

***
(7) Parking Spaces in Required Setbacks.
(a) Except as provided in EC 9.2751(15) Driveways and Parking Areas in R-3 and R-4, in
areas with a broad zone category of residential, as depicted in Table 9.1030 Zones, parking
in required front and interior yard setbacks is permitted with the following restrictions:
1. Parking spaces in required front yard setbacks are permitted in conjunction with a
one familysingle detached dwelling, accessory dwelling, or duplex, provided the
parking spaces are located on driveways.

***

9.6775

Underground Utilities.

(1) Exemptions from Underground Utility Standards. The following are exempt from the
undergrounding requirement of this section:
(a) Temporary uses on a development site.
(b) New utility connections to structures or buildings with legally established above
ground utility service.
(c) Accessory dwellings that can be served from an existing legally established above
ground utility service to the primary dwelling on the development site.
(d) Dwellings on alley access lots that can be served from an existing above ground utilityowned structure.
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(e) Single Detached or Middle Housing dwellings developed on a lot where one or more
abutting lots is already developed and is served from an existing legally established above
ground utility service.
(2) Underground Utility Standards. All new on-site utilities shall be placed underground if there
is a utility-owned structure immediately adjacent to the development site, unless adjusted
pursuant to the provisions of EC 9.8030(5). This requirement is satisfied if the applicant verifies
in writing that utilities will be placed underground concurrent with planned future development
to occur within 12 months. Exceptions shall be made for such features as padmounted
transformers, switch cabinets, back flow prevention devices and closures needed to safely
operate and maintain utility systems.

***
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Tree Preservation and Removal Standards
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
***

9.6885

Tree Preservation and Removal Standards.

(1) Exemptions from Standards. The standards in this section do not apply to activities
regulated under EC 9.4900 through 9.4980, or an application for development activity that
includes or will result in:
(a) Residential Lots Under 20,000 Square Feet. Removal of significant trees from a parcel
of property not subject to the provisions of subsection (c) of this section with an area of
less than 20,000 square feet when:
1. Such parcel is occupied by a single detachedone-family dwelling, accessory
dwelling, or duplex;
2. An application to construct a single detachedone-family dwelling, accessory
dwelling, or duplex middle housing on such lot is being reviewed by the city. However,
no significant trees may be removed prior to the approval of the development permit;
or
3. The city has entered into an agreement authorizing the start of construction for a
single detachedone-family dwelling, accessory dwelling, or duplexmiddle housing.
(b) Lots 20,000 Square Feet or Larger. Removal of up to 5 significant trees within a period
of 12 consecutive months from a parcel of property not subject to the provisions of
subsection (c) of this section consisting of 20,000 or more square feet of area;

***
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DRAFT AMENDMENTS 6.16.21

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

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

MONDAY, JUNE 28, 2021 – Regular Meeting 11:30 am to 1:30 pm*
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?

*This meeting may be extended until 2:30pm.
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HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
June 28, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments (Implementation of House Bill 2001)
Draft Land Use Code Language

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission will continue its review of draft land use code
language for the Middle Housing Code Amendments project. The meeting will focus on the
Special Area Zones, Adjustment Review, and Commercial Zones sections of the draft code
language.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill
2001 (2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including
duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places across the City,
in order to increase housing choice and supply. By June 30, 2022, the City must have
regulations in place that comply with the administrative rules. Otherwise, the state’s model
code will apply in Eugene.
PROJECT APPROACH
An important component of the project approach is the focus on equity and inclusion in the
public outreach process. To support that focus, the Commission has heard from participants in
the Equity RoundTable, Healthy Democracy panel, and developers focus group, as well as a
University of Oregon Law School professor at meetings between December 2020 and May
2021. In addition, the Commission wrote and presented a letter to the City Council to express
support for the project’s focus on equity and approach to encouraging and incentivizing middle
housing across Eugene through the land use code. The letter is attached to the June 14 Planning
Commission meeting packet.
At the Commission’s June 21 meeting, Patrick Wingard provided comments from his
perspective as Eugene’s representative of the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD). Patrick gave feedback in support of the middle housing project approach,
focus on equity and inclusion, and effort to hear from new and diverse voices in the planning
process, in particular the Healthy Democracy panel, which was partially funded by DLCD, and
the City’s Equity RoundTable, which has shined a light on the impacts of exclusionary zoning on
communities of color, LGBTQ+ folks, people with disabilities, and low income renters.
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At this meeting, the Commission will hear from Josh Berman, the City staff person leading the
work on the Housing Implementation Pipeline (HIP). Josh will talk about the connections
between the middle housing code amendments and the City’s ongoing housing program work.
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
The project’s Public Involvement Plan (PI Plan) outlines the outreach process from concept
development through adoption of land use code and policy amendments. The PI Plan includes
opportunities for the community to engage in the planning process and information on how
individuals and organizations can effectively participate and is consistent with the City’s Public
Participation Guidelines and Statewide Planning Goal 1. The Planning Commission approved the
PI Plan in August 2020 and has been regularly meeting to advise staff on the project approach.
In the fall of 2020, public outreach focused on providing information about the house bill and
forming outreach groups to develop values and principles to guide the technical phase of work.
In February 2021, the project team began to gather community-wide input on how to approach
implementation of the house bill. The main opportunity for input centered on levels of
implementation: we asked community members whether the City should Allow, Encourage,
and/or Incentivize middle housing through the land use code requirements. Throughout the
project, the goal of the public engagement has been to be meaningful, accountable, inclusive,
transparent, realistic, and outcome oriented.
A comprehensive report on the February outreach is available on our website. The Healthy
Democracy process included a thorough information gathering phase, small and large group
discussion, deliberation and voting on recommendations related to the middle housing code
amendments. It also included reflections on the process and general public engagement
recommendations for the City’s consideration into the future.
The April and May outreach meetings included the final three Healthy Democracy Panel
meetings, a fifth Equity RoundTable meeting, and a combined Boards and Commissions and
Local Partners RoundTable meeting discussing how well the draft code meets the values and
principles, as well as how well it encourages affordability. In addition, two Developer Focus
Group meetings were held with market rate and affordable housing developers to gather
feedback on the code recommendations and affordability strategies. Results from these
conversations are informing the draft code language staff is bringing to the Commission for
review.
Overall, people we heard from through our community engagement efforts were
overwhelmingly supportive of going beyond the minimum standards required by the state and
implementing a combination of the Encourage and Incentivize middle housing options.
MIDDLE HOUSING LAND USE CODE LANGUAGE
Draft middle housing land use code language has been developed in response to the broad
public input described above, as well as cycles of technical analysis and review with outreach
groups and the Planning Commission.
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Attachment A is a memo from Angelo Planning Group (APG, June 23, 2021) explaining the
project team’s code recommendations related to Special Area Zones, Adjustment Review, and
Commercial Zones. As a reminder, in general, the team recommends approaching the land use
code amendments from an encourage-incentivize point of view, with an emphasis on equity in
code standards across the community.
Using the code recommendations as a guide, the project team drafted land use code language
for Planning Commission review. Part Three of the project team’s recommended code language
for Special Area Zones, Adjustment Review, and Commercial Zones is included in Attachment B
and will be the subject of the June 28 meeting.
During the meeting, the project team will guide the Commission through the sections of draft
code language in front of them, ask for questions and feedback, and keep track of comments to
inform a final set of revisions to include in the draft adoption package. The adoption process for
land use code amendments includes a Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation,
followed by a City Council public hearing and action. The adoption package is anticipated to be
shared with the Commission and the public in early August, six weeks ahead of the Planning
Commission public hearing, which is planned for late September.
The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to
engage community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene.
Additionally, the overall project schedule for upcoming adoption phase is included below.
Middle Housing Adoption Phase Timeline

ATTACHMENTS
A. Code Recommendations Summary Memo – Special Area Zones, Adjustment Review, and
Commercial Zones (APG, June 24, 2021)
B. Draft Code Language for Special Area Zones, Adjustment Review, and Commercial Zones
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FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment A
LAND USE PLANNING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

Draft Code Summary – SAZs, Adjustment Review & Commercial Zones
Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
D AT E

June 24, 2021

TO

Eugene Planning Commission

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

CC

City of Eugene Middle Housing Project Team
Ben Weber and Emma-Quin Smith, SERA
Becky Hewitt and Tyler Bump, ECONorthwest
Julie Fischer, Cogito

This memorandum provides an overview of draft code amendments for the Eugene Middle Housing Code
Amendments project. We will be reviewing initial draft code language at three Planning Commission (PC)
work sessions on June 14, 21, and 28, 2021. Each meeting will focus on specific sections of the Eugene
Code, as outlined below:

•
•
•

June 14 – Definitions (EC 9.0500) and Residential Zones (EC 9.2700-9.2777)
June 21 – Special Development Standards (EC 9.5550) and General Standards (EC 9.600s)
June 28 – Special Area Zones (EC 9.3000s), Adjustment Review (EC 9.8015 – 9.8030), and
Commercial Zones (EC 9.2100)

This memo summarizes the proposed code amendments for Special Area Zones, Adjustment Review, and
Commercial Zones.
The team is scheduled to deliver an “adoption-ready” draft set of code and policy recommendations by the
end of June. However, the City will continue to seek input on and revise these draft amendments during the
next several months. In the latter half of the year, City staff will manage revisions, prepare an adoption
package, and bring the middle housing code amendments through the local adoption process.

angeloplanning.com

ANGELO PLANNING GROUP

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205
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Special Area Zones (EC 9.3000s)
The Planning Commission has generally directed the Project Team to seek an equitable approach to middle housing allowances throughout the
city, including in Special Area Zones (SAZs). This is consistent with the community’s overwhelming support for an equitable approach to middle
housing implementation. More specifically, the PC has supported the concept of exempting middle housing from the SAZ standards and instead
applying the most applicable base zone standards (as well as the proposed new Special Development Standards for Middle Housing at EC
9.5550). This way, middle housing will be subject to the same set of siting and design standards throughout the city which will ensure consistent
compliance with state standards and will generally provide added flexibility and eliminate barriers to middle housing.
Under HB 2001, middle housing must be permitted in the following Special Area Zones:
•
•
•
•

S-C: Chambers
S-CN: Chase Node
S-DW: Downtown Westside
S-E: Elmira Road

•
•
•

S-HB: Blair Boulevard Historic Commercial
S-JW: Jefferson Westside
S-RN: Royal Node

In addition, the Project Team also recommends updating the Whiteaker SAZ (S-W) to apply more flexible standards to middle housing. The
Whiteaker SAZ does not implement a Residential Land Use designation; therefore, it is not required to comply with HB 2001 or OAR 660-046.
However, as noted in its purpose statement (EC 9.3900), the S-W zone is intended to allow “a mix of residential dwellings,” in addition to
commercial and other non-residential uses, and most middle housing types are already permitted. As such, the team proposes to update the SW zone in a way that is consistent with the other SAZs. See additional comments in the table below.

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

S-C: Chambers (EC 9.3050-9.3065)
Purpose of S-C
Chambers Special
Area Zone
(9.3050)

Add middle housing to the housing types
mentioned in the purpose statement (in
addition to multi-unit and single detached
dwellings).

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
APG

According to the purpose statement, the S-C zone is intended to ensure
“compatible design for infill development,” to promote a mix of
residential uses, to encourage commercial infill, and to create transitions
between higher- and lower-intensity uses.

Page
8 of748
Batch

PageJune
23324,
of2021
462

Draft Code Summary – SAZs, Adjustment Review & Commercial Zones

Land Use and Permit
Requirements and
Special Use
Limitations

3 of 10

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

No substantive changes needed (only
updating terms, e.g., “single detached
dwelling”).

HB 2001 requires that middle housing be permitted in the S-C/R-1 and SC/R-2 Subareas. These are the portions of the Chambers SAZ where
single detached dwellings are permitted.
For these subareas, the land use and permit requirements of the R-1 and
R-2 base zones apply; therefore, no changes are needed here.

(9.3060)
Development
Standards

For the residential subareas, the Chambers SAZ points to the R-1 and R-2
base zones for most development standards; however, it also applies a
special set of development and design standards in each subarea. Some
of these standards directly conflict with the middle housing
Administrative Rules (OAR)—e.g., special density standards. Others
could present significant barriers to middle housing—e.g., interior
sloped setbacks, special height standards, and alley open space
requirements.

Exempt middle housing from the special
development standards in this section.

(9.3065)

S-CN: Chase Node (EC 9.3100-9.3126)
Land Use and Permit
Requirements

•

Add cottage cluster as a permitted use

(9.3115)

•

Add references to the special
standards in EC 9.5550

•

Update terms

Update the Use and Permit table to:

The S-CN zone is intended for high-density nodal development. Middle
housing must be permitted in the High Density Residential/Mixed Use
(HDR/MU) and HDR subareas. All middle housing types except cottage
cluster are already expressly permitted in these subareas.

Special Use Limitation Remove restrictions for rowhouses (notes
for Table 9.3115
3 and 4), which establish a maximum
building size of 8 units, apply a minimum
(9.3116)
open space standard of 400 feet, and
require rear alley access.

These are the same restrictions that currently apply to rowhouses in the
base zones. The standards are in conflict with the OAR because they are
more restrictive for rowhouses than for single detached dwellings.

Development
Standards

In the residential/mixed-use subareas, the development standards
regulate things like exterior building materials and roof pitch. Many of

Exempt middle housing from the special
development standards in this section and

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
APG
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

instead point to development standards in
the R-4 zone.

the special development standards for the SAZ only apply in the
commercial (S-C/C) subarea.

S-DW: Downtown Westside (9.3200-9.3221)
Land Use and Permit
Requirements
(9.3210)

Development
Standards / Special
Development
Standards

Update the Use and Permit table to:
•

Add cottage cluster as a permitted use

•

Add references to the special
standards in EC 9.5550

•

Update terms

Exempt middle housing from the special
development standards in these sections.

The S-DW zone already points to the R-4 base zone for any development
standards not covered by the special SAZ standards. Therefore, the only
amendment needed for this section is to exempt middle housing from
these special standards, which include a 20% minimum landscape
requirement and a prohibition on parking in the front setback.

Exempt middle housing from the lot
standards in this section and instead,
point to the lot standards in the R-4 zone.

The minimum lot area for rowhouses conflicts with the OAR.

(9.3215 / 9.3216)
Lot Standards
(9.3220)

The purpose of the S-DW zone is to maintain the area’s residential
character and to allow additional high-density residential development.
All middle housing types except cottage cluster are already permitted in
the SAZ.

S-E Elmira Road (9.3300-9.3315)
Land Use and Permit
Requirements

Update the Use and Permit table to:
•

Add triplex, fourplex, and cottage
cluster as permitted uses

•

Add references to the special
standards in EC 9.5550

•

Update terms

(9.3310)

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
APG

The purpose of the S-E zone is to “allow a mix of low-density residential
uses and a limited range of commercial uses.” Duplexes and rowhouses
are already permitted outright. Triplexes and fourplexes are only
permitted (as multi-family) through a Planned Unit Development (PUD).
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Standards
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

No changes needed.

The S-E zone already points to the R-1 zone for residential development
and lot standards. Therefore, this section will comply with the OAR once
R-1 is in compliance.

(9.3315)

S-HB Blair Boulevard Historic Commercial (9.3500-9.3515)
Uses (9.3510)

Update the permitted uses in the “Areas
Designated for Low and Medium Density
Residential” to permit rowhouses and
cottage clusters.

Blair Boulevard is a designated historic district, which implements
historic resource protections under Statewide Planning Goal 5. As such,
this area has special allowances under state statute as well as under the
middle housing OAR. This includes the ability to apply discretionary
review standards and procedures to middle housing as long as the same
standards apply to single detached dwellings. Duplexes, triplexes, and
fourplexes are already permitted in S-HB.

Development
Standards (9.3515)

No changes recommended.

Because S-HB is a historic district with standards intended to ensure new
development is compatible with existing historic structures, the Project
Team does not recommend exempting middle housing from these
standards. The development standards regulate things like facade
articulation and windows, exterior materials, height (max. 2 stories),
roof design, and landscape design.

S-JW: Jefferson Westside (9.3600-9.3640)
Land Use and Permit
Requirements

No changes needed, except to update
terms.

(9.3310)

According to the purpose statement (EC 9.3600), “The overarching
purpose of the S-JW zone is to prevent residential infill that would
significantly diminish, and to encourage residential infill that would
enhance the stability, quality, positive character, livability and natural
resources of the encompassed residential areas.”
The S-JW zone points to the land use and permit requirements of the R-2
zone.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Development
Standards
(9.3625)

Lot Standards
(9.3630)
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

Exempt middle housing from the special
development standards in this section and
instead point to development standards in
the R-2 zone.

Many of the development standards in the S-JW zone do not comply
with OAR standards and/or create significant barriers to middle
housing—these are listed in more detail in the Code Summary memo
included in the April 26 PC packet. The proposed approach would
instead point to the standards in the R-2 zone, which is consistent with
the land use and permit standards, and also with the Comprehensive
Plan land use designation for the area.

Exempt middle housing from the lot
standards in this section and instead,
point to the lot standards in the R-2 zone.

The S-JW lot standards do not accommodate rowhouses, and therefore
do not comply with the OAR. Development standards in EC 9.3625
regulating Maximum Dwellings per Lot also effectively establish larger
minimum lot sizes than what the OAR allows.

S-RN: Royal Node (9.3800-9.3823)
Land Use and Permit
Requirements
(9.3810)

Update the Use and Permit table to:
•

Add cottage cluster as a permitted use

•

Add references to the special
standards in EC 9.5550

•

Update terms

The S-RN zone provides for a range of uses and densities, using seven
different subareas to guide development within the SAZ. HB 2001
requires that middle housing be permitted in the Low Density Residential
(S-RN/LDR), Medium Density Residential (S-RN/MDR), and Residential
Mixed Use (S-RN/RMU) subareas. All middle housing types except
cottage cluster are already permitted in these subareas.

Special Use Limitation Remove restrictions for rowhouses (note
for Table 9.3810
2), which establish a maximum building
size of 8 units, apply a minimum open
(9.3811)
space standard of 400 feet, and require
rear alley access.

These are the same restrictions that currently apply to rowhouses in the
base zones. The standards are in conflict with the OAR because they are
more restrictive for rowhouses than for single detached dwellings.

Development
Standards

This section includes detailed design standards for things like building
orientation, windows, façade materials, front porches, and roof pitch.
Some of these topics will be addressed by the proposed Special
Standards for Middle Housing at EC 9.5550.

(9.3815)

Exempt middle housing from the special
development standards in this section and
instead point to development standards in
the residential base zones as follows:

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

1. S-RN/LDR: R-1 zone
2. S-RN/MDR: R-2 zone
3. S-RN/RMU: R-2 zone
Lot Standards
(9.3822)

Exempt middle housing from the lot
standards in this section and instead,
point to the same base zones listed above.

The current minimum lot area standards conflict with the OAR.

Update the Use and Permit table to:

As noted above, the S-W zone allows for a wide range of uses, including
a variety of housing types. All middle housing types except cottage
cluster are already permitted in the SAZ.

S-W: Whiteaker
Land Use and Permit
Requirements

•

Add cottage cluster as a permitted use

(9.3910)

•

Add references to the special
standards in EC 9.5550

•

Update terms

Development and Lot
Standards

Exempt middle housing from the lot area
standards in subsection (8).

(9.3910)

For residential development, the S-W zone points to the development
and lot standards in the C-2 zone. For lot area, the Project Team
recommends pointing to the R-4 zone lot standards, instead of applying
the current minimum of 4,500 sf for all development types.

Adjustment Review (EC 9.8015-9.8030)
Adjustment Review is an optional discretionary process that allows applicants to request additional flexibility for specific development
standards. According to the purpose statement in EC 9.8015, Adjustments “encourage design proposals that respond to the intent of the code
and creatively meet or exceed the specific development standards.” As noted in the June 21 PC packet, most of the proposed Special Standards
for Middle Housing (EC 9.5550) are available for Adjustment. The draft code provisions proposed for Section 9.5550 include references to the
applicable Adjustment criteria in EC 9.8030 that an applicant would need to meet in order to qualify for an adjustment for each standard. The
initial proposed criteria are summarized below. NOTE: The Project Team will continue working to refine these criteria in the next few months,
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with the intent of including more specific numeric thresholds or “sideboards” to make the criteria less open-ended. This would make it easier for
staff to evaluate whether or not a proposal meets the criteria.

9.8030

Adjustment Review – Approval Criteria
Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

(37) Middle Housing Standards Adjustments
(a) Entry Orientation

Allows the entry orientation standards for triplexes, fourplexes, and rowhouses to be
adjusted if the entry orientation promotes public safety and community interaction,
ensures the main entrance is easily identifiable and can be located from the street.

(b) Windows

Allows the window standards for triplexes, fourplexes, and rowhouses (and street facing
cottage cluster units) to be adjusted if the design enhances public safety by allowing
residents to survey the neighborhood from inside their homes and avoids long expanses
of blank facades.

(c) Garages, OffStreet Parking Areas,
and Driveways for
Triplexes and
Fourplexes

Allows the garage/parking area width and driveway standards to be adjusted if the
proposal supports a pedestrian-friendly environment by minimizing the visual and safety
impacts of parking and vehicle circulation areas.

(d) Rowhouse Unit
Definition

Allows unit definition standards to be adjusted if the proposal uses architectural features
to distinguish elements of the building and to define entryways.

(e) Rowhouse
Driveway Access and
Parking

Allows the driveway access and parking standards to be adjusted if the proposal
supports a pedestrian-friendly environment by minimizing the visual and safety impacts
of parking and vehicle circulation areas.

(f) General
Standards for
Cottage Clusters

Allows the standards for number of dwellings, setbacks, maximum floor area, and
accessory buildings to be adjusted if the proposal promotes quality development,
enhances livability, and promotes compatibility with adjacent properties.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

(g) Cottage Cluster
Orientation
Standards

Allows the orientation standards to be adjusted if the proposal provides a sense of
community within a cottage cluster and ensures that each dwelling has access to a
common courtyard.

(h) Common
Courtyard Design
Standards

Allows the common courtyard standards to be adjusted if the proposal achieves an
equivalent or higher quality design and promotes safety and security.

(i) Community
Building Standards

Allows the community building standards to be adjusted if the community building is
compatible in scale with dwellings in a cottage cluster

(j) Cottage Cluster
Parking Design
Standards

Allows the parking design standards to be adjusted if the proposal supports a pedestrianfriendly environment and supports livability for cottage cluster residents by minimizing
the impacts of parking areas and garages.

These criteria are adapted
from the multi-family
open space adjustment
criteria.

Commercial Zones (EC 9.2100)
Eugene is not required to comply with HB 2001 and OAR 660-046 in commercial zones, because these zones are not considered “zoned for
residential use.” Amendments to the commercial zones are recommended simply to ensure consistent use of terms and consistent application of
the proposed Special Development Standards for Middle Housing (EC 9.5550).

Land Use and Permit
Requirements
(9.2160)

Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary

•

Delete housing type descriptions from the table—
terms are defined in EC 9.0500.

•

Add reference to special standards for middle
housing in EC 9.5550.

Duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, and rowhouses are
already permitted in C zones. For types other than
duplexes, the “S” indicates that these housing types are
subject to special standards in EC 9.5550.
The Project Team recommends not permitting cottage
clusters, since this housing type is less compatible with
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Proposed Code Amendments

Commentary
commercial development than most of the other middle
housing types.

Special Use
Limitations (9.2161)

For lots zoned C-1 in the S-JW Jefferson Westside SAZ,
exempt middle housing from the limitations on the
maximum number of dwellings per lot.
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As noted above, the limitations in the S-JW zone
effectively establish larger minimum lot sizes for middle
housing than the OAR allows. The approach here is
consistent with the proposed exemptions for the S-JW
zone more broadly.
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Commercial Zones
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
***

9.2160

Commercial Zone – Land Use and Permit Requirements.

The following Table 9.2160 Commercial Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements identifies
those uses in Commercial Zones that are:
(P) Permitted.
(SR) Permitted, subject to an approved site review plan or an approved final planned unit
development.
(C) Subject to a conditional use permit or an approved final planned unit development.
(S) Permitted, subject to the Special Development Standards for Certain Uses beginning at EC
9.5000.
(#) The numbers in ( ) in the table are uses that have special use limitations described in EC
9.2161.
Examples shown in Table 9.2160 are for informational purposes, and are not exclusive. Table
9.2160 does not indicate uses subject to Standards Review. Applicability of Standards Review
procedures is set out at EC 9.8465.
Table 9.2160 Commercial Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
C-1

C-2

C-3

P(6)

P(6)

P(7)

GO

***
Residential
Dwellings
One-FamilySingle

Dwelling
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Table 9.2160 Commercial Zone Land Uses and Permit Requirements
Rowhouse (One-Family on Own Lot Attached to Adjacent

S(6)

S

SP

Duplex (Two-Family Attached on Same Lot)

P(6)

P(6)

P(7)

P

Tri-plex (Three-Family Attached on Same Lot) (See EC

S(6)

S

S

S

S(6)

S

S

S

S(6)

S

S

S

Residence on Separate Lot with Garage or Carport Access
to the Rear of the Lot) (See EC 9.5550)

9.55009.5550)
Four-plex (Four-Family Attached on Same Lot) (See EC
9.55009.5550)
Multiple FamilyUnit (3 or More Dwellings on Same Lot)
(See EC 9.5500)
***

***

9.2161

Special Use Limitations for Table 9.2160.

***
(6) Residential Use Limitation in C-1 and C-2.
(a) All residential dwellings in the C-1 zone and one and up to two-family dwellings in the
C-2 zone are allowed in a structure if the ground floor of the structure is used for
commercial or non-residential purposes according to Table 9.2161 Commercial Uses
Requirements in Mixed-Use Residential Developments.
(b) For lots zoned C-1 within the S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone boundaries as
shown on Figure 9.3605, the maximum number of dwellings per lot is specified at EC
9.3625(8) and 9.3626(1), except that middle housing is exempt from these limitations.
Table 9.2161 Commercial Uses Requirements in Mixed-Use Residential Developments
C-1

C-2

Commercial Uses Requirements in Mixed-Use Residential Developments
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MIDDLE HOUSING CODE UPDATE

Page
18 of748
Batch

Page 243 of 462

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 6.24.21

Commercial Zones | Eugene Code

Page 3 of 3

Table 9.2161 Commercial Uses Requirements in Mixed-Use Residential Developments

Minimum Percent of Building Street Frontage

C-1

C-2

80%

60%

80%

20%

in Commercial Use. Building street frontage
shall be measured along the length of the
building at the ground level within the
maximum front yard setback. As used herein,
“commercial” includes any non-residential
use occupying a space at least 15 feet deep
from the street facade of the building,
excluding parking areas and garages.
Minimum Percent of Ground Floor Area in
Commercial Use.

(7) Residential Use Limitation in C-3. Within the Downtown Plan Area as shown on Map
9.2161(6) Downtown Plan Map, a structure may include one – andup to two-family dwellings if
80 percent of the ground floor of the structure is used for commercial or non-residential
purposes.
***

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

MIDDLE HOUSING CODE UPDATE

Page
19 of748
Batch

Page 244 of 462

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 6.24.21

S-C Chambers Special Area Zone | Eugene Code

Page 1 of 2

S-C Chambers Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3050

Purpose of S-C Chambers Special Area Zone.

The S-C Chambers Special Area zone is intended to:
(1) Protect and maintain healthy existing residential neighborhoods by ensuring compatible
design for infill development in terms of mass, scale, orientation and setback to complement
patterns in the existing neighborhood;
(2) Promote a general increase in density with a mix of multi-familyunit , middle housing, and
single family detached residential development that contributes positively to the neighborhood
pattern of single family detached dwellings;
***

9.3060

S-C Chambers Special Area Zone – Land Use and Permit
Requirements and Special Use Limitations.

Except where the standards in EC 9.3065 S-C Chambers Special Area Zone Development
Standards specifically provide otherwise:
(1) The land use and permit requirements and special use limitations applicable in the S-C/R-1
subarea shall be those set out at EC 9.2740 and EC 9.2741 for uses in the R-1 zone.
(2) The land use and permit requirements and special use limitations applicable in the S-C/R-2
subarea shall be those set out at EC 9.2740 and EC 9.2741 for uses in the R-2 zone, except that
any additional (interior, attached or detached) residential structure that is used in connection
with or that is accessory to a single family detached dwelling may be permitted on a lot only as
an additional “One-FamilySingle Dwelling” and not as an “Accessory Dwelling.”
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***

9.3065

S-C Chambers Special Area Zone – Development Standards.

(1) Application of Standards. The standards in this section 9.3065 apply to uses and
development established within the S-C Chambers Special Area Zone after December 12, 2005.
As used in this section, “residential building” means a building containing one or more
dwellings. In the event of a conflict between other provisions of this code and the provisions of
this section, the specific provisions of this section 9.3065 shall control.
(2) Development Standards Applicable in the S-C/R-1 Subarea. Except as provided in this
subsection, the development standards applicable in the S-C/R-1 Subarea shall be those set
forth in EC 9.2750 to EC 9.2777 for the R-1 zone, Special Development Standards for Certain
Uses in EC 9.5000 through EC 9.5850, and the General Standards for all Development in EC
9.6000 through 9.6885. All middle housing development in the S-C/R-1 Subarea shall be exempt
from the development standards in EC 9.3065 (2)(a) – (c).
***
(3) Development Standards Applicable in S-C/R-2 Subarea. Except as provided in this
subsection, the development standards applicable in the S-C/R-2 subarea shall be those set out
in EC 9.2750 to 9.2777 for the R-2 zone, Special Development Standards for Certain Uses in EC
9.5000 through EC 9.5850, and the General Standards for all Development in EC 9.6000 through
9.6885. All middle housing development in the S-C/R-2 Subarea shall be exempt from the
development standards in EC 9.3065 (3)(a) – (j).
***
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S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3100

Purpose of S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone.

The special area zone applied to the Chase Node area is intended to implement the
comprehensive plan and TransPlan by ensuring that:
***
(3) Multi-familyunit developments retain visual and physical links to adjacent public parks and
natural areas and preserve unique natural features found on the site.
(4) New multi-familyunit developments shall front onto public and private streets with building
entrances visible from the street.
(5) Setbacks and building designs for multi-familyunit developments shall promote privacy and
compatibility with abutting lower intensity residential uses and historic properties.
***

9.3115

S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone Land Use and Permit
Requirements.

The following Table 9.3115 S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone Land Uses and Permit
Requirements identifies those uses in the S-CN zone that are:
(P) Permitted, subject to zone verification.
(C) Subject to an approved conditional use permit.
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(S) Permitted subject to zone verification and the Special Development Standards for Certain
Uses beginning at EC 9.5000.
(#) The numbers in ( ) in the table are uses that have special use limitations described in EC
9.3116.
Examples of uses in Table 9.3115 are for informational purposes and not exclusive. Table
9.3115 does not include uses subject to Standards Review. Applicability of Standards Review
procedures is set out at EC 9.8465.
Table 9.3115 S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone
Land Uses and Permit Requirements
Land Use Type

C

HDR/MU

HDR

***
Residential
Dwellings (All dwellings shall meet minimum and
maximum density requirements for development within
the Chase Gardens Plan area.)
One FamilySingle Detached Dwelling per lot (Includes

P

P

P

P

S

S

SP(3)(4)

SP(3)(4)

Duplex (Two-family attached on the same lot)

P

P

Tri-plex (Three family attached on the same lot) (See EC

PS

PS

S

S

zero lot line dwellings)
Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Detached One-FamilySingle
Detached Dwelling on Same Lot)
Controlled Income and Rent Housing where density is
above that normally required in the zoning district but
does not exceed 150% of the maximum permitted
density. (Shall comply with multiple-familyunit
standards in EC 9.5500.)
Rowhouse (One-family on own lot attached to adjacent

SP(3)(4)

residence on separate lot) (See 9.5550)

9.55009.5550)
Four-plex (Four-family attached on the same lot) (See EC
9.55009.5550)
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Table 9.3115 S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone
Land Uses and Permit Requirements
Land Use Type

C

Cottage Cluster (On Single Lot or on Individual Lots via

HDR/MU

HDR

S

S

S

S

Land Division) (See EC 9.5550)
Multiple FamilyUnit (35 or more dwellings on the same

S

lot) (See 9.5500)
Manufactured Home Park (See 9.5400)

P(53)

***

9.3116

Special Use Limitation for Table 9.3115.

***
(3) Rowhouses. Rowhouses are not required to comply with the density requirements for
other types of residential development. Rowhouses shall comply with the following:
(a) Maximum Building Size. Eight rowhouses in a building, no more than 180 feet in total
width.
(b) Minimum Interior or Rear Open Space Required. 400 square feet per rowhouse with a
minimum smallest dimension of 14 feet.
(c) Access. Vehicular access and garages must be provided from an alley located to the
rear of the rowhouses, not from the primary street.
(4) Alley. Required for vehicular access and parking, no motor vehicle access in front of lot.
***

9.3125

S-CN Chase Node Special Area Zone Development Standards.

(1)
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(a) Application of Standards. Except as provided in subsection (b) below, inIn addition to
the special use limitations in EC 9.3116 and the development standards in EC 9.3125 to
9.3126, the Special Development Standards for Certain Uses in EC 9.5000 through EC
9.5850 and General Standards for All Development in section 9.6000 through 9.6885 apply
within this zone. In the event of a conflict between those general development standards
and the development standards in EC 9.3125 to 9.3126, the specific provisions of EC 9.3125
to 9.23126 shall control.
(b) Middle Housing Standards. All middle housing development in the S-CN special area
zone shall be exempt from the development standards in EC 9.3125 to 9.3126, and shall
instead be subject to the development standards established for the R-4 zone in EC 9.2750
to 9.2751.
(cb) Adjustment. The development standards in subsections (2) and (3) of this section may
be adjusted in accordance with EC 9.8030(18).
***
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S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3200

Purpose of S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone.

The special area zone applied to the Downtown Westside area is intended to achieve the
following objectives:
(1) Maintenance of the primary residential use and character of the area through rehabilitation
of existing residential structures and additional high-density residential development as the
primary land use in the area.
(2) Provision for existing office and small commercial uses as well as some limited additional
office and small commercial development in the area, provided such uses are secondary to the
primary residential land use in the area.
(3) Retention of major landscape features that enhance the character of the area.
***

9.3210

S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone – Land Use and
Permit Requirements.

The following Table 9.3210 S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone Uses and Permit
Requirements identifies those uses in the S-DW zone that are:
(P) Permitted, subject to zone verification.
(C) Subject to an approved conditional use permit or an approved final planned unit
development.
(S) Permitted subject to zone verification and the Special Development Standards for Certain
Uses beginning at EC 9.5000.
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(#) The numbers in ( ) in the table are uses that have special use limitations described in EC
9.3211.
Examples listed in Table 9.3210 are for informational purposes and are not exclusive. Table
9.3210 does not indicate uses subject to Standards Review. Applicability of Standards Review
procedures is set out at EC 9.8465.
Table 9.3210 S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone
Uses and Permit Requirements
S-DW
***
Residential
Dwellings (All dwellings types are permitted if approved through the Planned Unit
Development process.)
One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling (1 Per Lot)

P

Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Single Detached One-Family Dwelling On Same Lot)

P

Rowhouse (One-Family on Own Lot Attached to Adjacent Residence on Separate Lot

PS

with Garage or Carport Access to the Rear of the Lot) (See EC 9.5550)
Duplex

P

Tri-plex (Three-Family Attached on Same Lot)

PS

Four-plex (Four Family Attached on Same Lot)

PS

Cottage Cluster (On Single Lot or on Individual Lots via Land Division) (See EC 9.5550) S
Multiple-FamilyUnit (35 or More Dwellings on Same Lot) (See EC 9.5500)

PS

***

***

9.3215

S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone Development
Standards.

(1) Application of Standards. Except as provided in subsection (1)(a) below, inIn addition to
applicable provisions contained elsewhere in this land use code, the development standards
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listed in Table 9.3215 S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone Development Standards in
this section, and in EC 9.3216 Special Development Standards for Table 9.3215 shall apply to all
development within this zone. In cases of conflict, the development standards specifically
applicable in the S-DW special area zone shall apply.
(a)

Middle Housing Standards. All middle housing development in the S-DW special area

zone shall be exempt from the development standards in EC 9.3215 to 9.3216.
(2) Residential Standards. Except as provided in this section or EC 9.3216 Special Development
Standards for Table 9.3215, all residential development shall be subject to the standards
established for the R-4 zone. Accessory dwellings shall be subject to the R-4 standards, except
EC 9.2751(17).
***

9.3220

S-DW Downtown Westside Special Area Zone Lot Standards.

The following Table 9.3220 sets forth lot standards within the S-DW zone. The numbers in ( ) are
references to special limitations that are set forth in EC 9.3221. All middle housing development
in the S-DW special area zone shall be exempt from the lot standards in EC 9.3220 to 9.3221,
and shall instead be subject to the lot standards established for the R-4 zone in EC 9.2760 to
9.2777.
***
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S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3300

Purpose of S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone.

The purpose of the S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone is to allow a mix of low- and mediumdensity residential uses and a limited range of commercial uses. The S-E zone is also intended
to achieve the following, more specific purposes:
(1) Allow use of existing non-residential structures on property and the development of
complementary structures for video, audio, and film production related purposes.
(2) Ensure that non-residential uses of property are compatible with adjacent residential areas,
both on and off the development site to which the S-E zone is applied.
(3) Ensure that portions of the area zoned S-E Elmira Road are kept available for residential
development.
(4) Ensure that development within the S-E zone is developed in a manner compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood.
***

9.3310

S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone – Land Use and Permit
Requirements.

The following Table 9.3310 S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone Uses and Permit Requirements
identifies those uses in the S-E zone that are:
(P) Permitted, subject to zone verification.
(SR) Permitted, subject to an approved site review plan or an approved final planned unit
development.
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(C) Subject to an approved conditional use permit or an approved final planned unit
development.
(PUD) Permitted, subject to an approved final planned unit development.
(S) Permitted subject to zone verification and the Special Development Standards for Certain
Uses beginning at EC 9.5000.
(#) The numbers in ( ) in the table are uses that have special use limitations that are described
in EC 9.3311.
The examples listed in Table 9.3310 are for informational purposes and are not exclusive. Table
9.3310 does not indicate uses subject to Standards Review. Applicability of Standards Re view
procedures is set out at EC 9.8465.
Table 9.3310 S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone
Uses and Permit Requirements
S-E
***
Residential
Dwellings
One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling (1 Per Lot)

P

Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Single Detached One-Family Dwelling on Same P
Lot)
Rowhouse (One-Family on Own Lot Attached to Adjacent Residence on

PS

Separate Lot with Garage or Carport Access to the Rear of the Lot) See EC
9.5550
Duplex (Two-Family Attached on Same Lot)

P

Triplex (See EC 9.5550)

S

Fourplex (See EC 9.5550)

S

Cottage Cluster (On Same Lot or on Individual Lots via Land Division) (See S
EC 9.5550)
Multiple Family Unit (35 or More Dwellings on Same Lot) (See EC 9.5500)

PUD

***
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***

9.3315

S-E Elmira Road Special Area Zone Development and Lot
Standards.

In addition to applicable provisions contained elsewhere in this land use code, the development
standards listed in subsections (1) to (3) of this section shall apply to all development in the S-E
zone. In cases of conflict, the standards specifically applicable in the S-E zone shall apply:
(1) All residential development shall be governed by the general standards applied to the R-1
zone.
(2) All non-residential development shall be governed by the general standards applied to the
GO zone, with the exception that all buildings shall conform with the height limitations of the R1 zone. Any new non-residential structure shall be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the
exterior boundaries of the development site.
(3) Signing for the residential portions of the development site shall be governed by EC 9.6650
Residential Sign Standards; signing for non-residential portions of the development site shall be
governed by EC 9.6655 General Office Sign Standards.
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S-HB Blair Boulevard Historic Commercial Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3500

Purpose of S-HB Blair Boulevard Historic Commercial Special
Area Zone.

The purpose of the S-HB zone is to permit, after appropriate review, the use of historically
significant buildings and sites for a range of permitted uses not otherwise found in a base zone,
and to preserve these buildings where their maintenance and productive use would not
otherwise be economically practical, and a standard zone classification would be inappropriate.
Historic landmark designation helps to preserve the city’s heritage. Recognition of landmarks
enhances the beautification of the city, promotes the city’s economic health, and preserves the
values of these properties. Regulation of designated landmarks provides a means to review
changes and ensure that historic and architectural values are preserved.

9.3505

Description of S-HB Blair Boulevard Historic Commercial Special
Area Zone.

The S-HB was designated on March 10, 1993, and in order to encourage compatibility and
continuity with the area’s historic ambience and character, the design standards in EC 9.3515
are applicable to all properties within the zone.

9.3510

S-HB Blair Boulevard Historic Commercial Special Area Zone
Uses.

The S-HB zone designation is based on the area’s association with the city’s working class and
the mix of residential, commercial and light industrial uses within the zone. The S-HB zone is
the commercial core of the residential districts located to the east and west of the zone. The
Whiteaker Plan Land Use Diagram reflects four underlying land use designations for this zone
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of residential, commercial, mixed use, and parks. Uses permitted within the S-HB zone are as
follows:
(1) Areas Designated for Low and Medium Density Residential. Allowable uses are:
(a) One-familySingle Detached dwellings.
(b) Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Detached One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling on Same Lot).
(c)

Rowhouses.

(cd) Duplexes.
(de) Triplexes.
(ef) Four-plexes.
(g)

Cottage Clusters.

(fh) Multiple-familyunit dwellings.
(gi) Home occupations.
(hk) Bed and breakfast facilities.
***
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S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3600

Purpose of S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone.

The overarching purpose of the S-JW zone is to prevent residential infill that would significantly
diminish, and to encourage residential infill that would enhance the stability, quality, positive
character, livability and natural resources of the encompassed residential areas. More
specifically, the purposes of this zone include:
***

9.3615

S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone Land Use and Permit
Requirements and Special Use Limitations.

The land use and permit requirements and special use limitations applicable in the S-JW
Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone shall be those set out at EC 9.2740 and EC 9.2741 for uses
in the R-2 zone, except:
(1) The following uses listed on Table EC 9.2740 are prohibited in the S-JW Jefferson Westside
Special Area Zone:
(a) Correctional Facilities.
(b) C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone permitted uses, unless such a use is specifically
listed in another row on Table 9.2740 as an allowable use under the “R-2” column.
(2) Any additional (interior, attached or detached) residential structure that is used in
connection with or that is accessory to a single family detached dwelling may be permitted on a
lot only as an additional “One-FamilySingle Dwelling” and not as an “Accessory Dwelling.”
(Section 9.3615 added by Ordinance No. 20449, enacted December 14, 2009, effective January 16, 2010;
amended by Ordinance No. 20625, enacted January 21, 2020, effective February 22, 2020.)
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S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone Development
Standards.

(1) Application of Standards and Adjustment.
(a) Application of Standards. Except as provided in subsection (b) below, inIn addition to
the special use limitations in EC 9.3615 and the development standards in EC 9.3625 to
9.3640 and EC 9.5000 to 9.5850, the General Standards for All Development in EC 9.6000
through 9.6885 apply within this zone. In the event of a conflict between those general
development standards and the development standards in EC 9.3625 to 9.3640, the
provisions of EC 9.3625 to 9.3640 shall control.
(b) Middle Housing Standards. All middle housing development in the S-JW special area
zone shall be exempt from the development standards in EC 9.3625, 9.3626, and 9.3640,
and shall instead be subject to the development standards established for the R-2 zone in
EC 9.2750 to 9.2751.
(cb) Adjustment. The development standards in subsections EC 9.3625(6) regarding
driveway width and EC 9.3625(3)(a)(2)(b) regarding primary vehicle access may be adjusted
in accordance with EC 9.8030(26). For sites zoned S-JW Special Area Zone, these are the
only standards that may be adjusted.
***

9.3630

S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone Lot Standards.

The following Table 9.3630 sets forth S-JW Jefferson Westside Special Area Zone lot standards,
subject to the special standards in EC 9.3631. All middle housing development in the S-JW
special area zone shall be exempt from the lot standards in EC 9.3630 to 9.3631, and shall
instead be subject to the lot standards established for the R-2 zone in EC 9.2760 to 9.2777.
***
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S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3800

Purpose of S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone.

The special area zone applied to the Royal Node area is intended to ensure that:
***
(14) Residential garages shall be provided access from alleys whenever possible to improve
the visual character of the street, improve pedestrian qualities along the street, and to promote
construction of small-lot single familydetached housing with reduced lot widths;
(15) Multi-familyunit developments shall retain visual and physical links to adjacent public
parks and natural areas and preserve unique natural features found on the site;
(16) Multi-familyunit developments shall front onto public and private streets with building
entrances visible from the street;
(17) Setbacks and building designs for multi-familyunit developments shall insure privacy for
and promote compatibility with abutting lower intensity uses;
(18) Vehicle parking lots or areas shall not be located between buildings and the public street;
(19) Large parking areas shall be separated into smaller lots to minimize their visual impact;
(20) Vehicle access points for multi-familyunit, commercial, and mixed-use developments shall
connect to local or collector streets, via alleys whenever possible, rather than arterial streets;
***
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S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone Land Use and Permit
Requirements.

The following Table 9.3810 S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone Uses and Permit Requirements
identifies those uses in the S-RN zone that are:
(P) Permitted, subject to zone verification.
(C) Subject to an approved conditional use permit.
(S) Permitted subject to zone verification and the Special Development Standards for Certain
Uses beginning at EC 9.5000.
(SR) Permitted, subject to an approved site review plan or approved final planned unit
development.
(#) The numbers in ( ) in the table are uses that have special use limitations described in EC
9.3811 Special Use Limitations for Table 9.3810.
Examples listed in Table 9.3810 are for informational purposes and are not exclusive. Table
9.3810 does not indicate uses subject to Standards Review. Applicability of Standards Review
procedures is set out at EC 9.8465.
Table 9.3810 S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone
Land Uses and Permit Requirements
LDR

MDR

RMU

CMU

MSC

***
Residential
Dwellings. (All dwellings shall
meet minimum and
maximum density
requirements for
development within the
Royal Specific Plan area. All
dwelling types are
permitted.)
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Table 9.3810 S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone
Land Uses and Permit Requirements
LDR
One-FamilySingle Detached P

MDR

RMU

P

P

P(1)

P(1)

P(1)

SP(2) (3)

SP(2) (3)

SP(2) (3)

P

P

P

PS

PS

PS

PS

PS

PS

S

S

S

S(3) (9)

S(3) (9)

S(3) (9)

S – SR (4)

S – SR (4)

CMU

MSC

Dwelling (1 Per Lot,
includes zero lot line
dwellings)
Accessory Dwelling (1 Per
Single Detached OneFamily Dwelling on Same
Lot)
Rowhouse (One-Family on

SP(2) (3)

SP(2) (3)

Own Lot Attached to
Adjacent Residence on
Separate Lot with Garage
or Carport Access to the
Rear of the Lot) See EC
9.5550
Duplex (Two-Family
Attached on Same Lot)
Tri-plex (Three family

PS

attached on the same lot)
See EC 9.55009.5550
Four-plex (Four-Family
Attached on Same Lot) See
EC 9.55009.5550
Cottage Cluster (On Same
Lot or on Individual Lots
via Land Division) See EC
9.55550
Multiple-FamilyUnit (35 or

S(3) (9)

S(3) (9)

More Dwellings on Same
Lot) See EC 9.5500
Manufactured Home Park.
Shall comply with EC
9.5400 or site review.
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Table 9.3810 S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone
Land Uses and Permit Requirements
LDR
Controlled Income and

S (9)

MDR

RMU

CMU

MSC

S (9)

Rent Housing where
density is above that
normally permitted in the
zoning district but does not
exceed 150% of the
maximum permitted
density. (Shall comply with
multiple-familyunit
standards in EC 9.5500.)
***

9.3811

Special Use Limitations for Table 9.3810.

***
(2) Rowhouses. Rowhouses shall comply with the following:
(a) Maximum Building Size. Eight rowhouses in a building, no more than 180 feet in width.
(b) Minimum Interior or Rear Open Space Required. 400 square feet per rowhouse with a
minimum smallest dimension of 14 feet.
(c) Auto Access and Parking. Auto access and parking shall be provided from an alley to
the rear of the lot; there shall be no auto access from the front of the lot.
(211) Separation between Retail Marijuana Uses. No portion of the premises of a retail
marijuana use may be located within 1,000 feet from the premises of another retail marijuana
use.
(a) “Premises” means the location of a retail marijuana use described in a license issued by
the Oregon Liquor Control Commission pursuant to ORS 475B.105.
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(b) “Retail Marijuana Use” means a recreational marijuana retail facility licensed by the
Oregon Liquor Control Commission pursuant to ORS 475B.105.
(c) “Within 1,000 Feet” means a straight line measurement in a radius extending for 1,000
feet or less in every direction from the closest point anywhere on the premises of a retail
marijuana use to the closest point anywhere on the premises of another retail marijuana
use.
(3) Alley Access. This use is permitted only if there is an alley that can provide auto access and
parking. There shall be no auto access in front of the lot.
***
(9) Multiple-FamilyUnit Structures. On development sites that will result in 100 feet or more of
public or private street frontage, at least 60% of the site frontage abutting the street (including
required yards) shall be occupied by a building(s) or enhanced pedestrian space with not more
than 20 percent of the 60 percent in enhanced pedestrian space, placed within 10 feet of the
minimum front yard setback line. On development sites with less than 100 feet of public or
private street frontage, at least 40% of the site width shall be occupied by a building(s) placed
within 10 feet of the minimum front yard setback line. Building projections and offsets with an
offset interval of 10 feet or less meet this standard (excluding required yards). “Site width” as
used in this standard, shall not include areas of street frontage that have significant natural
resources as mapped by the city, delineated wetlands, slopes greater than 15%, recorded
easements, required fire lanes or other similar non-buildable areas, as determined by the
planning director.
(10) An adjustment may be made to the special use limitations in this section if consistent with
the criteria in EC 9.8030(17).
(11) Separation between Retail Marijuana Uses. No portion of the premises of a retail
marijuana use may be located within 1,000 feet from the premises of another retail marijuana
use.
(a) “Premises” means the location of a retail marijuana use described in a license issued by
the Oregon Liquor Control Commission pursuant to ORS 475B.105.
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(b) “Retail Marijuana Use” means a recreational marijuana retail facility licensed by the
Oregon Liquor Control Commission pursuant to ORS 475B.105.
(c) “Within 1,000 Feet” means a straight line measurement in a radius extending for 1,000
feet or less in every direction from the closest point anywhere on the premises of a retail
marijuana use to the closest point anywhere on the premises of another retail marijuana
use.

9.3815

S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone Development Standards –
General.

(1)
(a) Application of Standards. Except as provided in subsection (b) below, inIn addition to
the special use limitations in EC 9.3811 and the development standards in EC 9.3815 to EC
9.3823, the Special Development Standards for Certain Uses in EC 9.5000 through EC
9.5850 and General Standards for All Development in EC 9.6000 through 9.6885 apply
within this zone. In the event of a conflict between those general development standards
and the development standards in EC 9.3815 to EC 9.3823, the specific provisions of EC
9.3815 to EC 9.3823 shall control.
(b) Middle Housing Standards. All middle housing development in the S-RN/LDR, SRN/MDR, and S-RN/RMU subareas shall be exempt from the development standards in EC
9.3815 to 9.3816. Middle housing shall instead be subject to the development standards
established for residential zones in EC 9.2750 to 9.2751 as follows:
1.

S-RN/LDR: R-1 zone

2.

S-RN/MDR: R-2 zone

3.

S-RN/RMU: R-2 zone

(cb) Adjustment. The development standards in subsections (2) and (3) of this section may
be adjusted in accordance with EC 9.8030(17).
***
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(e) Multi-FamilyUnit Development. With the following exceptions, Multi-FamilyUnit
Development Standards in EC 9.5500 shall be applied to new multi-familyunit development
within the S-RN Special Area Zone:
***
(c) Front Porches. Within the LDR subarea, front porches shall be provided on the ground
floor of all dwelling units, other than multi-familyunit dwelling units. Front porches shall be
a minimum of 6 feet deep by 10 feet wide (a minimum of 60 square feet). A minimum of
60% of each porch shall be covered to provide weather protection.
***
(h) Landscaping Standards. In addition to the landscape standards beginning with EC
9.6200 Purpose of Landscape Standards, and for multi-familyunit development in EC
9.5500(8), the following standards apply to Commercial Mixed-Use area developments in
the RMU, CMU and MSC subareas:
***

9.3822

S-RN Royal Node Special Area Zone Lot Standards.

The following Table 9.3822 sets forth lot standards within the S-RN zone. The numbers in () are
references to special limitations that are set forth in EC 9.3823. All middle housing development
in the S-RN/LDR, S-RN/MDR, and S-RN/RMU subareas shall be exempt from the lot standards in
EC 9.3822 to 9.3823. Middle housing shall instead be subject to the lot standards established
for residential zones in EC 9.2760 to 9.2777 as follows:
1.

S-RN/LDR: R-1 zone

2.

S-RN/MDR: R-2 zone

3.

S-RN/RMU: R-2 zone

***
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S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.3900

Purpose of S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone.

The purpose of the S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone is to encourage the economic vitality of
the area for employment and industrial, institutional, and commercial uses while also allowing
a mix of residential dwellings. This zone has a broad range of permitted uses. No single use is
mandated or required within the area and the zone encourages both a mixture of uses within a
building as well as within a block. The mix of land uses and increase in residential density and
employment opportunities is designed to provide a place for people to live and work in the
same area. It is intended that the character of the zone develop so that the diversity of uses are
enhanced and tied together with various forms of usable public and private open space where
there is pedestrian-oriented activity. Appropriate intermingling of structures, street amenities,
and major landscape features will be necessary in order to integrate older development with
newer development. Development within the zone will occur incrementally over time and this
zoning will help ensure a coordinated effort is undertaken to improve the area by the public
and private sectors. The S-W zone is also designed to:
***

9.3910

S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone – Land Use and Permit
Requirements.

The following Table 9.3910 S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone Uses and Permit Requirements
identifies those uses in the S-W zone that are:
(P) Permitted, subject to zone verification.
(SR) Permitted, subject to an approved site review plan or an approved final planned unit
development.
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(C) Subject to conditional use permit or an approved final planned unit development.
(PUD) Permitted, subject to an approved final planned unit development.
(S) Permitted subject to zone verification and the Special Development Standards for Certain
Uses beginning at EC 9.5000.
(#) The numbers in ( ) in the table are uses that have special use limitations that are described
in EC 9.3911.
Examples of uses in Table 9.3910 are for informational purposes and not exclusive. Table
9.3910 does not include uses subject to Standards Review. Applicability of Standards Review
procedures is set out at EC 9.8465.
Table 9.3910 S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone Uses and Permit Requirements
S-W
***
Residential
Dwellings
One-FamilySingle Detached Dwelling

P(2)

Accessory Dwelling (1 Per Single Detached One-Family Dwelling on Same Lot)

P(2)

Rowhouse (One-Family on Own Lot Attached to Adjacent Residence on Separate Lot

SP(2)

with Garage or Carport Access to the Rear of the Lot) (See EC 9.5550)
Duplex (Two-Family Attached on Same Lot) (See EC 9.5550)

SP(2)

Tri-plex (Three-Family Attached on Same Lot) (See EC 9.5550)

SP(2)

Fourplex (See EC 9.5550)

S(2)

Cottage Cluster (On Same Lot or on Individual Lots via Land Division) (See EC 9.5550)

S(2)

Multiple FamilyUnit Dwelling (35 or More Dwellings on Same Lot) (See EC 9.5500)

SP(2)

***

***
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S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone Development and Lot
Standards.

Except as provided in subsections (5) to (13) of this section, sections 9.6000 to 9.6885 General
Standards for All Development in this land use code shall apply within this S-W zone. In the
event of a conflict between the general development standards of this land use code and the
standards set forth in this section, the specific provisions of this section shall control.
(1) Residential Standards. Except as provided in subsections (5) to (13) of this section, all
residential development shall be subject to the standards established for the C-2 zone.
***
(8) Lot Area. Except for middle housing, Eeach lot or development site shall have a minimum
area of 4,500 square feet. However, lot area, frontage, and width minimums may be adjusted
by the planning director if consistent with the purpose and intent of this land use code and
necessary and suitable within the zone. Middle Housing shall comply with the lot standards set
forth in EC 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards for the R-4 zone.
***
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Adjustment Review
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001

9.8015

Adjustment Review – Purpose.

The adjustment review process is intended to:
(1) Encourage design proposals that respond to the intent of the code and creatively meet or
exceed the specific development standards.
(2) Allow adjustment to the development standards in an efficient and effective manner.
***

Adjustment Review – Approval Criteria.*

9.8030

The planning director shall approve, conditionally approve, or deny an adjustment review
application. Approval or conditional approval shall be based on compliance with the following
applicable criteria:
***
(37) Middle Housing Standards Adjustment. Where EC 9.5550 provides that standards
applicable to triplexes, fourplexes, rowhouses, or cottage clusters may be adjusted, approval of
the request shall be given if the applicant demonstrates consistency with all of the following, as
applicable:
(a) Entry Orientation. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(4)(a) may be adjusted if the
proposal creates building orientations and entrances that achieve all of the following:
1. Enhance public safety for residents and visitors and provide opportunities for
community interaction;
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2. Ensure that the main entrance is visible or clearly identifiable from the street or
from common open spaces by its orientation or articulation; and
3. Ensure that pedestrians can easily find the main entrance, and so establish how to
enter the residence.
(b) Windows. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(4)(b) may be adjusted if the
proposal achieves all of the following:
1. Enhances public safety by allowing people to survey their neighborhood from
inside their residences; and
2. Provides a more pleasant pedestrian environment by preventing large expanses of
blank facades along streets.
(c) Garages, Off-Street Parking Areas, and Driveways for Triplexes and Fourplexes. The
requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(5)(a) and (b) may be adjusted if the proposal achieves
the following:
1. Supports a pedestrian-friendly street environment by minimizing the visual and
safety impacts of garages, parking areas, and vehicle circulation areas.
(d) Rowhouse Unit Definition. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(6)(a) may be
adjusted if the proposed building design:
1. Utilizes architectural masses, features or details to distinguish elements of the
building.
2. Defines entryways in appropriate scales.
(e) Rowhouse Driveway Access and Parking. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(6)(b)
may be adjusted if the proposal achieves the following:
1. Supports a pedestrian-friendly street environment by minimizing the visual and
safety impacts of garages, parking areas, and vehicle circulation areas.
(f) General Standards for Cottage Clusters. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(7)(a)
may be adjusted if the proposal achieves all of the following:
1. Promotes quality development;
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2. Provides a sense of openness and community of residents;
3. Enhances the livability, walkability, and safety of the community; and
4. Promotes compatibility with adjacent properties, in terms of the scale of buildings
and of the overall development.
(g) Cottage Cluster Orientation Standards. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(7)(b)
may be adjusted if the proposal achieves all of the following:
1. Provides a sense of community within a cottage cluster; and
2. Ensures that each dwelling has access to a common courtyard.
(h) Common Courtyard Design Standards. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(7)(c)
may be adjusted if the requested adjustment will allow the project to achieve an equivalent
or higher quality design of open space than would result from strict adherence to the
standards through:
a. Enhanced spaces that contribute positively to the site, streetscape, and adjoining
properties. Design elements for this purpose may include high quality materials,
outdoor seating, enhanced pedestrian space, pedestrian-scaled lighting, canopy trees
and other landscape materials and other user amenities; and
b. An overall design that promotes safety and security.
(i) Community Building Standards. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(7)(d) may be
adjusted if the proposal achieves the following:
1. The community building is compatible in scale with dwellings in a cottage cluster.
(j) Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards. The requirements set forth in EC 9.5550(7)(f)
may be adjusted if the proposal achieves all of the following:
1. Supports a pedestrian-friendly street environment; and
2. Supports livability for cottage cluster residents by minimizing the impacts of
parking areas and garages.
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AGENDA
Phone: 541-682-5481
www.eugene-or.gov/pc

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

TUESDAY, AUGUST 10, 2021 – Regular Meeting 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Commissioners: Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Thomas Fiorelli; Lisa Fragala;
Dan Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?
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HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
August 10, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments (Implementation of House Bill 2001Land Divisions (SB 458) and Metro Plan Amendments

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission will have the opportunity to learn about legislation
that requires middle housing to be divided into individual lots under Senate Bill 458 (2021), and
review a draft change to the Metro Plan necessary to implement the middle housing code
amendments.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill
2001 (2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including
duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places across the City,
in order to increase housing choice and supply. By June 30, 2022, the City must have
regulations in place that comply with state law. Otherwise, the state’s model code will apply in
Eugene.
PROJECT APPROACH
An important component of the project approach is the focus on equity and inclusion in the
public outreach process. To support that focus, the Commission has heard from participants in
the Equity RoundTable, Healthy Democracy panel, and developers focus group, as well as a
University of Oregon Law School professor at meetings between December 2020 and May
2021. In addition, the Commission wrote and presented a letter to the City Council to express
support for the project’s focus on equity and approach to encouraging and incentivizing middle
housing across Eugene through the land use code. The letter is attached to the June 14, 2021
Planning Commission meeting packet.
At the Commission’s June 21, 2021 meeting, Patrick Wingard provided comments from his
perspective as Eugene’s representative of the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD). Patrick gave feedback in support of the middle housing project approach,
focus on equity and inclusion, and effort to hear from new and diverse voices in the planning
process. On June 28, 2021, the Commission heard from Josh Berman, the City staff person
leading the work on the Housing Implementation Pipeline (HIP). Josh talked about the
connections between the Middle Housing Code Amendments and the City’s ongoing housing
program work.
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The project team’s recommended land use code amendments, developed through 10 months
of community engagement, technical analysis and work sessions with the Planning Commission,
are currently in legal review by the City Attorney’s Office. Once this review is complete,
anticipated for early September, staff will publish a preliminary staff recommendation of land
use code and plan amendments to put before the public at a Planning Commission hearing. The
public hearing is currently scheduled for October 12, 2021. The Commission will meet on
September 28, 2021 for an overview of the recommended code and plan amendments ahead of
the hearing.
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
The project’s Public Involvement Plan (PI Plan) outlines the outreach process from concept
development through adoption of land use code and policy amendments. The PI Plan includes
opportunities for the community to engage in the planning process and information on how
individuals and organizations can effectively participate and is consistent with the City’s Public
Participation Guidelines and Statewide Planning Goal 1. The Planning Commission approved the
PI Plan in August 2020 and has been regularly meeting to advise staff on the project approach.
In the fall of 2020, public outreach focused on providing information about the house bill and
forming outreach groups to develop values and principles to guide the technical phase of work.
In February 2021, the project team began to gather community-wide input on how to approach
implementation of the house bill. The main opportunity for input centered on levels of
implementation: we asked community members whether the City should Allow, Encourage,
and/or Incentivize middle housing through the land use code requirements. Throughout the
project, the goal of the public engagement has been to be meaningful, accountable, inclusive,
transparent, realistic, and outcome oriented.
A comprehensive report on the February outreach is available on our website. The Healthy
Democracy process included a thorough information gathering phase, small and large group
discussion, deliberation and voting on recommendations related to the middle housing code
amendments. It also included reflections on the process and general public engagement
recommendations for the City’s consideration into the future.
The April and May outreach meetings included the final three Healthy Democracy Panel
meetings, a fifth Equity RoundTable meeting, and a combined Boards and Commissions and
Local Partners RoundTable meeting discussing how well the draft code meets the values and
principles, and how well it encourages affordability. In addition, two Developer Focus Group
meetings were held with market rate and affordable housing developers to gather feedback on
the code recommendations and affordability strategies. Results from these conversations
informed the draft code language staff brought to the Commission in June for review.
Overall, people we heard from through our community engagement efforts were
overwhelmingly supportive of going beyond the minimum standards required by the state and
implementing a combination of the Encourage and Incentivize middle housing options.

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

4 of 167
Batch

Page 277 of 462

SENATE BILL 458 – MIDDLE HOUSING LAND DIVISIONS
The memo in Attachment A provides an overview of Senate Bill 458 (2021), which requires
cities to allow middle housing land divisions. The memo summarizes what the project team
currently knows (based on the information and guidance provided so far), what some of the
implications are, and what options the City of Eugene has in complying with the legislation.
At this meeting, staff invites Planning Commission discussion and feedback on the information
presented. It is likely that middle housing land division code amendments will proceed on a
separate public hearing timeline than the rest of the middle housing code amendments. Staff
will continue to update the Commission as we prepare draft code amendments to implement
this new law.
EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METRO AREA GENERAL PLAN (Metro Plan)
The Metro Plan serves as the blueprint for comprehensive planning in the Eugene-Springfield
metropolitan area. Some sections of the plan apply to both communities, and others apply to
only one jurisdiction. Eugene and Springfield began working on their own land supply
inventories and urban growth boundaries after the passage of House Bill 2237 in 2007. Eugene
adopted its own UGB in 2017, along with associated residential and employment land supply
studies, and several chapters of the Envision Eugene Comprehensive Plan, including a UGB
chapter, Economic Development, and an Implementation chapter including growth monitoring
policies. Eugene currently relies on the Metro Plan for residential policies, which are applicable
to both Eugene and Springfield.
The Metro Plan also contains a land use diagram showing where residential, commercial,
industrial, public and other land uses are envisioned to occur as the metro area develops. Along
with the diagram, residential land policy A.9 describes three residential land use designations:
low density (0-10 dwellings per acre), medium density (10-20 dwellings per acre), and high
density (over 20 dwellings per acre). With the passage of House Bill 2001, these residential
density categories are not consistent with state law requiring cities to plan for middle housing
throughout residential areas.
To align Eugene’s middle housing code amendments with the Metro Plan, staff prepared the
attached draft amendment to Metro Plan policy A.9 (Attachment B). The proposal is to clarify
that the residential density categories in the Metro Plan are not applicable to middle housing.
At this meeting, staff invites Planning Commission discussion and feedback on the draft
language.
NEXT STEPS
The adoption process for land use code amendments includes a Planning Commission public
hearing and recommendation, followed by a City Council public hearing and action. The adoption
package is anticipated to be shared with the Commission and the public in September, ahead of
the Planning Commission public hearing, which is planned for October 12, 2021. As noted above,
the process to implement SB 458 will likely proceed on a separate public hearing timeline than
the rest of the middle housing code amendments.
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The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to
engage community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene.
Additionally, the overall project schedule for upcoming adoption phase is included below.
Middle Housing Adoption Phase Timeline

ATTACHMENTS
A. Senate Bill 458 Memo – (Angelo Planning Group, August 2, 2021)
B. Draft Metro Plan Amendment Language
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment A
LAND USE PLANNING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

Overview of Senate Bill 458 – Middle Housing Land Divisions
Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
D AT E

August 2, 2021

TO

Eugene Planning Commission

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

CC

City of Eugene Middle Housing Project Team

This memo provides an overview of Senate Bill 458, which requires cities to allow middle housing land
divisions. The memo summarizes what the project team knows now (based on the information and
guidance provided so far), what some of the implications are, and what options the City of Eugene has in
complying with the legislation. The memo also includes a simplified scenario of a middle housing land
division, which is intended to illustrate some of the basic implications of the legislation.

Overview
Senate Bill (SB) 458 was passed by the Oregon Legislature in May 2021. The bill is a follow-up to House
Bill 2001—the bill that requires many cities throughout the state to allow the development of middle
housing types in residential zones. SB 458 allows lot divisions for middle housing, enabling dwelling units
to be sold and owned individually without the need to go through the condominium conversion process.
The legislation requires cities to allow land divisions for any HB 2001 middle housing type (duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, rowhouses, and cottage clusters) built in accordance with the cities’ middle
housing code provisions adopted under ORS 197.758. The result of such a “middle housing land division”
will be exactly one dwelling on each resulting lot.
Even though the land may be divided, the bill specifies that “The type of middle housing developed on
the original parcel is not altered by a middle housing land division.” For example, the units in a
subdivided cottage cluster will not become single detached dwellings—they will remain cottage cluster
units for the purpose of applying the development code. This means that cities will not be obligated to
allow ADUs on the resulting small individual cottage lots or to allow the resulting lots to be further
divided. As another example, a partitioned attached triplex will not become townhouses—the units will
remain triplex units, even though they each now sit on their own lots. SB 458 also establishes the
conditions cities may impose during review and approval of middle housing land division applications,
and prevents homeowner associations or restrictive covenants from prohibiting land divisions. The
provisions of SB 458 apply to middle housing land divisions permitted on or after July 1, 2022.

ANGELO PLANNING GROUP

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205
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Below is a summary of some initial considerations and potential implications of SB 458, based on the
project team’s current understanding and the information and guidance that the Oregon Department of
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has provided so far. The project team is still considering the
full implications of SB 458 and will provide updated information to the Planning Commission in the
future, if needed.

What Eugene must require/allow as part of a middle housing land division:
•

•

•
•

•

•

All Middle Housing Types. SB 458 applies to any lot that allows middle housing under ORS
197.758, including rowhouses. This is somewhat counterintuitive, because by definition,
rowhouses are already divided so that each unit is on its own lot. The basic implication is that
cities must allow rowhouse proposals to be reviewed under the expedited land division
procedure (see below for details).
Resulting Lots. The land division must result in exactly one dwelling per lot (i.e., you cannot
divide an 8-unit cottage cluster into four individual lots and fifth lot with four units). The only
exception is that common areas may be located in a separate lot or shared tract.
Utilities. Separate utilities for each dwelling unit must be provided if a development is to qualify
for a middle housing land division under the bill.
Easements. Easements are required for:
o Pedestrian access (e.g., all pedestrian paths in a cottage cluster)
o Common areas (e.g., common courtyards, community buildings)
o Driveways and parking areas (if shared)
o Utilities
Building Code. The proposal must meet the requirements of the building code (Oregon
Residential Specialty Code). For example, if an attached duplex is being divided, there must be
firewall construction between the two units.
Timing. In a typical land division, the land is divided prior to building permits being reviewed and
issued for construction. However, SB 458 does not state that a middle housing land division
must occur either before or after the issuance of a building permit. Therefore, arguably land
could be divided pursuant to SB 458 prior to submission of an application for building permits,
after a middle housing development is approved for development, or after it is constructed. SB
458 even appears to allow division of existing middle housing that was developed prior to HB
2001 taking effect—as long as the development meets the City’s adopted middle housing code
standards. SB 458 also gives cities the option of allowing concurrent review of building permits
and the land division. In all cases, the land division application must include a middle housing
development (either proposed or built) that complies with the building code and the City’s
middle housing development code.

What Eugene may require/allow:
•

Street Frontage Improvements. SB 458 specifies that cities can require street frontage
improvements for newly created lots abutting a street. Land divisions are often a trigger for
requiring frontage improvements, whereas infill development on an existing lot may not trigger
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such improvements. Therefore, under SB 458, frontage improvements may be required with a
middle housing land division even if those improvements would not be required for a single-lot
development. Such improvement would be dependent upon the City making findings to
demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements (i.e., Dolan).
Right-of-way Dedication. SB 458 specifies that cities may require dedication of right-of-way if
the original parcel did not previously provide a dedication. Like frontage improvements, such a
dedication requirement would be dependent upon the City making findings to demonstrate
consistency with constitutional requirements (i.e., Dolan).
Concurrent Review. As noted above, Eugene may allow concurrent review of building permits
and a land division for a middle housing development.
Tentative/Final Plats. Cities may require that applicants submit tentative and final plats in a
manner consistent with their applicable platting standards.

What Eugene cannot require as part of a middle housing land division:
•

•

•
•

Street Frontage. Typically, newly created lots are required to have frontage on a public or
private street. SB 458 specifies that cities cannot require street frontage for lots created through
a middle housing land division (e.g., lots at the rear of the site could only have access to the
street via access easement).
Parking or Driveway Access to Each Lot. While the housing must meet applicable parking
requirements, Cities cannot require that each resulting lot have its own parking space or
driveway access. For example, a triplex could have a shared parking area with three spaces; the
City cannot preclude the triplex lot from being divided such that two of the resulting lots only
have access to the parking area via access easement.
Minimum Lot Size or Dimensions. Cities cannot specify minimum area or dimensions for lots
resulting from a middle housing land division.
Other Review Criteria. The City cannot apply any approval criteria other than the approval
criteria specified in SB 458 to applications for middle housing land divisions—these include the
City’s standards for middle housing development, separate utilities, easements, one dwelling on
each lot, and building code compliance.

Expedited Land Division Procedure
SB 458 requires cities to apply the expedited land division process to middle housing land divisions. The
expedited land division process is outlined in ORS 197.360 to 197.380 and provides an alternative
procedure intended to streamline the review of residential land divisions under state law. Currently,
land divisions must meet very specific criteria to qualify for an expedited land division. SB 458 expands
the applicability to all middle housing land divisions that meet the standards outlined in the bill. The
expedited land division process is outlined below:

•
•
•

Submittal requirements are consistent with typical land divisions.
Completeness review must occur by City within 21 days of application submittal.
Notice is given to properties within 100 ft of the site and to applicable neighborhood
association(s).
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There is a 14-day comment period.
A decision must be made by the city within 63 days after a complete application is submitted
(unless extended).
Only the applicant and any person or organization who files written comments in the comment
period as specified in the bill may appeal. An appeal must be filed within 14 days of mailing the
notice of decision.
A City-appointed “referee” decides any appeal decision—often this is a city’s Hearings Official,
who must issue a decision within 42 days of the appeal being filed. The decision of the referee is
the final local decision on the middle housing land division application.
Appeals of the referee’s decision go to the Oregon Court of Appeals.

Considerations and Options
•

•

•

•

Submittal Requirements. SB 458 does not specify submittal requirements for a tentative plan or
final plat application for a middle housing land division. Since middle housing land divisions
could be fairly complicated, it will be important to ensure that staff has all the information
needed to evaluate whether middle housing land divisions meet all the City’s applicable
standards. The City will need to determine what materials applicants will need to submit in
order to demonstrate compliance with the building code, development code, utility
requirements, etc., and to demonstrate that all necessary easements are provided.
Ensuring improvements are constructed as proposed. If a middle housing land division is
requested prior to applying for building permits, it will be important to ensure that all
improvements will be constructed as proposed. For example, a large cottage cluster
development may include a variety of shared improvements, including a common courtyard,
pedestrian paths, shared parking areas, and a community building. Under a typical subdivision,
lots are often sold after the land is subdivided, and another developer (or developers) will
acquire the lots and construct the units. If cottage cluster lots were to be similarly sold off, how
would the City ensure that all the required improvements would actually be constructed? One
potential option is to require that improvements be constructed prior to final plat approval (i.e.,
not allow lots to be finalized and sold until improvements are in place). Another potential option
is to require construction of improvements prior to occupancy of any units.
Housing Type Definitions. SB 458 says “The type of middle housing developed on the original
parcel is not altered by a middle housing land division.” It may be useful to acknowledge this in
the middle housing type definitions. For example, a duplex could be defined as two units on a
single lot, or on separate lots if divided pursuant to a middle housing land division.
Land Division Procedures. It is recommended to create a new procedure/application type for
middle housing land divisions in the 9.8000s section of the Eugene Code. This would likely have
a similar structure as the existing regulations for Tentative Plan/Final Plat for subdivisions and
partitions, but would include the provisions specified by SB 458. It also may be helpful to
incorporate the expedited land division procedures into the code’s application procedures
section (9.7000s). Currently, if applicants opt into an expedited land division, the City must
directly apply the ORS provisions to the application (the expedited option is called out Eugene’s
subdivision/partition application forms). However, it may be beneficial to incorporate the

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
APG

10 of 167
Batch

August 2, 2021
Page
283 of 462

Overview of SB 458

•

•

procedures into the Eugene Code itself, given that expedited land divisions may become more
prevalent under SB 458.
Existing Land Division Procedures. In addition to the “middle housing land division” path, cities
can continue allowing a more standard path for creation of rowhouses and cottage clusters that
follows the City’s current procedures. Because of the restrictions associated with the SB 458
process, some applicants may prefer the more traditional path; therefore, it may be
advantageous to include both options.
Duplex Division Lots. The City currently allows existing duplexes to be divided into two separate
lots under the provisions of EC 9.2777. These include certain restrictions, including minimum
area for the original lot and for resulting lots (which are proposed to be amended through the
HB 2001 project). These provisions are more or less pre-empted by SB 458, since the City cannot
require minimum sizes for resulting lots; therefore, the City may consider removing the
provisions.
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Example Scenario: Fourplex Divided through Middle Housing Land division
Below is a simplified scenario of a fourplex divided through a middle housing land division. The intent is to illustrate some of the basic
implications of SB 458.
Original Fourplex – meets all EC standards (as drafted)
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Middle Housing Land Division
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ƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ
Metro Plan Amendments for Middle Housing Code Amendments
DRAFT
Applicable State Law/Case Law
Housing
Type
Duplexes

Applicable Law

Triplexes

Per OAR 660-046-0205(1),
Large Cities must apply
siting standards to Duplexes
in the same manner as
required for Medium Cities
in OAR 660-046-0120.
OAR 660-046-0220(2)(b)

Quadplexes

OAR 660-046-0220(2)(b)

Minimum

Density Requirements
Maximum
If a Medium City applies density
maximums in a zone, it may not apply
those maximums to the development
of Duplexes.

Townhouses OAR 660-046-0220(3)(c)

Cottage
Clusters

OAR 660-046-0220(4)(c)

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

A Cottage Cluster
development must meet
a minimum density of at
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If a Large City applies density
maximums in a zone, it may not apply
those maximums to the development
of Quadplex and Triplexes
If a Large City applies density
maximums in a zone, it may not apply
those maximums to the development
of Quadplex and Triplexes
If a Large City applies density
maximums in a zone, it must allow four
times the maximum density allowed
for detached single-family dwellings in
the same zone for the development of
Townhouses or 25 dwelling units per
acre, whichever is less.
A Large City may not apply density
maximums to the development of
Cottage Clusters.
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Eugene’s Proposed Middle Housing Code Amendments (pre-legal review)
9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750.
(1) Density.
(b) The following exceptions to residential density requirements in Table 9.2750 apply to
middle housing:
1. The maximum residential density requirements do not apply to duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, or cottage clusters.
2. A duplex shall be permitted on any lot where are a single detached dwelling is
permitted or on a duplex lot with a lot area that is at least 2,250 square feet.
3. A triplex shall be permitted on any lot with a lot area that is at
least 3,500 square feet.
4. A fourplex shall be permitted on any lot with a lot area that is at
least 4,500 square feet.
5. A cottage cluster shall be permitted on any lot with a lot area that is at
least 4,500 square feet.
6. Lot Area Reduction for Small Dwelling Units. When the average size
of proposed dwelling units in a duplex, triplex, fourplex, or cottage cluster is
less than 900 square feet, the lot area thresholds listed in 2 through 5
above shall be reduced by 25 percent.
7. Cottage clusters in the R-1 zone shall have a minimum net density
of 4 units per acre.
8. Rowhouses in the R-1 zone shall have a maximum net density of 25 units per
acre. Rowhouses in the R-2 zone shall have a maximum net density of 39
units per net acre.
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Proposed Metro Plan Amendments

Policy A.9 from the residential chapter of the Metro Plan prescribes minimum and maximum
densities and conflicts directly with HB 2001. The text in bold italics is proposed to be added to this
policy and be applicable to Eugene.

Chapter III
Specific Elements
A.

Metropolitan Residential Land Use and Housing Element

Residential Density
Policies
A.9

Establish density ranges in local zoning and development regulations that are consistent with
the broad density categories of this plan.
Low density: Through 10 dwelling units per gross acre (could translate up to 14.28
units per net acre depending on each jurisdictions implementation measures and land
use and development codes)
Medium density: Over 10 through 20 dwelling units per gross acre (could translate to
over 14.28 units per net acre through 28.56 units per net acre depending on each
jurisdictions implementation measures and land use and development codes)
High density: Over 20 dwelling units per gross acre (could translate to over 28.56 units
per net acre depending on each jurisdiction’s implementation measures and land use and
development codes)
The Low, Medium, and High density ranges established in this policy A.9, do not
apply to the following housing types located within the City of Eugene: duplexes,
triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses. The City of Eugene may
establish density requirements which comply with state law for duplexes, triplexes,
quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses. If an adopted refinement plan is
inconsistent with this policy, this policy will prevail.
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Eugene Review Panel
Report 4: Review of Middle Housing Draft Code &
Affordability Considerations
Completed by the Panel April 22, 2021

The following report was created for the City of Eugene by the Panelists of the 2020–21 Eugene
Review Panel on Housing.
The primary mandate of this Panel was to advise the City on the implementation of HB 2001.
This report represents the last of three reports that fulfill that mission:
●
●
●

Report 1, December 2020: Guiding Principles
Report 2, February 2021: Review of Middle Housing Concepts
Report 4, April 2021: Review of Middle Housing Draft Code

The Panel also provided general public engagement advice to the City, which is the subject of
Report 3.
In preparing this report, the Panel reviewed the “Summary of Draft Code Amendments,”
prepared by City consultants Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie of Angelo Planning Group and
released April 19. The Panel heard presentations by and asked questions of the Summary’s
authors and City staff. During its April 20 and 22 meetings, the Panel used the Summary’s
topline recommendations (or “Key Decision Points”) as a framework in evaluating the report’s
contents. Due to the length and complexity of the Summary, half of the Panel was randomly
assigned to assess its recommendations in relation to duplexes and cottage clusters, while the
other half assessed them in relation to triplexes, fourplexes, and rowhouses. All Panelists were
also encouraged to offer general feedback to the recommendations, regardless of housing
type. Each half of the Panel was split into two groups, who reviewed each others’ work.
Finally, the Panel heard a presentation on April 22 by Tyler Bump of ECONorthwest related to
housing affordability, an area of particular concern to the Panel since its first report. The Panel
then briefly evaluated the City’s code work through the specific lens of increased affordability.
All text in this report consists of recorded comments made by Panelists, with the exception of headings
and explanatory text in italics. Small group moderators recorded Panelist comments as close to verbatim
as possible and confirmed them with Panelists on screen in real time. Due to the limited time of these
sessions, the text in this report was not further proofed or edited by Panelists. In accordance with our
policy of never editing any Panelist content, neither Healthy Democracy nor City staff have made any
deletions, additions, or edits before publication. This portion of the process prioritized content over
proofing. We hope you’ll join us in doing the same when reading this report.
This project is a partnership between the City of Eugene (Oregon) and Healthy Democracy. The Review
Panel prepared this report as advice to City staff. Panelists were randomly selected from across Eugene
(including unincorporated areas within the city’s Urban Growth Boundary), to reflect a microcosm of the
city in terms of age, gender, race/ethnicity, geographic location of residence, disability status,
renter/homeowner status, and educational attainment.
For more information on the Panel, please visit: healthydemocracy.org/eugene.
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Key Decision Point 1
Question*

Draft
Recommendation*

* (From the Summary of Draft Code Amendments document.)

Which approach to code writing should Eugene use overall, recognizing there
may be some variation among specific standards? ALLOW, ENCOURAGE,
INCENTIVIZE?
There has been overwhelming support for landing between the ENCOURAGE
and INCENTIVIZE levels of implementation from the Planning Commission as
well as from the online survey, Healthy Democracy, and the Roundtable
meetings. The Project Team generally recommends the ENCOURAGE
approach, plus INCENTIVIZING middle housing near transit corridors with a
few key standards—such as lot size and parking.

Key to Panelist Notes
Bold & Underline =
2 groups supported this as a key point
Bold =
1 group supported this as a key point
No emphasis =
Other comments by individual Panelists

Groups 1 & 2: General Feedback & as Applied to Duplexes & Cottage Clusters
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

Accessibility to transit.

(See Principle 35: Encourage inclusive and
diverse neighborhoods with equal access,
and Principle 26: Build for future, age &
demographics are changing.)

The City should begin incentivizing
middle housing along future transit
corridors.

Environmentally friendly because it
encourages less driving.
Affordability.
Prioritizing housing over parking.
(see Principle 40: Be bold planners, and
Principle 18: Make code less restrictive.) The
City has done a good job in writing up the
code to encourage/incentivize. It will
make the implementation process easier
and it aligns with what the panel desired
to encourage/incentivize middle housing.
It makes it easier to implement middle
housing (incentivizing) lot size and parking.

If they limit current transportation options
this is not as desirable. They should be
thinking about how to make other
neighborhoods more transit friendly.
They should be thinking about other
corridors, not just the existing ones.
(See Principle 24): The City should keep in
mind when they are allowing middle
housing that there needs to be amenities for
people in the area to have access to
(grocery stores, clinics, etc.).

2/16
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Groups 3 & 4: General Feedback & as Applied to Triplexes, Fourplexes & Rowhouses
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

Seems like they listened to feedback.

Does this go against Principle 31? Middle
housing near transit – may be inequitable.

We need to explore creating future new
corridors.

Need a diverse range or location.

How is the city keeping the focus on
affordability for more people (see
Principles 1, 2, and 30).

Affordable rentals and ownership (see
Principle 14).

Middle housing is needed in lower priced
locations.
Affordability issues – transit corridor land is
more expensive (see Principles 1, 2, and 3).

Are they building enough housing for
seniors? Are they going to be accessible
enough?

We need to be careful about what is being
incentivized.

Ensure there isn’t too much crowding.

Middle housing supports families – near
transit areas may not be favorable
neighborhoods (see Principle 36).
Tendency on major corridor routes tends to
be a lot of commercial space – ¼ mile is a
lot of commercial area (refers to the 2nd
paragraph of this recommendation).
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Key Decision Point 2
Question*
Draft
Recommendation*

* (From the Summary of Draft Code Amendments document.)

Which approach should the City use for lot sizes and base zone development
standards such as lot coverage, height, setbacks, parking, etc.?
As noted above, the Project Team generally recommends the ENCOURAGE
approach for most base zone development standards such as minimum lot
size, lot coverage, and height. However, for some standards (such as minimum
setbacks), the team recommends the ALLOW approach, which would keep
existing standards for middle housing. In addition, the Team recommends the
INCENTIVIZE approach to promote middle housing development near transit
corridors by relaxing certain key standards in those areas—lot size, height,
and minimum parking. More detail about specific recommended standards is
provided below.

Key to Panelist Notes
Bold & Underline =
2 groups supported this as a key point
Bold =
1 group supported this as a key point
No emphasis =
Other comments by individual Panelists

Groups 1 & 2: General Feedback & as Applied to Duplexes & Cottage Clusters
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

Good job changing what they could with
cottage clusters considering they present
more rigid design limitations.

We need to look towards the future.

For the City to address how they are
thinking about tax breaks and incentives
(see Principle 4). With rising costs, the City
needs to address how this affects building
costs. Tax breaks may be the only way to
actually ensure that this housing is built.

Accessibility to transit.
Environmentally friendly because it
encourages less driving.

(See Principle 4: Incentives/tax breaks).
There is nothing specifically related to
affordability, which was a very popular
Principle (for example, it doesn’t address the
cost of building materials, such as wood).

Affordability.
Prioritizing housing over parking.

We need to keep in mind building costs
and an open mind as to the materials used.
Think about innovation.
Other ways to fund middle housing
should be explored. Partnering with
charitable groups or individual
contribution or government (all).

(see Principle 40: Be bold planners, Principle
18: Make code less restrictive) The City has
done a good job in writing up the code to
encourage/incentivize. It will make the
implementation process easier and it

People should be given the opportunity to
have the benefit of sweat equity (working
4/16
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aligns with what the panel desired to
encourage/incentivize middle housing

on buildings, such as painting). Habitat for
Humanity uses this concept – e.g., 100
hours of labor instead of money.

Not being so restrictive will help with
current existing structures (see Principle 32).
This will ensure that we are not being
unreasonable with cost. Because in Q2 they
keep existing standards for current housing,
hopefully this will prevent tearing down
existing housing (see Principle 32).
The current standards and recommendation
addresses affordability and environmental
impact is being considered (see Principles
28 and 16).

Groups 3 & 4: General Feedback & as Applied to Triplexes, Fourplexes & Rowhouses
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

Lowering parking requirements helps
middle housing be built in more cramped
areas.

Concern about the size of windows – desire
more windows not less, light issues (see
Principles 19 and 20: sustainability).

Concern regarding the height of ceilings
and the need to keep homes efficient, fire
hazards. Pitched roof may not be the best
idea – cost of heat controlled.

Parking is an important issue – public
transportation is not where it needs to be
to replace the need for parking.
Parking is a necessary evil. Incentivize
means parking will be taken away – not
sure that is a good idea. Can become a
safety issue when people are fighting over
a parking space (see Principle 35).

More clarification on the square footage
and use of vertical height (see Principle 15:
a unit needs to be livable). Should square
footage minimums be specified.
The incentivizing near transit areas is
textbook economic racism.

5/16
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Not friendly to pedestrians – walking
through areas without parking. Impacts
young families and children.
Reducing the minimum lot sizes and not
removing the setbacks will make small
houses.
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Key Decision Point 3
Question*
Draft
Recommendation*

* (From the Summary of Draft Code Amendments document.)

Which approach should the City use for design standards (outside of Special
Area Zones) —apply the Model Code or be less restrictive?
In general, the Project Team recommends applying standards adapted from
the Model Code. The Model Code includes a modest set of design standards
that are already fairly flexible. Therefore, the team does not recommend
relaxing the standards much further. Doing so likely would have very few
impacts on where middle housing would be located and very limited impacts
on financial feasibility or affordability.

Key to Panelist Notes
Bold & Underline =
2 groups supported this as a key point
Bold =
1 group supported this as a key point
No emphasis =
Other comments by individual Panelists

Relative to the existing code, adapting Model Code design standards would
add requirements in some places (e.g., articulation standards for rowhouses),
but would remove requirements in other places (e.g., removing the alley
access requirement for rowhouses, and subjecting triplexes and fourplexes to
less restrictive standards compared to the current the Multi-Family
standards). However, areas where design standards could be even further
relaxed, if desired, are identified below.

Groups 1 & 2: General Feedback & as Applied to Duplexes & Cottage Clusters
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

It emphasized affordability similar to the
Principles.

We are skeptical of the extent to which the
Model Code will realistically provide
affordable/accessible middle housing.

How exactly would we add restrictions or
relax them?

Implementing more incentivize-based code.
We acknowledge the efforts of the City to
maximize the likelihood of middle housing.

City is moving in a less incentivizing way
than the panel voted (see Principle 3:
Incentivize the construction of middle
housing).
Balance between promoting middle
housing and making sure it becomes
affordable.

7/16
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Page 296 of 462

(See Principle 18: Make the code less
restrictive/remove barriers.) This will make
housing more affordable, whereas following
the Model Code may make things more
restrictive.
(See Principle 40: Be bold planners.)
Keeping things the same is not bold.

Groups 3 & 4: General Feedback & as Applied to Triplexes, Fourplexes & Rowhouses
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

Zoning could be different around public
transportation

Parking seems to be an issue – could be
related to Principle 26.

Instead of building four – can you
eliminate one in order to have enough
parking space for homeowners or renters
and visitors.

Relaxing principles, concerned that they
are doing this because it’s cheaper for the
developer and not the good of the
renter/owner (see Principle 30).
Accessibility – are suitable for only a portion
of the people (see Principle 30).

8/16
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Key Decision Point 4
Question*
Draft
Recommendation*

* (From the Summary of Draft Code Amendments document.)

Should the City permit detached plexes?

Key to Panelist Notes

Pursuant to the ENCOURAGE approach, the Project Team recommends
allowing both attached and detached duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes. This
would promote maximum flexibility while also encouraging preservation of
existing single-family detached homes by allowing detached units to be
added to a lot.

Bold & Underline =
2 groups supported this as a key point
Bold =
1 group supported this as a key point
No emphasis =
Other comments by individual Panelists

Groups 1 & 2: General Feedback & as Applied to Duplexes & Cottage Clusters
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

It aligns because people are concerned with
ADUs and renovation. Allowing for
detached duplex aligns with Principles.
(See Principle 34.) Agree with Encourage
because it also preserves single-family
homes while having flexibility.
(See Principle 14.) By allowing detached
units it opens up more opportunities for
developers to build. This can bring costs
down.

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?
Changing the wording to “pursuant to the
Incentivize approach” would be more in
line with our Principles.

Groups 3 & 4: General Feedback & as Applied to Triplexes, Fourplexes & Rowhouses
In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

Meets the principles because it promotes
maximum flexibility.

Falls short of Principle 14. Are we losing
efficiency of scale?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

9/16
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(See Principle 12.) ADUs being allowed.
Options are important.

Detached units fall short of the
environmental concerns (see Principle 19).

Smaller houses are easier to maintain (see
Principle 27).
Renovation of smaller houses may be
supported (see Principle 33) – prevent tear
down.
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Key Decision Points 5a & 5b
5a. For Groups 1 & 2: Question Re: Cottage Clusters
Question*
Draft
Recommendation*

* (From the Summary of Draft Code Amendments document.)

Should the City allow cottages on individual lots?

Key to Panelist Notes

Also pursuant to the ENCOURAGE approach, the Project Team recommends
allowing both single-lot and individual-lot cottage cluster development.
Allowing cottages on individual lots provides opportunities for more
affordable fee-simple homeownership, while allowing cottages on a single lot
provides opportunities for both rentals and condominium ownership.

Bold & Underline =
2 groups supported this as a key point
Bold =
1 group supported this as a key point
No emphasis =
Other comments by individual Panelists

In what ways does this recommendation
meet your Principles?

In what ways does it fall short of your
Principles?

What should be added to or changed
in this recommendation?

This is a great option for 1st time home
buyers to build equity.

(See Principle 34: Incentivize renovation over
new development.) How this is written may
imply that new development is being
incentivized, particularly for duplexes.

Specifically address Principle 32: Refrain
from tearing down affordable housing and
replacing it with more expensive housing.

(See Principle 14: Allow greater than 2
units/lot.)
(See Principle 26: Building for changing
demographics.) Will benefit those who
want smaller spaces, or rentals.

Consider fitting more people in smaller
areas by having clusters. Instead of
building more housing, increase
occupancy limits.

(See Principle 39: Zoning codes should
serve the needs of the general
population.)
By having more housing options this will
invite more developers to build here.
(See Principle 27: Smaller houses are
easier to maintain and are more
eco-friendly.)
Intrinsic community value, neighborly
quality. This can provide a level of
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accountability/support that comes come
sharing common spaces.
Encouraging the development of this
housing on individual lots provides the
opportunity for ownership and creative
housing types.

5b. For Groups 3 & 4: Question Re: Rowhouses
Question*

Currently, rowhouses are more feasible to build in Eugene than triplexes and
fourplexes. Should the City's approach be to Encourage/Incentivize housing
types across the board or "level the playing field" by giving a boost to certain
housing types over others?

Do your Principles support an
“Encourage/Incentivize” approach across
the board?

Do your Principles support boosting
certain housing types over others in
order “to level the playing field”?

Yes, we want accessible housing with
variety (see Principle 28).

We need to incentivize other types so that
more tri and quads can be built in
neighborhoods where that might better fit.

* (Drafted by City staff for consideration by the Panel.)
Key to Panelist Notes
Bold & Underline =
2 groups supported this as a key point
Bold =
1 group supported this as a key point
No emphasis =
Other comments by individual Panelists

How should the City answer this
question?
The property type should dictate the
options, and we need variety.
Give people options.
Keep development in the flavor of the
neighborhood, but keep costs low (see
Principle 14).
It seems situational. The environment
should dictate what housing is built.
Good idea to level the playing field.
Rowhouses aren’t accessibility friendly, so if
12/16

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Page 301 of 462

we only get rowhouses or more
rowhouses, single-family houses are
harder to get (especially for seniors and
people with physical impairments).
Rowhouses take away unique charm that a
city could have. (They can sometimes be
done well, but probably no cute
cobblestone here, like in Ireland).
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Affordability Considerations
Following the housing affordability analysis presented by Tyler Bump of ECONorthwest, all
members of the Panel considered two final questions in small groups.
These notes represent the raw feedback of individual Panelists across all small groups. Each
group also identified key points of agreement within the group, which are noted here in bold.

Question 1
Looking at your Principles and considering the economic analysis you just
heard about, how well do you feel the City has addressed affordability in its
HB2001 recommendations?
●
●
●

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

●
●
●

●

There was not much overall difference between allow/encourage/incentivize.
Splitting cost between units actually has a large impact.
Townhouses are not necessarily rentals; oftentimes folks purchase these.
The City has done well in taking our recommendations regarding affordability.
However, the places that they want to add middle housing are in the places that
have high land values. They are compromising because these options are still not
affordable overall. They can do better.
If they want to add more middle housing along the transit corridors (ie busy roads)
this is already high cost land. Adding middle housing on lower cost land would result
in overall more affordable housing.
It doesn’t do us any good to have housing built, if it isn’t affordable.
I am curious about the reality of what we are talking about. How does building small
square footage actually appeal to folks outside of the downtown core?
They haven’t addressed affordability. It is more a matter of getting more units into
smaller spaces. This doesn't necessarily translate into real life.
There wasn’t anything about promoting low income housing. Counterpoint:
Addressing middle housing takes pressure off of low income housing.
The City seems to be trying to keep their options open by creating a more flexible
code and this can directly impact affordability by encouraging more housing variety.
They’re doing about as much as we can realistically expect them to. Par for the
course, if not better.
It’s great they’ve considered the average income and made policy around it.
Would love it to be cheaper. Know there aren’t a lot of great paying jobs in Eugene
– wonder where these numbers are from and how the pandemic has affected
average income.
There would be more housing for middle class workers. People working for
minimum wage and people working under the table – they are left out.
Interesting how specific the feasibility data was – indicated that they care
Wish they could show the data in more ways. Neighborhood breakdown was great,
but it is all gibberish to me. Wish we had seen more real world examples – how this
would be implemented in neighborhoods. Like visual style. Shows examples of what
housing would work best in what neighborhood and why – give more info or a photo.
Better interpretation of data for a Panel of regular people!
The recommendations are not as bold as we wanted them to be (p40)
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●

●
●
●
●
●
●

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

We had multiple principles (1,30) on affordable housing and the research that was
just presented shows if they incentivize all the way, it gets us closer to affordability.
There are other sources of feedback beyond this group. We learned about issues
before recommendations.
The value is equal for the group (with learning) and those who filled out surveys
(without learning) despite hours spent. So group voice of incentivize might be
minimized by outside of group voices who lean towards allow.
How much is the city giving value to the results/efforts of this group? Weight for
survey vs. dedicated thoughtful process?
City should give more privilege to this group as it was thoughtful and representative
of demographics in the city.
They attempted to strike a happy medium. The recommendations were aggressive
and bold but the recommendations were less so.
Affordability was not mentioned anywhere in the memo. It is not used in the
pursuit of affordability. Term affordability was not actually defined. So a level of
skepticism is maintained in response.
The skew is towards townhouses and the brackets show its higher than lower income
levels we focused on. Creating inventory that is more profitable for townhouses than
multi units, you will have the same problem. All of this is speculation at this point. We
don’t know if land values will change, transportation corridors will change.
A review later on is important to see where this process has gone. Has it been
effective after years passed.
Affordability means how to bring cost down. In the recommendations, they failed
to articulate how the options bring down the cost.
P. 41 - I don’t think the city really approached really low income people. The city’s
recommendation should include the people who cannot even really
Seems the city has been more conservative than the panel’s desire - what is the
barrier or reason to not incentivize
The data appeared not to be that affordable - surprised!
Principle #22 - will there be subsidies for tiny homes and homelessness
Seems like this favors townhomes, but this is not the most affordable
This feels a bit disheartening because the expensive market
Perhaps more needs to be done to incentivize - maybe parking, garages are luxuries
The potential middle housing lots available was challenging - showed the reality of
what can be
Principle #41 - how does that fit with what was presented - affordability for the
average person
Affordable Middle Housing - how is this affordable
Principle # 30 - rentals need to be affordable
Principle # 1 - the prices are not affordable
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Question 2
Now, thinking beyond implementation of HB2001, what did this process miss,
related to housing affordability? What haven’t we addressed?
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

●

●

●
●
●

Parking has become a very contentious issue. Density could create an abundance of
conflict.
People want affordable housing and a place to put all of their belongings, and
accessibility (i.e. convenient parking proximity).. Size of home and affordability seem
to be in direct conflict.
Concern that this development can encourage large scale road development in lieu
of tree lined streets, Increased density could change the neighborhood feel.
Growth is inevitable. Our only option is to increase density within the City limits. This
is a double-edged sword.
While we talked about the environmental impact and the history of racism in
housing, we did not talk about environmental racism. Building in areas that have poor
air quality is going to disproportionately affect BIPOC communities.
Most of the focus has been on home ownership, even though most of the financial
burden is on people who rent. Wider conversation to be had that caters to lower
income people, specifically renters.
Current code says only 5 unrelated people can live in a house together. This is
completely unrealistic – it prevents people from having community, having
affordable housing, living in areas where they could have roommates. I’ve lived in two
houses with 7 people – only reason they could afford it.
Incentives for loans for people who are trying to get out of the renting situation especially families. Can we raise that conversation? Also providing resources in
multiple languages to get a first time home owner loan. Needs to be a greater
degree of awareness for first time home buyer’s credit programs that currently
exist to help people find housing. If you’re not informed, it’s hard to make those
kinds of decisions and know you’re eligible. Give information without too much
jargon – things everyday people can understand.
Homelessness – support programs and housing initiatives - making code so that
some areas are designated for poor/houseless populations specifically. A lot of
NIMBYism now. There was an eviction moratorium for a while to keep people in their
homes - this could be an easy solution to lessen the homeless population.
Housing affordability. See first question.
Housing prices are too high for the people who need affordable housing
Living Wage
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Protecting Housing Affordability and Neighborhood Livability under HB 2001
“a private housing market driven by economic incentives will continually fail to meet the needs of
extremely low-income households.”
- National Low Income Housing Coalition, Gap Report, March 2020, p. 20
[https://reports.nlihc.org/sites/default/files/gap/Gap-Report_2020.pdf]
"[I]n general, it is a safe assumption that in the near-term, local governments should plan for all units
below 80% [of Median Family Income] to require at least some public support. Units below 50%
will likely need be entirely publicly-supported to be constructed." page 98 (Bold in original)
- ECONorthwest RHNA, 2020
[https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/about-us/Documents/RHNA/2020-RHNA-Technical-Report-Final.pdf]

Introduction
While Eugene has a shortage of available housing inventory for purchase, there are market incentives to
increase this inventory. Currently, there are four tentative and four final PUDs in process, only one is for
single family housing while the other will create several thousand market rate multifamily rental units.
This supports the city commissioned ECONorthwest analysis that there is a surplus of rentals and owner
occupy housing for households who make over $60,000. This leaves the poorest renters, 95% of housing
cost burdened who make $30,000 or less, as most impacted. The private market cannot and will not, on
its own, build and operate rental homes that Extremely Low Income (ELI) and Very Low Income (VLI)
households can afford. If we want to effectively and sustainably increase inventory and housing options
for everyone, we need to focus on expanding, or at the very least, preserving the most affordable
rentals.
Marginalized communities tend to be over-represented among lower income renters. Therefore, failure
to establish controls on affordability simply perpetuates the implicit racial, and explicit economic, bias of
market-rate development. and will fuel redevelopment gentrification. At a minimum, we should not be
making the problem worse.
Unfortunately, absent serious restrictions or mandates or subsidy, market-rate Middle Housing (MH) will
not be affordable for the vast majority of housing cost burdened Eugene households. According to the
ECONorthwest analysis, market rate MH would be affordable only to households with above average
incomes.
Clearly, those making less than $30,000 a year are in the most in need of housing. The available research
points to the fact that Eugene needs at least 7,000 affordable housing units for families with incomes
60% or less of the Median Family Income (MFI). These families are spending over 30%, and in many
cases over 50%, of their household income on housing. These are people living on the edge of poverty
and most at risk of becoming homeless. Building market rate housing, either MH or other types, will not
be of much help to this low-income segment. Creating additional new and more expensive rentals,
especially by redeveloping marginal and thus more affordable rental properties, will reduce, not
increase, affordable housing stock.
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While the market cannot provide truly affordable housing (that would require subsidies), we can take
steps that can blunt the impacts of redevelopment gentrification that cannibalizes affordable marginal
housing stock and drives lower income households from desirable urban neighborhoods.

Eugene in Context
The unique position of Eugene under HB 2001 poses some significant challenges to equitable
development of housing as well as a challenge to the efforts of carbon reduction via the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB). Absent incentives or non-market-based requirements, large developments on “green
fields” are the only way to gain the economies of scale needed to reduce market-rate housing costs.
Much of this open land is beyond the UGB. The main factors are:
• All subdivisions with CC&Rs, including most of the recent, higher-cost, single-family subdivisions,
that restrict development to one dwelling per lot are exempt from HB 2001 up-zoning. These are
almost exclusively on the fringes of the established and largely built-out areas.
• A majority of the towns surrounding Eugene are HB 2001 exempt because of their smaller
populations. Consequently, most well-off households will continue to have available existing and
new single-family, detached homes. Potential out-migration to satellite communities and the
resulting increase in vehicle trips can be avoided via managing density livability impacts.
HB 2001 up-zoning creates strong incentives for profit-oriented real estate investors to redevelop areas
that currently comprise lower-cost housing and that are near amenities. The focus would naturally be
marginal rental stock with lower ratio of structure to land value. Further, the cost of land acquisition,
demolition, and construction combined with the higher profit margins for housing aimed at upper
middle-class buyers and the segment of that group who value walkable urban neighborhoods close to
amenities, is a recipe for redevelopment gentrification. Newly constructed middle housing is not exempt
from these cost and profit pressures. Left unchecked, such redevelopment will inevitably lead to both
direct displacement of lower-income households from demolitions and indirect displacement from rising
rents.
Economic incentives for redevelopment gentrification are exacerbated by increased COVID and PostCOVID in-migration by skilled professionals who can work remotely. Between 14 and 23 million
Americans intend to relocate to a different city or region as a result of telework, according to Upwork, a
freelancing platform. The Oregon Office of Economic Analysis notes that 30-40% of new arrivals come
from California and migrants tend to be young, skilled labor. This group tends to favor walkable
neighborhoods close to amenities. Oregon ranks 10th highest for in-migration, mostly from other states
due to our growing economy and comparatively low housing costs. Combined with fatigue after years of
destructive wildfires and smoke, as well as the ability for some to cash out of California’s high priced
housing market, this makes Eugene an attractive destination, adding 2410 residents in 2020 (PSU
Population Research Center). Mild climate, quality medical care, a research university, and cultural
amenities add to the allure. The potential result will be reduced economic and racial diversity within the
most desirable neighborhood close to amenities. Historically marginalized populations are overrepresented in the lower income renter group, thus undercutting the racial equity arguments in support
of “free market” urban infill.
Solutions under HB 2001 Restrictions
The question is how we meet the spirit of HB 2001, to increase and diversify housing stock in hopes of
reducing overall costs, with the reality of market incentives that favor the development of higher end
housing?
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Option #1: Adopt ordinances that prohibit the net loss of lower cost housing. Since HB 2001’s
justification was to create affordable housing, let’s mandate it. Some potential ordinances might be:
• Require a development/redevelopment project to result in at least the same number of lowercost dwellings of the same or greater floor area and bedrooms as existed prior to the project.
• Require that land made available by HB 2001 for unzoning (other than duplexes) be restricted to
bottom third, Section 8 compliant, housing.
Option #2: Create Financial Incentives/Disincentives
• Reduce or eliminate SDCs on qualified affordable development.
• Enact a surcharge on SDCs for units that do not comport with affordability metrics.
• Use Construction Excise Tax funds to subsidize affordable development.
• Provide MUPTE type property tax exemptions for affordable rental development.
Option #3: Constrain the physical characteristics allowed to reduce the potential costs and the profit
incentives for more expensive infill development. For example:
• Maximize the “Minimum Lot Size” (as allowed by OAR):
o OAR limits duplex minimum lot size to no more than the minimum lot size for singlefamily detached dwellings. In addition, any lot that was legally created prior to the
establishment of a minimum lot size for single-family detached dwellings must allow a
duplex. Thus, the current R-1 minimum lot size for new lots should be increased from
4,500 square feet to 5000 square feet. The added benefit is creating consistency between
uses, simplification of code, and flexibility.
o 1,500 square feet for each townhouse (applies to existing lots, as well as new lots)
o 5,000 square feet for single-dwelling detached (on new lots), duplex and triplex (on all
lots)
o 7,000 square feet for quadplexes and cottage clusters (on all lots).
• Define duplex, triplex and quadplex to require exactly 2, 3 and 4 dwellings, respectively, in a
single building (do not define quadplex as four detached dwellings). This would promote the best
use of available land and increase affordability.
• Limit each lot to no more than one duplex, one triplex, one quadplex, four townhouses, or eight
cottages and no combination of these. According to the ECONorthwest RHNA (Exhibit 100 Rent
Burdened and Severely Rent Burdened, 2018 page 89) "1-person households" have significantly
the highest proportion of "Rent Burdened" (28%) and "Severely Rent Burdened" (35%)
households.
o Limit the number of bedrooms according to lot size under clear and objective standards
with options for variance under discretionary standards. For example, for single-family
detached and duplex, three bedrooms or one per 1,500 square feet. For a quadplex, four
bedrooms or one per 1,500 square feet of lot size, whichever is greater.
o There are two reasons to limit the number of bedrooms per dwelling: a) To ensure that
whatever redevelopment occurs provides a dwelling type that is in short supply, and b) To
diminish the financial gain from tearing down older structures to build larger (more
bedrooms), “high end” dwellings with a higher investment return, but completely out of
reach of the underserved single-person households.
o HUD’s 2020 Fair Market Rent (FMR) Prices in Eugene-Springfield MSA indicate that the
FMR for a two bedroom is 32% higher than for a one-bedroom unit. While the oneCA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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•

bedroom FMR is still $200 above the affordable rent threshold, a two-bedroom unit is
$476 above the affordable rent threshold, over two-and-one-half times less affordable
than a one-bedroom unit. These facts support limiting infill "middle housing" to onebedroom units, at least on the minimal-sized lots in whatever replaces R-1.
Prohibit single family homes in R-2, R-3, and R-4. If the goal is to increase housing types and
density, then allowing multi-dwelling zones lots to be consumed by single family detached homes
would undercut the desired outcome.

Homes vs. Shelter
Denser development does not have to come at the cost of livability that meets the explicit policy
articulated in the Envision Eugene Plan for the “protection, repair and enhancement of neighborhood
livability.” The goal should be to provide pleasant neighborhoods, with access to air, light, and privacy,
that people want to live in and not simply shelter for those who can’t afford to move to CC&R controlled
neighborhoods or satellite cities. For example:
• Reduce allowable lot coverage by structures and vehicle use areas.
• Increase the minimum required for outdoor open space.
• Adopt sloped setbacks, for example, above 10 feet in height, the setback increases by one foot
for each vertical foot.
• Lower massing in areas adjacent to a neighboring backyard. For example, lower maximum height
in areas more than 60 feet from the street.
Infrastructure Capacity, Public Safety, and Emergency Preparedness
Many neighborhood streets were designed for less dense R-1 single family home development. In many
cases there are no or intermittent sidewalks. This can put a lot of pressure in existing roads if density is
increased. Require that the street(s) providing emergency response access to neighborhoods meets
minimum adopted street standards (i.e., the effective “Fire Apparatus Access Road” standards).
The risk of wildfire is no longer restricted to the urban-wildland interface. The 2020 Holiday Farm Fire
had the potential to burn into urban Springfield if the wind speed and direction had continued. As was
starkly demonstrated by the 2017 Tubbs wildfire that jumped six lanes of highway to incinerate the
Coffee Park neighborhood in Santa Rosa, CA, flaming debris and windy conditions puts all of Eugene at
risk. In a serious fire event, people may have just minutes to evacuate. Therefore, it is critical that the
city ensure unimpeded emergency response and evacuation from wildfires. Any increased density
should take into account the National Fire Code standards for Fire Apparatus Access Roads as well as the
ability to quickly and effectively evacuate a neighborhood. Simply put, can you get people out while
simultaneously allowing fire apparatus in?
In addition, substandard roads are a risk to pedestrians, including sight, hearing and mobility impaired
individuals. The City's Vision Zero policies are another clear basis for a minimum adopted street
standards implementation requirement.
In Conclusion
While the most pressing need for housing is for households, especially single-person households, who
make less than $30,000, it is clear that market rate middle housing infill cannot meet that need.
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However, what we can do is to blunt the incentives for for-profit redevelopment gentrification that
would reduce the number of existing marginal affordable rentals and exacerbate our current lowincome accessible rental crisis. The question is not if we have the tools available to accomplish this, as
outlined above, we clearly do, but is there the political will to put people before profit and place the
basic needs of those who have little choice or few options ahead of giving more choice and options to
those who already have it?
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Matt Hastie <mhastie@angeloplanning.com>
Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:10 AM
Becky Hewitt; HARDING Terri L
Kate Rogers; GEPPER Jeffrey A; Tyler Bump
RE: Preliminary results on Allow/Encourage/Incentivize impacts on small rental units
Protecting Housing Affordability and Neighborhood Livability under HB 2001
_FINAL_for_sigs_MHrev.pdf

]

Thanks Becky! Your summary explanation of the analysis in the email is very helpful. Thanks for getting that to us this
week. It will help us inform our presentation to the PC next week. I have just a couple of questions/requests:
‐

‐

If you can provide a brief explanation in non‐economist terms of how to understand/interpret the chart, that
would be very helpful. I think I understand what it is illustrating but I’m not 100% sure I do, and I expect others
will find that explanation helpful as well. I expect you are already planning on doing that in your memo but I
want to mention it just in case.
Can you clarify the 7,000 sf lot size assumption for townhouses. How many townhouse units are we talking
about there and/or what is the average lot size per townhouse unit?

Also, we will be putting together a list of questions related to our standards where we’ll want to get some quick,
qualitative feedback from you and Tyler on how they might impact financial feasibility. We won’t be looking for any kind
of analysis, just something along the lines of “definitely would have an impact based on other analysis,” “could impact
negatively or possibly,” “don’t expect any impacts,” or “don’t know.” We’ll be getting those over to you later this week
but we may have other similar questions in the next couple of weeks.
Finally, Planning Commission members have asked staff to take an active role in addressing some of the statements
being made by community members re: middle housing regulations. Terri found the comments I provided in the
attached document very helpful and she would like you and Tyler to add comments of your own where you can. Again,
we’re not looking for you to conduct any analysis or draft a memo, or spend a lot of time on this. Just add comments to
supplement what I’ve said (or correct it if I’m off base), where you can do that quickly and easily. We may ask you to do
something similar with other documents over the next few weeks.
Thanks again!
Matt
Matt Hastie, AICP / Project Manager
503.542.3403 / mhastie@angeloplanning.com
921 SW Washington St. Suite 468
Portland OR 97205
http://www.angeloplanning.com

From: Becky Hewitt <hewitt@econw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 4:10 PM
To: HARDING Terri L <tharding@eugene‐or.gov>; Matt Hastie <mhastie@angeloplanning.com>
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Cc: Kate Rogers <krogers@angeloplanning.com>; GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>; Tyler Bump
<bump@econw.com>
Subject: Preliminary results on Allow/Encourage/Incentivize impacts on small rental units
Hi all,
We've completed initial analysis of how the three code options affect feasibility for smaller rental duplex, triplex, and
fourplex development. We kept unit size the same across the plexes (2/3/4) and across the 3 code options, and varied
the lot size and parking. The other code standards didn't really constrain this type of development. Below is a quick
summary of highlights.
Impact on feasibility (see attached chart):






Encourage helps some, Incentivize helps noticeably more in making plexes with smaller rental units feasible. The
RLV per square foot is roughly double with Incentivize vs. Allow.
With Encourage, smaller rental units are roughly comparable in terms of financial feasibility with single family
detached development. With Incentivize the smaller rental housing is more feasible.
Even with Incentivize, smaller rental plexes still don't compete very well with townhouses, though they are a lot
closer.
Most of the impact on feasibility is a result of needing less land. Not having parking helps a little on cost, but
mostly allows it to work on a smaller lot.
One other consideration is that by allowing units on smaller lots, there is a greater chance that someone could
split their existing lot and sell part of it for middle housing development without needing to redevelop the whole
lot, though this still depends on the layout of the site.

Estimated affordability range:




Allow: 75‐94% of AMI
Encourage: 74‐93% of AMI
Incentivize: 71%‐89% of AMI

These are roughly affordable to a 3‐person HH with 2 minimum wage earners, or a 3‐person HH with 1 job at under
$60k/yr.

The rent for the Incentivize option is likely lower due to not providing parking. This reduces construction cost slightly,
but the main reason for the difference is market‐driven ‐ people generally will pay a bit less for unit without parking.
However, as noted above, the smaller lot size makes this still come out better financially.
We can discuss further on Monday's check in if there's time and interest. In the meantime, we'll assume we're producing
a brief memo summarizing what we tested and the results. Let us know if there are any immediate questions.
Thanks,
Becky
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Becky Hewitt (she | her | hers)
Project Manager
ECONorthwest
222 SW Columbia, Suite 1600, Portland, OR 97201
Direct 503.200.5077 | econw.com
Portland | Seattle | Eugene | Boise
Working remotely, but accessible at my usual number and by email.
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Attachment A
MIDDLE HOUSING IN MEDIUM AND LARGE CITIES
Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 46
This is a high-level summary sheet and does not address everything that is included in the Middle Housing
administrative rules adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (referred to in this document as
the Middle Housing rules). To review the text of the Middle Housing rules, click here. The Large Cities Middle Housing
Model Code applicable to large cities and referenced in this document is attached as Exhibit A.

WHAT IS MIDDLE HOUSING?
OAR 660-046-00020
•

•

•

•

•

Duplex
o Two attached dwelling units on a lot or parcel.
 The City may, but is not required to, allow detached duplexes.
Triplex
o Three attached dwelling units on a lot or parcel.
 The City may, but is not required to, allow detached triplexes.
Quadplex
o Four attached dwelling units on a lot or parcel.
 The City may, but is not required to, allow detached quadplexes.
Cottage Cluster
o A group of detached dwelling units, each with a footprint of less than 900 square feet, that includes a
common courtyard. A cottage cluster must have density of at least four units per acre.
 The City may require Cottage Cluster units to be located on a single lot or parcel or allow
Cottage Cluster units to be located on individual lots or parcels.
Townhouse
o A dwelling unit that is part of a row of two or more attached dwelling units where each unit is located
on an individual lot or parcel and shares at least one common wall with an adjacent townhouse unit.

WHERE WILL MIDDLE HOUSING BE DEVELOPED?
OAR 660-046-0010, OAR 660-046-0105 and OAR 660-046-0205
Duplexes:
The City must allow duplexes on all lots and parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the development of
detached single-family dwellings.
Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses and Cottage Clusters:
The City must allow triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses and cottage clusters:
•

In all zones (but not necessarily on every lot or parcel in those zones) which implement a residential
comprehensive plan map designation and in which residential dwellings are the primary use.
o In Eugene, this includes the following zones: R-1 Low Density Residential, R-2 Medium Density
Residential, R-3 Limited High Density Residential, R-4 High Density Residential, and certain Special Area
Zones (including Chambers, Chase Node, Downtown Westside, Elmira Road, Historic Blair, Jefferson
Westside, Royal Node, Whiteaker, and Walnut Station special area zones).
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•

The City has some limited ability to regulate or limit development of Middle Housing other than duplexes on
lands protected by statewide planning goals, in master planned communities, and as necessary to comply with
state or federal law.

The City need not allow middle housing:
•

On lots or parcels not zoned for residential use (i.e., property primarily zoned for commercial, agricultural,
industrial, or public uses)
HOW CAN THE CITY REGULATE MIDDLE HOUSING?
APPROVAL PROCESS, SITING STANDARDS, AND DESIGN STANDARDS

The table below illustrate the approval process, siting standards, and design standards the City may apply to duplexes,
triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses and cottage clusters. The siting and design standards applicable to detached singlefamily dwellings and referenced in the following tables are typical of the standards applied to most detached singlefamily dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone. The detached single-family dwelling standards referenced in
the tables do not include all the various nuanced requirements and/or special area zone standards that may apply to
some detached single-family dwellings in some locations in the city.

DUPLEXES
(OAR 660-046-0110 through OAR 660-046-0130)

Min Lot Size
Density
Setbacks

Height

Parking

Approval Process
The City must apply the same approval process to duplexes as is applied to
detached single-family dwellings. In Eugene, construction of a detached singlefamily dwelling is typically allowed “by-right” in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone and only requires a building permit.
Numerical Standards
The City may, but is not required to, allow more than two dwelling units on a lot or
parcel, including any accessory dwelling units.
Siting Standards
May not be greater than the minimum lot size applicable to detached single-family
dwellings in the same zone. In Eugene, the typical minimum lot size in the R-1 Low
Density Residential zone is 4,500 ft2.
The City may not apply density maximums to the development of duplexes.
May not be greater than the setbacks applicable to detached single-family dwellings
in the same zone. In Eugene, front yard setbacks for single-family detached
dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone are typically 10 feet. Interior yard
setbacks for single-family detached dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone are typically 5 feet.
Maximum height standards for duplexes may not be lower than the maximum
height standards applicable to detached single-family dwellings in the same zone.
In Eugene, maximum height for single-family detached dwellings in the R-1 Low
Density Residential zone is typically 30 feet.
The City may not require more than a total of two off-street parking spaces for a
duplex. The City may, but is not required to, allow on-street parking credits to
satisfy off-street parking requirements.
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Lot
If the City chooses to apply lot coverage or floor area ratio (FAR) standards to
Coverage/Floor duplexes, the cumulative lot coverage or FAR for a duplex may not be less than the
Area Ratio
lot coverage or FAR for a detached single-family dwelling in the same zone. In
Eugene, the maximum lot coverage for a detached single-family dwelling in the R-1
Low Density Residential zone is 50%. The Eugene Code does not typically apply FAR
to residential uses.
Exceptions to
If clear and objective exceptions to public works standards are granted to detached
Public Works
single-family dwellings, the same exceptions must be granted to duplexes.
Standards
Design Standards
New Duplexes
The City is not required to apply design standards to new duplexes. However, if the
City chooses to apply design standards to new duplexes, it may only apply the same
clear and objective design standards that the City applies to detached single-family
dwellings in the same zone.
Duplex
The City may not apply design standards to duplexes created through conversion of
Conversions
an existing detached single-family dwelling.
TRIPLEXES
(OAR 660-046-0210 through OAR 660-046-0230)

Min Lot Size

Density
Setbacks

Height

Parking

Approval Process
The City must apply the same approval process to triplexes as is applied to detached
single-family dwellings. In Eugene, construction of a detached single-family dwelling
is typically allowed “by-right” in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone and only
requires a building permit.
Numerical Standards
The City may, but is not required to, allow more than four dwelling units on a lot or
parcel, including any accessory dwelling units.
Siting Standards
If the minimum lot or parcel size in the zone for a detached single-family dwelling is
5,000 ft2 or less (in Eugene the minimum lot size for a single-family detached
dwelling is typically 4,500 ft2 in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone) the minimum
lot or parcel size for a triplex may not exceed 5,000 ft2.
The City may not apply density maximums to the development of triplexes.
May not be greater than the setbacks applicable to detached single-family dwellings
in the same zone. In Eugene, front yard setbacks for single-family detached
dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone are typically 10 feet. Interior yard
setbacks for single-family detached dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone are typically 5 feet.
Maximum height standards for triplexes may not be lower than the maximum
height standards applicable to detached single-family dwellings in the same zone,
except that a maximum height applicable to a triplex may not be less than 25 feet or
two stories. In Eugene, maximum height for single-family detached dwellings in the
R-1 Low Density Residential zone is typically 30 feet.
• Lot or Parcel is less than 3,000 ft2: the City may require no more than one
off-street parking space
• Lot or Parcel is between 3,000 ft2 and 4,999 ft2: the City may require no
more than two off-street parking spaces
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Lot or Parcel is 5,000 ft2 or greater: the City may require no more than
three off-street parking spaces
• The City may, but is not required to, allow on-street parking credits to
satisfy off-street parking requirements
• The City may allow, but may not require, off-street parking to be provided
as a garage or carport
• The City must apply the same off-street parking surfacing, dimensional,
landscaping, access and circulation standards that apply to single-family
detached dwellings in the same zone
• The City may not require additional parking for triplexes created through
additions to or conversion of a detached single-family dwelling.
Lot
If the City chooses to apply lot coverage or floor area ratio (FAR) standards to
Coverage/Floor triplexes, the cumulative lot coverage or FAR for a duplex may not be less than the
Area Ratio
lot coverage or FAR for a detached single-family dwelling in the same zone. In
Eugene, the maximum lot coverage for a detached single-family dwelling in the R-1
Low Density Residential zone is 50%. The Eugene Code does not typically apply FAR
to residential uses.
Sufficient
City staff must work with an applicant to determine whether sufficient
Infrastructure
infrastructure will be provided or can be provided. “Sufficient infrastructure”
means:
• Connection to public water and sewer systems capable of meeting
established service levels;
• Access to the City’s public street system via public or private streets that
meet adopted emergency vehicle access standards; and
• Storm drainage facilities capable of meeting established service levels for
storm drainage.
Design Standards
New Triplexes
The City is not required to apply design standards to new triplexes. However, if the
City chooses to apply design standards to new triplexes, it may only apply the
following:
• The design standards for triplexes in the Large Cities Middle Housing Model
Code
• Design standards that are less restrictive than those in the Large Cities
Middle Housing Model Code
• The same clear and objective design standards that the City applies to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone (design standards may
not scale by the number of dwelling units or features that scale with the
number of dwelling units, such as primary entrances, but design standards
may scale with form-based attributes, including but not limited to floor
area, street-facing façade, height, bulk, and scale)
• Alternative design standards.
Triplex
The City may not apply design standards to triplexes created through addition to or
Conversions
conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling.
•
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QUADPLEXES
(OAR 660-046-0210 through OAR 660-046-0230)
Approval Process
The City must apply the same approval process to duplexes as is applied to
detached single-family dwellings. In Eugene, construction of a detached singlefamily dwelling is typically allowed “by-right” in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone and only requires a building permit.
Numerical Standards
The City may, but is not required to, allow more than four dwelling units on a lot or
parcel, including any accessory dwelling units.
Siting Standards
Min Lot Size
If the minimum lot or parcel size in the zone for a detached single-family dwelling is
7,000 ft2 or less (in Eugene the minimum lot size for a single-family detached
dwelling is typically 4,500 ft2 in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone) the minimum
lot or parcel size for a triplex may not exceed 7,000 ft2.
Density
The City may not apply density maximums to the development of quadplexes.
Setbacks
May not be greater than the setbacks applicable to detached single-family dwellings
in the same zone. In Eugene, front yard setbacks for single-family detached
dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone are typically 10 feet. Interior yard
setbacks for single-family detached dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone are typically 5 feet.
Height
Maximum height standards for quadplexes may not be lower than the maximum
height standards applicable to detached single-family dwellings in the same zone,
except that a maximum height applicable to a quadplex may not be less than 25
feet or two stories. In Eugene, maximum height for single-family detached
dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone is typically 30 feet.
Parking
• Lot or Parcel is less than 3,000 ft2: the City may require no more than one
off-street parking space
• Lot or Parcel is between 3,000 ft2 and 4,999 ft2: the City may require no
more than two off-street parking spaces
• Lot or Parcel is between 5,000 ft2 and 6,999 ft2: the City may require no
more than three off-street parking spaces
• Lot or Parcel 7,000 ft2 or greater: the City may require no more than four
off-street parking spaces
• The City may, but is not required to, allow on-street parking credits to
satisfy off-street parking requirements
• The City may allow, but may not require, off-street parking to be provided
as a garage or carport
• The City must apply the same off-street parking surfacing, dimensional,
landscaping, access and circulation standards that apply to single-family
detached dwellings in the same zone
• The City may not require additional parking for quadplexes created
through additions to or conversion of a detached single-family dwelling.
Lot
If the City chooses to apply lot coverage or floor area ratio (FAR) standards to
Coverage/Floor quadplexes, the cumulative lot coverage or FAR for a duplex may not be less than
Area Ratio
the lot coverage or FAR for a detached single-family dwelling in the same zone. In
Eugene, the maximum lot coverage for a detached single-family dwelling in the R-1
Low Density Residential zone is 50%. The Eugene Code does not typically apply FAR
to residential uses.
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Sufficient
Infrastructure

New
Quadplexes

Quadplex
Conversions

City staff must work with an applicant to determine whether sufficient
infrastructure will be provided or can be provided. “Sufficient infrastructure”
means:
• Connection to public water and sewer systems capable of meeting
established service levels;
• Access to the City’s public street system via public or private streets that
meet adopted emergency vehicle access standards; and
• Storm drainage facilities capable of meeting established service levels for
storm drainage.
Design Standards
The City is not required to apply design standards to new quadplexes. However, if
the City chooses to apply design standards to new quadplexes, it may only apply the
following:
• The design standards for quadplexes in the Large Cities Middle Housing
Model Code
• Design standards that are less restrictive than those in the Large Cities
Middle Housing Model Code
• The same clear and objective design standards that the City applies to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone (design standards may
not scale by the number of dwelling units or features that scale with the
number of dwelling units, such as primary entrances, but design standards
may scale with form-based attributes, including but not limited to floor
area, street-facing façade, height, bulk, and scale)
• Alternative design standards.
The City may not apply design standards to quadplexes created through addition to
or conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling.
TOWNHOUSES
(OAR 660-046-0210 through OAR 660-046-0230)

Min Lot Size

Minimum
Street
Frontage
Density

Approval Process
The City must apply the same approval process to townhouses as is applied to
detached single-family dwellings. In Eugene, construction of a detached singlefamily dwelling is typically allowed “by-right” in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone and only requires a building permit.
Numerical Standards
The City must require at least two attached townhouse dwellings and must allow up
to four attached townhouse dwellings, subject to applicable siting and design
standards. The City may allow five or more attached townhouse dwellings.
Siting Standards
The City is not required to apply minimum lot size to townhouses but if it does, the
average minimum lot size for a lot in a townhouse project may not be greater than
1500 ft2. The City may adopt separate minimum lot sizes for internal, external and
corner townhouse lots, provided that they average 1500 ft2 or less.
The City is not required to apply minimum street frontage to townhouses, but if it
does, the minimum required frontage may not exceed 20 ft. The City is not
required to allow townhouses on flag lots.
For townhouses, the City must allow either four times the maximum density
allowed for detached single-family dwellings in the same zone or 25 units per acre,
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Setbacks

Height

Parking

Bulk and Scale

Sufficient
Infrastructure

New
Townhouses

Townhouse
Conversions

whichever is less. In Eugene, the maximum net density for detached single-family
dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone is 14 units per acre.
Front, side and rear setbacks may not be greater than the setbacks applicable to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone. The City must allow zero-foot
side setbacks for lot lines where townhouses are attached. In Eugene, front yard
setbacks for single-family detached dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone are typically 10 feet. Interior yard setbacks for single-family detached
dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone are typically 5 feet.
Maximum height standards for townhouses may not be lower than the maximum
height standards applicable to detached single-family dwellings in the same zone. If
the City requires covered or structured parking for townhouses, the City must allow
at least three stories. If the City does not require covered or structured parking, the
City must allow at least two stories. In Eugene, maximum height for single-family
detached dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone is typically 30 feet.
The City may not require more than one off-street parking space per townhouse
unit. The City may, but is not required to, allow on-street parking credits to satisfy
off-street parking requirements. The City must apply the same off-street parking
surfacing, dimensional, landscaping, access and circulation standards that apply to
single-family detached dwellings in the same zone
If the City chooses to apply standards to control bulk and scale (including but not
limited to FAR, lot coverage, and max unit size), those standards cannot
cumulatively or individually limit the bulk and scale of the cumulative townhouse
project greater than that of a detached single-family dwelling.
City staff must work with an applicant to determine whether sufficient
infrastructure will be provided or can be provided. “Sufficient infrastructure”
means:
• Connection to public water and sewer systems capable of meeting
established service levels;
• Access to the City’s public street system via public or private streets that
meet adopted emergency vehicle access standards; and
• Storm drainage facilities capable of meeting established service levels for
storm drainage.
Design Standards
The City is not required to apply design standards to new townhouses. However, if
the City chooses to apply design standards to new townhouses, it may only apply
the following:
• The design standards for townhouses in the Large Cities Middle Housing
Model Code
• Design standards that are less restrictive than those in the Large Cities
Middle Housing Model Code
• The same clear and objective design standards that the City applies to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone (design standards may
not scale by the number of dwelling units or features that scale with the
number of dwelling units, such as primary entrances, but design standards
may scale with form-based attributes, including but not limited to floor
area, street-facing façade, height, bulk, and scale)
• Alternative design standards.
The City may not apply design standards to townhouses created through addition to
or conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling.
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COTTAGE CLUSTERS
(OAR 660-046-0210 through OAR 660-046-0230)
Approval Process
The City must apply the same approval process to duplexes as is applied to
detached single-family dwellings. In Eugene, construction of a detached singlefamily dwelling is typically allowed “by-right” in the R-1 Low Density Residential
zone and only requires a building permit.
Numerical Standards
The City is not required to set a minimum number of units for a cottage cluster, but
it may choose to require a minimum of three, four or five cottage cluster units. The
City may allow, but may not require, more than five units in a cottage cluster.
Subject to applicable siting and design standards, the City must allow up to eight
units per common courtyard but may allow more than eight.
Siting Standards
Min Lot Size
The City is not required to apply minimum lot size to cottage clusters. If the City
does apply minimum lot size and the minimum lot size in the same zone for a
detached single-family dwelling is less than 7,000 ft2 (in Eugene the minimum lot
size for a single-family detached dwelling is typically 4,500 ft2 in the R-1 Low Density
Residential zone) , minimum lot size for a cottage cluster may not be greater than
7,000 ft2.
Minimum Lot
The City is not required to apply minimum lot width to cottage clusters. If the City
Width
minimum lot width, it must not be greater than minimum lot width for detached
single-family dwellings in the same zone. In Eugene, the minimum lot width for
detached single-family dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone is typically
50 feet.
Density
The City may not apply maximum density requirements to the development of
cottage clusters. Cottage clusters must meet minimum density of at least four units
per acre.
Setbacks
Perimeter setbacks may not be greater than the setbacks applicable to detached
single-family dwellings in the same zone or ten feet, whichever is less. The minimum
distance between cottages may not be greater than 10 feet or the distance required
by applicable building codes; whichever is less. In Eugene, front yard setbacks for
single-family detached dwellings in the R-1 Low Density Residential zone are
typically 10 feet. Interior yard setbacks for single-family detached dwellings in the
R-1 Low Density Residential zone are typically 5 feet.
Dwelling Unit
The City may limit the minimum or maximum size of dwelling units in cottage
Size
cluster but must apply a maximum building footprint of less than 900 ft2 per
dwelling unit. The City may exempt up to 200 ft2 in the calculation of the building
footprint for an attached garage or carport. The City may not include detached
garages, carports or accessory structures in the calculation of building footprint.
Parking
The City may not require more than one off-street parking space per dwelling unit in
a cottage cluster. The City may, but is not required to, allow on-street parking
credits to satisfy off-street parking requirements.
Lot
The City may not apply lot coverage or floor area ratio (FAR) standards to cottage
Coverage/Floor clusters.
Area Ratio
Sufficient
City staff must work with an applicant to determine whether sufficient
Infrastructure
infrastructure will be provided or can be provided. “Sufficient infrastructure”
means:
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Connection to public water and sewer systems capable of meeting
established service levels;
• Access to the City’s public street system via public or private streets that
meet adopted emergency vehicle access standards; and
• Storm drainage facilities capable of meeting established service levels for
storm drainage.
Design Standards
The City is not required to apply design standards to new cottage clusters. However,
if the City chooses to apply design standards to new cottage clusters, it may only
apply the following:
• The design standards for cottage clusters in the Large Cities Middle Housing
Model Code
• Design standards that are less restrictive than those in the Large Cities
Middle Housing Model Code
• The same clear and objective design standards that the City applies to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone (design standards may
not scale by the number of dwelling units or features that scale with the
number of dwelling units, such as primary entrances, but design standards
may scale with form-based attributes, including but not limited to floor
area, street-facing façade, height, bulk, and scale)
• Alternative design standards.
The City may not apply design standards to cottages created through addition to or
conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling.
•

New Cottage
Clusters

Conversions

REGULATIONS RELATED TO STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS
(OAR 660-046-0010)
The City can apply regulations to Middle Housing that are adopted to comply with the following Statewide Planning
Goals:
•

•
•

•

•
•

Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic, and Historic Areas) – for Eugene regulations adopted to comply with Goal 5
include regulations related to historic resources as well as the /WB Wetland Buffer Overlay Zone, the /WP
Waterside Protection Overlay Zone, and the /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone. Regulations
protecting historic resources may not prohibit the development of Middle Housing on properties where
detached single-family dwellings are allowed.
Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality) – for Eugene regulations adopted to comply with Goal 6 include
the /WQ Water Quality Overlay Zone.
Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Hazards) - regulations adopted to comply with Goal 7 include regulations
related to Special Flood Hazard Areas identified on the applicable Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flood Insurance Rate Map.
Goal 9 (Economic Development) – Eugene may limit the development of Middle Housing on properties zoned for
residential use but designated for future industrial or employment uses – staff believes that few, if any,
properties in Eugene fit this description.
Goal 15 (Willamette Greenway) – Eugene may regulate development of Middle Housing in the Greenway as long
as the regulations adopted pursuant to Goal 15 comply with ORS 197.307.
Goals 16, 17 and 18 (Estuarine Resources, Coastal Shorelands and Beaches and Dunes). These goals do not
apply to lands within the city of Eugene.
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 7

Page 322 of 462

ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS
Alternative Siting or Design Standards (OAR 660-046-0235):
If the City proposes to adopt alternative siting or design standards, the City must submit findings and analysis to the
Department of Land Conservation and Development demonstrating that the proposed standard or standards would not,
individually or cumulatively, cause unreasonable cost or delay to the development of Middle Housing. The findings and
analysis must discuss how the proposed standard or standards, individually or cumulatively, affect the following factors
in comparison to what would otherwise be required by the Middle Housing rules:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The total time and cost of construction, including design, labor and materials;
The total cost of land;
The availability and acquisition of land, including in areas with existing development;
The total time and cost of permitting and fees required to make the land suitable for development;
The cumulative livable floor area that can be produced; and
The proportionality of cumulative time and cost imposed by the proposed standard or standards in relationship
to the public need or interest the standard or standards fulfill.

Alternative Minimum Lot Size or Maximum Density Standards (OAR 660-046-0205(3)(b)):
If the City wishes to apply minimum lot size or maximum density standards that are different than those included in the
Middle Housing rules, the City must ensure the following (this is sometimes referred to as the “performance metric”
approach):
•

•

•

•

Triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses and cottage clusters must be allowed on the following percentages of lots or
parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the development of detached single-family dwellings (excluding
lands where the City is otherwise allowed to regulate or limit development of those types of middle housing):
o Triplexes must be allowed on 80% of lots or parcels;
o Quadplexes must be allowed on 70% of lots or parcels;
o Townhouses must be allowed on 60% of lots or parcels;
o Cottage Clusters must be allowed on 70% of lots or parcels.
“Allowed” on a lot or parcel means:
o The middle housing type is a permitted use on the lot or parcel under the same administrative process
as a detached single-family dwelling in the same zone;
o The lot or parcel is large enough to allow the middle housing within the applicable minimum lot size
requirement;
o Maximum density requirements do not prohibit the middle housing on the lot or parcel; and
o The applicable siting or design standards do not individually or cumulatively cause unreasonable cost or
delay to the development of the middle housing.
At least one middle housing type other than duplexes and cottage clusters must be allowed on 75% or more of
all lots or parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the development of detached single-family dwellings
within each census block group in the city that includes at least four lots or parcels on which the City may
regulate or limit the development of Middle Housing.
The City must demonstrate continuing compliance with allowing the required middle housing types on the
required percentages of lots.
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TIMING
(OAR 660-046-0040)
When must the Middle Housing Code Changes be adopted and effective?
•

Eugene’s Middle Housing Code Changes must be adopted and effective no later than June 30, 2022.
o The Department of Land Conservation and Development may grant extensions of time to adopt Middle
Housing regulations for cities that demonstrate that their water, sewer, stormwater and/or
transportation system infrastructure cannot currently provide acceptable service within an area zoned
to allow detached single-family dwellings, or will be unable to provide acceptable service by December
31, 2023 based on current development rates or current development rates plus the anticipated
development of Middle Housing in the area. A city that requests a time extension must provide the
department a plan (including timing and funding) to remedy the infrastructure deficiency. For more on
infrastructure-based time extension requests, see OAR 660-046-0300 through OAR 660-046-0370).
o Eugene Planning staff is not currently aware of any significant infrastructure deficiencies that would
require submission of an infrastructure-based time extension request.

What happens if Eugene misses the deadline?
•

The Large City Model Code applies to development of Middle Housing in Eugene until Eugene’s code and
comprehensive plan comply with the requirements of ORS 197.758 and the adopted administrative rules.
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Exhibit A
Large Cities Middle Housing Model Code
User’s Guide:
Oregon House Bill 2001 (2019) (HB 2001) requires that “Large Cities” (defined as cities
with a population of 25,000 or more and each county or city within a metropolitan
service district) must allow: (1) all middle housing types in areas zoned for residential
use that allow for the development of detached single-family dwellings; and (2) a duplex
on each lot or parcel zoned for residential use that allows for the development of
detached single-family dwellings. Middle housing, which HB 2001 defines as duplexes,
triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses, provides an opportunity to
increase housing supply in developed neighborhoods and can blend in well with
detached single-family dwellings.
The bill allows local governments to regulate siting and design of middle housing,
provided that the regulations do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage middle
housing development through unreasonable costs or delay. When regulating siting and
design of middle housing, Large Cities should balance concerns about neighborhood
compatibility and other factors against the need to address Oregon’s housing shortage
by removing barriers to development and should ensure that any siting and design
regulations do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of middle
housing through unreasonable costs or delay.
Large Cities may develop their own standards in compliance with the requirements of
HB 2001. This model code may provide guidance toward that end. However, if Large
Cities do not wish to prepare their own standards or if Large Cities do not adopt the
required code amendments by June 30, 2022, they must directly apply this model code
prepared by the Department of Land and Conservation Development (DCLD) to
development in their jurisdictions. The model code is intended to be straightforward
and implementable by Large Cities throughout the state, and is consistent with the
requirements and intent of HB 2001. The model code will be adopted by reference into
Oregon Administrative Rules.
To the extent they are applicable, the Administrative Rules contained in Chapter 660,
Division 46 apply to and may be used to interpret this model code.
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Chapter 1. Combined Standards for All Middle Housing
Sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Purpose
Definitions
Applicability
Relationship to Other Regulations
Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex Examples

A. Purpose
The purpose of this middle housing model code (“code”) is to implement HB 2001, codified in ORS
197.758 et seq, by providing siting and design standards for middle housing developed in areas zoned
for residential use that allow for the development of detached single family dwellings.

B. Definitions
The following definitions shall apply for the purposes of this code, notwithstanding other definitions in
the development code:
1. “Building footprint” means the horizontal area as seen in plan, measured from outside of all
exterior walls and supporting columns. It includes dwellings and any area of attached garage
that exceeds 200 square feet. It does not include detached garages or carports; accessory
structures; trellises; patios; areas of porch, deck, and balcony less than 30 inches from finished
grade; cantilevered covers, porches or projections; or ramps and stairways required for access.
2. “Common courtyard” means a common area for use by residents of a cottage cluster. A
common courtyard may function as a community yard. Hard and soft landscape features may be
included in a common courtyard, such as pedestrian paths, lawn, groundcover, trees, shrubs,
patios, benches, or gazebos.
3. “Common wall” means a wall or set of walls in a single structure shared by two or more dwelling
units. The common wall must be shared for at least 25 percent of the length of the side of the
building of the dwelling units. The common wall may be any wall of the building, including the
walls of attached garages.
4. “Cottage” means an individual dwelling unit that is part of a cottage cluster.
5. “Cottage cluster” means a grouping of no fewer than four detached dwelling units per acre,
each with a footprint of less than 900 square feet, located on a single lot or parcel that includes
a common courtyard. Cottage cluster may also be known as “cluster housing,” “cottage
housing,” “bungalow court,” “cottage court,” or “pocket neighborhood.”
6. “Cottage cluster project” means a development site with one or more cottage clusters. Each
cottage cluster as part of a cottage cluster project must have its own common courtyard.
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7. “Detached single family dwelling” means a detached structure on a lot or parcel that is
comprised of a single dwelling unit. Detached single family dwellings may be constructed offsite, e.g., manufactured dwellings or modular homes.
8. “Door area” is the area of the portion of a door other than a garage door that moves and does
not include the frame.
9. “Driveway approach” means the edge of a driveway where it abuts a public right-of-way.
10. “Duplex” means two dwelling units on a lot or parcel in any configuration. In instances where a
development can meet the definition of a duplex and also meets the definition of a primary
dwelling unit with an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), the applicant shall specify at the time of
application review whether the development is considered a duplex or a primary dwelling unit
with an ADU. See Figure 3 through Figure 8 in Section E for examples of possible duplex
configurations.
11. “Floor area” means the total area of all floors of a building. Floor area is measured for each floor
from the exterior faces of a building or structure. Floor area includes stairwells, ramps, shafts,
chases, and the area devoted to garages and structured parking. Floor area does not include the
following (see Figure 1):
•

Areas where the elevation of the floor is 4 feet or more below the adjacent right-of way;

•

Roof area, including roof top parking;

•

Roof top mechanical equipment; and

•

Roofed porches, exterior balconies, or other similar areas, unless they are enclosed by walls
that are more than 42 inches in height for 75 percent or more of their perimeter.
Figure 1. Areas Excluded from Floor Area Calculation
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12. “Floor area ratio (FAR)” means the amount of floor area of a building or structure in relation to
the amount of site area, expressed in square feet. For example, a floor area ratio of 0.7 to 1
means 0.7 square feet of floor area for every one square foot of site area. FAR is calculated by
dividing the total floor area of all buildings on a site by the total site area (See Figure 2).
Figure 2. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Calculation

13. “Frontage” means the portion of a lot or parcel that abuts a street.
14. “Goal Protected Lands” means lands protected or designated pursuant to any one of the
following statewide planning goals:
•

Goal 5 Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces;

•

Goal 6 Air, Water, and Land Resource Quality

•

Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards;

•

Goal 9 Economic Development;

•

Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway;

•

Goal 16 Estuarine Resources;

•

Goal 17 Coastal Shorelands; or

•

Goal 18 Beaches and Dunes.

15. “Lot or parcel” means any legally created unit of land.
16. “Middle housing” means duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses.
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17. “Quadplex” means four dwelling units on a lot or parcel in any configuration. See Figure 11 and
Figure 12 in Section E for examples of possible quadplex configurations.
18. “Site area” means the total area of a development site calculated after subtracting any required
or planned dedication of public rights-of-way and/or designation of private rights-of-way.
19. “Story” means a portion of a building between the surface of any floor and the surface of the
floor next above it, or, if there is no floor above it, the space between such floor and the ceiling
next above it, provided that the following shall not be deemed a story:
•

A basement or cellar if the height from finished grade at the exterior perimeter of the
building to the finish floor elevation above is six (6) feet or less for at least 50 percent of the
perimeter and does not exceed twelve (12) feet above grade at any point;

•

An attic or similar space under a gable, hip, or gambrel roof, the wall plates of which on at
least two opposite exterior walls are not more than two (2) feet above the floor of such
space.

20. “Sufficient Infrastructure” means the following level of public services to serve new Triplexes,
Quadplexes, Townhouses, or Cottage Cluster development:
• Connection to a public sewer system capable of meeting established service levels.
•

Connection to a public water system capable of meeting established service levels.

•

Access via public or private streets meeting adopted emergency vehicle access standards to
a city’s public street system.

•

Storm drainage facilities capable of meeting established service levels for storm drainage.

21. “Townhouse” means a dwelling unit constructed in a row of two or more attached units, where
each dwelling unit is located on an individual lot or parcel and shares at least one common wall
with an adjacent unit. A townhouse is also commonly called a “rowhouse,” “attached house,” or
“common-wall house.”
22. “Townhouse project” means one or more townhouse structures constructed, or proposed to be
constructed, together with the development site where the land has been divided, or is
proposed to be divided, to reflect the townhouse property lines and any commonly owned
property.
23. “Triplex” means three dwelling units on a lot or parcel in any configuration. See Figure 9 and
Figure 10 in Section E for examples of possible triplex configurations.
24. “Window area” means the aggregate area of the glass within each window, including any
interior grids, mullions, or transoms.
25. “Zoned for residential use” means a zoning district in which residential dwellings are the primary
use and which implements a residential Comprehensive Plan map designation. This excludes
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lands zoned primarily for commercial, industrial, agricultural, public, or mixed uses, even if those
zones allow for the development of detached single family dwellings.

C. Applicability
1. Applicability of Code Sections.
a. Code sections applicable to all middle housing types are: Chapter 1, Sections A (Purpose), B
(Definitions), C (Applicability), and D (Relationship to Other Regulations).
b. Code standards applicable to specific housing types are listed below:
•

Duplexes: Chapter 2.

•

Triplexes: Chapter 3.

•

Quadplexes: Chapter 3.

•

Townhouses: Chapter 4.

•

Cottage clusters: Chapter 5.

2. Applicability by Development Type and Location.
a. Except as specified in subsection (b) of this section (C)(2), the standards in this code allow
for the following development on lots or parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the
development of detached single family dwellings:
•

New duplexes and those created through conversion of existing detached single family
dwellings.

•

New triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses, and those created
through conversion of existing detached single family dwellings or duplexes, on lots or
parcels with Sufficient Infrastructure.

b. Exceptions. The standards in this code do not allow the following, unless otherwise
permitted by the development code through clear and objective standards, criteria, and
procedures:
•

On Goal Protected Lands, the creation of triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, or
townhouses, or the creation of more than two dwelling units on a single lot or parcel,
including accessory dwelling units.

•

On lands that are not zoned for residential use, the creation of middle housing.

D. Relationship to Other Regulations
1. Conflicts. In the event of a conflict between this code and other local jurisdictional standards
applicable to a middle housing development, the standards of this code control.
2. Public Works Standards. Clear and objective exceptions to public works standards granted to
single family dwellings shall also be granted to duplexes.
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3. Protective Measures. Middle housing shall comply with protective measures (plans, policies, or
regulations) adopted pursuant to statewide land use planning goals (e.g., environmental and
natural hazard protections).

E. Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex Examples
The following figures illustrate examples of possible configurations for duplexes, triplexes, and
quadplexes. Other configurations may also be acceptable, provided the development meets the
definition of duplex, triplex, or quadplex, pursuant to Section B.

Figure 3. Stacked Duplex

Figure 4. Side-by-Side Duplex

Figure 5. Duplex Attached by Breezeway

Figure 6. Duplex Attached by Garage Wall
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Figure 7. Detached Duplex Units Side-by-Side

Figure 8. Detached Duplex Units Front and Back

Figure 9. Attached Triplex Front and Back

Figure 10. Attached Triplex Side-by-Side

Figure 11. Stacked Quadplex

Figure 12. Detached Quadplex
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Chapter 2. Duplexes
Sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Permitted Uses and Approval Process
Development Standards
Design Standards
Duplex Conversions

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
Duplexes are permitted outright on lots or parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the
development of detached single family dwellings. Duplexes are subject to the same approval process as
that for detached single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary standards and criteria
have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an applicant may choose to
submit an application for a duplex subject to discretionary standards and criteria adopted in accordance
with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.

B. Development Standards
Except as specified below, duplexes shall meet all clear and objective development standards that
apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone (including, but not limited to, minimum
and maximum lot size, minimum and maximum setbacks, and building height), unless those
standards conflict with this code.
The following development standards are invalid and do not apply to duplexes being developed on lots
or parcels zoned for residential use that allow the development of a detached single family dwelling:
1. Maximum Density. The jurisdiction’s pre-existing density maximums and minimum lot sizes for
duplexes do not apply.
2. Setbacks. A minimum front setback of greater than 20 feet or a minimum rear setback of greater
than 15 feet except for those minimum setbacks applicable to garages and carports.
3. Off-Street Parking. Any off-street parking requirement.

C. Design Standards
New duplexes shall meet all clear and objective design standards (e.g., entry orientation, window
coverage, articulation, etc.) that apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone, unless
those standards conflict with this code. Facades of dwellings that are separated from the street property
line by another dwelling are exempt from meeting building design standards.
Any design standards that apply only to duplexes are invalid.
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D. Duplex Conversions
Conversion of an existing detached single family structure to a duplex is allowed, pursuant to
Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability), provided that the conversion does not increase
nonconformance with applicable clear and objective standards.

Chapter 3. Triplexes and Quadplexes
Sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Permitted Uses and Approval Process
Development Standards
Design Standards
Triplex and Quadplex Conversions

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
1. Permitted Use. Triplexes and quadplexes are permitted outright wherever they are allowed as
provided in Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability).
2. Approval Process. Triplexes and quadplexes are subject to the same approval process as that for
detached single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary standards and
criteria have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an applicant may
choose to submit an application for a triplex or quadplex subject to discretionary standards and
criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.
3. Sufficient Infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate that Sufficient Infrastructure is provided,
or will be provided, upon submittal of a triplex or quadplex development application.

B. Development Standards
1. Applicability.
a. Triplexes and quadplexes shall meet:
•

The standards in subsections (2) through (7) of this section (B).

•

All other clear and objective development standards that apply to detached single
family dwellings in the same zone (including, but not limited to, lot size and dimensions,
minimum and maximum setbacks, and building height), unless those standards conflict
with this code and except as specified in subsections (1)(b) and (2) through (7) of this
section (B).

b. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to triplexes or quadplexes allowed by
this code:
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•

Maximum lot coverage, minimum landscape area, or minimum open space standards.

•

The jurisdiction’s development standards other than those in subsections (2) through (7)
of this section (B) that apply only to triplexes, quadplexes, or multifamily development.

2. Number of Units. This code does not allow for the creation of more than four (4) dwelling units
on a lot, including accessory dwelling units.
3. Maximum Density. The jurisdiction’s pre-existing density maximums do not apply.
4. Setbacks. Minimum front and street side setbacks greater than 10 feet and minimum rear
setbacks greater than 10 feet are invalid, except for those minimum setbacks applicable to
garages and carports.
5. Building Height. A maximum height of less than 35 feet or three (3) stories is invalid. Building
height is measured in accordance with the development code.
6. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The maximum floor area ratio for all buildings onsite,
cumulatively, is based on the minimum lot size for a detached single family dwelling in the same
zone, as provided below:
Minimum Lot Size for Detached Single Family
Dwellings

Maximum
FAR

3,000 sf or less

1.4 to 1

More than 3,000 sf, up to and including 5,000 sf

1.1 to 1

More than 5,000 sf, up to and including 10,000 sf

0.7 to 1

More than 10,000 sf but less than 20,000 sf

0.6 to 1

20,000 sf or more

0.4 to 1

7. Off-Street Parking.
a. Required Off-Street Parking. The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces is:
i.

In zones with a minimum lot size of less than 5,000 square feet, one (1) off-street
parking space per development.

ii. In zones with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet or more, two (2) off-street parking
spaces per development.
A credit for on-street parking shall be granted for some or all the required off-street parking
as provided in subsection (b). No additional parking spaces shall be required for conversion
of a detached single family dwelling to a triplex or quadplex, including those created
through the addition of detached units.
b. On-Street Credit. If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in subsections (i)-(iv)
below, they shall be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
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i.

The space must be abutting the subject site;

ii. The space must be in a location where on-street parking is allowed by the jurisdiction;
iii. The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long; and
iv. The space must not obstruct a required sight distance area.

C. Design Standards
1. Applicability.
a. New triplexes and quadplexes, including those created by adding building square footage on
a site occupied by an existing dwelling, shall meet:
•

The design standards in subsections (2) through (5) of this section (C); and

•

All other clear and objective design standards that apply to detached single family
dwellings in the same zone, unless those standards conflict with this code and except as
specified in subsection (1)(b) of this section (C).

b. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to triplexes or quadplexes allowed by
this code:
•

Mandates for construction of a garage or carport.

•

The jurisdiction’s design standards other than those in subsections (2) through (5) of this
section (C) that apply only to triplexes, quadplexes, or multifamily development.

2. Entry Orientation. At least one main entrance for each triplex or quadplex structure must meet
the standards in subsections (a) and (b) below. Any detached structure for which more than 50
percent of its street-facing facade is separated from the street property line by a dwelling is
exempt from meeting these standards.
a. The entrance must be within 8 feet of the longest street-facing wall of the dwelling unit; and
b. The entrance must either:
i.

Face the street (see Figure 13);

ii. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the street (see Figure 14);
iii. Face a common open space that is adjacent to the street and is abutted by dwellings on
at least two sides (see Figure 15); or
iv. Open onto a porch (see Figure 16). The porch must:
(A) Be at least 25 square feet in area; and
(B) Have at least one entrance facing the street or have a roof.
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Figure 13. Main Entrance Facing the Street

Figure 14. Main Entrance at 45° Angle from the Street
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Figure 15. Main Entrance Facing Common Open Space
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Figure 16. Main Entrance Opening onto a Porch

3. Windows. A minimum of 15 percent of the area of all street-facing facades must include
windows or entrance doors. Facades separated from the street property line by a dwelling are
exempt from meeting this standard. See Figure 17.
Figure 17. Window Coverage
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4. Garages and Off-Street Parking Areas. Garages and off-street parking areas shall not be located
between a building and a public street (other than an alley), except in compliance with the
standards in subsections (a) and (b) of this subsection (C)(4).
a. The garage or off-street parking area is separated from the street property line by a
dwelling; or
b. The combined width of all garages and outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering areas does
not exceed a total of 50 percent of the street frontage (see Figure 18).
Figure 18. Width of Garages and Parking Areas

5. Driveway Approach. Driveway approaches must comply with the following:
a. The total width of all driveway approaches must not exceed 32 feet per frontage, as
measured at the property line (see Figure 19). For lots or parcels with more than one
frontage, see subsection (5)(c) of this subsection (C).
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b. Driveway approaches may be separated when located on a local street (see Figure 19). If
approaches are separated, they must meet the jurisdiction’s driveway spacing standards
applicable to local streets.
c. In addition, lots or parcels with more than one frontage must comply with the following:
i.

Lots or parcels must access the street with the lowest transportation classification for
vehicle traffic. For lots or parcels abutting an improved alley (defined as an alley that
meets the jurisdiction’s standards for width and pavement), access must be taken from
the alley (see Figure 20).

ii. Lots or parcels with frontages only on collectors and/or arterial streets must meet the
jurisdiction’s access standards applicable to collectors and/or arterials.
iii. Triplexes and quadplexes on lots or parcels with frontages only on local streets may
have either:
•

Two driveway approaches not exceeding 32 feet in total width on one frontage; or

•

One maximum 16-foot-wide driveway approach per frontage (see Figure 21).
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Figure 19. Driveway Approach Width and Separation on Local Street
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Figure 20. Alley Access
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Figure 21. Driveway Approach Options for Multiple Local Street Frontages

D. Conversions to Triplex and Quadplex
Internal conversion of an existing detached single family structure or duplex to a triplex or quadplex is
allowed, pursuant to Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability), provided that the conversion does not increase
nonconformance with applicable clear and objective standards, unless increasing nonconformance is
otherwise permitted by the development code.
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Chapter 4. Townhouses
Sections
A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
B. Development Standards
C. Design Standards

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
1. Permitted Use. Townhouses are permitted outright wherever they are allowed as provided in
Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability).
2. Approval Process. Townhouse structures are subject to the same approval process as that for
detached single family dwellings in the same zone. Townhouse projects are subject only to clear
and objective standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary
standards and criteria have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an
applicant may choose to submit an application for a townhouse project subject to discretionary
standards and criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.
3. New Lots or Parcels. Creation of new lots or parcels as part of a townhouse project is subject to
the applicable land division approval process.
4. Sufficient Infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate that Sufficient Infrastructure is provided,
or will be provided, upon submittal of a townhouse development application.

B. Development Standards
1. Applicability.
a. Townhouses shall meet the standards in subsections (3), (4), and (5) of this section (B).
b. Townhouse projects shall meet:
•

The standards in subsections (2), (5), and (6) of this section (B).

•

Any applicable clear and objective platting standards, unless those standards conflict
with this code.

c. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to townhouses or townhouse projects
allowed by this code, except as specified in this section (B):
•

Additional development standards of the applicable base zone related to the standards
addressed under subsections (2) through (6) of this section (B).

•

Development standards of the applicable base zone related to lot dimensions, lot
coverage, landscape or open space area, or the siting or design of dwellings.

•

The jurisdiction’s other development standards that apply only to townhouses and that
conflict with provisions of this code.
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2. Maximum Density. The maximum density for a townhouse project is as follows:
•

In zones in which the minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings is 2,500
square feet or less, townhouse projects are allowed two (2) times the allowed density
for detached single family dwellings.

•

In zones in which the minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings is more than
2,500 square feet but less than 5,000 square feet, townhouse projects are allowed three
(3) times the allowed density for detached single family dwellings.

•

In zones in which the minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings is 5,000
square feet or more, townhouse projects are allowed four (4) times the allowed density
for detached single family dwellings.

3. Setbacks. Townhouses shall meet the minimum and maximum setback standards that apply to
detached single family dwellings in the same zone, except as noted below:
•

Front and Street Side: Minimum front and street side yard setbacks greater than 10 feet are
invalid, except those applicable to garages or carports.

•

Rear: Minimum rear setbacks greater than 10 feet and minimum rear setbacks greater than
zero (0) feet for lots with rear alley access are invalid.

•

Non-street Side:
o

The minimum setback for a common wall lot line where units are attached is zero (0)
feet.

o

The minimum side setback for an exterior wall at the end of a townhouse structure is
five (5) feet.

4. Building Height. Townhouses shall meet the maximum building height standards that apply to
detached single family dwellings in the same zone, except a maximum height of less than 35 feet
or three (3) stories is invalid. Building height is measured in accordance with the development
code.
5. Off-Street Parking.
a. Required Off-Street Parking. The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces for
a townhouse project is one (1) space per unit. Spaces may be provided on individual lots or
in a shared parking area on a common tract. A credit for on-street parking shall be granted
for some or all of the required off-street parking as provided in subsection (b).
b. On-Street Credit. If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in subsections (i)-(iv)
below, they shall be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
i.

The space must be abutting the subject site;

ii. The space must be in a location where on-street parking is allowed by the jurisdiction;
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iii. The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long; and
iv. The space must not obstruct a required sight distance area.
6. Areas Owned in Common. Common areas must be maintained by a homeowners association or
other legal entity. A homeowners association may also be responsible for exterior building
maintenance. A copy of any applicable covenants, restrictions and conditions must be recorded
and provided to the jurisdiction prior to issuance of a building permit.

C. Design Standards
New townhouses shall meet the design standards in subsections (1) through (4) of this section (C).
Mandates for construction of a garage or carport and any other design standards are invalid.
1. Entry Orientation. The main entrance of each townhouse must:
a. Be within 8 feet of the longest street-facing wall of the dwelling unit, if the lot has public
street frontage; and
b. Either:
i.

Face the street (see Figure 13);

ii. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the street (see Figure 14);
iii. Face a common open space or private access or driveway that is abutted by dwellings
on at least two sides; or
iv. Open onto a porch (see Figure 16). The porch must:
(A) Be at least 25 square feet in area; and
(B) Have at least one entrance facing the street or have a roof.
2. Unit definition. Each townhouse must include at least one of the following on at least one
street-facing façade (see Figure 22):
a. A roof dormer a minimum of 4 feet in width, or
b. A balcony a minimum of 2 feet in depth and 4 feet in width and accessible from an interior
room, or
c. A bay window that extends from the facade a minimum of 2 feet, or
d. An offset of the facade of a minimum of 2 feet in depth, either from the neighboring
townhouse or within the façade of a single townhouse, or
e. An entryway that is recessed a minimum of 3 feet, or
f.

A covered entryway with a minimum depth of 4 feet, or

g. A porch meeting the standards of subsection (1)(b)(iv) of this section (C).
Balconies and bay windows may encroach into a required setback area.
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Figure 22. Townhouse Unit Definition

3. Windows. A minimum of 15 percent of the area of all street-facing facades on each individual
unit must include windows or entrance doors. Half of the window area in the door of an
attached garage may count toward meeting this standard. See Figure 17.
4. Driveway Access and Parking. Townhouses with frontage on a public street shall meet the
following standards:
a. Garages on the front façade of a townhouse, off-street parking areas in the front yard, and
driveways in front of a townhouse are allowed if they meet the following standards (see
Figure 23).
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i.

Each townhouse lot has a street frontage of at least 15 feet on a local street.

ii. A maximum of one (1) driveway approach is allowed for every townhouse. Driveway
approaches and/or driveways may be shared.
iii. Outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering areas do not exceed 12 feet wide on any lot.
iv. The garage width does not exceed 12 feet, as measured from the inside of the garage
door frame.
Figure 23. Townhouses with Parking in Front Yard

b. The following standards apply to driveways and parking areas for townhouse projects that
do not meet all of the standards in subsection (a).
i.

Off-street parking areas shall be accessed on the back façade or located in the rear yard.
No off-street parking shall be allowed in the front yard or side yard of a townhouse.

ii. A townhouse project that includes a corner lot shall take access from a single driveway
approach on the side of the corner lot. See Figure 24.
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Figure 24. Townhouses on Corner Lot with Shared Access

iii. Townhouse projects that do not include a corner lot shall consolidate access for all lots
into a single driveway. The driveway and approach are not allowed in the area directly
between the front façade and front lot line of any of the townhouses. See Figure 25.
Figure 25. Townhouses with Consolidated Access
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iv. A townhouse project that includes consolidated access or shared driveways shall grant
access easements to allow normal vehicular access and emergency access.
c. Townhouse projects in which all units take exclusive access from a rear alley are exempt
from compliance with subsection (b).

Chapter 5. Cottage Clusters
Sections:
A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
B. Development Standards
C. Design Standards

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
1. Permitted Use. Cottage cluster projects are permitted outright wherever they are allowed as
provided in Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability).
2. Approval Process. Cottage cluster projects are subject to the same approval process as that for
detached single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary standards and
criteria have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an applicant may
choose to submit an application for a cottage cluster project subject to discretionary standards
and criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.
3. Sufficient Infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate that Sufficient Infrastructure is provided,
or will be provided, upon submittal of a cottage cluster development application.

B. Development Standards
1. Applicability.
a. Cottage clusters shall meet the standards in subsections (2) through (7) of this section (B).
b. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to cottage clusters allowed by this
code, except as specified in this section (B):
•

Additional development standards of the applicable base zone related to the standards
addressed under subsections (2) through (7) of this section (B).

•

Development standards of the applicable base zone related to lot dimensions, lot
coverage, floor area ratio, landscape or open space area, or the siting or design of
dwellings.

•

The jurisdiction’s other development standards that apply only to cottage clusters and
that conflict with provisions of this code.
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2. Minimum Lot Size and Dimensions. Cottage clusters shall meet the minimum lot size, width, and
depth standards that apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone.
3. Maximum Density. The jurisdiction’s pre-existing density maximums do not apply.
4. Setbacks and Building Separation.
a. Setbacks. Cottage clusters shall meet the minimum and maximum setback standards that
apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone, except that minimum setbacks
for dwellings in excess of the following are invalid:
•

Front setbacks: 10 feet

•

Side setbacks: 5 feet

•

Rear setbacks: 10 feet

b. Building Separation. Cottages shall be separated by a minimum distance of six (6) feet. The
minimum distance between all other structures, including accessory structures, shall be in
accordance with building code requirements.
5. Average Unit Size. The maximum average floor area for a cottage cluster is 1,400 square feet per
dwelling unit. Community buildings shall be included in the average floor area calculation for a
cottage cluster.
6. Building Height. The maximum building height for all structures is 25 feet or two (2) stories,
whichever is greater.
7. Off-Street Parking.
a. Required Off-Street Parking. The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces for
a cottage cluster project is zero (0) spaces per unit with a floor area less than 1,000 square
feet and one (1) space per unit with a floor area of 1,000 square feet or more. Spaces may
be provided for individual cottages or in shared parking clusters. A credit for on-street
parking shall be granted for some or all of the required off-street parking as provided in
subsection (b).
b. On-Street Credit. If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in subsections (i)-(iv)
below, they shall be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
i.

The space must be abutting the subject site;

ii. The space must be in a location where on-street parking is allowed by the jurisdiction;
iii. The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long; and
iv. The space must not obstruct a required sight distance area.
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C. Design Standards
Cottage clusters shall meet the design standards in subsections (1) through (8) of this section (C). No
other design standards shall apply to cottage clusters unless noted in this section. Mandates for
construction of a garage or carport and any other design standards are invalid, except as specified in this
Section (C).
1. Cottage Orientation. Cottages must be clustered around a common courtyard, meaning they
abut the associated common courtyard or are directly connected to it by a pedestrian path, and
must meet the following standards (see Figure 26):
a. Each cottage within a cluster must either abut the common courtyard or must be directly
connected to it by a pedestrian path.
b. A minimum of 50 percent of cottages within a cluster must be oriented to the common
courtyard and must:
i.

Have a main entrance facing the common courtyard;

ii. Be within 10 feet from the common courtyard, measured from the façade of the cottage
to the nearest edge of the common courtyard; and
iii. Be connected to the common courtyard by a pedestrian path.
c. Cottages within 20 feet of a street property line may have their entrances facing the street.
d. Cottages not facing the common courtyard or the street must have their main entrances
facing a pedestrian path that is directly connected to the common courtyard.
2. Common Courtyard Design Standards. Each cottage cluster must share a common courtyard in
order to provide a sense of openness and community of residents. Common courtyards must
meet the following standards (see Figure 26):
a. The common courtyard must be a single, contiguous piece.
b. Cottages must abut the common courtyard on at least two sides of the courtyard.
c. The common courtyard must contain a minimum of 150 square feet per cottage within the
associated cluster (as defined in subsection (1) of this section (C)).
d. The common courtyard must be a minimum of 15 feet wide at its narrowest dimension.
e. The common courtyard shall be developed with a mix of landscaping, lawn area, pedestrian
paths, and/or paved courtyard area, and may also include recreational amenities.
Impervious elements of the common courtyard shall not exceed 75 percent of the total
common courtyard area.
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f.

Pedestrian paths must be included in a common courtyard. Paths that are contiguous to a
courtyard shall count toward the courtyard’s minimum dimension and area. Parking areas,
required setbacks, and driveways do not qualify as part of a common courtyard.
Figure 26. Cottage Cluster Orientation and Common Courtyard Standards

OAR21-1
660-046
B – Large Cities Middle Housing
Model
Code
CA
/ MA Exhibit
21-1 Testimony
Batch
7

30ofof462
33
Page 354

3. Community Buildings. Cottage cluster projects may include community buildings for the shared
use of residents that provide space for accessory uses such as community meeting rooms, guest
housing, exercise rooms, day care, or community eating areas. Community buildings must meet
the following standards:
a. Each cottage cluster is permitted one community building, which shall count towards the
maximum average floor area, pursuant to subsection (B)(5).
b. A community building that meets the development code’s definition of a dwelling unit must
meet the maximum 900 square foot footprint limitation that applies to cottages, unless a
covenant is recorded against the property stating that the structure is not a legal dwelling
unit and will not be used as a primary dwelling.
4. Pedestrian Access.
a. An accessible pedestrian path must be provided that connects the main entrance of each
cottage to the following:
i.

The common courtyard;

ii. Shared parking areas;
iii. Community buildings; and
iv. Sidewalks in public rights-of-way abutting the site or rights-of-way if there are no
sidewalks.
b. The pedestrian path must be hard-surfaced and a minimum of four (4) feet wide.
5. Windows. Cottages within 20 feet of a street property line must meet any window coverage
requirement that applies to detached single family dwellings in the same zone.
6. Parking Design (see Figure 27).
a. Clustered parking. Off-street parking may be arranged in clusters, subject to the following
standards:
i.

Cottage cluster projects with fewer than 16 cottages are permitted parking clusters of
not more than five (5) contiguous spaces.

ii. Cottage cluster projects with 16 cottages or more are permitted parking clusters of not
more than eight (8) contiguous spaces.
iii. Parking clusters must be separated from other spaces by at least four (4) feet of
landscaping.
iv. Clustered parking areas may be covered.
b. Parking location and access.
i.

Off-street parking spaces and vehicle maneuvering areas shall not be located:
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•

Within of 20 feet from any street property line, except alley property lines;

•

Between a street property line and the front façade of cottages located closest to
the street property line. This standard does not apply to alleys.

ii. Off-street parking spaces shall not be located within 10 feet of any other property line,
except alley property lines. Driveways and drive aisles are permitted within 10 feet of
other property lines.
c. Screening. Landscaping, fencing, or walls at least three feet tall shall separate clustered
parking areas and parking structures from common courtyards and public streets.
d. Garages and carports.
i.

Garages and carports (whether shared or individual) must not abut common courtyards.

ii. Individual attached garages up to 200 square feet shall be exempted from the
calculation of maximum building footprint for cottages.
iii. Individual detached garages must not exceed 400 square feet in floor area.
iii. Garage doors for attached and detached individual garages must not exceed 20 feet in
width.
7. Accessory Structures. Accessory structures must not exceed 400 square feet in floor area.
8. Existing Structures. On a lot or parcel to be used for a cottage cluster project, an existing
detached single family dwelling on the same lot at the time of proposed development of the
cottage cluster may remain within the cottage cluster project area under the following
conditions:
a. The existing dwelling may be nonconforming with respect to the requirements of this code.
b. The existing dwelling may be expanded up to the maximum height in subsection (B)(4) or
the maximum building footprint in Chapter 1, subsection (B)(1); however, existing dwellings
that exceed the maximum height and/or footprint of this code may not be expanded.
c. The floor area of the existing dwelling shall not count towards the maximum average floor
area of a cottage cluster.
d. The existing dwelling shall be excluded from the calculation of orientation toward the
common courtyard, per subsection (1)(a) of this section (C).
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Figure 27. Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards
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Attachment B

Typical R-1 Standards*
Maximum Density
14 units/acre
Minimum Lot Size
4,500 square feet
Minimum Lot Width
50 feet
Minimum Lot Frontage
50 Feet
Maximum Building Height**
30 feet
Front Yard Setback
10 feet
Front Yard Setback (Garages)
18 feet
Interior Yard Setback
5 feet (10 feet for Flag Lots)
Parking Minimum
1 per Dwelling
Lot Coverage
50%
Alley Access Lots
Specific Standards 9.2751(18)
Flag Lots
Specific Standards 9.2775
*These standards are provided to give general scope of codified standards for R-1, but do not include
nuanced rules, requirements, or special area zone standards.
**An additional 7 feet of building height is allowed for roof slopes of 6:12 or steeper in the R-1, R-2, R-3
and R-4 zones, except that this additional building height allowance is not permitted in the R-1 zone for
accessory dwellings, accessory buildings or development on alley access lots.
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May 17, 2021
Dear City Council Members and Mayor,
As a planning commission, we thank you for the opportunity to serve our community. We are
committed to an effective process for the City of Eugene’s Middle Housing recommendations, in
accordance with House Bill 2001 and recognize the importance of removing barriers to diverse and
affordable housing in our community. This process is complicated and important to the City of Eugene,
so the commission wanted to take time to update Council at important points in the process. As a
commission, we value robust community engagement efforts and celebrate the diverse and inclusive
outreach methods used in the Middle Housing public input process. These methods have worked to
elevate voices that are often missing in decision-making. The results of broad community outreach
shared a strong preference for how we implement this legislation and have helped guide the
Commission’s recommendations for going beyond the minimum requirements of the house bill.
This was no ordinary public engagement process. It exemplified excellence in reaching and informing a
broad cross section of our community, not just the most vocal. The process demonstrated a
commitment from City staff to raise the bar, elevate voices, reconcile our State’s and local zoning code’s
history of exclusion, and implement amendments that center on equity. The Commission shares the
enthusiasm for this robust and broad outreach process that was inclusive of, and represents the
interests of: renters, homeowners, Black, Indigenous, People of Color, people of all ages, and people
from all Eugene neighborhoods.
The Public Engagement Process
The project’s Public Involvement Plan was carefully reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission
acting as the Citizen Involvement Committee in August 2020. Public engagement was conducted during
a pandemic that limited the type of involvement activities and yet that didn’t hamper it. The plan began
with a commitment to focus on equity and inclusion—including educational components that shared
zoning’s difficult history of racial and economic exclusion. The creation of new panels ensured that
voices from all corners of our community would not only have a say in the process, but be informed of
how planning works, how decisions are made at the local level, and how community members can
continue to be involved with city processes.
Planning projects affect the entire community; however, traditional engagement efforts face challenges
in reaching certain parts of the community. This structure has created disproportionate representation
in the planning process and has resulted in exclusion of some people and groups who are directly
impacted by plans and policies. This Public Engagement Process included community stakeholders such
as neighborhood associations, local partners, representatives from boards and commissions, and local
affordable and market-rate developers. It also added new methods such as the Healthy Democracy
panel, Equity RoundTable, Spanish Engage Eugene page and survey, student outreach, and use of social
media. Engagement included educational opportunities and materials that addressed what zoning is,
how it works, and the requirements of House Bill 2001. It included zoning’s connection with larger issues
1
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such as equity, climate change, and affordability. A focus on equity and inclusion did not replace the
existing public engagement process; rather, it added new ways alongside existing methods of
engagement for community members to be involved and have their voices heard.
Highlighting Healthy Democracy and the Equity RoundTable
When the Commission approved the Public Involvement Plan, we also approved a first-of its kind
representative, lottery-selected panel. The Healthy Democracy Panel represented Eugene’s
demographic communities and truly was a microcosm of Eugene—the very assortment of community
members that we pledge to represent. The Healthy Democracy panelists were also compensated for
their participation—mitigating a barrier and enabling more folks to engage with the process. Over 15
meetings, the panel learned about, discussed, and deliberated land use code amendments before
recommending actions for the Middle Housing project. It was a complex issue made accessible to
everyday people—a goal of all our public outreach and education.
Moreover, since the Eugene community is predominantly white (83% according to Census data), the
Healthy Democracy Panel, since representative, was also predominantly white. Given this, the Planning
Commission approved the addition of the Equity RoundTable consisting of groups or organizations doing
equity-based work serving underrepresented community members in Eugene. Like the Healthy
Democracy panel, the Equity RoundTable participants were also compensated for their participation and
the group was facilitated by a consultant team of all women of color.
Guiding Values and Principles
Several themes emerged from stakeholders’ input but there was frequent synergy and clear connections
between stakeholder’ recommendations. The community-shaped Guiding Values and Principles directly
influenced the Commission’s recommendations on the proposed land use code amendments. They are
as follows:
Equity and Access to Housing: Create more ways for renters and owners of all incomes and identities to
live across Eugene’s neighborhoods
Broad Dispersal of Middle Housing: Encourage the creation of a land use code that facilitates the
broadest possible dispersal of housing types to create accessible neighborhoods and avoid
disproportionate impacts
House Options of All Shapes and Sizes: Develop a land use code that allows the creation of quality
housing in all neighborhoods that varies in size, type, and total cost.
Compact, Efficient Housing: View housing policy by using a sustainability lens; consider energy efficient
building, encourage development that does not rely on cars, and allow more density to preserve our
natural environment and surrounding farm and forest land
Sense of Belonging: Treat existing and future neighbors living in homes of all shapes and sizes with
respect and use language that champions safe, welcoming neighborhoods and public forums
Opportunities to Build Wealth: Create opportunities for home ownership and economic vitality.
2
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Interconnectedness of Housing Solutions: Go beyond the requirements of the legislation; see the
minimum standards as a floor, not a ceiling, in order to meet more community needs.
Vibrant Neighborhoods: Reimagine areas zoned low density residential and encourage creation of
vibrant neighborhoods with pedestrian and bicycle access to parks, shops, and gathering places.
Engagement Outcomes
The outreach participants overwhelmingly agreed that the City should go beyond the minimum
standards for complying with the house bill and supported implementing a suite of land use code
amendments that encourage and incentivize the development of middle housing types. The results and
recommendations from the public outreach are as follows:
●

The Healthy Democracy Panel: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Equity RoundTable: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Local Partners RoundTable: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Boards and Commissions RoundTable: Encourage/Incentivize

●

Developer Focus Group: Encourage/Incentivize

●

82% of Survey respondents: Encourage/Incentivize

●

The Developer Focus Group: Encourage/Incentivize

This is a project of many firsts, but its success in raising voices early and often in the process should
mean that a process like this is not the last. Thank you for the opportunity to provide guidance on this
important project and its outcomes. We appreciate and value collaborating with you on this and future
projects that look to remove barriers to housing affordability, availability, and diversity.
Sincerely,

Chris Ramey, Chair
On behalf of the Eugene Planning Commission
Ken Beeson, Vice Chair
John Barofsky
Tiffany Edwards
Dan Isaacson
Lisa Fragala
Kristen Taylor
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OAR 660-008 Amendments Incorporating Housing
Production Strategy Requirements
Updated: August 20, 2020

Note: Definitions provided here will be incorporated into the Definitions section already provided in OAR 660-008
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

“Housing Production Strategy” means a specific tool, action, policy, or measure a city will implement to
meet the housing needs described in an adopted Housing Capacity Analysis. A Housing Production
Strategy is one component of a Housing Production Strategy Report.
“Producers of Needed Housing” means developers, builders, service providers, or other persons or
entities providing materials and funding needed to build housing. Producers of Needed Housing may
include non-profit organizations or public entities.
“Consumers of Needed Housing” means any person who inhabits or is anticipated to inhabit Needed
Housing, as described in the definition of “Needed Housing” in ORS 197.303.
“Housing Production Strategy Report” means the report cities must adopt within one year of their
deadline to complete an updated Housing Capacity Analysis, pursuant to OAR 660-008-0050.
“Housing Capacity Analysis” means a document, incorporated into a city’s comprehensive plan by
ordinance, that complies with the provisions of ORS 197.296. A Housing Capacity Analysis is a housing
needs analysis or an assessment of housing need and capacity that includes the inventory, determination,
and analysis required under ORS 197.296(3).

660-008-0045 Housing Capacity Analysis Deadline
Cities described in ORS 197.296(2)(a)(B) and (10)(c)(B) shall demonstrate sufficient buildable lands as scheduled by
the Land Conservation and Development Commission.
1. The Department of Land Conservation and Development shall publish the calendar of Housing Capacity
Analyses deadlines for cities identified under ORS 197.296 2(a)(B) or 10(c)(B) in Exhibit A.
2. The deadline for adoption of a Housing Capacity Analysis in a given year is December 31st.
3. A city will be considered to have met its obligation to adopt a Housing Capacity Analysis upon adoption of
the Housing Capacity Analysis by ordinance. A subsequent appeal of the Housing Capacity Analysis will not
be considered a failure to comply with the deadline provided in ORS 197.296 2(a) or 10(b).
4. Upon adoption of a Housing Capacity Analysis, the deadline for a subsequent Housing Capacity Analysis is
as follows:
a. Eight years for cities that are not within a metropolitan service district; or
b. Six years for cities that are within a metropolitan service district.
5. If a population estimate developed under ORS 195.033 and OAR 660-032-0020 and OAR 660-032-0030
results in a city qualifying under ORS 197.296(10)(c), the city must comply with this section within two
years of its qualification or the interval provided in Section 4, whichever is the longer period.

660-008-0050 Housing Production Strategy Report Structure
As provided in ORS 197.290(2), a city with a population of more than 10,000 people must develop and adopt a
Housing Production Strategy Report that includes a list of specific actions, including the adoption of measures and
policies that the city shall undertake to promote development within the city to address a housing need identified
under ORS 197.296(3) or ORS 197.296(10) for the most recent 20-year period described in the city’s Housing
Capacity Analysis. At a minimum, this Report must include the following components:
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1.

2.

Contextualized Housing Need – A contextualization and incorporation of information from the most recent
Housing Capacity Analysis, which describes current and future housing needs in the context of population and
market trends.
a. At a minimum, this analysis must include:
A. Socio-economic and demographic trends of households living in existing Needed Housing. The
analysis must include a disaggregation of households living in existing Needed Housing by race and
ethnicity;
B. Measures already adopted by the city to promote the development of Needed Housing;
C. Market conditions affecting the provision of needed Housing;
D. Existing and expected barriers to the development of Needed Housing;
E. Other housing needs to respond to Department review under ORS 197.293(2) including an estimate
the number of people or households experiencing homelessness. Estimates must include, as
available, the following data sources:
i. An estimate of regional housing need for people experiencing homelessness provided by the
state or a regional or county entity;
ii. The applicable Housing and Urban Development Point-in-Time (PIT) count conducted by the
Continuum of Care that the city is located within;
iii. The applicable Housing and Urban Development Annual Homelessness Assessment Report
(AHAR); and
iv. The applicable McKinney-Vento Homeless Student Data for all school districts that overlap with
the city.
F. Percentage of Rent Burdened Households, as determined in the report described in OAR 813-1120020(2);
G. Housing tenure, including rental and owner households; and
H. Housing needs for people with disabilities, including hearing, vision, cognitive, ambulatory, self-care
difficulty, and independent living as provided in the applicable American Community Survey and
other data sets, as available.
b. A city may use the following types and sources of data to further contextualize housing need for the
purposes of this section:
A. The percentage of housing stock that is market rate compared to the percentage of housing stock
that is subsidized to make it affordable;
B. Units that the city has permitted but which have not yet been produced;
C. Population groups that are not typically accounted for in a Housing Capacity Analysis, including but
not limited to college and university students or second homeowners;
D. Redevelopment rates that impact the preservation of existing affordable market-rate units; and
E. Other types and sources of data to refine housing need for those experiencing homelessness,
including:
i.
Data collected by local coordinated care organizations (CCOs);
ii.
Data collected by community action agencies;
iii.
The capacity of existing emergency shelters;
iv.
Rental and homeowner vacancy rates;
v.
Change in gross or net property values or rent over time;
vi.
Qualitative data that illustrate specific needs of people experiencing homelessness; and
vii.
Other local houseless population datasets
Engagement – A Housing Production Strategy Report must include a narrative summary of the process by
which Consumers of Needed Housing and Producers of Needed Housing were engaged, especially engagement
of State and Federal protected classes. A city may conduct engagement for a Housing Production Strategy
concurrent with other housing planning efforts within the city, including but not limited to a Housing Capacity
Analysis, Consolidated Plans for Community Development Block Grant Entitlement Communities, and public
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3.

4.

engagement for Severely Rent Burdened Communities as described in OAR 813-112-0010. The narrative
summary must include the following elements:
a. A list and description of stakeholders who will be impacted by potential Housing Production Strategies,
stating who was engaged and why, including Consumers of Needed Housing and Producers of Needed
Housing;
b. A summary of feedback received from each stakeholder group;
c. A description of how the information from stakeholders influenced implementation of Housing
Production Strategies adopted by the City as provided in OAR 660-008-0050(3); and
d. An evaluation of how to improve engagement practices for future housing engagement efforts conducted
by the city.
Strategies to Meet Future Housing Need – A Housing Production Strategy Report must identify a list of specific
actions, measures, and policies needed to address housing needs identified in the most recent Housing
Capacity Analysis. The strategies proposed by a city must collectively address the next 20-year housing need
identified within the most recent Housing Capacity Analysis and contextualized within the Report as provided
in OAR 660-008-0050(1). A Housing Production Strategy Report may identify strategies including but not
limited to strategies listed in the Housing Production Strategy Guidance for Cities published by the
Department under Exhibit B. For each identified Strategy, the Housing Production Strategy Report must
include:
a. A description of the strategy chosen;
b. A timeline for adoption;
c. A timeline for implementation; and
d. An estimated magnitude of impact, including:
A.
Housing need addressed by the identified strategy by tenure and income;
B.
An estimate of the number of housing units that are anticipated to be created through
implementation of the identified strategy, if possible;
C.
An analysis of the income and demographic populations that are anticipated to receive benefit or
burden from the strategy, including:
i.
Low-income communities;
ii.
Communities of color;
iii.
People with disabilities; and
iv.
Other state and federal protected classes; and
D.
A time frame over which the strategy is expected to impact Needed Housing.
Achieving Fair and Equitable Housing Outcomes – A Housing Production Strategy Report must include a
narrative summarizing how the selected Housing Production Strategies, in combination with other city actions,
will achieve equitable outcomes with regard to the following factors:
a. Location of Housing - How the city is selecting Housing Production Strategies that help meet statewide
greenhouse gas emission targets by creating compact, mixed-use, neighborhoods for all residents,
including those part of state and federal protected classes.
b. Fair Housing - How the city is affirmatively furthering fair housing for all state and federal protected
classes. Affirmatively furthering fair housing means addressing disproportionate housing needs, patterns
of integration and segregation, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty, and disparities in
access to housing opportunity;
c. Housing Choice – How the city is facilitating access to housing choice for communities of color, lowincome communities, people with disabilities, and other state and federal protected classes. Housing
choice includes access to existing or new housing that is located in neighborhoods with high-quality
community amenities, schooling, employment and business opportunities, and a healthy and safe
environment.
d. Housing options for residents experiencing homelessness – How the city is enabling the provision of
housing options for residents experiencing homelessness and how the city is partnering with other
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5.

organizations to promote services that are needed to create permanent supportive housing (PSH) and
other housing options for residents experiencing homelessness;
e. Affordable Homeownership and Affordable Rental Housing – How the city is creating opportunities,
through housing production, to connect residents with both rental housing that is affordable and
homeownership that builds wealth, especially for communities that have been disproportionately
impacted by past housing policies; and
f. Gentrification, Displacement, and Housing stability – How the city is increasing housing stability for
residents and mitigating the impacts of gentrification, as well as the economic and physical displacement
of existing residents resulting from investment or redevelopment.
A Housing Production Strategy Report must include the following additional elements:
a. A description of any opportunities, constraints, or negative externalities associated with adoption of the
elements of proposed Housing Production Strategies;
b. A description of actions necessary that the city and other stakeholders must take to implement the
proposed Housing Production Strategies;
c. A discussion of how the proposed actions, taken collectively, will increase housing options, particularly for
populations with disproportionate housing need;
g. If the Housing Production Strategy Report is the first produced under this division, a description of how
the city will measure strategy implementation and progress;
h. If the Housing Production Strategy Report is not the first produced under this section, a summary of
strategies that the city has previously adopted and implemented, and a reflection on the efficacy of each
implemented strategy;
i. A copy of the city’s most recently completed survey to meet the requirements of Section 1(2), chapter 47,
Oregon Laws 2018 and a copy of the ORS 197.178 report which shows all permits applied for and
accepted within the year;
j. A summary of needs identified in the Housing Capacity Analysis that are not addressed by strategies in the
Report, including a description of other tools, strategies, or policies that were considered or implemented
by the city to address that need.

660-008-0055 Review of Housing Production Strategy Reports
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

No later than 20 days after a city’s adoption or amendment of a Housing Production Strategy Report, a
city must submit the adopted Report or amended Report to the Department of Land Conservation and
Development.
On the same day the city submits notice of the Housing Production Strategy Report or amended Report to
the Department of Land Conservation and Development, the city must provide a notice to persons that
participated in the proceedings that led to the adoption of the Housing Production Strategy Report and
requested notice in writing.
Within 10 days of receipt of the submission under subsection (1), the Department of Land Conservation
and Development must provide notice to persons described under ORS 197.615 (3)
Notices given under subsections (2) and (3) must state:
a. How and where materials described under subsection (2) may be freely obtained;
b. That comments on the Housing Production Strategy Report may be submitted to the Department
of Land Conservation and Development within 45 days after the department has received the
submission; and
c. That there is no further right of appeal.
The submission under subsection (1) of this section must include copies of:
a. The signed decision adopting the Housing Production Strategy Report or amended Report;
b. The text of the Housing Production Strategy Report as provided in OAR 660-008-0050 and any
amendments to the most recent Report submitted under this section;
c. A brief narrative summary of the Housing Production Strategy Report; and
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6.

7.

8.
9.

d. The information that the city reviewed and considered under subsection (6).
The Department of Land Conservation and Development shall review the accuracy and sufficiency of the
Housing Production Strategy Report based upon the following:
a. Unmet housing need as described in ORS 197.296(6):
b. Unmet housing need in proportion to the city’s population:
c. Percentage of households identified as severely rent burdened;
d. Recent housing development;
e. Recent adoption of a Housing Production Strategy or implementation of actions therein;
f. The city’s response to address the housing needs of those experiencing homelessness;
g. Increased access to housing opportunity including the elimination of barriers to flexible, fair, and
equitable housing options;
h. Other attributes that the Land Conservation and Development Commission considers relevant;
and
i. Recent or frequent failure to address the metrics listed in the criteria in this subsection.
The Department of Land Conservation and Development shall, within 120 days after receiving the
submission under subsection (1) of this section,:
a. Approve the Housing Production Strategy Report;
b. Approve the Housing Production Strategy Report, subject to further review and actions
recommended by the Department based on its review under subsection (6); or
c. Remand the Housing Production Strategy Report for further modification as identified by the
Department.
A determination by the Department of Land Conservation and Development under subsection (7) is not a
land use decision and is final and not subject to appeal.
The Department will maintain an annual summary of proposed Housing Production Strategies included in
Reports submitted under subsection (2) and reports submitted under OAR 660-008-0060.

660-008-0060 Reporting on Housing Production Strategy Implementation
1.

2.

3.

Cities required to adopt a Housing Production Strategy Report under ORS 197.209(1), must submit a
narrative report to the Department of Land Conservation and Development for review and comment
based on the following schedule:
a. For cities that are within a metropolitan service district boundary, no later than December 31st three
years after the city adopted a Housing Production Strategy Report; or
b. For cities that are not within a metropolitan service district boundary, no later than December 31st
four years after the city adopted a Housing Production Strategy Report.
The narrative report a city submits under subsection (1), must include the following:
a. A summary of the actions already taken to implement the Strategies to Meet Future Housing
Need adopted in the city’s most recent Housing Production Strategy Report. If the city has not
implemented Strategies to Meet Future Housing Need on the schedule adopted in their most
recent Housing Production Strategy Report, the city must provide an explanation of the
circumstances or factors that posed a barrier to implementation and a plan for addressing the
identified need that the strategy addressed;
b. A reflection of the relative efficacy of implemented Strategies to Meet Future Housing Need
adopted in the city’s most recent Housing Production Strategy Report; and
c. A reflection of the actions taken in response to the questions identified in OAR 660-008-0050(4).
Upon submittal of the narrative report developed under subsection (1), the Department will review the
report for consistency with the Housing Production Strategy Report approved under criteria provided in
OAR 660-008-0055(6). The Department may also consider reporting under Section 1(4), chapter 47,
Oregon Laws 2018 as part of this review.
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4.

Should the Department find the narrative report submitted per subsection (1) does not substantially
comply with the criteria in OAR 660-008-0055(3), the Department may take action identified in OAR 660008-0070.

660-008-0065 Non-Compliance in Adoption of Housing Capacity Analysis or Housing
Production Strategy Report
The Department of Land Conservation and Development will review a city’s Housing Capacity Analysis for
compliance with provisions in ORS 197.296 and its Housing Production Strategy Report for compliance with the
applicable portions of this division. If the city does not sufficiently meet the criteria provided in ORS 197.296 or this
division, the Department may engage with the city in one or more of the following actions:
1. If a city determines that it will be unable to adopt a Housing Capacity Analysis or Housing Production
Strategy Report by the prescribed deadline, the city must notify the Department of the expected
delinquency at least 60 days before the applicable deadline for a Housing Capacity Analysis or Housing
Production Strategy Report. In response, the department and the city may agree to remediation either
through enhanced review of documents, directed technical assistance to overcome the impediment as
available, or other similar measures, and include timelines for completion.
2. If the city has not submitted a Housing Production Strategy Report for Department of Land Conservation
and Development review by the deadline provided in OAR 660-008-0050 and has not notified the
department of an expected delinquency, the department shall work with the city and may seek mitigation
of the delinquency through an Intergovernmental Agreement outlining specific compliance actions,
timeline of deliverables, and subsequent enforcement actions. The Intergovernmental Agreement may or
may not include directed technical assistance or financial resources.
3. If the department and the city have entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement and the city, at the
discretion of the department, has not sufficiently mitigated the identified delinquency, the department
may remove the city from consideration of technical assistance or other financial resource awards.
4. If the city does not adopt a Housing Capacity Analysis or Housing Production Strategy Report as provided
in this division, does not enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement with the department to remedy the
deficiency, or does not comply with the terms of an Intergovernmental Agreement to remedy the
deficiency, the department may request the Land Conservation and Development Commission to act
under ORS197.319 to 197.335 to require the city to comply with ORS 197.295 to 197.314, this division, or
statewide land use planning goals related to housing or urbanization.

660-008-0070 Non-Compliance in Adoption and Implementation of Strategies To Meet Future
Housing Need Identified in a Housing Production Strategy Report
The Department of Land Conservation and Development shall review a city’s Housing Production Strategy Report
and narrative reports pursuant to OAR 660-008-0060 based upon criteria provided in OAR 660-008-0055. As
provided in OAR 660-008-0055, a Housing Production Strategy Report must include a list of Strategies to Meet
Future Housing Need including an expected timeline for adoption and implementation for each strategy. If there is
a delinquency in the adoption or implementation of an identified strategy, the department will engage with the
city in one or more of the following actions:
1. If circumstances impede a city’s ability to implement one or more Strategies to Meet Future Housing
Need in coherence with the timeline adopted in the city’s Housing Production Strategy Report, the city
must notify the Department of the expected delinquency within 90 days of the end of the timeline to
implement the specific Strategy to Meet Future Housing Need adopted in the city’s Housing Production
Strategy Report. The notice must identify specific actions, or a combination of actions, that the city is
currently taking, or will take, to address the delinquency. This may include, but is not required to include,
amendments to the adopted Housing Production Strategy Report such that the city identifies a different
action, or combination of actions, to address the specific housing need. The department and the city may
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2.

3.
4.

agree to remediation either through enhanced review of the documents, directed technical assistance to
overcome the impediment as available, or other similar agreement.
If a city does not take sufficient action to mitigate the identified delinquency, either through a failure to
provide notice to the department as provided in subsection (1) or through a failure to implement the
specific actions, or combination of actions, by the timeline identified in the notice to the department
pursuant to subsection (1), the department shall work with the city and may seek mitigation of the issues
through an Intergovernmental Agreement outlining specific compliance actions, a timeline of deliverables,
and subsequent enforcement actions. The Intergovernmental Agreement may or may not include directed
technical assistance or financial resources.
If the department and the city have entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement and the city, at the
discretion of the department, has not sufficiently mitigated the identified delinquency, the department
may remove the city from consideration of technical assistance or financial resource awards.
If the department finds that the city consistently or routinely does not satisfy the criteria provided in OAR
660-008-0055 or this section, the department may petition the Land Conservation and Development
Commission to act under ORS 197.319 to 197.335 to require the city to comply with ORS 197.295 to
197.314, this division, or statewide land use planning goals related to housing or urbanization.
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Division 46
Middle Housing
660-046-0000 Purpose

The purpose of this division is to prescribe standards guiding the development of Middle Housing types as
provided in Oregon Laws 2019, chapter 639. OAR 660-046-0010 to OAR 660-046-0235 establish standards related
to the siting and design of Middle Housing types in urban growth boundaries. OAR 660-046-0300 to OAR 660-0460370 establish the form and substance of an application and review process to delay the enactment of standards
related to the siting and design of Middle Housing types in areas with significant infrastructure capacity
deficiencies.

660-046-0010 Applicability
1.
2.

3.

A local government that is a Medium City or Large City must comply with this division.
Notwithstanding section (1), a local government need not comply with this division for:
a. Lands that are not zoned for residential use, including but not limited to lands zoned primarily for
commercial, industrial, agricultural, or public uses;
b. Residentially zoned lands that do not allow for the development of a detached single-family
home; or
c. Lands that are not incorporated and that are zoned under an interim zoning designation that
maintains the land’s potential for planned urban development.
Local governments may regulate Middle Housing to comply with protective measures (including plans,
policies, and regulations) adopted and acknowledged pursuant to statewide land use planning goals.
Where local governments have adopted, or shall adopt, regulations implementing the following statewide
planning goals, the following provisions provide direction as to how those regulations shall be
implemented in relation to Middle Housing, as required by OAR 660-046-0010.
a. Goal 5: Natural Resources, Scenic, and Historic Areas - Pursuant to OAR chapter 660, division 23,
local governments must adopt land use regulations to protect identified resources under Goal 5,
including regulations to comply with protective measures (including plans, policies, and
regulations) applicable to Middle Housing.
A. Goal 5 Riparian Areas, Wetlands, and Wildlife Habitat – Pursuant to OAR 660-023-0050
through 660-023-0115, local governments must adopt land use regulations to protect
water quality, aquatic habitat, and the habitat of threatened, endangered and sensitive
species. This includes regulations applicable to Middle Housing to comply with
protective measures adopted pursuant to Goal 5. Local governments may apply
regulations to Middle Housing that apply to detached single-family dwellings in the
same zone.
B. Goal 5: Historic Resources – Pursuant to OAR 660-023-0200(7), local governments must
adopt land use regulations to protect locally significant historic resources. This includes
regulations applicable to Middle Housing to comply with protective measures as it
relates to the integrity of a historic resource or district. Protective measures shall be
adopted and applied as provided in OAR 660-023-0200. Local governments may apply
regulations to Middle Housing that apply to detached single-family dwellings in the
same zone, except as provided below. If a local government has not adopted land use
regulations to protect nationally significant historic resources, they must apply
protective measures to Middle Housing as provided in OAR 660-023-0200(8)(a) until the
local government adopts land use regulations in compliance with OAR 660-023-0200.
Local governments may not apply the following types of regulations specific to Middle
Housing:
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i.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

Use, density, and occupancy restrictions that prohibit the development of
Middle Housing on historic properties or districts that otherwise permit the
development of detached single-family dwellings; or
ii.
Standards that prohibit the development of Middle Housing on historic
properties or districts that otherwise permit the development of detached
single-family dwellings.
Goal 6: Air, Water and Land Resources Quality – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0000(6), all waste and
process discharges from future development, when combined with such discharges from existing
developments, shall not threaten to violate, or violate applicable state or federal environmental
quality statutes, rules, and standards. Local governments may apply regulations to Middle
Housing in a manner that complies with federal and state air, water and land quality
requirements.
Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Hazards – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0000(7), local governments
must adopt comprehensive plans (inventories, policies, and implementing measures) to reduce
risk to people and property from natural hazards. Such protective measures adopted pursuant to
Goal 7 apply to Middle Housing, including, but not limited to, restrictions on use, density, and
occupancy in the following areas:
A. Special Flood Hazard Areas as identified on the applicable FEMA Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM); and
B. Other hazard areas identified in an adopted comprehensive plan or development code;
provided the development of Middle Housing presents a greater risk to life or property
than the development of detached single-family dwellings. Greater risk includes but is
not limited to actions or effects such as:
i.
Increasing the number of people exposed to a hazard;
ii.
Increasing risk of damage to property, built, or natural infrastructure; and
iii.
Exacerbating the risk by altering the natural landscape, hydraulics, or
hydrology.
Goal 15: Willamette Greenway – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0005, cities and counties must review
intensifications, changes of use or developments to insure their compatibility with the
Willamette River Greenway. Local governments may regulate Middle Housing to comply with
Goal 15 protective measures that apply to detached single-family dwellings in the same zone.
Goal 16: Estuarine Resources – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0010(1) and OAR chapter 660, division
17, local governments must apply land use regulations that protect the estuarine ecosystem,
including its natural biological productivity, habitat, diversity, unique features and water quality.
Local governments may prohibit Middle Housing in areas regulated to protect estuarine
resources under Goal 16.
Goal 17: Coastal Shorelands – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0010(2) and OAR 660-037-0080, local
governments must apply land use regulations that protect shorelands for water-dependent
recreational, commercial, and industrial uses. This includes regulations applicable to Middle
Housing to comply with protective measures adopted pursuant to Goal 17. Local governments
may apply regulations to Middle Housing that apply to detached single-family dwellings in the
same zone.
Goal 18: Beaches and Dunes – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0010(3), local governments must apply
land use regulations to residential developments to mitigate hazards to life, public and private
property, and the natural environment in areas identified as Beaches and Dunes. This includes
regulations applicable to Middle Housing to comply with protective measures adopted pursuant
to Goal 18 including but not limited to restrictions on use, density, and occupancy; provided the
development of Middle Housing presents a greater risk to life or property than development of
detached single-family dwellings. Greater risk includes but is not limited to actions or effects such
as:
A. Increasing the number of people exposed to a hazard;
B. Increasing risk of damage to property, built or natural infrastructure; and
C. Exacerbating the risk by altering the natural landscape, hydraulics, or hydrology.
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4.

5.

For the purposes of assisting local jurisdictions in adopting reasonable siting and design standards for
Middle Housing, the Commission adopts the following model Middle Housing Model Codes. The
applicable Model Code adopted by reference in this section will be applied to Medium and Large Cities
who have not acted to comply with the provisions of ORS 197.758 and this division and completely
replaces and pre-empts any provisions of that local jurisdictions development code that conflict with the
Model Code:
a. The Medium City Model Code as provided in Exhibit A; and
b. The Large City Model Code as provided in Exhibit B.
This division does not prohibit local governments from allowing:
a. Single-family dwellings in areas zoned to allow for single-family dwellings; or
b. Middle Housing in areas not required under this division.

660-046-0020 Definitions

As used in this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015 and ORS 197.758 et seq apply, unless the context requires
otherwise. In addition:
1. “A Local Government That Has Not Acted” means a local government that has not adopted acknowledged
land use regulations that are in compliance with ORS 197.758 and this division.
2. “Cottage Cluster” means a grouping of no fewer than four detached dwelling units per acre, each with a
footprint of less than 900 square feet. Units may be located on a single Lot or Parcel, or on individual Lots
or Parcels that include a common courtyard.
3. “Department” means the Department of Land Conservation and Development.
4. “Detached single-family dwelling” means a detached structure on a Lot or Parcel that is comprised of a
single dwelling unit, either site built or a manufactured dwelling.
5. “Duplex” means two attached dwelling units on a Lot or Parcel. A local government may define a Duplex
to include two detached dwelling units on a Lot or Parcel.
6. “Goal Protected Lands” means lands protected or designated pursuant to any one of the following
statewide planning goals:
a. Goal 5 Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces;
b. Goal 6 Air, Water and Land Resource Quality:
c. Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards;
d. Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway;
e. Goal 16 Estuarine Resources;
f. Goal 17 Coastal Shorelands; or
g. Goal 18 Beaches and Dunes.
7. “Infrastructure Constrained Lands” means lands where it is not feasible to provide acceptable water,
sewer, storm drainage, or transportation services to serve new Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses, or
Cottage Cluster development; where the local government is not able to correct the infrastructure
limitation by utilizing the process outlined in OAR 660-046-0300 through OAR 660-046-0370 due to cost,
jurisdictional, or other limitations; and which cannot be remedied by future development of Middle
Housing on the subject Lot or Parcel.
8. “Large City” means each city with a certified Portland State University Population Research Center
estimated population of 25,000 or more or city with a population over 1,000 within a metropolitan service
district. This also includes unincorporated areas of counties within a metropolitan service district that are
provided with urban services as defined in ORS 195.065.
9. “Lot or Parcel” means any legally created unit of land.
10. “Master Planned Community” means a site that is any one of the following:
a. Greater than 20 acres in size within a Large City or adjacent to the Large City within the urban
growth boundary that is zoned for or proposed to be zoned for residential development for
which a Large City proposes to adopt a master plan or a plan that functions in the same manner
as a master plan;
b. Greater than 20 acres in size within a Large City or adjacent to the Large City within the urban
growth boundary for which a Large City adopted a master plan or a plan that functions in the
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

same manner as a master planafter the site was incorporated into the urban growth boundary;
or
c. Added to the Large City’s urban growth boundary after January 1, 2021 for which the Large City
proposes to adopt a master plan or a plan that functions in the same manner as a master plan.
“Medium City” means each city with a certified Portland State University Population Research Center
estimated population more than 10,000 and less than 25,000 and not within a metropolitan service
district.
“Middle Housing” means Duplexes, Triplexes, Quadplexes, Cottage Clusters, and Townhouses.
“Model Code” means the applicable model code developed by the Department contained in OAR 660046-0010(4).
“Quadplex” means four attached dwelling units on a Lot or Parcel. A local government may define a
Quadplex to include any configuration of four detached or attached dwelling units on one Lot or Parcel.
“Townhouse” means a dwelling unit that is part of a row of two or more attached units, where each unit
is located on an individual Lot or Parcel and shares at least one common wall with an adjacent unit.
“Triplex” means three attached dwelling units on a Lot or Parcel. A local government may define a Triplex
to include any configuration of three detached or attached dwelling units on one Lot or Parcel.
“Zoned for residential use” means a zoning district in which residential dwellings are the primary use and
which implements a residential comprehensive plan map designation.

660-046-0030 Implementation of Middle Housing Ordinances
1. Before a local government amends an acknowledged comprehensive plan or a land use regulation to
2.

3.

allow Middle Housing, the local government must submit the proposed change to the Department for
review and comment pursuant to OAR chapter 660, division 18.
In adopting or amending regulations or amending a comprehensive plan to allow Middle Housing, a local
government must include findings demonstrating consideration, as part of the post-acknowledgement
plan amendment process, of methods to increase the affordability of Middle Housing through ordinances
or policies that include but are not limited to:
a. Waiving or deferring system development charges;
b. Adopting or amending criteria for property tax exemptions under ORS 307.515 to ORS 307.523,
ORS 307.540 to ORS 307.548 or ORS 307.651 to ORS 307.687 or property tax freezes under ORS
308.450 to ORS 308.481; and
c. Assessing a construction tax under ORS 320.192 and ORS 320.195.
When a local government amends its comprehensive plan or land use regulations to allow Middle
Housing, the local government is not required to consider whether the amendments significantly affect an
existing or planned transportation facility.

660-046-0040 Compliance
1.

2.
3.

4.

A local government may adopt land use regulations or amend its comprehensive plan to comply with ORS
197.758 et seq and the provisions of this division.
A local government may request from the Department an extension of the time allowed to complete the
action under subsection (1) pursuant to the applicable sections of OAR 660-046-0300 through OAR 660046-0370.
A Medium City which is A Local Government That Has Not Acted by June 30, 2021 or within one year of
qualifying as a Medium City pursuant to OAR 660-046-0050 and has not received an extension under
section (2), shall directly apply the applicable Model Code contained in OAR 660-046-0010(4) in its
entirety to all proposed Middle Housing development applications until such time as the local government
has adopted provisions under section (1).
A Large City which is A Local Government That Has Not Acted by June 30, 2022 or within two years of
qualifying as a Large City pursuant to OAR 660-046-0050 and has not received an extension under section
(2), shall directly apply the applicable Model Code contained in OAR 660-046-0010(4) for the specific
Middle Housing type that is not in compliance with the relevant rules in this division to all proposed
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5.

6.

7.

8.

development applications for that specific Middle Housing type until such time as the local government
has adopted provisions under section (1).
If a local government has adopted land use regulations or amended its comprehensive plan by the date
provided under sections (3) and (4) and the city’s land use regulations or comprehensive plan changes are
subsequently remanded by the Land Use Board of Appeals or an appellate court solely on procedural
grounds, the local government is deemed to have acted. Accordingly, the local government may continue
to apply its own land use regulations and comprehensive plan as they existed prior to the adoption of land
use regulations or comprehensive plan amendments that were the subject of procedural remand until the
first of the two options:
a. The local government has adopted land use regulations or amended its comprehensive plan in
response to the remand; or
b. 120 days after the date of the remand. If the local government has not adopted land use
regulations or amended its comprehensive plan within 120 days of the date of the remand, the
local government is deemed not to have acted under sections (3) and (4).
If a local government has adopted land use regulations or amended its comprehensive plan by the date
provided under sections (3) and (4) and the local government’s land use regulations or comprehensive
plan changes are subsequently remanded by the Land Use Board of Appeals or an appellate court on any
substantive grounds, the city is deemed to have not acted under sections (3) and (4).
If a local government acknowledged to be in compliance with this division subsequently amends its land
use regulations or comprehensive plan, and those amendments are remanded by the Land Use Board of
Appeals or an appellate court, the city shall continue to apply its land use regulations and comprehensive
plan as they existed prior to the amendments until the amendments are acknowledged.
Where a local government directly applies the Model Code in accordance with sections (3), (4) and (5), the
Model Code completely replaces and pre-empts any provisions of that local government’s development
code that conflict with the applicable sections of the Model Code.

660-046-0050 Eligible Local Governments
1. If a local government was not previously a Medium City and a certified Portland State University

Population Research Center population estimate qualifies a it as a Medium City, the local government
must comply with this division within one year of its qualification as a Medium City.
2. If a local government was not previously a Large City and a certified Portland State University Population
Research Center population estimate qualifies a it as a Large City, the local government must comply with
this division within two years of its qualification as a Large City.

660-046-0100 Purpose of Middle Housing in Medium Cities

OAR 660-046-0105 through OAR 660-046-0130 are intended to measure compliance with ORS 197.758 et seq and
Goal 10 Housing for Medium Cities.

660-046-0105 Applicability of Middle Housing in Medium Cities
1.

2.

A Medium City must allow for the development of a Duplex, including those Duplexes created through
conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling, on each Lot or Parcel zoned for residential use
that allows for the development of detached single-family dwellings.
OAR 660-046-0105 through OAR 660-046-0130 do not require a Medium City to allow more than two
dwellings units on a Lot or Parcel, including any accessory dwelling units.

660-046-0110 Provisions Applicable to Duplexes in Medium Cities
1.

2.

Medium Cities may regulate Duplexes to comply with protective measures, including plans, policies and
regulations, as provided in OAR 660-046-0010(3).
Medium Cities may regulate siting and design of Duplexes, provided that the regulations;
a. Are clear and objective standards, conditions, or procedures consistent with ORS 197.307(4); and
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b.

3.
4.

Do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of Duplexes through
unreasonable costs or delay.
Siting and design standards that create unreasonable cost and delay include any standards applied to
Duplex development that are more restrictive than those applicable to detached single-family dwellings in
the same zone.
Siting and design standards that do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of
Duplexes through unreasonable cost and delay include only the following:
a. Regulations to comply with protective measures adopted pursuant to statewide land use
planning goals provided in OAR 660-046-0010(3);
b. Permitted uses and approval process provided in OAR 660-046-0115;
c. Siting standards provided in OAR 660-046-0120;
d. Design standards in Medium Cities provided in OAR 660-046-0125;
e. Duplex Conversions provided in OAR 660-046-0130; and
f. Any siting and design standards contained in the Model Code referenced in section OAR 660-0460010(4).

660-046-0115 Permitted Uses and Approval Process

Medium Cities must apply the same approval process to Duplexes as detached single-family dwellings in the same
zone. Pursuant to OAR 660-007-0015, OAR 660-008-0015, and ORS 197.307, Medium Cities may adopt and apply
only clear and objective standards, conditions, and procedures regulating the development of Duplexes. Nothing in
this rule prohibits a Medium City from adopting an alternative approval process for applications and permits for
Middle Housing based on approval criteria that are not clear and objective as provided in OAR 660-007-0015(2),
OAR 660-008-0015(2), and ORS 197.307(6).

660-046-0120 Duplex Siting Standards in Medium Cities

The following standards apply to all Duplexes:
1. Minimum Lot or Parcel Size: A Medium City may not require a minimum Lot or Parcel size that is greater
than the minimum Lot or Parcel size required for a detached single-family dwelling in the same zone.
Additionally, Medium Cities shall allow the development of a Duplex on any property zoned to allow
detached single-family dwellings, which was legally created prior to the Medium City’s current lot size
minimum for detached single-family dwellings in the same zone.
2. Density: If a Medium City applies density maximums in a zone, it may not apply those maximums to the
development of Duplexes.
3. Setbacks: A Medium City may not require setbacks to be greater than those applicable to detached singlefamily dwellings in the same zone.
4. Height: A Medium City may not apply lower maximum height standards than those applicable to detached
single-family dwellings in the same zone.
5. Parking:
a. A Medium City may not require more than a total of two off-street parking spaces for a Duplex.
b. Nothing in this section precludes a Medium City from allowing on-street parking credits to satisfy
off-street parking requirements.
6. Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio: Medium Cities are not required to apply lot coverage or floor area
ratio standards to new Duplexes. However, if the Medium City chooses to apply lot coverage or floor area
ratio standards, it may not establish a cumulative lot coverage or floor area ratio for a Duplex that is less
than established for detached single-family dwelling in the same zone.
7. A Medium City or other utility service provider that grants clear and objective exceptions to public works
standards to detached single-family dwelling development must allow the granting of the same
exceptions to Duplexes.
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660-046-0125 Duplex Design Standards in Medium Cities
1.

2.

Medium Cities are not required to apply design standards to new Duplexes. However, if the Medium City
chooses to apply design standards to new Duplexes, it may only apply the same clear and objective design
standards that the Medium City applies to detached single-family structures in the same zone.
A Medium City may not apply design standards to Duplexes created as provided in OAR 660-046-0130.

660-046-0130 Duplex Conversions

Additions to or conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling to a Duplex is allowed, pursuant to OAR
660-046-0105(2), provided that the conversion does not increase nonconformance with applicable clear and
objective standards in the Medium City’s development code.

660-046-0200 Purpose of Middle Housing in Large Cities

OAR 660-046-0205 through OAR 660-046-0235 are intended to measure compliance with ORS 197.758 et seq and
Goal 10 Housing for Large Cities.

660-046-0205 Applicability of Middle Housing in Large Cities
1.

2.

3.

A Large City must allow for the development Duplexes in the same manner as required by Medium Cities
in OAR 660-046-0100 through OAR 660-046-0130.
A Large City must allow for the development of Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses, and Cottage Clusters,
including those created through conversion of existing detached single-family dwellings, in areas zoned
for residential use that allow for the development of detached single-family dwellings. A Large City may
regulate or limit development of these types of Middle Housing on the following types of lands:
a. Goal-Protected Lands: Large Cities may regulate Middle Housing other than Duplexes on GoalProtected Lands as provided in OAR 660-046-0010(3);
b. Infrastructure Constrained Lands: Large Cities may limit the development of Middle Housing
other than Duplexes on Infrastructure Constrained Lands;
c. Master Planned Communities: Large Cities may regulate or limit the development of Middle
Housing other than Duplexes in Master Planned Communities as follows:
A. If a Large City has adopted a master plan or a plan that functions in the same manner as
a master plan after January 1, 2021, it may not limit the development of any Middle
Housing type on lands where single-family detached dwellings are also allowed, but may
limit overall net residential density within the master plan area provided that net
residential density is least 15 dwelling units per acre. A Large City may designate areas
within the master plan exclusively for other housing types, such as multi-family
residential structures of five units or more or manufactured home parks. A Large City
may not limit future conversion or redevelopment of already constructed residential
units to any Middle Housing type.
B. If a Large City has adopted a master plan or a plan that functions in the same manner as
a master plan before January 1, 2021, it may limit the development of Middle Housing
other than Duplexes provided it authorizes a net residential density of at least eight
dwelling units per acre and allows all residential units, at minimum, to be detached
single-family dwellings or Duplexes. A local government may only apply this restriction
to portions of the area not developed as of January 1, 2021, and may not apply this
restriction after the initial development of any area of the master plan or a plan that
functions in the same manner as a master plan.
d. A Large City must demonstrate that regulations or limitations of Middle Housing other than
Duplexes on these types of lands are the result of implementing or complying with an established
state or federal law or regulation.
A Large City may:
a. Allow for the development of Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses, and Cottage Clusters,
including those created through conversion of existing detached single-family dwellings, in
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4.

areas zoned for residential use that allow for the development of detached single-family
dwellings as provided in OAR 660-046-0205 through OAR 660-046-0235; or
b. Apply separate minimum lot size and maximum density provisions than what is provided in
OAR 660-046-0220, provided that Middle Housing other than Duplexes is allowed on the
following percentage of Lots and Parcels zoning for residential use that allow for the
development of detached single-family dwellings, excluding lands described in subsection (2):
A. Triplexes – Must be allowed on 80% of Lots and Parcels;
B. Quadplexes - Must be allowed on 70% of Lots and Parcels;
C. Townhouses - Must be allowed on 60% of Lots and Parcels;
D. Cottage Clusters – Must be allowed on 50% of Lots and Parcels.
E. A Middle Housing type is “allowed” on a Lot or Parcel when the following criteria are
met:
i.
The Middle Housing type is a permitted use on that Lot or Parcel under the
same administrative process as a single-family detached dwelling in the
same zone;
ii.
The Lot or Parcel has sufficient square footage to allow the Middle Housing
type within the applicable minimum lot size requirement;
iii.
Maximum net or gross density requirements do not prohibit the
development of the Middle Housing type on the subject Lot or Parcel; and
iv.
The applicable siting or design standards do not individually or
cumulatively cause unreasonable cost or delay to the development of that
Middle Housing type as provided in OAR 660-046-0210(3).
F. A Large City must ensure the equitable distribution of Middle Housing by allowing at
least one Middle Housing type other than Duplexes on 75 percent of all residential lots
and parcels within each census block group within a Large City.
Pursuant to OAR 660-046-0205 through OAR 660-046-0230, the following numerical standards related to
Middle Housing types apply:
a. Duplexes – Local governments may allow more than two dwellings units on a Lot or Parcel,
including any accessory dwelling units.
b. Triplexes and Quadplexes – Local governments may allow more than four units on a lot, including
any accessory dwelling units.
c. Townhouses – Local governments must require at least two attached Townhouse units and must
allow up to four attached Townhouse units. A local government may allow five or more attached
Townhouse units.
d. Cottage Clusters –
A. Local governments must allow at least five units in a Cottage Cluster. Nothing in this
section precludes a local government from permitting less than five units in a Cottage
Cluster.
B. A local government must allow up to eight cottages clustered around a common
courtyard. Nothing in this section precludes a local government from permitting greater
than eight units clustered around a common courtyard.

660-046-0210 Provisions Applicable to Middle Housing in Large Cities
1.
2.

3.

Large Cities may regulate Middle Housing to comply with protective measures, including plans, policies
and regulations, as provided in OAR 660-046-0010(3).
Large Cities may regulate siting and design of Middle Housing, provided that the regulations;
a. Are clear and objective standards, conditions, or procedures consistent with the requirements of ORS
197.307; and
b. Do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of Middle Housing through
unreasonable costs or delay.
Siting and design standards that do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of
Middle Housing through unreasonable cost and delay include only the following:
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Regulations to comply with protective measures adopted pursuant to statewide land use planning
goals provided in OAR 660-046-0010(3);
Permitted uses and approval processes provided in OAR 660-046-0215;
Siting standards provided in OAR 660-046-0220;
Design standards in Large Cities provided in OAR 660-046-0225;
Middle Housing Conversions provided in OAR 660-046-0230;
Alternative siting or design standards provided in OAR 660-046-0235; and
Any siting and design standards contained in the Model Code referenced in section OAR 660-0460010(4).

660-046-0215 Permitted Uses and Approval Process

Large Cities must apply the same approval process to Middle Housing as detached single-family dwellings in the
same zone. Pursuant to OAR 660-008-0015 and ORS 197.307, Large Cities may adopt and apply only clear and
objective standards, conditions, and procedures regulating the development of Middle Housing consistent with the
requirements of ORS 197.307(4). Nothing in this rule prohibits a Large City from adopting an alternative approval
process for applications and permits for Middle Housing based on approval criteria that are not clear and objective
as provided in OAR 660-007-0015(2), OAR 660-008-0015(2), and ORS 197.307(6).

660-046-0220 Middle Housing Siting Standards in Large Cities
1.
2.

Large Cities must apply standards to Duplexes as provided in OAR 660-046-0120.
The following siting standards apply to Large Cities’ regulation of Triplexes and Quadplexes:
a. Minimum Lot or Parcel Size:
A. For Triplexes:
i. If the minimum Lot or Parcel size in the zone for a detached single-family dwelling is
5,000 square feet or less, the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a Triplex may be up to
5,000 square feet.
ii. If the minimum Lot or Parcel size in the zone for a detached single-family dwelling is
greater than 5,000 square feet, the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a Triplex may not
be greater than the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a detached single-family
dwelling.
B. For Quadplexes:
i. If the minimum Lot or Parcel size in the zone for a detached single-family dwelling is
7,000 square feet or less, the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a fourplex may be up
to 7,000 square feet.
ii. If the minimum Lot or Parcel size in the zone for a detached single-family dwelling is
greater than 7,000 square feet, the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a Quadplex may
not be greater than the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a detached single-family
dwelling.
C. A Large City may apply a lesser minimum Lot or Parcel size in any zoning district for a
Triplex or Quadplex than provided in paragraphs A. or B.
b. Density: If a Large City applies density maximums in a zone, it may not apply those maximums to
the development of Quadplex and Triplexes.
c. Setbacks: A Large City may not require setbacks to be greater than those applicable to detached
single-family dwellings in the same zone.
d. Height: A Large City may not apply lower maximum height standards than those applicable to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone, except a maximum height may not be less
than 25 feet or two stories.
e. Parking:
A. For Triplexes, a local government may require up to the following off-street parking
spaces:
i.
For Lots or Parcels of 3,000 square feet or less: one space in total;
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ii.

3.

For Lots or Parcels greater than 3,000 square feet and less than or equal to
5,000 square feet: two spaces in total; and
iii.
For Lots or Parcels greater than 5,000 square feet: three spaces in total.
B. For Quadplexes, a local government may require up to the following off-street parking
spaces:
i.
For Lots or Parcels of 3,000 square feet or less: one space in total;
ii.
For Lots or Parcels greater than 3,000 square feet and less than or equal to
5,000 square feet: two spaces in total;
iii.
For Lots or Parcels greater that 5,000 square feet and less than or equal to
7,000 square feet: three spaces in total; and
iv.
For Lots or Parcels greater than 7,000 square feet: four spaces in total.
C. A Large City may allow on-street parking credits to satisfy off-street parking
requirements.
D. A Large City may allow but may not require off-street parking to be provided as a garage
or carport.
E. A Large City must apply the same off-street parking surfacing, dimensional, landscaping,
access, and circulation standards that apply to single-family detached dwellings in the
same zone.
F. A Large City may not apply additional minimum parking requirements to Middle Housing
created as provided in OAR 660-046-0230.
f. Lot or Parcel Coverage and Floor Area Ratio: Large Cities are not required to apply Lot or Parcel
coverage or floor area ratio standards to Triplexes or Quadplexes. However, if the Large City
chooses to apply Lor or Parcel coverage or floor area ratio standards, it may not establish a
cumulative Lot or Parcel coverage or floor area ratio for Triplexes or Quadplexes that is less than
established for detached single-family dwelling in the same zone.
The following rules apply to Large Cities’ regulation of Townhouses:
a. Minimum Lot or Parcel Size: A Large City is not required to apply a minimum Lot or Parcel size to
Townhouses, but if it chooses to, the average minimum Lot or Parcel size may not be greater
than 1,500 square feet. A Large City may apply separate minimum Lot or Parcel sizes for internal,
external, and corner Townhouse Lots or Parcels provided that they average 1,500 square feet.
b. Minimum Street Frontage: A Large City is not required to apply a minimum street frontage
standard to Townhouses, but if it chooses to, the minimum street frontage standard must not
exceed 20 feet. A Large City may allow frontage on public and private streets or alleys, and
shared or common drives. If a Large City allows flag Lots or Parcels, it is not required to allow
Townhouses on those Lots or Parcels.
c. Density: If a Large City applies density maximums in a zone, it must allow four times the
maximum density allowed for detached single-family dwellings in the same zone for the
development of Townhouses or 25 units per acre, whichever is less.
d. Setbacks: A Large City may not require front, side, or rear setbacks to be greater than those
applicable to detached single-family structures in the same zone and must allow zero-foot side
setbacks for Lot or Parcel lines where Townhouse units are attached.
e. Height: A Large City may not apply lower maximum height standards than those applicable to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone. If local governments mandate off-street
parking, their height standards must allow construction of at least three stories. If local
governments do not mandate off-street parking, their height standards must allow construction
of at least two stories.
f. Parking:
A. A Large City may not require more than one off-street parking space per Townhouse
unit.
B. Nothing in this section precludes a Large City from allowing on-street parking credits to
satisfy off-street parking requirements.
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C.

4.

A Large City must apply the same off-street parking surfacing, dimensional, landscaping,
access, and circulation standards that apply to single-family detached dwellings in the
same zone.
g. Bulk and Scale: A Large City is not required to apply standards to control bulk and scale to new
Townhouses. However, if a Large City chooses to regulate scale and bulk, including but not
limited to provisions including Lot or Parcel coverage, floor area ratio, and maximum unit size,
those standards cannot cumulatively or individually limit the bulk and scale of the cumulative
Townhouse project greater than that of a single-family detached dwelling.
h. Minimum Open Space and Landscaping: A Large City is not required to regulate minimum open
space area and dimensions, but if it chooses to, the minimum open space may not exceed 15% of
the minimum Lot or Parcel size, and the minimum smallest dimension may not exceed the Lot or
Parcel width or 20 ft, whichever is less. A Large City may establish provisions allowing the
provision of open space through shared common areas.
The following rules apply to Large Cities’ regulation of Cottage Clusters:
a. Minimum Lot or Parcel Size: A Large City is not required to apply minimum Lot or Parcel size
standards to new Cottage Clusters. However, if a Large City chooses to regulate minimum Lot or
Parcel size for Cottage Clusters, the following provisions apply:
A. If the minimum Lot or Parcel size in the same zone for a detached single-family dwelling
is 7,000 square feet or less, the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a Cottage Cluster may be
up to 7,000 square feet.
B. If the minimum Lot or Parcel size in the same zone for a detached single-family dwelling
is greater than 7,000 square feet, the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a Cottage Cluster
may not be greater than the minimum Lot or Parcel size for a detached single-family
dwelling.
b. Minimum Lot or Parcel Width: A Large City is not required to apply minimum Lot or Parcel width
standards to Cottage Clusters. However, if a Large City chooses to regulate minimum Lot or
Parcel width for to Cottage Clusters, it may not require a miniminum Lot or Parcel width that is
greater than the standard for a single-family detached dwelling in the same zone.
c. Density: A Large City may not apply density maximums to the development of Cottage Clusters. A
Cottage Cluster development must meet a minimum density of at least four units per acre.
d. Setbacks: A Large City may not require perimeter setbacks to be greater than those applicable to
detached single-family dwellings in the same zone. Additionally, perimeter setbacks applicable to
single-family dwellings may not be greater than ten feet.
e. Height: A large City must allow a Cottage Cluster to be a height of at least one story.
f. Unit Size: A Large City may limit the size of dwellings in a Cottage Cluster, but must apply a
maximum building footprint of 900 square feet per unit. A Large City may not include detached
garages, carports, or accessory structures in the calculation of building footprint.
g. Parking:
A. A Large City may not require more than one off-street parking space per unit in a
Cottage Cluster.
B. A Large City may allow but may not require off-street parking to be provided as a garage
or carport.
C. Nothing in this section precludes a Large City from allowing on-street parking credits to
satisfy off-street parking requirements.
h. Lot or Parcel Coverage and Floor Area Ratio: A Large City may not apply Lot or Parcel coverage or
floor area ratio standards to Cottage Clusters.
i. Nothing in this division precludes a Large City from allowing Cottage Cluster units on individual
Lots or Parcels within the Cottage Cluster development.

660-046-0225 Middle Housing Design Standards in Large Cities
1.

A Large City is not required to apply design standards to Middle Housing. However, if a Large City chooses
to apply design standards to Middle Housing, it may only apply the following:
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a.
b.

2.

Design standards in the Model Code for Large Cities in OAR 660-046-0010(4)(b);
Design standards that are less restrictive than the Model Code for Large Cities in OAR 660-0460010(4)(b);
c. The same clear and objective design standards that the Large City applies to detached singlefamily structures in the same zone. Design standards may not scale by the number of dwelling
units or other features that scale with the number of dwelling units, such as primary entrances.
Design standards may scale with form-based attributes, including but not limited to floor area,
street-facing façade, height, bulk, and scale; or
d. Alternative design standards as provided in OAR 660-046-0235.
A Large City may not apply design standards to Middle Housing created as provided in OAR 660-046-0230.

660-046-0230 Middle Housing Conversions
1.

2.

3.

Additions to or conversion of an existing detached single-family dwelling into Middle Housing is allowed in
Large Cities pursuant to OAR 660-046-0205(2), provided that the conversion does not increase
nonconformance with applicable clear and objective standards, unless increasing nonconformance is
otherwise permitted by the Large City’s development code.
If Middle Housing is being created through the conversion of an existing single-family detached dwelling, a
Large City or other utility service provider that grants clear and objective exceptions to public works
standards to detached single-family dwelling development must allow the granting of the same
exceptions to Middle Housing.
A preexisting detached single-family dwelling may remain on a Lot or Parcel with a Cottage Cluster under
the following conditions:
a. The preexisting single-family dwelling may be nonconforming with respect to the requirements
of this code;
b. The preexisting single-family dwelling may be expanded up to the maximum height, footprint, or
unit size required by this code; however, a preexisting single-family dwelling that exceed the
maximum height, footprint, or unit size of this code may not be expanded;
c. The preexisting single-family dwelling shall count as a unit in the Cottage Cluster;
d. The floor area of the preexisting single-family dwelling shall not count towards any Cottage
Cluster average or Cottage Cluster project average or total unit size limits.

660-046-0235 Alternative Siting or Design Standards

A Large City may adopt siting or design standards not authorized by OAR 660-046-0220 or OAR 660-046-0225
as allowed under subsection (1) or (2) below if the city can demonstrate that it meets the applicable criteria
laid out in either subsection (1) or (2) below. Siting or design standards do not include minimum Lot or Parcel
size and maximum density requirements.
1. Existing Alternative Siting or Design Standards – A Large City must submit to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development findings and analysis demonstrating that siting or design standards
adopted prior to the adoption of these rules for Middle Housing types not in compliance with the
standards provided in OAR 660-046-0220 or OAR 660-046-0225 have resulted in the substantial
production of Middle Housing in areas where the standard was applied such that the standards have not,
and will not in the future, individually or cumulatively cause unreasonable cost or delay to the
development of Middle Housing.
a. Substantial production means:
i. The areas in which the Large City has applied the alternative standard or
standards achieved a three percent or greater production rate of the applicable
Middle Housing type over the time frame during which the Large City applied
the standard or standards. At a minimum, the time frame must include two
years of housing production data and housing production data from the full
time frame in which the Large City applied the standard or standard. The
production rate is the ratio of building permits issued for the applicable Middle
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2.

Housing type in comparison to the total building permits issued for all Middle
Housing and detached single-family dwellings over the same time frame; and
ii. The areas in which the Large City applied the alternative standard or standards
have a sufficient quantity of remaining sites where the Large City can
acoomodate Middle Housing to ensure a minimum three percent production
rate over a twenty year horizon. The production rate is the ratio of building
permits issued for the applicable Middle Housing type in comparison to the
total building permits issued for all Middle Housing and detached single-family
dwellings over the same time frame; and
b. If a Large City applied a design standard or standards that resulted in the substantial
production of Middle Housing in a zone where the standard was applied, the Large City
may apply that standard or standards in other zones, provided that any standard that
scales by dwelling unit scales with the minimum Lot or Parcel size of the zoning district
in which it applies.
New Alternative Siting or Design Standards – A Large City must submit to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development findings and analysis demonstrating that the proposed standard or
standards will not, individually or cumulatively, cause unreasonable cost or delay to the development of
Middle Housing. To demonstrate that, the Large City must consider how a standard or standards,
individually and cumulatively, affect the following factors in comparison to what is would otherwise be
required under OAR 660-046-0220 or OAR 660-046-0225:
a. The total time and cost of construction, including design, labor, and materials;
b. The total cost of land;
c. The availability and acquisition of land, including areas with existing development;
d. The total time and cost of permitting and fees required to make land suitable for
development;
e. The cumulative livable floor area that can be produced; and
f. The proportionality of cumulative time and cost imposed by the proposed standard(s) in
relationship to the public need or interest the standard(s) fulfill.
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Eugene Review Panel
Report 2: Review of Middle Housing Concepts
23 February 2021 (updated 1 April with final votes from the Panel)

The following report was created for the City of Eugene by the 29 Panelists of the 2020–21
Eugene Review Panel on Housing.
The primary mandate of this Panel is to advise the City on the implementation of HB 2001. This
report represents the second of three reports that fulfill that mission:
●
●
●

Report 1, December 2020: Guiding Principles
Report 2, February 2021: Review of Middle Housing Concepts
Report 4, April 2021: Review of Middle Housing Draft Code

The Panel is also providing general public engagement advice to the City, which is the subject
of Report 3.
In this second report, the Panel worked from a City of Eugene Middle Housing Survey, which
was also open to the general public via the Engage Eugene platform. The Survey’s four
questions have been included in this report for reference. The Panel heard a presentation about
the code framework the City is using, which divides code proposals into three tiers:
●
●
●

Allow (meet the State’s minimum standards related to HB 2001)
Encourage (remove barriers and increase flexibility)
Incentivize (minimize regulation and apply bonuses and incentives)

The Panel learned about the State’s minimum standards, as well as the State’s Model Code. The
Panel then used the four questions of the Middle Housing Survey as the basis for rotating small
group discussions, during which notes were taken. Each group identified Key Points within these
notes that would lead toward a choice of Allow, Encourage, or Incentivize for each question.
Where relevant, Panelists noted which of their Guiding Principles related to notes in this report.
Finally, the Panel voted on its support for Allowing, Encouraging, or Incentivizing in each case.
All text in this report was authored exclusively by Panelists themselves in their own words, with
the sole exception of explanatory text in italics. No final edits were made by either HD or City
staff before publication.

This project is a partnership between the City of Eugene (Oregon) and Healthy Democracy. The Review
Panel prepared this report as advice to City staff. Panelists were randomly selected from across Eugene
(including unincorporated areas within the city’s Urban Growth Boundary), to reflect a microcosm of the
city in terms of age, gender, race/ethnicity, geographic location of residence, disability status,
renter/homeowner status, and educational attainment.
For more information on the Panel, please visit: healthydemocracy.org/eugene.
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Question 1: On-Site Parking

Vote Count
Key to
Panelist
Notes:

Allow: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 9
Encourage: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 10
Incentivize: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 10
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3 Groups Supported as a Key Point
● Bold & Italic =
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● Bold =
1 Group Supported as a Key Point
● No emphasis =
Additional Notes
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Allow Notes

Encourage Notes

Incentivize Notes

General Notes

Allow the state to require one
spot per unit for accessibility.
● Keep in mind accessibility
for disabled and elderly.

Encourage different options
depending on the location in
Eugene (accessible v. less
developed parts of town).
● The future growth of the City
should be planned for. (see
Principle 26) (this could be a
future where people are
trying to drive less/move
away from cars

Parking will limit units created
and could be a factor in
choosing not to build more
affordable housing. (see
Principle 3)

Middle housing will never be
the largest share of the
housing being built (it is only
about 4% of the market.

We have lots of cars and the city
will grow. Most people drive.
Infrastructure in the city does
not allow for not having access
to a car at this time.
Garage is more than parking,
some built for a living, storage,
gathering spot.

Depending on
need/accessibility, some might
need onsite, while on-street
parking or no parking might be
needed.
(see Principle 11)
Build middle housing in a
transit corridor and account for
people wanting to keep their
cars. (See Principle 8)
● Most business services are
built on transit corridors - it
makes sense, because then
it is easier to get to those
services.
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Let’s not assume that 100% of
middle housing without parking.
Parking should not be thought
of as either/or. This will be built
in the next 15 years. The
principles of building for the
future go out the window if we
prioritize parking. (see
Principles 1, 30, 26, 14, 19, 18,
10, 3, 40, 7, 42)
● Incentivizing does not mean
that no parking will be built
in middle housing.
● If you do not incentivize,
affordable housing will not
be built.
● Contradict the above bullet
point. We should prioritize
parking.

Batch 7

You are not going to be able to
change people’s habits without
disincentivizing or incentivizing
it.
The more middle housing that is
built will make it available for
people who have accessibility
needs.
It depends on housing type.
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Vote Count
Key to
Panelist
Notes:

Allow: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 7
Encourage: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 13
Incentivize: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 9

● Bold, Italic & Underline =
3 Groups Supported as a Key Point
● Bold & Italic =
2 Groups Supported as a Key Point
● Bold =
1 Group Supported as a Key Point
● No emphasis =
Additional Notes

Allow Notes

Encourage Notes

Incentivize Notes

General Notes

Open space and green spaces
are important (see Principles 21,
19)

Maintain green character of
Eugene (more trees and green
space).
● Community gardens

Dedicated amount of green
space should be included in
the code per community or
neighborhood or per capita.

This is a problem with
exponential growth. If we start
with incentivizing, we can scale
down once the goal (achieve a
certain amount of middle
housing that satisfies demand)
is reached.

Your house cannot take more
than 50% of your lot. What is the
rationale?

Maintain 50% but also keep in
mind site/building may vary.

For duplex and triplex.
You might need more room for
this type (children, open space)
(see Principle 14)
● Open space should include
green space.

Emphasize city beauty.

Multiplex would fall here
because it may not need as
much space (emphasis on
affordability). (see Principle 38)

Low carbon footprint consistent
with state movement.

Safety issues with more
housing in a lot?
● Having space among houses
increases safety - like in the
case of fire for example.
Space between houses
serves as a fire break.
The need for space might be for
aesthetic reasons.
Homes should have backyards
(e.g. planting) 50/50 is a good
idea.
It might depend on the structure
of the house.
One size might not fit all.
Duplexes might fall differently
than multiplexes.
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● Multiplex may have a
courtyard and green space
or shared space.
● Dedicated amount of green
space should be included
in the code per community
or neighborhood or per
capita.
● Develop a standard for
green space - baseline
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Question 3: Design Standards
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Vote Count
Key to
Panelist
Notes:

Allow: ⬢⬢⬢⬢ 4
Encourage: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 6
Incentivize: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 19

Allow Notes

● Bold, Italic & Underline =
3 Groups Supported as a Key Point
● Bold & Italic =
2 Groups Supported as a Key Point
● Bold =
1 Group Supported as a Key Point
● No emphasis =
Additional Notes

Encourage Notes

Incentivize Notes

General Notes

Design flexibility

Has to be incentivized - making
less restrictive how we design
middle housing is gonna make
it more affordable

There are no design standards
for single dwelling houses
● This is not true, there are
design standards for SF (ex
setbacks/building height.
But not aesthetic standards
● Talking about affordability in
terms of design - but are we
also talking about cost
affordability to owners /
renters.
● Is there any way they can
inspect? Response: every
building gets inspected.
● Concern example: would
developers not put enough
doors / windows if there are
not enough requirements

What to keep some standards
leading to development
diversification (see Principle
28)
Promote sustainability and
build for the future stipulations (see Principles 19,
20, 26)

Any design standards should
focus on quality of living (see
Principles 38, 30)
Allows for variety of types of
building (see Principle 1, 28, 36)
Set few/low design standards.
If restrictions are required, they
should be basic and logical.
(ex. height).
(see Principles 1, 2,39, 26, 14, 19,
18. 3, 5, 40, 7, 20)

Not in favor of packing people
in at the cost of green spaces
(see Principles 19, 20, 26)
● The carbon footprint of
building is actually smaller in
denser developments
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● A larger population, though,
will produce more trash, etc.
● We are not advocating to
build middle housing in
green spaces
Keep Eugene Funky! (see
Principle 35)
Don’t want builders to take
advantage of the limited
existing standards
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Question 4: General Direction

Vote Count
Key to
Panelist
Notes:

Allow: ⬢⬢⬢ 3
Encourage: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 8
Incentivize: ⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢ 18
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Allow Notes

Encourage Notes

Incentivize Notes

General Notes

All others need to be
encouraged

Green building practices and
spaces (see Principles 21, 26)

Reducing barriers (See Principle
6)

Need and demand is high - City
needs to do all it can (see
Principle 1)

Encourage in all areas and
incentivize in areas where
middle housing is less
established / prevalent

Regulations are sometimes
needed but not always. It’s
good to have flexibility in the
design, more yards or less, more
house or less.
Affordable housing is
important. Middle of the road
option allows flexibility.
Eugene is a unique city that
should have unique housing
options.

Minimizing restrictions is
important (see Principles 6, 18,
5, 16)
Single Unit housing
comparatives
Minimum standard and quality /
habitability (see Principles 30,
38)
Homelessness - middle
housing helps provide
flexibility / affordability (see
Principles 22, 2)
(All the Principles from
Question 1 [1, 30, 26, 14, 19, 18,
10, 3, 40, 7, 42] apply here, plus
Principles 6, 39, 35, 5, 31, 20

Middle housing will not
address homelessness (see
Principle 22). It will alleviate
people who are in low-income
housing, but will not address the
unhoused populations.
Low income housing should be
affordable housing.
Agree we need to incentivize
more middle housing. But lots of
cheap housing in Eugene
already – thin walls, not very
aesthetic. Need to consider
children’s needs. We need to be
careful with regulations.
Can we please do something
about the unhoused
population in Eugene?

Incentivizing affordable
housing will help with diversity
(see Principle 35) and walkable
neighborhoods (see Principle
10)
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Tree Preservation and Removal Standards | Eugene Code

Page 1 of 1

Tree Preservation and Removal Standards
Changes proposed to implement House Bill 2001
***

9.6885

Tree Preservation and Removal Standards.

(1) Exemptions from Standards. The standards in this section do not apply to activities
regulated under EC 9.4900 through 9.4980, or an application for development activity that
includes or will result in:
(a) Residential Lots Under 20,000 Square Feet. Removal of significant trees from a parcel
of property not subject to the provisions of subsection (c) of this section with an area of
less than 20,000 square feet when:
1. Such parcel is occupied by a single detachedone-family dwelling, accessory
dwelling, or duplex;
2. An application to construct a single detachedone-family dwelling, accessory
dwelling, or duplex middle housing on such lot is being reviewed by the city. However,
no significant trees may be removed prior to the approval of the development permit;
or
3. The city has entered into an agreement authorizing the start of construction for a
single detachedone-family dwelling, accessory dwelling, or duplexmiddle housing.
(b) Lots 20,000 Square Feet or Larger. Removal of up to 5 significant trees within a period
of 12 consecutive months from a parcel of property not subject to the provisions of
subsection (c) of this section consisting of 20,000 or more square feet of area;

***
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FINAL DRAFT AMENDMENTS FOR LEGAL REVIEW 7.20.21

LAND USE PLANNING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECT MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

Summary of Revised Code Amendments
Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
D AT E

July 20, 2021

TO

Eugene Planning Commission

FROM

Kate Rogers and Matt Hastie, APG

CC

City of Eugene Middle Housing Project Team
Ben Weber and Emma-Quin Smith, SERA
Becky Hewitt and Tyler Bump, ECONorthwest
Julie Fischer, Cogito

This memorandum summarizes revisions to the draft code amendments that were made following the
Planning Commission work sessions held on June 14, 21, and 28, 2021. The Project Team revised sections of
the draft code based on input from the Planning Commission and subsequent discussion by the Project
Team. The Planning Commission reviewed the following draft code sections at its June meetings:

•
•
•

June 14 – Definitions (EC 9.0500) and Residential Zones (EC 9.2700-9.2777)
June 21 – Special Development Standards (EC 9.5550) and General Standards (EC 9.600s)
June 28 – Special Area Zones (EC 9.3000s), Adjustment Review (EC 9.8015 – 9.8030), and
Commercial Zones (EC 9.2100)

Revisions are proposed only for some of the code sections listed above. No revisions are currently proposed
for the draft amendments to the following code sections:

•
•
•
•

Commercial Zones (EC 9.2100)
Special Area Zones (EC 9.3000s)
Bicycle Parking (EC 9.6100)
Tree Preservation (EC 9.6880)

This memo gives a brief summary and explanation of the proposed revisions to the remaining code
sections.
The City will continue to seek input on and revise these draft amendments during the next several months.
In the latter half of the year, City staff will manage revisions, prepare an adoption package, and bring the
middle housing code amendments through the local adoption process.

angeloplanning.com

ANGELO PLANNING GROUP

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205
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Definitions (EC 9.0500)
Standard

Proposed Revisions

Commentary

Community Building

Added new definition of “community
building” as used in the cottage cluster
provisions. Added to the examples of
potential accessory uses to include picnic
shelters. (This is also reflected in
revisions to EC 9.5550(7)(d).)

There was a concern at the June 21 PC work session that the 400-sf size
limits for accessory buildings in a cottage cluster development might be
overly limiting and might preclude, for example, a large picnic shelter. The
Project Team noted at the work session that community buildings are
allowed up to 1,200 sf and that the definition is pretty flexible. The “picnic
shelter” example is proposed to make this particular flexibility more
explicit. The rest of the definition is basically straight from the Model Code
and the proposed EC 9.5550(7)(d).

Frequent Transit
Route

Added a placeholder reference to a map
figure illustrating the adopted frequent
transit routes and ¼ mile buffer.

City staff plans to adopt a map of LTD’s frequent transit routes so that it
can be referenced in the code. The added text is simply a placeholder for
now. As such, a code amendment will be required in the future if the map
needs to be updated.

Manufactured
Home/Dwelling Park

Added a statement to the definition of
“Manufactured dwelling park” to ensure
that cottage clusters composed of
manufactured dwellings are not classified
as manufactured dwelling parks.

There was a comment at the June 21 PC work session about ensuring that
manufactured dwellings are not unnecessarily removed as options for
middle housing. Nothing in the proposed code would preclude
manufactured dwellings from being placed as detached forms of middle
housing. However, manufactured dwelling parks are only permitted in
certain areas of the city; therefore, the proposed text is intended to ensure
that cottage clusters composed of manufactured dwellings are not
classified as manufactured dwelling parks.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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Residential Zones (EC 9.2700)
Standard

Proposed Revisions

Commentary

Development Standards (9.2750)
Maximum Lot
Coverage

In R-1 and R-2, increase the maximum
lot coverage standard for duplexes,
triplexes, and fourplexes from 70% to
75% (the current standard is 50%).

PC provided direction at the June 14 work session to increase lot coverage
for plexes to 75%, which is consistent with the current standard for
rowhouses.

Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750 (9.2751)
(1) Density – Duplex,
triplex, fourplex, and
cottage cluster.

Add a provision allowing minimum lot
area to be reduced by 25% when the
average size of dwelling units is less
than 900 sf.

At the June 14 work session, there was a suggestion to encourage smaller
middle housing units that would be affordable to more Eugene residents. At
the June 21 work session, the Project Team provided some options for the
PC to consider for incentivizing smaller units through code provisions. The
PC unanimously supported these concepts. In the revised draft, we have
included two provisions:
1. Allow a 25% reduction in lot size when the average size of units is
under 900 sf. This is intended to incentivize developments that have
small units on average, but that could include some larger units. For
example, a qualifying fourplex could have two 600-sf units and two
1,200-sf units. The threshold of 900 sf is recommended to be
consistent with other standards—particularly the 900 sf maximum
footprint and maximum average floor area for cottage clusters.
(NOTE: The Project Team proposes to eliminate minimum lot area
for rowhouses—see below; therefore, rowhouse is not included in
this incentive.)
2. Allow zero parking spaces for middle housing dwellings that are
under 900 sf (this applies to rowhouses as well). See the Parking
section on page 7.
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Standard

Proposed Revisions

Commentary

(1) Density –
Rowhouse.

Add a provision allowing density of up
to 39 units per net acre in R-2.

At the June 14 work session, we discussed several options for regulating
minimum lot area and density for rowhouses—specifically in the R-2 zone.
The PC had already given prior direction to increase the maximum rowhouse
density in R-1 to 25 dwelling units per net acre (du/na) and to keep the
current maximums in R-3 and R-4 (56 and 112 du/na, respectively).
For the R-2 zone, the PC gave the direction to establish a maximum
rowhouse density based on the proposed minimum lot size of 1,125 sf. This
is ¼ of the minimum lot size for single detached dwellings (4,500 sf), so it
would be equivalent to allowing four rowhouse lots to be created from one
single-dwelling lot. This equates to a density of approximately 39 units per
net acre.
The Project Team proposes to remove minimum lot area standards for
rowhouses in order to eliminate the mismatch between lot area and density.
Therefore, the proposed maximum density for R-2 is 39 du/na.

Lot Standards (9.2760)
Lot Area Minimum
Plex and Cottage
Cluster
Rowhouse

Add note (11), allowing lot area
reduction for small units. See below.

See commentary below for section 9.2761.

Remove minimum lot area standards for
rowhouse.

The proposed minimum lot area standard of 1,125 sf for rowhouses created
a mismatch between lot area and density. In R-1, the proposed density of 25
dwelling units per net acre equates to an average lot size of ~1,740 sf. In R-3
and R-4, the maximum permitted densities could not be achieved with
1,125-sf lots. Therefore, the Project Team proposes to eliminate minimum
lot area and to let maximum density control lot sizes. (Also see commentary
above, regarding maximum density.) Using maximum density will also result
in use of a consistent measurement for these requirements across all zones.
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Special Standards for Table 9.2760 (9.2761)
(11) Lot Area
Reduction for Small
Middle Housing
Units.

Add note (11), which reduces minimum
lot area by 25% for duplex, triplex,
fourplex, or cottage cluster
developments in which the average unit
size is less than 900 sf.

See commentary above on page 3.

Special Standards for Table 9.2760 (9.2761)
(1) Flag Lot Area.

When middle housing is proposed,
reduce the minimum lot area for a flag
lot to 4,500 sf (current minimum is
6,000 sf). Eliminate altogether the
requirement that the original lot be at
least 13,500 sf to create a flag lot.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
CA 21-1
/ MA 21-1 Testimony
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PC provided direction to incentivize middle housing on flag lots by reducing
the minimum lot area. The PC did not suggest a specific number, but the
Project Team recommends 4,500 sf, which is consistent with the minimum
lot area for single detached dwellings. (Note, the minimum area includes
only the flag portion of the lot, not the access pole.)
The Team also recommends eliminating the minimum 13,500 sf
requirement for original lots, as this poses an unnecessary barrier to infill
development on flag lots.
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Special Development Standards for Middle Housing (EC 9.5550)
Standards Available for Adjustment.
At the June 21 work session, there were concerns raised that there may be too many standards in EC 9.5550 open to Adjustment Review. It was
noted that adjustments introduce discretion into the process and provide the opportunity for neighbors who oppose a development to
comment on and appeal the decision.
The Project Team reviewed the list of draft standards in EC 9.5550 that are proposed to be adjustable. The standards that the Team proposes
to remove from the list are identified below.
(4)(b) Windows.

The 15% minimum window coverage requirement is a fairly low bar and should
be achievable by all middle housing developments.

(6)(a) Number of Attached Dwelling Units [for rowhouses].

The only proposed limit is 10 attached rowhouse units in the R-1 zone. No limits
are proposed for other zones. Since this standard is fairly lenient, adjustments
should not be necessary.

(7)(a)1.b. All cottages within a single cottage cluster must
share a common courtyard.

While it may be possible to adjust the maximum number of cottages in a
cluster (to exceed 8 units), the requirement that all cottages in a cluster share a
common courtyard should not be adjustable.

(7)(a)2.a. Building Separation. Cottages shall be separated
by a minimum distance of 6 feet.

Six feet is consistent with building code standards for building separation in the
absence of fire suppression or separation techniques. Therefore, this standard
should not need to be adjusted.
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Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading (EC 9.6400)
Standard

Proposed Revisions

Commentary

9.6410(6) Special Standards for Middle Housing
(c) Reduced
Parking for Small
Dwelling Units.

Add a provision that requires zero parking spaces for
middle housing dwelling units that are less than 900 sf.
Consolidate the reduced parking provision for cottage
clusters in this section.

As discussed above, the PC directed the Project Team to
incentivize smaller middle housing units, including through
parking reductions. The prior draft already required zero
parking spaces for cottage cluster units under 1,000 sf. The
proposed revisions reduce this to 900 sf and extend the same
allowance to all middle housing types. The threshold of 900
sf is recommended to be consistent with other standards—
particularly the 900 sf maximum footprint and maximum
average floor area for cottage clusters.

Site Development Standards (EC 9.6700)
Standard

Proposed Revisions

Commentary

Underground Utilities (9.6775)
(1) Exemptions from Underground Utility Standards.

•

Modify the existing subsection (d) as follows:
(d) Dwellings on alley access lots that can be served from an existing
above ground utility-owned structure.

•

Remove the prior added language which exempted single detached
and middle housing from the standards when abutting lots are served
from existing above-ground service.

Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments
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It was suggested at the June 21 work session that these
provisions could be simplified by extending the same
exception for alley access lots to all lots. The intent of the
amendments is unchanged by the proposed revision—the
goal is to remove barriers to infill development posed by
underground utility standards. The Project Team agrees that
this change to the existing code language will better achieve
this goal. (NOTE: City staff is also in talks with EWEB, which
may inform further refinements to the draft code.)
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Adjustment Review (EC 9.8015-9.8030)
As noted previously, the Project Team will continue working to refine the adjustment criteria in the next few months, with the intent of including
more specific numeric thresholds or “sideboards” to make the criteria less open-ended. This would make it easier for staff to evaluate whether
or not a proposal meets the criteria.
Standard

Proposed Revisions

Commentary

(37) Middle Housing Standards Adjustments
(b) Windows

Deleted subsection (b), which included review criteria
for adjustments to window standards.
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As noted above, the 15% window coverage standard is not
particularly stringent, so the Project Team recommends
removing the adjustment option, in response to PC feedback.
This means there is one less item to potentially trigger
discretionary review.
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HOUSE BILL 2001 BACKGROUND & REQUIREMENTS
BACKGROUND: OREGON HOUSE BILL 2001

MIDDLE HOUSING TYPES

Oregon is in a housing crisis

HB 2001 addresses five types of housing:

Eugene and other cities in Oregon are facing a housing
affordability crisis. Oregon is one of the fastest-growing
states in the U.S.; however, housing production has not
kept up with the demand. Oregon underbuilt over
150,000 housing units between 2000 and 2015. i As a
result of the strong demand for housing outpacing
supply, home prices and rents have risen rapidly. Like
many other cities, Eugene is identified as a “severely
rent burdened community,” meaning over a quarter of
its renter households spend more than 50% of their
income on housing. Over 42% of Eugene households
can’t afford the cost of an average rental; approximately
66% of households can’t afford to buy a median home
without being cost burdened. ii Low vacancy rates, rising
housing prices and lower than state average wages are
creating a dynamic that leaves both existing and new
community members struggling to find local housing
that meets their basic needs at a price they can afford.
This has put a particular strain on lower-income
households, which have fewer choices in where to live.

DUPLEXES:
Two dwelling units
on a lot, usually in
a single building.

TRIPLEXES AND
QUADPLEXES:
Three or four
dwelling units on a
lot, usually in a
single building.

TOWNHOUSES
(ROWHOUSES):
Homes
constructed in a
row of attached
units, each on a
separate lot.

What is the purpose of House Bill 2001?
In recognition of this statewide issue, the Oregon
Legislature passed House Bill 2001 (HB 2001) in
August 2019 to help provide Oregonians with more
housing choices, especially housing choices that more
people may be able to afford in the long term. The Bill
lets people build certain traditional housing types—
duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhomes, collectively known as “middle housing”—in
areas where they otherwise might only be allowed to
build single-family detached housing. Building up the
supply of housing will make homes more affordable and
help meet the housing needs of many younger people,

COTTAGE CLUSTERS:
Small dwellings
clustered around
a common
courtyard. HB
2001 limits the
footprint of each
dwelling to 900
square feet.

older people, and people who can’t afford a large
detached house of their own.
Implementation of HB 2001 through amendments to
the Eugene Land Use Code is an important component
in the City’s ongoing work related to housing. The Land
Use Code is our agreement about what, where, and how
we build in Eugene. One thing we can do together as a
community is set regulations that are fair and protect
things the community values such as open space, but
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MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS
also do not create barriers to development of the
housing the community needs. Updating our regulations
to reduce barriers can allow our community to build new
housing more quickly, in more places, with less cost,
and increase social equity and diversity.

Advantages of Middle Housing
Beyond expanding housing options in neighborhoods,
middle housing has many advantages:

•
•
•

•

|
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Provides options that are accessible to both renters
and owners at more income levels
Has a scale and appearance can fit in well within
neighborhoods
Helps meet the needs of a more diverse and
inclusive cross-section of the community; provides
choices for households of different age, size, and
income
Supports walkable neighborhoods.

REQUIREMENTS OF HOUSE BILL 2001
HB 2001 requires the City of Eugene and other “Large
Cities” with over 25,000 residents to amend their Land
Use Codes to allow:

•

•

Duplexes on each lot or parcel zoned for residential
use that allows for the development of detached
single-family dwellings; and
Triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhouses in areas zoned for residential use that
allow for the development of detached single-family
dwellings.

The City “may regulate siting and design of middle
housing.” However, it may not adopt standards or
requirements that result in unreasonable cost or delay
in the development of middle housing. The Department
of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) will
adopt minimum standards for compliance with HB
2001 as well as a model code for middle housing by
December 31, 2020. The City of Eugene is required to
adopt standards that are consistent with state
regulations by June 30, 2022. The City has begun
working with consultants to develop a set of Eugene
code standards. If Eugene does not meet the project
deadline, the model code will automatically apply.

How much flexibility does the City have in adopting
middle housing regulations?

The state standards for complying with HB 2001 will be
fairly prescriptive in defining what cities can and cannot
do, but the City has some flexibility to make certain
decisions related to its Land Use Code updates.

What can the City control?
Siting Standards – The City can adopt specific siting
standards for middle housing, within certain limits. The
state’s rules specifically limit certain siting standards,
such as minimum lot size requirements and how many
parking spaces the code can require. The limitations for
duplexes are a bit stricter than for other middle housing
types. The draft rules state that duplex standards
cannot be more restrictive than those applicable to
detached single-family dwellings.
What are siting standards?
Siting standards (also known as development
standards) regulate the size and location of
buildings and other features on a site. Examples
include:
•
•
•

Setbacks (how far a structure must be from
the street or other property lines)
Maximum building height
Maximum lot coverage (the portion of a lot
covered by buildings)

Design Standards – The City also can adopt specific
design standards for middle housing (other than
duplexes). However, unless it sticks to design standards
in the Middle Housing Model Code, adopts standards
that are less restrictive than those in the Model Code, or
applies the same design standards to middle housing
that are applied to detached single-family dwellings, the
City will need to justify any new design standards and
demonstrate how they do not cause unreasonable cost
or delay (based on a set of factors determined by the
state’s rules).

PROJECT WEBSITE: www.eugene-or.gov/4244/Middle-Housing
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What are design standards?
Design standards regulate the appearance of
buildings and other features on a site. Examples
include:
•
•

Building orientation (where the main entry
faces)
Architectural design requirements such as
minimum window area

What is out of the City’s control?
Housing Types – HB 2001 dictates what types of middle
housing must be allowed by the Land Use Code:
duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and
cottage clusters. The Bill also has specific definitions for
“townhouse” and “cottage cluster.”
Zones – HB 2001 also dictates where middle housing
must be allowed in the city. Duplexes must be allowed
on every residential lot that allows detached singlefamily dwellings. Other “higher-level” middle housing
types must be allowed within all single-family zones, but
not necessarily on every lot. However, the state’s rules
limit cities’ flexibility in determining which portions of
residential zones will allow higher-level middle housing.
As such, if the City decides to limit development of
middle housing other than duplexes on certain lots in its

i
ii
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residential zones, it will need to provide the state with a
strong justification for doing so.
Number of Dwellings in an Area – The Land Use Code
currently limits the number of dwellings that are allowed
within a certain area in its residential zones. The state’s
rules say that these limitations cannot apply to middle
housing (except for townhouses). For example, since a
quadplex must be allowed on a single-family lot, the
Land Use Code will need to allow up to four times the
number of dwellings compared to what is currently
allowed on that lot, depending on the minimum lot size
in the zone. Eugene will also need to amend its
Comprehensive Plan to ensure consistency between the
City’s Land Use Code and Comprehensive Plan and to
comply with HB 2001.
Design Standards for Duplexes – The state’s rules say
cities must apply the same design standards to
duplexes that apply to single-family detached dwellings.
Additional Limitations – Also as noted above, the
state’s rules place specific limitations on many of the
siting and design standards that the City may adopt for
middle housing. These limitations are too detailed to
summarize here, but you can read the draft rules on the
State of Oregon website:
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/LAR/Pages/Housing.aspx.

Housing Underproduction in Oregon (2018), https://www.upforgrowth.org/research/housing-underproduction-oregon
Housing Affordability in Eugene, https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/38749/Housing-Affordability-in-Eugene
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HISTORY OF MIDDLE HOUSING AND EXCLUSION IN ZONING
What is “missing middle” housing?

Middle housing refers to a range of smaller attached or
clustered housing types that are typically built at a
similar scale as single-family detached houses. (See
page 3 for an examination of the term “single-family.”)
The term “missing middle” housing was coined by urban
planner Daniel Parolek to refer to housing that fits in
between single-family homes and larger apartment
buildings but that’s largely been missing from most
cities’ neighborhood patterns for the last 70 years.
Middle housing can include duplexes, triplexes,
quadplexes, townhouses, cottage clusters, accessory
dwelling units (ADUs), courtyard apartments, and other
similar housing.

housing such as apartment complexes. As a result,
most residents must choose between detached singlefamily homes or apartments.

MISSING MIDDLE
HOUSING IN EUGENE
Eugene’s pre-war neighborhoods have plenty of
examples of middle housing mixed in with singlefamily homes.

Why is it missing?

Middle housing is considered “missing” because
relatively little of this housing has been built since the
1940s. Middle housing was common in neighborhoods
in most communities prior to World War II. There are
many local examples of middle housing in Eugene’s prewar neighborhoods (see sidebar). As noted in the
following section, “redlining” and other discriminatory
lending practices were used to exclude non-white
residents from many of these neighborhoods.
Post-war prosperity and federal policies led to a building
boom that ushered in an age of auto-dependent
suburban development with large areas devoted to only
single-family homes on large lots. Middle housing types
were prohibited or significantly limited in single-family
neighborhoods through zoning codes that categorized
them as “multifamily housing” (see more on zoning
exclusion below). Even today, a large percentage of
Eugene’s neighborhoods do not allow most middle
housing as an outright use. Meanwhile in multifamily
areas, developers generally build larger and denser

Plex, Downtown Neighborhood

Courtyard Units, Jefferson Westside Neighborhood

Regency Revival Quadplex, Downtown Neighborhood
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History of Exclusion in Residential Zoning

Other Discriminatory Practices

Beyond zoning, housing discrimination was also carried
out through racially restrictive covenants, discriminatory
lending practices (redlining), and urban renewal.
Racially Restrictive Covenants – Racial covenants
were legal clauses written into a deed restricting who
could own or live on the property based on race. Racially
restrictive covenants were a national practice beginning
in the early 1900s but were declared unenforceable in
1948 by the U.S. Supreme Court. Covenants were
commonly used by developers when creating entire new
developments before the first zoning codes were
adopted. They also restricted uses of property and
thereby served as a form of privatized zoning. Racial
covenants can still be found on existing deeds of many
homes today, in Eugene and across Oregon. i

FACT SHEET

EUGENE’S FERRY STREET
COMMUNITY

Beyond the exclusion of middle housing from many
neighborhoods, we must also acknowledge actions by
governments in the past that have harmed and
excluded members of our community. Residential
Zoning has a complex history that resulted in cities
excluding low-income, black, indigenous, and other
people of color from certain neighborhoods. In Oregon,
this history was especially harmful as the state directly
excluded non-white people from 1844 until the passage
of the 14th amendment in 1866, when this law was
rendered moot. However, it remained in the Oregon
Constitution until 1926. Although those exclusions are
illegal today, their negative impacts are still affecting
our community through the legacy of exclusionary
zoning. Housing policy and code changes are an
opportunity to mitigate those impacts.
In the book The Color of Law, author Richard Rothstein
explains how early zoning ordinances specifically
banned Blacks from certain neighborhoods. Rothstein
notes that while the Supreme Court outlawed that
practice in 1917, in many cities the aim was still, “to
prevent lower-income African Americans from living in
neighborhoods where middle-class whites resided, local
and federal officials began … to promote zoning
ordinances to reserve middle-class neighborhoods for
single-family homes that lower-income families of all
races could not afford.”

|

In Eugene, the Black community was not allowed
to own property until Oregon passed its Fair
Housing act in 1957.1 Until 1949, a small
number of Black families lived in the Ferry Street
Settlement just north of the Willamette River,
outside of city limits. Due to absence of city
services and infrastructure, residents faced
challenging conditions including a lack of running
water or electricity and seasonal flooding. The
tight-knit Ferry Street community was forcibly
pushed out and their houses were demolished to
make way for construction of the Ferry Street
Bridge, leaving no physical evidence of the former
settlement. The community was dispersed and
struggled to find new homes, though many
families settled in West Eugene.2,3
Redlining – This refers to the discriminatory practice of
denying loans and other financial services to certain
areas based on their racial or ethnic composition.
Beginning in the 1930s, the federal government and
lenders would literally draw a red line on a map around
the neighborhoods they would not invest in based on
demographics alone. Black neighborhoods were most
likely to be redlined. Redlining maps were drawn mostly
for large cities, but the impact of discriminatory
practices in mortgage lending and real estate
transactions were felt all over the country. Redlining
was an important factor in preserving racial
segregation, intergenerational poverty and the wealth
gap between whites and Black, Indigenous, and People
of Color (BIPOC). ii
Urban Renewal – Starting in the 1950s, the federal
urban renewal program was created to clear urban
“slums” and “blight” and provided funds for the
redevelopment of improved housing. Urban renewal in
downtown Eugene in the 1970s led to the demolition of
112 buildings. iii Urban Renewal projects around the
country typically had a disproportionate impact on Black
and other minority communities. In Eugene, the
demolition of the Ferry Street Settlement for the
construction of a new bridge in the 1940s had a similar
motivation and led to similar displacement of the Black
Community.
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These racist and discriminatory practices served to
perpetuate racial exclusion and their effects can still be
felt in Eugene’s neighborhoods to this day, as seen by
the low percentage of Black residents. Expanding
housing choices in Eugene will not right these historic
wrongs, but it is a step toward inclusion and undoing
this culture of segregation and exclusion.
For additional resources about the history of exclusion
in planning and zoning, visit the project website.

Fair Housing in Oregon Study,
https://www.oregonhistoryproject.org/articles/historicalrecords/fair-housing-in-oregon-study/#.X4H9C9BKiUl.
2 University of Oregon Natural History Museum Exhibit.
3 Cultural Demolition: What Was Lost When Eugene Razed its First
Black Neighborhood? (2009),
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.464.61
45&rep=rep1&type=pdf
i Historical Context of Racist Planning: A History of How Planning
Segregated Portland (2019),
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/201912/portlandracistplanninghistoryreport.pdf.
ii Redlining Richmond, http://dsl.richmond.edu/holc/pages/intro.
iii Urban Renewal in Oregon: History, Case Studies, Policy Issues, and
Latest Developments (2002),
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.173.5
712&rep=rep1&type=pdf
1

PROJECT WEBSITE: www.eugene-or.gov/4244/Middle-Housing
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
Batch 7

|

FACT SHEET

EXAMINING THE TERM
“SINGLE-FAMILY”
House Bill 2001 and most zoning codes refer to
standalone houses as “detached single-family
dwellings.” However, Eugene and other
communities are working to move away from the
term “single-family” because the word “family” is
difficult to define, fails to reflect the wide variety
of possible household arrangements—such as
multigenerational households—and potentially
has fair housing implications. Further, attached
homes on individual lots (i.e., rowhouses) can
also be considered “single-family” housing—but
are not the type of homes most people associate
with that term. Use of more neutral terms such as
“single dwelling zone” and “single detached
home” has gained momentum in recent years,
and this is the direction the City of Eugene
intends to head with its development code.
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PROJECT OVERVIEW AND OPPORTUNITIES TO PARTICIPATE
Eighty percent of all housing in Eugene is designed as
single detached houses, yet young adults, smaller
families, and the growing population of elderly need
housing options that increase access to public
transportation and services, reduce maintenance costs,
and provide more social opportunities. The Eugene
Middle Housing Project will revise the land use code to
improve housing choices in the short term and
affordability in the long term for Eugene residents.
In 2019, the Oregon Legislature passed House Bill
2001, requiring cities to allow more types of housing in
residential areas, particularly in more traditionally
single-family neighborhoods where housing choices are
limited. Revising Eugene’s Land Use Code to comply
with House Bill 2001 will shape how our community
develops and expand opportunities for where people
can choose to live and what type of home they live in.

MIDDLE HOUSING TYPES
Local examples from Eugene:

Duplexes

Size and Shape Define Middle Housing

In between single-family houses and large apartment
buildings are a range of housing types: duplexes,
triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage
clusters. These housing types were more common
before World War II, but face several barriers to
development now and make up a small percentage of
the overall housing in Eugene.

Triplexes and Quadplexes

Opportunities to Participate

To involve all voices, this project is using a broad array
of engagement strategies such as virtual meetings,
online surveys, small group conversations with
individuals who represent people who are not able to or
do not typically attend meetings, robust virtual “office
hours” to connect one-to-one with project staff, and
ongoing communication via email, social media, press
releases and the city website (see next page).

Townhouses

Join the conversation now via Engage Eugene:
https://engage.eugene-or.gov/middle-housing.

Cottage Clusters
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The City of Eugene is managing the content and outreach for the Middle
Housing Code Amendments project with a commitment to inclusion,
collaboration, and transparency.
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More information about the project’s structure and approach to outreach
can be found in the project’s approved Public Involvement Plan:
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/56623/DRAFT-MiddleHousing-Public-Involvement-Plan-083020.

PROJECT STRUCTURE
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MARKET FACTORS
Oregon House Bill 2001 requires cities to allow more
types of housing in residential areas, particularly in
more traditionally single-family neighborhoods where
housing choices are limited. Specifically, cities will need
to allow middle housing—duplexes, triplexes,
quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters—in areas
zoned for residential use that currently allow singlefamily homes. Revising Eugene’s Land Use Code to
comply with House Bill 2001 will shape how our
community develops and expand opportunities for
where people can choose to live and what type of home
they can live in. We have the opportunity to use Land
Use Code changes to make our neighborhoods more
inclusive and more equitable for everyone to enjoy.
We’ve heard concerns that allowing middle housing to
be built in single-family neighborhoods will cause
wholesale changes to existing neighborhoods. However,
the reality of housing development is much more
complex and most neighborhoods are slow to change.
Removing restrictive regulations will enable greater
housing choices in Eugene, but this is only one piece of
the housing development puzzle. The real estate market
will largely drive the production of middle housing and
other factors also will influence the rate of
development. As a result, middle housing development
and changes to existing neighborhoods are expected to
happen gradually over time.
Market analysis and development feasibility
analysis will be part of the City's project to
implement House Bill 2001. This fact sheet
summarizes some of the more general
information we already know about market
factors that will influence middle housing
development in Eugene.

Development in built-out areas is likely to happen
gradually
New housing development overall can only happen so
fast, based on overall housing demand, construction
industry capacity, land values, and other factors. Middle
housing is only one housing type that can fit the needs
of a diversity of household types. Other types of
housing, including new single-family homes and larger
apartment buildings will continue to account for a larger
share of all homes, so only a fraction of the city’s overall
housing growth is expected to come from middle
housing development.
While some property owners may have interest in
adding units to their properties as a way to generate
additional income, a relatively small proportion tend to
actually take the steps needed to build new units or
undertake a major remodel to convert existing space.
More typically, major changes happen when a property
is sold to a new owner who may buy it with the intention
of increasing the number of units. Since a relatively
small fraction of existing homes are sold each year, and
only a fraction of the single-family homes that come to
market will be bought by someone looking to add units
to the property, this process will be incremental.

Some middle housing development faces market
challenges and other obstacles
Past research by ECONorthwest at the state level and in
Eugene shows that triplexes and quadplexes in
particular face several challenges to development:

•

•
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Financial returns in some parts of the city are not
likely to be high enough to make new construction
of rental housing financially viable given typical
construction costs. In other places, such as near the
university, it may be possible, but not as profitable
as building single-family housing (to be further
studied through this project).
The companies that typically own or invest in larger
apartment buildings are generally not interested in
owning properties with just a few units, leaving
primarily local investors to develop middle housing.
However, there are only so many local real estate
investors who can afford to build or purchase a
triplex or quadplex as an investment property.
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•

•

Building triplexes and quadplexes for sale is
challenging due to legal issues associated with
condominium development. Many homebuilders are
unwilling to build condominiums.
Converting existing single-family homes to triplexes
or quadplexes can be difficult due to building code
requirements.

Because of these issues, Eugene is not likely to see
extensive triplex or quadplex development in the nearterm until these conditions change. Duplexes face many
of the same issues as triplexes and quadplexes, but to a
lesser degree (for example, there are more potential
investors who could afford to buy a duplex to live in one
unit and rent out the other). Cottage cluster housing
faces some of the same challenges related to
development capacity and familiarity, condominium
viability, and unique land supply and zoning issues.

Middle housing won’t destroy property value for
neighbors, but blocking development can price
people out of neighborhoods
There is a general misconception that middle housing
development will lower property values for existing
single-family homes. However, there is no evidence that
middle housing or other types of multi-unit development
impacts nearby property values in single-family
neighborhoods. Perhaps more importantly, resisting
neighborhood change and blocking new housing units
contributes to a limited housing supply and increases
price pressures. Across the community, these pressures
create barriers for others to access housing while
increasing the values for incumbent property owners.

Annexation is a limiter in some parts of Eugene
Annexation (sometimes called “incorporation”) is the
legal process by which county properties become part of
a city and thus can receive city services. Properties that
are within the city’s urban growth boundary (UGB) but
not within city limits must annex prior to developing.
Annexation costs over $5,000 in permit fees (or more if
a zone change is also required) and takes time and
effort, creating obstacles to development. This is likely
to significantly slow development of middle housing in
areas around Eugene where much of the land is not yet
incorporated, such as the Santa Clara/River Road area.

|
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Other factors can influence the pace of
development
A variety of factors specific to individual existing
neighborhoods also will affect the pace and amount of
middle housing development, including topography,
infrastructure costs, and private property covenants and
restrictions.
Topography – Hillside development offers potential for
views, which can make homes more valuable; however,
sloped properties also increase costs due to the need
for more complex foundations, retaining walls, etc.
Sloped lots may be challenging for some middle housing
development types and can make building on rear yards
difficult, even if they are large. This could limit
development in Eugene’s hillier neighborhoods.
Infrastructure – Properties with sub-standard street
frontage (e.g., those lacking sidewalks) or a lack of
stormwater or wastewater facilities face barriers to
development. This could make middle housing—or any
type of development—less likely to be built.
Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions – Commonly
called CC&Rs, these are rules established by a
developer or homeowners association that govern
residences in a particular neighborhood—typically a
subdivision or planned development. CC&Rs are usually
attached to the title of a property and may place certain
restrictions on uses, activities, and improvements in the
development. Some CC&Rs associated with new
developments prohibit more than one dwelling unit on a
lot and can effectively prohibit the development of
middle housing. HB 2001 prohibits the establishment of
new CC&Rs or similar instruments that would prohibit
middle housing or accessory dwelling units in a
residential neighborhood. However, Eugene and other
cities do not have the authority to eliminate, or enforce,
existing CC&Rs.
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See the fact sheet on the History of Middle
Housing and Exclusion in Zoning to learn about
how racially restrictive covenants enforced
housing segregation in the past. While such
covenants are no longer enforceable, CC&Rs can
still promote neighborhood exclusion by limiting
how properties can be developed.
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1. What is House Bill 2001? Why are you calling it the “Middle Housing” project?
House Bill 2001 (HB 2001) is a law passed by the Oregon Legislature in 2019 to increase
housing choice and supply. The law requires large cities, including Eugene, to amend
their land use regulations to allow more housing types like duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses in residential areas where single-family
homes are allowed, by June 30, 2022. These housing types are often called “middle
housing” because they are between a single-family house and an apartment building in
terms on number of units. For more information about the requirements of HB 2001,
visit the Requirements of HB 2001 fact sheet. For more information about what led to
Oregon adopting the bill and middle housing types, visit the Project Overview fact sheet.
2. What parts of Eugene will be affected by HB 2001?
All residentially zoned areas within the city limits that currently allow single-family
homes will be affected. In Eugene, this includes the following zones: R-1 Low Density
Residential, R-2 Medium Density Residential, R-3 Limited High Density Residential, R-4
High Density Residential, and certain Special Area Zones (including Chambers, Chase
Node, Downtown Westside, Elmira Road, Historic Blair, Jefferson Westside, Royal Node,
Whiteaker, and Walnut Station special area zones). Land that is not zoned for residential
use, including but not limited to commercial, industrial, agricultural and public land are
not affected. In addition, land that is outside of the city limits (not annexed) is also not
affected by HB 2001 (but will be, once inside the city limits).
3. What is a “zone” and how do I find out the zoning of a specific property?
Land within Eugene is divided into different areas called “zones.” These are intended to
provide areas suitable for certain types of development or uses (examples include
commercial, residential or industrial). Each zone provides a set of regulations governing
the uses and development of a property within that zone, and includes such regulations
as maximum building height or minimum building setbacks. To find out the zoning of a
specific property in Eugene, use the City’s searchable zoning map. To learn more about
what uses are allowed in a specific zone, you can check out Eugene’s land use code or
visit our project website. While all middle housing types are currently allowed in
Eugene, not all middle housing types are allowed in all residential areas and often times
extra process steps are required to build it.
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4. Can I still build a single-family home?
Yes. House Bill 2001 does not prohibit single-family homes or make it more difficult to
build single-family homes where they are currently allowed, rather it allows middle
housing types to be built in the same residential areas where single family homes are
allowed.
5. Some properties have CC&Rs (Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions) or other
agreements between private parties that do not allow for the construction of multiple
units or certain types of units. Does HB 2001 override CC&Rs? How do I know if a
property has CC&Rs?
While HB 2001 does prohibit the creation of new CC&Rs that conflict with HB 2001, it
does not affect existing CC&Rs. To find out if a specific property has CC&Rs, contact the
Homeowner’s Association (if applicable) or a title company or conduct a search through
Lane County Deeds & Records. 1 If you own property, the title report produced when you
purchased your property should disclose any CC&Rs. If you are buying property, realtors
are required to disclose existing CC&Rs before you purchase the property. The City of
Eugene does not enforce CC&Rs or other such private agreements.
6. If House Bill 2001 rules are written for the entire state, how do we make sure the
implementation meets Eugene’s specific needs?
The Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission adopted new rules that
include three ways or choices for cities to comply with House Bill 2001: a model code,
minimum compliance standards, and a performance metric approach. The model code is
a set of ready-made land use regulations that cities can directly apply; the minimum
standards are, at minimum, actions that cities must take to comply with the house bill;
and the performance metric requires that middle housing be allowed on a certain
percentage of lots around the city and within census tracts. The new rules were adopted
on December 9, 2020 and contain some prescriptive requirements (such as parking
standards) as well as areas where cities have flexibility in implementation. Staff are still
reviewing the new rules but are anticipating using the minimum standards rather than
the model code because it will allow more flexibility that is tailored to Eugene. More
information on this topic will be available in early 2021. If cities do not adopt land use
regulations that comply with HB 2001 by the June 2022 deadline, then the model code
will directly apply.

1

Lane County Deeds and Records does not contain all CC&R information.
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7. When will the public know what kind of code concepts the city is considering?
As noted above, the state adopted final rules on December 9, 2020 and staff is
beginning to determine what these mean for Eugene. Staff will begin exploring possible
code concepts informed by the public involvement work of Fall 2020 and bring them to
the public in early 2021. The code concepts will be options for different ways we can
comply with the bill.
8. Has any other city or state done this before?
Middle Housing isn’t a new thing! These housing types were more prevalent before
World War II, as can be seen in many historic districts and older neighborhoods. Locally,
you can find older examples of middle housing in the Skinner Butte area, in and around
downtown, and near the University of Oregon. However, allowing middle housing as
contemplated by HB 2001 throughout postwar single-family neighborhoods is pretty
new. In 2019, Minneapolis, Minnesota, was the first city to adopt a city-wide policy to
allow middle housing, by right, in all residential zones. Then, following close behind,
Oregon was the first state to pass such a bill. Other cities in Oregon, such as Bend
adopted new land use regulations prior to the passage of HB 2001 to allow for middle
housing types to be built in more areas.
9. Who are the decision makers in this process?
Because this project will result in changes to Eugene’s land use regulations (which
requires a legislative process), the Eugene City Council will be the decision-maker. Staff
will provide a recommendation on the changes to the Eugene Planning Commission,
based on public engagement and consultant input to bring forward to a formal adoption
process. The formal adoption process for any new or changed land use regulations
includes a public hearing before the Planning Commission, who will make a
recommendation to City Council. Then, City Council will hold a public hearing and make
the final local decision.
10. What outreach efforts are happening?
There are quite a bit of community involvement and engagement opportunities
happening including, but not limited to: Boards and Commissions Roundtable, Local
Partners Roundtable, Healthy Democracy Panel, Equity Roundtable, student outreach, a
community-wide survey, and meetings in a box. More information about public
engagement activities can be found in the Public Involvement Plan, which was reviewed
by City Council and approved by the Planning Commission in August 2020.
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11. What is a “roundtable”? How were the Boards and Commissions, Local Partners and
Equity Roundtable groups formed?
A “roundtable” is a form of discussion. Participants agree on a specific topic to discuss
and debate. Each person is given equal right to participate, as illustrated by the idea of a
circular layout referred to in the term “roundtable.” The groups participating in the
roundtables were identified in the Public Involvement Plan. A initial list of groups was
identified by staff and expanded based on Planning Commission and City Council
feedback, and subsequently approved by the Planning Commission when they approved
the final plan. The roundtables do not have decision-making authority, rather their role
is to be advisory to staff. For the Boards and Commissions roundtable, staff invited six
official city boards and commissions to provide representatives. For the Local Partners
Roundtable, staff invited local organizations or groups including participants in the
Housing Tools and Strategies process, neighborhood leaders, builders and developers,
environmental advocates, realtors, and housing advocates to provide representatives.
Lastly, for the Equity Roundtable, staff invited groups or organizations doing equitybased work serving underrepresented community members to provide representatives.
12. What is the Healthy Democracy Panel? Does the panel have decision-making
authority?
In support of inclusive public engagement, staff is collaborating with the Portland-based
group Healthy Democracy. Healthy Democracy is a nonpartisan nonprofit that designs
and coordinates innovative deliberative democracy programs. Their purpose is to
involve community members who are representative of the community and
compensate them for their time engaging in public policy issues. The creation of an
advisory group designed to reflect the broad needs and interests of the community
provides perspectives that otherwise would not be included in project implementation.
Letters were mailed to 7,500 random Eugene households in October to solicit a broadly
diverse panel across seven demographic categories. Several of the demographic
categories, include race and ethnicity, were based on the makeup of the school aged
population in the 4-J and Bethel school districts, in an effort to reflect the greater
diversity of our future generations. The panelists were selected in early November via a
live selection event and shortly thereafter began meeting and hearing background
information from experts in land use, planning, housing, and more. The panel is kind of
like “Eugene in a room.” The panelists will meet a total of 14 times through spring 2021
and will provide a truly democratic lens to the project. The panel does not have
decision-making authority, rather their role is to be advisory to staff. All large-group
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sessions are broadcast live and can be watched on the Healthy Democracy YouTube
channel. For more information, see Healthy Democracy Panel.
13. When and how will you involve the general public? How can neighborhood
associations or other groups get involved?
We want to hear from everyone! There are ongoing opportunities for the public to learn
more about the project and provide input. The best places to start are the project
website and the interactive Engage Eugene site. For project updates and opportunities
to engage, sign up for the project’s Interested Parties Email List. Starting in early 2021,
we will be releasing a community-wide survey and printable, digital educational
materials for community members or groups to host their own discussion and input
session about middle housing implementation that we’re calling a “meeting in-a-box.”
For more information or to provide input, community members are encouraged to
contact project staff.
14. The website and Public Involvement Plan talk about equity. What does social and
racial equity have to do with housing policy?
The Public Involvement Plan for this project has an intentional focus on equity and
inclusion. These areas of focus mean we are adding new ways for community members
to engage, in addition to the variety of existing methods we have in our public
engagement toolkit. Planning projects affect the entire community; however, traditional
engagement efforts face challenges in reaching certain parts of the community. This
structure has created disproportionate representation in the planning process and has
resulted in exclusion of some people and groups who are directly impacted by plans and
policies.
As summarized by Oregon Land Conservation and Development (LCDC) Commissioner
Anyeley Hallova during a rulemaking meeting on the House Bill, “before racial
segregation through zoning, some neighborhoods had more diverse housing types with
mixed incomes that are part of our beloved neighborhood fabric. As intentional as
racially segregating housing policy was, we need to be as equally intentional about
providing equitable housing outcomes for all.”
Across the country, we have a difficult history of exclusion to grapple with, and our
intent with this project is to acknowledge that history, and move forward with a focus
on inclusion for all, including renters, low income people, people with disabilities, young
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people, seniors, and Black, Indigenous, and People of Color. For more information, you
can review the History of Residential Zoning fact sheet and visit the project webpage.
15. What if I have concerns with the requirements of House Bill 2001?
As noted above, the House Bill was passed in 2019 by the Oregon Legislature and is now
Oregon law. Changes to the language of HB 2001 can only be made by the Oregon
Legislature. The City of Eugene must comply with HB 2001 and the newly adopted rules
by June 30, 2022, or the state model code will apply directly. However, we recognize
that people will have questions and concerns about implementation. As staff, we want
to hear what you think – please reach out. We can help explain what things the City has
control and choice over during implementation, and what things are predetermined by
the house bill and new rules. See the fact sheets on the project webpage for more
information on the scope and requirements of the bill.
16. Will new middle housing be affordable?
There is a difference between true “Affordable Housing” and “naturally occurring
affordable housing.” Affordable Housing is housing that is directly subsidized by an
organization or the government. This housing usually has waitlists and serves people
with specific income ranges and housing needs. Naturally occurring affordable housing
is market-rate housing that is usually older, smaller, or both. Newly constructed middle
housing is anticipated to be sold or rented at market rate, and it will have a wide range
of prices. New housing, however, tends to have a higher price tag than older housing,
simply because it’s new. A new house that is very similar to a house 30 years old is likely
to command a higher price, because of that lack of wear and tear. The newer house will
have a higher up-front cost but will have lower maintenance costs. Middle housing can
be ‘affordable by design.’ Middle housing tends to be relatively small, which leads to
lower operating and long-term maintenance costs. A 1,500 square foot house is likely to
cost its occupants much less than a 2,500 square foot house. There’s less square footage
to heat, a smaller roof to maintain, less exterior space to paint. The cost of housing
includes maintenance costs, not just the upfront price.
As part of implementation of House Bill 2001, the City will be required to consider ways
to increase the affordability of middle housing. We know that housing affordability is an
issue of importance for our community, as has been reiterated during the public
engagement for this project. We will be looking for ways to address affordability to the
degree possible in this project, as well as connecting the policy decisions made for HB
2001 to other city policies affecting affordability.
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17. Doesn’t new market-rate housing cause gentrification, so prices in the neighborhood
increase?
Some people worry that new market-rate apartment buildings in gentrifying
neighborhoods raise nearby rents and accelerate gentrification. The concern is that new
buildings could change nearby amenities or neighborhood reputation, increasing
demand for the neighborhood enough to offset the effect of increasing supply. Research
by economists at the Upjohn Institute have shown that new market-rate apartment
buildings in low-income areas do not accelerate gentrification. 2 Instead, they slow rent
increases in nearby apartments. This implies that new developments serve mainly to
absorb existing demand for an area rather than to generate new demand. In turn, this
reduces pressures on nearby rents because many high-income households move to the
new building rather than outbidding lower-income households for nearby apartments.
New developments are associated with gentrification, but they follow it rather than
precede it. Stay tuned for more information on economic impacts of HB 2001
implementation.
18. Who can I contact if I want to know more?
You can contact the City’s project manager Terri Harding and public engagement lead
Sophie McGinley. You can also visit our webpage and share your thoughts on the project
Engage Eugene.

https://www.upjohn.org/research-highlights/new-construction-makes-homes-more-affordable-even-those-whocant-afford-new-units
2
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

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‐neighborhoods‐united@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 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.
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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
* 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 (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?
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I feel very concerned‐if someone can explain to me why this will not problem‐
I 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:
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/673347158.1895866.162999961711
7%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
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swneugene+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/swneugene/CANFo4‐
g1fthsqLJ%2B5eYnuC0Gij4djiCUe7tg9TcvfQyUytOg5w%40mail.gmail.com.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

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@eugene‐or.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).
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.
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Thanks, Sarah
Sarah Medary | City Manager
Pronouns: she/her/hers
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Monday, August 30, 2021 1:33 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: End of R1 Zoning in Oregon

From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 12:36 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: 'kathy ging' <kathy@kathyging.com>; 'Jane Katra' <jkatrama@gmail.com>; 'Maurya Kaarhus'
<siochain@pacinfo.com>; 'Sonny Vetra' <sonnyvetra@gmail.com>; NOBLE Deb (SMTP) <dnoble4990@aol.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>; 'Eugenewestonaprice Info'
<info@eugenewestonaprice.org>; 'Eugene Neighborhoods United' <eugene‐neighborhoods‐
united@googlegroups.com>; camilla@eugeneweekly.com; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.gov>; Rentals <Rentals@EWEB.ORG>; 'Krista Morien'
<krista.morien6@gmail.com>; 'Krista Rojas' <kristalrojas@yahoo.com>; 'Susan Klein' <susanluvseugene@juno.com>;
'Alan Stein' <alan@stargateeugene.com>; 'Pamela Driscoll' <pamelacypress@yahoo.com>; 'Dale O’Brien'
<chironguy@pacinfo.com>; 'Dennis Hebert' <dnns_hebert@yahoo.com>; 'Tsunami Books' <tsunami1@opusnet.com>;
'SORENSON Pete' <pete.sorenson@co.lane.or.us>; BETTMAN Bonny (SMTP) <bonbet@comcast.net>; Bob Becker
<brainwasherssurf@gmail.com>; Bekki Bruckner <bekki.bruckner@gmail.com>; PRINCE Randy (SMTP)
<randyprince24@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: End of R1 Zoning in Oregon

[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.
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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
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.
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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

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
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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:

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.
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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:

HARDING Terri L
Friday, September 11, 2020 10:26 AM
SOMMERS Lauren A; SELSER Lindsay R; HANSEN Alissa H; KNAPP Jennifer L; MCGINLEY Sophie E;
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: HB 2001/2003 Staff Report
20200903_OAR 660_046_Amendments_PROPOSED RULES.PDF; 20200903 OAR 660-008
Amendments_PROPOSED RULES.PDF

Subject:
Attachments:

Nicely formatted!
From: Stuckmayer, Ethan
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2020 10:15 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: RE: HB 2001/2003 Staff Report

[EXTERNAL

]

Hi Terri,
That’s a good question actually. I will check with our Commission Assistant to see if she has an ETA on publishing. In the
interim, attached are the proposed rules for both HB 2001 (Division 46) and HB 2003 (Division 8) for your reference.
Ethan Stuckmayer
Senior Planner of Housing Programs | Community Services Division
Pronouns: he/him/his
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 | Salem, OR 97301-2540
Work Phone: 503-302-0937 (Preferred) | Main DLCD Office: 503-373-0050
ethan.stuckmayer@state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/LCD

From: HARDING Terri L [mailto:THarding@eugene‐or.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2020 10:09 AM
To: Stuckmayer, Ethan <estuckmayer@dlcd.state.or.us>
Subject: HB 2001/2003 Staff Report
Hi Ethan,
I’m assuming the fires have delayed publication of the staff report? Or am I missing it?
Thank you and hope you are as well as can be expected,
Terri
Terri Harding, AICP (she/her)
Principal Planner/Community Planning & Design
Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682‐5635
www.eugene‐or.gov/planning
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Please Note: Due to COVID 19 I am working remotely. Email is the best way to contact me, although I am checking
voicemail as well.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

From: Debra B <phatmom59@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 6:04 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene‐or.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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MEMORANDUM
Springfield Development Code Update Project
Governance Committee
Date:

January 14, 2021

To:

Governance Committee Members

From:

Mark Rust, City of Springfield

CC:

Sandy Belson, City of Springfield
Kristina Kraaz, City of Springfield
Brenda Jones, City of Springfield

Question for the Governance Committee:
1. How should staff address inconsistencies with the Comprehensive Plan in adopting new
Middle Housing code language?
Discussion
The City of Springfield Comprehensive Plan, Residential Land Use & Housing Element, bases
the number of housing units per acre of land (residential density) on the findings from the
Springfield Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis (RLHNA). These densities translate
into the Springfield Development Code (SDC) to regulate how much housing is allowed per acre
in specific locations determined through the zoning.
The new state Middle Housing rules no longer allow cities to regulate residential development
by density for the following housing types: duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, townhomes, and
cottage cluster housing. Additionally, accessory dwelling units (ADU’s) are not allowed to be
counted toward density. In adopting new code language to implement the Middle Housing
requirements, it will be necessary to regulate by housing type rather than by housing density.
This situation will create inconsistencies between the Development Code and the Springfield
Comprehensive Plan because the Plan includes policies based on established density ranges.
Staff has reached out to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
(DLCD) to seek input on our concerns about how best to address the issue of adopting new
Development Code language that will not be consistent with Springfield’s adopted
Comprehensive Plan for Housing. The response from DLCD was to adopt “bridge language”
into the Comprehensive Plan to transition from regulating by density to regulating by housing
type.
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Springfield Development Code Update project – Governance Committee
January 20, 2021

MEMORANDUM
Page 2 of 2

DLCD recommended bridge language:
For purposes of housing (or middle housing, or HB 2001 implementation or…?), state
statutes override comprehensive plan provisions. The statutes compelled the city to amend
its development code to comply with the new housing legislation thus the code provisions,
demanded by statute, override any conflicting comprehensive plan policy or provision.
It is not within the scope of the Springfield Development Code Update Project to include an indepth update of the Springfield Comprehensive Plan Housing Element to create consistency
with the required Middle Housing code language.
Staff has evaluated options to ultimately re-establish Plan/Code consistency. Some options
would expand the scope of or delay the Code Update Project. Included as Attachment 1 is a
flow chart, Options for Implementing HB 2001 – Comprehensive Plan Update, with four potential
options to consider. These four options include:
1. Do nothing (let the state model code be implemented, have state-mandated code
alongside the city code)
2. Add bridge language to the Comprehensive Plan now and leave the inconsistent policies
in place to be addressed at some point in the future
3. Adjust/Modify Comprehensive Plan policy language now (could further delay code
project)
4. Pursue Comprehensive Plan Updates for Housing (delay code project, let state model
code be implemented for the time being)
Ultimately the Comprehensive Plan must also be updated as required by HB 2003 (companion
legislation to HB 2001). This legislation requires the City to update its Housing Needs Analysis
(HNA) by December 31, 2025 (3½ years after the required deadline to adopt the Middle
Housing changes into code under HB 2001). The new HNA will update and replace the current
RLHNA that was done in 2011.
Staff is recommending option 2, adding bridge language to the comprehensive plan. One
potential issue with “opening up” our comp plan as part of the code update process is that it
could challenge the fact that we aren’t otherwise updating the comprehensive plan or housing
needs analysis/buildable land inventory. This could bring potential delay to a comprehensive
plan amendment that could sideline the code update process.
One approach to a limited amendment of the comprehensive plan uses a specific provision of
state law that allows the amendment without a public hearing. This approach to adopting the
bridge language would require limited staff time and no public hearing. DLCD has indicated that
they would support this approach. Additionally, staff discussed these options with the
Community Technical Advisory Committee for the project and after discussion of the multiple
options the majority of TAC members support option 2 as recommended by staff.
Staff is seeking the Governance Committees input and recommendation on the policy approach
for how to proceed.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Wednesday, June 16, 2021 7:20 AM
HARDING Terri L; MCGINLEY Sophie E; SOMMERS Lauren A; KNAPP Jennifer L
MH Buckets

Hi Everyone,
I am just following up with the “buckets” I mentioned yesterday for the different components of this project. I
remembered another one, so if you think of any other items that need to be included, please let me know so I can
update my sticky note.
Middle Housing Code Changes
 LU Code – Chapter 9
o Metro Plan
o Refinement Plans
o Zone Change (R‐1.5 property)
 LU Code – Chapter 7
 Willamette Greenway
Middle Housing Land Division ‐ 458
 LU Code – Chapter 9
“Family” Change
 LU Code – Chapter 9
 Other code chapters that reference “family” – Chapter 7? Chapter 3? Maybe not our responsibility, but we
should alert other teams who use similar terms and definitions.

Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene‐or.gov
541.682.5282
COVID‐19 Update: City of Eugene Planning & Development Department offices are operating. However, in order 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.
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Thursday, September 9, 2021 11:35 AM
*Eugene Planning Commissioners
Middle Housing and Willamette River Greenway

Planning Commissioners,
Welcome to September! As we continue to work on the middle housing code amendment package, I wanted to let you
know about another piece of code language we are working on. The middle housing administrative rules include this
section:
(f) Goal 15: Willamette Greenway – Pursuant to OAR 660-015-0005, Medium and Large Cities must review intensifications,
changes of use or developments to insure their compatibility with the Willamette River Greenway. Medium and Large
Cities may allow and regulate the development of Middle Housing in the Willamette Greenway, provided that applicable
regulations adopted pursuant to Goal 15 comply with ORS 197.307.

Essentially, this means that code requirements applicable to middle housing within the Willamette River Greenway must
comply with the state requirements for clear and objective standards for housing. City staff have been in communication
with DLCD staff about this requirement, and we are currently working through an approach to updating Eugene’s
greenway approval criteria to comply with this new middle housing rule. We anticipate bringing the new proposed
greenway standards to you later this year. We are developing informational materials that we will share with the
community and the Commission in the coming months.
Please let me know if you have questions. Thank you for everything you do!
Terri

Terri Harding, AICP (she/her)
Principal Planner
City of Eugene | Community Planning & Design
P: (541) 682‐5635

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

HARDING Terri L
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:37 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; MCGINLEY Sophie E; GEPPER Jeffrey A; SELSER Lindsay R; HANSEN Alissa H;
SOMMERS Lauren A
KLEINSMITH Cody Z
Middle Housing Core Team June 1, 2021 Agenda

Hi Core team,
Here’s a draft agenda for today.
1. Gratitude! ‐ All
2. Prep for PC on June 14 – discuss packet and meeting flow/presentation
(2nd mtg on June 28, possible additional meeting on June 21) ‐ Terri
3. Code Review Status – Jeff (anything lingering? Are we clear on parking? Comments due to Kate June 4)
4. Communications Hot Topics – Sophie & Lindsay
a. ECONorthwest Code Impacts Memo ‐ q’s and record requests – T/All
b. Incentivizing Middle Housing Near Transit – what does it mean and how do we communicate the
concept? ‐ All
5. Other as time allows (SB 458 land divisions, greenway, etc.) ‐ All
FYI – for Housing Policy Board, Terri and Jen to attend, Terri to give Council Presentation
Upcoming events:
June 1: Cody’s Internship presentation, Core Team meeting (focus on planning or June PC meetings)
June 4: Monthly HIP Collaboration meeting
June 7: DLCD Monthly forum, Housing Policy Board, Monthly Middle Housing meeting
June 8: PC Resources Meeting
June 14: PC meeting
June 15: Consultant check in, Core team meeting (focus on adoption package prep)
June 21: PC meeting if needed
June 28: PC Meeting
________________________________________________________________________________

Join Microsoft Teams Meeting
Learn more about Teams | Meeting options

________________________________________________________________________________
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
April 13, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments Update (Implementation of House Bill 2001)

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission is asked to provide feedback on draft land use code
recommendations for the Middle Housing Code Amendments project. This meeting will include an
outreach update, and review of the general approach to writing code, standards for duplexes and
cottage clusters, and options for amending Special Area Zones.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places in the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply. This work session is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to learn about the
project team’s recommendations for the overall approach and response to key questions posed at the
March 9, 2021 work session.
Draft code recommendations have been developed in response to the public input gathered from
October 2020 through February 2021, as well as technical analysis of the state rules adopted in
December, economic feasibility analysis, and check-ins with the Planning Commission. At this meeting,
the team will review the recommended general approach to code writing, recommended standards for
duplexes and cottage clusters, and options for amending Special Area Zones. At the Commission’s April
26, 2021, meeting the team will bring forward recommendations for triplexes, fourplexes, and
rowhouses, as well as additional information about how the code recommendations affect middle
housing affordability.
February Outreach
The purpose of the February 2021 outreach was to expand upon the fall 2020 outreach and begin
gathering community-wide input while continuing to share information about the requirements of the
house bill. The main opportunity for input was regarding levels of implementation: we asked community
members whether the City should Allow, Encourage, and/or Incentivize middle housing through our
code requirements. The goals for public engagement were to be meaningful, accountable, inclusive,
transparent, realistic, and outcome oriented.
The outreach focused on gathering community-wide input on code concepts to guide the technical,
code-writing portion of the project. A comprehensive report on the February outreach is included as
Attachment A. In addition, an updated Healthy Democracy survey report, updated to include all
participant votes on the code concepts, is included as Attachment B.
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As part of the recent outreach efforts, we received 741 surveys (730 in English and 11 in Spanish), held
15 meetings and events, created two new profiles on social media, and heard from renters and
homeowners, community members in every ward and of every age category, and folks who had never
been involved with City processes before.
Overall, community engagement was overwhelmingly supportive of going beyond the minimum
standards required by the state and implementing a hybrid of the Encourage and Incentivize options.
The community input is one of the factors guiding the project team in developing draft code language.
One of the recurring themes we've continued to hear in outreach is to explore ways to encourage
middle housing affordability. Our current round of engagement in April and May will include the Healthy
Democracy Panel, Equity RoundTable, Boards and Commissions RoundTable, and Local Partners
RoundTable discussions on how well the draft code meets the values and principles, as well as how well
it encourages affordability. In addition, Developer Focus Groups will be held with market rate and
affordable housing developers to gather feedback on the code recommendations and affordability
strategies. Results from these conversations will be shared with the Planning Commission at the May 17,
2021 work session.
A participant of the Equity RoundTable will be joining the Commission to share observations from the
Equity meetings.
Overall Approach + Duplexes and Cottage Clusters
Preliminary recommendations for the general approach to code writing, and for duplexes and cottage
clusters are included in Attachment C. As described therein, the team recommends landing somewhere
in between the Encourage and Incentivize approaches, recognizing there may be some variation among
specific standards. This general approach best reflects the public input gathered as described in the
attached report including input relating to the triple bottom line of sustainability - social equity,
environmental health, and economic prosperity.
Attachment C walks through the recommendations for standards such as lot size, height, setbacks, and
parking for duplexes and cottage clusters. The memo also addresses recommendations for the approach
for design standards, whether the City should permit detached duplexes as well as the more typical
attached structures, and whether the City should allow cottages on individual lots in addition to on a
common lot. The team will walk through the recommendations during the meeting and ask for Planning
Commission feedback to refine the recommendations.
Special Area Zones
As described in Attachment C, the City has options for how to amend Special Area Zones (SAZs) to
comply with the middle housing legislation. In brief, the options are to more surgically amend individual
SAZs according to how they are written (the Allow approach) or to broadly treat middle housing the
same as elsewhere across the City (the Encourage approach). The team will discuss these options during
the meeting and seek Planning Commission direction on the recommended approach.
NEXT STEPS
The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to engage
community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene. Additionally, the overall
project schedule for the current phase is included below. At the next Planning Commission meeting on
April 26, 2021, the project team will walk through recommended code language for triplexes,
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fourplexes, and rowhouses, discuss the recommendations’ effects on middle housing affordability, and
ask for Planning Commission feedback.

ATTACHMENTS
A. February 2021 Middle Housing Public Engagement Summary
B. Healthy Democracy: Eugene Review Panel Report 2 Review of Middle Housing Concepts (Updated
April 1, 2021)
C. Summary of Draft Code Amendments
(General Approach, Duplexes, Cottage Clusters, and Special Area Zone Options)
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
February 1, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

Middle Housing Code Amendments Update (Implementation of House Bill 2001)

ACTION REQUESTED
The meeting is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to delve into the state’s rules for minimum
standards for middle housing, and the contents of the state’s model code. The commission will also have
an opportunity to discuss next steps in the process.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places in the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply. This work session is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to dive deeply into
the rules, model code, and summary materials staff have prepared to help the commission understand
how the rules apply in Eugene. Using the attached summary (Attachment A), staff and consultants will
walk through the rules, pause for commissioner questions, and discuss next steps in the process.
Previous commission meetings have included information about the rules and model code, including
December 14, 2020 and January 12, 2021.
NEXT STEPS
Planning staff and consultants are using the minimum standards and values and principles document
included in the commission’s January 12, 2021 agenda packet to create code concepts and then code
language for compliance with the house bill. There will be continued and expanded public engagement
on the choices Eugene has for complying with the law from February through April.
City Council held a work session on January 25, 2021 to discuss the middle housing project. Planning
Commission are scheduled to meet again on March 9, April 13, and May 11, 2021 to discuss interim
products and public feedback received.
ATTACHMENTS
A. Middle Housing Rule Summary
B. R-1 Standards Summary
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 10, 2019 2:14 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Eugene Planning Commission
Perfect timing! NYT article related to HB 2001 infrastructure impacts

Mayor and Councilors,
As you all know, HB 2001 unwisely dictates what is essentially distributed increases in dwellings in the R-1
zone without regard to the differences in existing infrastructure capacity and condition. Generally, the
older, single-family neighborhoods have sewers that were designed for fewer dwellings and less
impermeable hardscape, and much of this infrastructure is in worsening condition. Yet many of these areas
are where a greater proportion of additional dwellings and hardscape will occur because of HB 2001. Here's
what can happen:
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/09/climate/washington-dc-floods.html
There are already locations in the JWN where a heavy rainfall will flood the streets because the storm
sewers can't handle the flow around a particular storm drain. Eugene Public Works Department isn't going to
be able to make appropriate upgrade plans and investments unless the City can control where significant
new development is going to occur. HB 2001 makes this challenging, but a smart City Council can mitigate
the damage that would otherwise result from taking no action or, even worse, loosening approval criteria
for new dwellings in the R-1 zone.
The City Council must ensure that appropriate maximum density, minimum lot sizes, and minimum on-site
stormwater flow management are in the R-1 standards and enforced for all R-1 areas. Nothing in HB 2001
explicitly prevents that strategy for ensuring the public health and safety.
Hopefully, one of the "silver linings" that will come out of the passage of HB 2001 is that a majority of
councilors will now realize just how stupid it would be to promote the blanket, one-size-fits-all strategy of
so-called "missing middle housing" densification in the interior areas of older, built-out neighborhoods. A
"middle housing" element of zoning for "greenfield" development (i.e., new subdivisions) makes sense. But
(literally) attempting to "flood" established, single-family neighborhoods with mult-plexes would be foolish.
Thank you for your consideration.
-- Paul
_________________
Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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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:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

HARDING Terri L
Thursday, January 28, 2021 2:03 PM
Kate Rogers
KNAPP Jennifer L; MCGINLEY Sophie E; GEPPER Jeffrey A; Matt Hastie
RE: APG slides for Planning Commission Deep Dive
020121PCAIS_Attachments.pdf; PCAIS Feb 01 21.docx

Thanks Kate,
I will look through these and get back to you on your questions.
Attached are the materials that are headed to PC later today. I am thinking about how much time we want to devote to
each topic on Monday, and will let you know my thinking on that as well.
Terri

From: Kate Rogers <krogers@angeloplanning.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 1:24 PM
To: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: KNAPP Jennifer L <JKnapp@eugene‐or.gov>; MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A
<jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>; Matt Hastie <mhastie@angeloplanning.com>
Subject: APG slides for Planning Commission Deep Dive

[EXTERNAL

]

Hi Terri,
We put together some Model Code slides for next Monday’s “deep dive” with the Planning Commission. Posted here:
Planning Commission.
The slides are pretty detailed—especially the design standards content. We heard from you that the PC really wants
details, but we’re happy to pare it back if you think it’s too much. Please take a look and feel free to suggest places
where we could trim it down. Note: we provide the most detail on cottage cluster standards, so we could easily say less
about those if we are running out of time and/or if the PC wants less detail on that.
Another option is to hide the detailed slides and create bulleted summaries in their place (e.g., slides that simply list the
design standard topics for each housing type). Then, if the PC wanted to know more, we could unhide the detailed slides
during the meeting as needed. If that’s too tricky to manage, we could also move the detailed slides to the end of the
presentation and flip to them if needed.
Let us know what you think would work. Thanks!

Kate Rogers / Planner
503.224.1496 / krogers@angeloplanning.com
921 SW Washington St. Suite 468
Portland OR 97205
http://www.angeloplanning.com

Please note: I’m working remotely for the time being—the best way to reach me is via email. My work hours are typically 8:30 am – 3:30 pm.
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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:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

HARDING Terri L
Tuesday, July 13, 2021 5:16 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; MCGINLEY Sophie E; GEPPER Jeffrey A; SELSER Lindsay R; HANSEN Alissa H;
SOMMERS Lauren A
HARTMAN Chelsea E
RE: Middle Housing Core Team
Governance Committee MEMO_1_20_21.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Middle Housers,
Here is an updated Adoption Package Contents and Task list and some notes from today’s core team meeting.
It’s a total brain dump, so take it with a grain of salt. Note question marks in highlighted areas below.
Appreciate you all!
Terri
1. Outreach and Communications – Sophie, Lindsay, Terri:
a. CC Email this week by 7/16 – Terri, with review by Alissa and Lindsay
b. 458 FAQ draft by 7/16 – Sophie, with Jeff, Lauren, and Terri to review
c. Outreach Kit/Guide to the AP – Sophie, later
d. Healthy Democracy coordination – Sophie & Terri (IAP2 conf 9/15, OR/WA APA conf 10/13, Exec mtg 9/16,
reunion TBD)
2. Plan Designation Issue in Metro Plan and RRSC Neighborhood Plan: Chelsea/All
Top option is to amend the Metro Plan to note that middle housing is exempt from the low density range of 0‐10
du/gross acre (net 14), per the middle housing OARs. RRSC plan will follow what is done within middle housing
amendments. See attached Springfield memo for options they are considering. Jeff to work on Metro Plan language,
Terri, Sophie, Lauren to review Springfield memo.
3. Adoption Package Prep: Jeff, Lauren, Terri
a. Contents:
i. Chapter 9 middle housing code amendments (removing ”family” definition from the code is pending
Jeff/Lauren discussion)
ii. Chapter 7 access amendments – Jeff coordinating with PW staff
iii. Middle Housing Land Division (SB 458) code amendments – Terri to talk to APG about rough cut assistance on
options
iv. Greenway code amendments – Jeff/Gabe working with Cameron McCarthy under new contract
v. Metro Plan amendments – Jeff to draft with assist from Terri/Lauren
vi. Zone Changes for 1.5 zoned properties
b. Tasks:
PC Resources Meeting 7/27 – Terri to send agenda on 7/26
Content creation/review/finalization ‐ Jeff, Lauren, Terri ‐
i. APG final code drafts by 7/26; Family changes by ??
ii. Chapter 7 changes by 8/3
iii. 458 options by 7/29
iv. Greenway by ??
v. Metro Plan language by 7/29
vi. zone changes by 8/3
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PC AIS for 8/3– Terri by 7/27
Legal review of code and plan amendments – Lauren by 8/ 3
PC AIS for 8/10 – Terri by 8/5
Notice to DLCD – Terri/Jen/Linda assist ‐ target 8/11
Findings – Jeff/Sophie assist – by Sept 14
Whew! What am I missing?!
Thanks all and have an organized evening
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GEPPER Jeffrey A
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Wednesday, August 25, 2021 8:13 AM
MCGINLEY Sophie E
RE: Question #4. Regarding HB 2001 code amendments for Willamette Greenway Permit

Good Afternoon Paul,
Thanks for your questions. First, the draft language presented to the Planning Commission on June 14th, 21st, and 24th,
are the most recent versions available. These versions are currently under legal review in preparation for the formal
Code Amendment process.
Regarding the Willamette Greenway, the City is continuing to work with the state and is now working with a consultant
on potential options for the Willamette Greenway sections of the Land Use Code and compliance with state law. When
we have more information on that process, a recommendation will be presented to the Eugene Planning Commission.
Thank you,
Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene‐or.gov
541.682.5282
Messages to and from this e‐mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law.

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 6:18 PM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: SELSER Lindsay R <LSelser@eugene‐or.gov>; HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Question #4. Regarding HB 2001 code amendments for Willamette Greenway Permit
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,
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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.”
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
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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]
(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:

BISHOP Lydia S
Monday, August 30, 2021 12:18 PM
SELSER Lindsay R; HANSEN Alissa H; GEPPER Jeffrey A
HARDING Terri L; MCGINLEY Sophie E
RE: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short-Term Rental") use

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Thanks Lindsay,
Yes, the Council discussed STRs at length and clearly gave direction for no regulation, other than a simple registration.
HB 2001 enables jurisdictions to regulate STRs in a way that ADUs can not necessarily be regulated, but in no way does it
require us to do so. Please let me know if I can provide any additional information for a response.
Lydia
From: SELSER Lindsay R <LSelser@eugene‐or.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 9:41 AM
To: HANSEN Alissa H <AHansen@eugene‐or.gov>; BISHOP Lydia S <LBishop@eugene‐or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A
<jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>; MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: FW: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short‐Term Rental") use
Hi Lydia and Alissa –
I want to flag this particular question for you both since Council has VERY MUCH discussed STR regulation and VERY
MUCH decided against regulation. That context is important to have for this question. I’m not understanding if HB2001
requires any changes to our current structure or if Mr. Conte is just asking for changes.
Not sure the best next steps but I just wanted to loop you both in to this line of questioning. Jeff Gepper is leading on
code question responses.
~Lindsay
From: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 9:27 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene‐or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene‐or.gov>; SELSER Lindsay R <LSelser@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: FW: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short‐Term Rental") use
Hey Jeff,
Here’s another.
Sophie
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From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 9:13 AM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene‐or.gov>
Subject: Question #6. Staff actions re "Middle Housing" "Vacation" (i.e., "Short‐Term Rental") use

[EXTERNAL

]

Sophie,
Question #6. What analysis and/or proposed actions have been, or are planned, by staff to address the use
of new "Middle Housing" dwellings as "Short-Term Rentals" ("STRs")?
HB 2001(6) Subsection (5) of this section does not prohibit local governments from regulating vacation
occupancies, as defined in ORS 90.100, to require owner-occupancy or off-street parking.
ORS 90.100(50) “Vacation occupancy” means occupancy in a dwelling unit, not including transient
occupancy in a hotel or motel, that has all of the following characteristics:
(a) The occupant rents the unit for vacation purposes only, not as a principal residence;
(b) The occupant has a principal residence other than at the unit; and
(c) The period of authorized occupancy does not exceed 45 days.
The STR use fits this definition of "Vacation occupancy."
It is well-established the STRs (colloquially, "Airb&b's'') remove a potential permanent dwelling from the
local dwelling supply.
Please describe any actions or plans that staff has for code amendments or other regulations to ensure that
newly allowed "Middle Housing," particularly infill, will not have significant STRs. For example, will staff
recommends "owner occupancy" for any Middle Housing in which a dwelling is used as an STR?
Thank you.
Paul Conte
_________________

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

HARDING Terri L
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:59 AM
MCGINLEY Sophie E; GEPPER Jeffrey A; KLEINSMITH Cody Z; KNAPP Jennifer L; SELSER Lindsay R;
HANSEN Alissa H; SOMMERS Lauren A
RE: Special Edition Core Meeting: Council Debrief
5.25.21PC_MiddleHousingCodeStrawPolls_Part2.pdf

Hi Core team,
Here’s a draft agenda for today.
1. CC Debrief – a great high level supportive meeting in my view
‐ All
2. PC Prep – see attached PPT and discuss meeting flow ‐ Terri
3. Housing Policy Board prep ‐ Terri
4. Code Review Check in ‐ Jeff
5. Public Involvement update – Sophie
6. Other as time allows (SB 458 land divisions, greenway, etc.) ‐ All
Upcoming events:
May 25: PC Meeting, finish straw polls
June 1: Cody’s Internship presentation, Core Team meeting (focus on planning or June PC meetings)
June 4: Monthly HIP Collaboration meeting
June 7: DLCD Monthly forum, Housing Policy Board, Monthly Middle Housing meeting
June 8‐10 TBD: PC Resources Meeting
June 14: PC meeting
June 15: Consultant check in, Core team meeting (focus on adoption package prep)
June 21: PC meeting if needed
June 28: PC Meeting
________________________________________________________________________________

Microsoft Teams meeting
Join on your computer or mobile app
Click here to join the meeting
Learn More | Meeting options

________________________________________________________________________________
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