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In my personal capacity as a land use law and housing law scholar, I am providing the
attached testimony in support of the City of Eugene’s implementation of Oregon’s middle
housing law, House Bill 2001 (2019).
-Sarah J. Adams-Schoen (she/her)
Assistant Professor
University of Oregon School of Law
saschoen@uoregon.edu
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Nov. 29, 2021
RE: CA 21-1 Middle Housing Code Amendments
In my personal capacity as a land use law and housing law scholar, I am providing the
following testimony in support of the City of Eugene’s implementation of Oregon’s middle
housing law, House Bill 2001 (2019).
My Relevant Expertise
I am a faculty member of the University of Oregon School of Law, where I teach Land Use
Law, Local Government Law, and Ocean & Coastal Law. I also serve as a faculty lead for
the Sustainable Land Use Project—an interdisciplinary research project of University of
Oregon School of Law’s Environmental and Natural Resources Law Center. Under my
supervision, for the past two and half years, fellows and staff of the Sustainable Land Use
Project have been examining state and local laws and policies that contribute to social
and environmental injustice. I have published scholarly articles on the connection
between the racial segregationist history of single-family zoning in the United States,
housing injustice and environmental racism. In my work, I examine reform efforts,
including Oregon’s middle housing law and the code amendments that some cities have
already adopted in compliance with that law. I have presented on this work to legal
scholars, law makers, lawyers, judges, housing justice advocates and others locally and
nationally.
I also served on the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development’s
Rulemaking Advisory Committee for House Bill 2001. Additionally, I provided expert
commentary in to the Eugene Planning Commission on exclusionary zoning and the
racially segregationist history of residential zoning in Oregon and nationally (May 2021). I
also presented as a lecturer as part of the City’s Healthy Democracy Citizen Review Panel
on implementation of Oregon middle housing law (Nov. 2020) and as a panelist as part of
the City’s Middle Housing Facebook Live series (Feb. 2021).
My testimony is also informed by my experience growing up in Oregon in poverty. As a
child, I lived with my parents and three siblings in a 2-bedroom unit of a fourplex located
on a busy four-lane thoroughfare with a landfill and other industrial polluters in close
proximity.
Testimony in Support of Middle Housing Code Amendments
Through my research, professional experiences, and lived experiences, I support the City’s
removal of regulatory barriers to the development of small-scale multifamily residences
and other forms of middle housing in all of the City’s residential zones for the following
reasons:
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1. Existing restrictive single-family residential regulations decrease access to
housing and increase the cost of for-sale and rental housing.
As I and my co-author Edward J. Sullivan recently concluded in an article in the Journal of
Affordable Housing and Community Development Law, “[h]ighly preferential regulatory
treatment of the single-family home with a private yard and off-street parking has
operated to stymie a half-century of federal, state, and local fair housing laws by inflating
home prices and rents and ghettoizing multi-family and affordable housing.”1
Many studies find that removal of regulatory barriers to the production of housing
decreases the cost of housing for households across income levels.2 Vicki Breen, Ingrid
Gould Ellen and Katherine O’Regan recently concluded that the preponderance of
theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that restricting supply increases housing
prices and that adding supply helps make housing more affordable, “even in markets
where much of the new construction is itself high-end housing that most people can’t
afford” because “[a] lack of supply to meet demand at the high end affects prices across
submarkets and makes housing less affordable to residents in lower-cost submarkets.”
2. Removal of regulatory barriers to small-scale multifamily housing and other
forms of middle housing is an important component of housing justice reform.
Moreover, to the extent other regulatory reforms are needed in addition to the middle
housing amendments, I caution the Council and the public to be skeptical of
commentators who frame housing justice reform as a dichotomy that pits the removal of
regulatory barriers against other reforms such as affordable housing incentives or
mandates. The fact that other reforms are also needed is not a reason to reject the
proposed code amendments.
3. Eugene’s existing single-family residential zoning regulations reflect the white
segregationist history of residential zoning law in Oregon and throughout the
United States.
Zoning law emerged in the United States, as it had elsewhere, as a tool for organizing
human development to increase and protect land values and achieve other social
objectives. The social objectives that shaped early U.S. zoning law included stabilizing and
increasing the value of property owned by white people and excluding from white
residential and business areas Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color, as well as
religious minorities, recent immigrants, and impoverished whites.
White supremacism as expressed through racial segregationist local, state and federal
laws was on the rise in the formative years of American zoning law. Following the U.S.
Supreme Court’s invalidation of express racial zoning restrictions in the 1917 case
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Buchanan v. Warley,3 cities throughout the United States, with the encouragement of
white supremacists in the federal government, adopted zoning codes that designated
large swaths of city land as single-family residential. At the same time, city codes
concentrated in smaller areas other land uses that those with local political power
deemed undesirable, including multifamily residences and industrial uses. In so doing,
cities found that they could segregate their neighborhoods by race, using economic class
as a proxy, without running afoul of the Buchanan case.
Highly preferential regulatory treatment of the single-family detached home with a
private yard and off-street parking coupled with treatment of multifamily residences as
undesirable land uses became omnipresent in the United States following the Buchanan
case.
4. Researchers of fair and affordable housing, planning, urban studies and
economics have identified restrictive single-family zoning as a significant driver
of housing unaffordability and racial injustice in U.S. cities.
A few notable examples include:
•

Sonia Hirt, Home, Sweet Home American Residential Zoning in Comparative
Perspective, 33 J. Plan. Educ. and Rsch. 1 (2013) (reporting that percentage of
housing comprising single-family homes was approximately 63% in the United
States (based on U.S. 2010 Census), 34% in the EU 27, 30% for the 17 countries
comprising the Eurozone (with more than 60% of that being attached single-family
housing), and 29% for Germany).

•

Douglas S. Massey, American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the
Underclass, 96 Am. J. Socio. 329 (1990).

•

Rolf Pendall, Local Land Use Regulation and the Chain of Exclusion, 66 J. Am. Plan.
Ass’n 125, 133 (2000).

•

Marc Seitles, The Perpetuation of Residential Racial Segregation in America:
Historical Discrimination, Modern Forms of Exclusion, and Inclusionary Remedies,
14 J. Land Use & Envtl. L. 89 (1998).

•

Christopher Silver, The Racial Origins of Zoning in American Cities, in Urban
Planning and the African American Community: In the Shadows 23 (June Manning
Thomas & Marsha Ritzdorf eds., 1997).
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•

Jessica Trounstine, The Geography of Inequality: How Land Use Regulation
Produces Segregation, 114 Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 443, 444 (2020) (empirical analysis of
contribution of facially-neutral land use regulations to racial segregation).

Regards,
Sarah Adams-Schoen
Assistant Professor
University of Oregon School of Law
saschoen@uoregon.edu
1

Sarah J. Adams-Schoen & Edward J. Sullivan, Reforming Restrictive Residential Zoning:
Lessons from an Early Adopter, 30 J. OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING & COMM. DEV. L. 161 (2021).
2
Jason Furman, Barriers to Shared Growth: The Case of Land Use Regulation and
Economic Rents, Remarks to the Urban Institute, Washington, DC (2015), available at
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/page
/files/20151120_barriers_shared_growth_land_use_regulation_and_economic_rents
.pdf; Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen & Katherine O’Regan, Supply Skepticism: Housing
Supply and Affordability, 29 Hous. Pol’y Debate 25, 26–27 & n.3 (Aug. 2018) (citing and
discussing “considerable empirical evidence” “restricting supply increases housing
prices and that adding supply would help to make housing more affordable”). See, e.g.,
Brian Asquith et al., Supply Shock Versus Demand Shock: The Local Effects of New
Housing in Low-Income Areas (FRB Phila. Working Paper No. 20-07, 2020) (finding new
buildings decrease nearby rents by five to seven percent relative to locations slightly
farther away or developed later and increase in-migration from low-income areas); Evan
Mast, The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction on the Low-The Effect of New
Market-Rate Housing Construction on the Low-Income Housing Market Income Housing
Market, W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research Policy and Research Briefs (July
23, 2019) (finding that 100 new market-rate units create 70 vacancies in middle- and
lowerincome neighborhoods but effect may be smaller in least expensive neighborhoods
where prices are close to marginal cost of providing housing); Xiaodi Li, Do new housing
units in your backyard raise your rents?, NYU Wagner & NYU Furman Ctr. Working Papers
(2019).
3
Buchanan v. Warley, 245 U.S. 60, 73–74, 38 S. Ct. 16, 18, 62 L. Ed. 149 (1917).
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David Barajas
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Just have to say.
Monday, November 29, 2021 5:01:00 PM

]

I “zoom” attended the last meeting on November 16. And I noticed when actually
meeting had been officially closed, and members of the of the task force were
saying goodbye to each other, I saw a sense of respect and appreciation of each
other. I'm sure it's been “a labor:, lots of details lots of revisions, lots of listening.
But ultimately I feel like there's a strand of caring our community. And the task
force itself has a sense community among yourselves and that made for an even
better product in terms of the proposals and the broadness of the thinking. And I
think that escapes some observers. I so appreciate what you’ve done and glad get a
warm glimpse of what the engine that made it work so well.
Continue to be bold. : )
David Barajas
97405
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Grace Kaplowitz
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Public Testimony for Middle Housing Code Amendments
Monday, November 29, 2021 4:51:43 PM

]

Dear Eugene Planning Commission,
I am writing to urge you to follow the recommendations of staff and be bold in your decisionmaking on HB 2001 implementation.
I believe we need to do everything in our power as a community to encourage and incentivize
housing production if we wish to be successful in addressing the current housing crisis. The
City cannot overcome the challenges alone, but it can send a loud and clear message to the rest
of the community by aligning it's policies and ordinances with the pillars of Envision Eugene
and the goals and values in the Comprehensive and Climate Action plans.
Specifically, I would like to draw your attention to pillars 2-5 of Envision Eugene which
include the following:
Provide HOUSING AFFORDABLE to all income levels
Plan for CLIMATE CHANGE and ENERGY RESILIENCY
Promote COMPACT URBAN DEVELOPMENT and EFFICIENT
TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS
Protect, repair and enhance NEIGHBORHOOD LIVABILITY  
I am asking that you rise to the occasion as community leaders and decision-makers and listen
to the diversity of voices weighing in on this process. You have a unique opportunity to take
into account the recommendations of the Healthy Democracy panel participants and the Equity
Roundtable as well as the numerous community members who have provided testimony in
writing and at the November 16 Planning Commission meeting. The Healthy Democracy
panel and Equity Roundtable are just two examples of innovative strategies for including
community members in the decision-making process who may have historically been kept out
or lacked influence over public policy.
Please listen to the diversity of needs and perspectives in this community and carefully weigh
the balance of keeping people who already have housing privilege comfortable versus
providing basic human services to those who lack access.
I also urge you to keep a broad and curious perspective and not get stuck in thinking that we
have to choose between housing affordability and sustainability. We have an opportunity to be
a leader in addressing these issues head on, and I sincerely hope we have the courage and
determination to do so.
On a personal note, I am a young professional who has lived in Lane County my entire life
and the only reason I can afford to live in this community at present is because I live in shared
housing. I feel the pressure of the lack of adequate and affordable housing in our community
and I can only hope that this will get better, not worse, over the course of my lifetime.
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I am also the co-chair of the Eugene Active Transportation Committee but am writing this
testimony on behalf of myself. Thank you very much for your time and commitment to
Eugene and for your careful consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Grace Kaplowitz (Ward 2)  
-Grace Kaplowitz (she/her)
RARE AmeriCorps Member 2020-2022
Co-Chair, Eugene Active Transportation Committee
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Lloyd Helikson
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
CA 21-1; HB 2001 Implementation Testimony
Monday, November 29, 2021 4:37:21 PM
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Planning Commission, City Council and Staff:
As I understand, HB 2001 made Oregon the first state in the nation to essentially
eliminate single family residential zoning. The minimum standards of HB 2001 are thus
groundbreaking standards with unknown impact. Eugene should implement the required
minimum standards and not experiment by adopting more extensive optional standards
for which the impact is even more unknown, and which could be detrimental and
irreversible.
Standards broader than the minimum required by HB 2001 are made even more
experimental and risky by the impact of SB 458. Staff proposes that duplexes, triplexes
and fourplexes can be separate single family structures (detached plexes), as I
understand, which defies the historical definition of those structures. A duplex could be
two separate houses, a triplex could be three separate houses and a fourplex could be
four separate houses, as I understand.
Under SB 458, the lots containing these separate single family structures, characterized
as plexes, can subsequently be divided into smaller lots such that each plex is on a
separate tiny lot. These lots presumably would be exempt from many requirements for a
normal lot. Infrastructure, parking, EV charging, solar access, tree canopy protection,
etc. could be very difficult to provide.
I am not aware that the staff proposal to adopt standards beyond the minimum required
by HB 2001 has been shown to be required by or consistent with the City
Comprehensive Plan adopted pursuant to Envision Eugene, or with applicable adopted
refinement plans. See EC 9.8065(2). I had understood that the Comprehensive Plan,
adopted by Eugene and approved by LCDC, included adequate standards and strategies
which the City indicated would meet the projected housing needs.
How do we know that these additional standards will have the effect of providing
additional “middle income” housing at a lower cost? A reasonably possible outcome of
the strategy could be that the price of land is increased due to the greater allowable
density, causing developers to buy the land and build new expensive units. This new
housing may be too expensive for many current Oregon residents, including those
displaced by new units.
Staff’s extreme experiment, far beyond the minimum standards of HB 2001, should not
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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be adopted. If the City passes an ordinance adopting standards beyond the required
minimum, any attempt to reverse the approach in the future might effectively be
impossible due to the financial impact to the City of potential Measure 49 claims.

Lloyd Helikson
Eugene
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Middle Housing Testimony
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Dear Planning Commission,
Thank you for taking on the immense task of updating land use code in Eugene. Anyone new
to our community has experienced the difficulty in finding affordable housing to rent or buy.
This issue has been present for a long time but has continued building as our population
increases and our housing stock fails to keep up.
Due to my role as a neighborhood leader in Eugene, I have followed the progress of HB 2001
implementation closely. From the beginning of this process, the inclusion of traditional
neighborhood involvement has been lackluster for code changes that will have an immediate
impact on the neighborhoods of Eugene. The first opportunity for public comment on this
project presented 3 options that had already been developed with no neighborhood leadership
input. I believe the limited options to Allow, Encourage, or Incentive leave out the most
important course of action, to push back on a statewide mandate that will decrease our Single
Family Residential Zoning from 80% of the city to 0%.
The abundance of Single Family neighborhoods in Eugene has contributed to the livability and
draw of Eugene for generations. Making this drastic change is a gift to developers and
speculators. Eugene has also been unfriendly for first time home buyers for well over a
decade, this is not a new phenomenon. The Planning Commission has a duty to help solve this
problem but I believe that is comes through leading the planning process, designating higher
density development where the infrastructure to support it already exists such as the
downtown core, and not encouraging the over development of fringe neighborhoods with
large, spacious, developable lots and older, less well-kept homes that will be demolished to
make way for Middle McMansions.
The oversized focus on equity in this process has minimized the involvement of traditional
concerned parties. Listening to the comments given at the November 16, 2021 Planning
Commission meeting, nobody thinks we should gloss over unequal housing opportunities,
quite the contrary, opponents of the City's proposed code changes cited the lack of
affordability guarantees and likelihood of further gentrification if we deregulate zoning
without any guardrails to ensure affordability. The only direct participation I had as a board
member of a neighborhood association was by hosting our own Meeting in a Box which had
already put many assumptions in place and left little room for meaningful input.
In closing, this process at both the state level to push through the eradication of Single Family
Residential Zoning and at the local level to enact this bold law have left the public, existing
homeowners, and long-time Oregonians out in the cold. There is nothing in this code that
enables the transitory housing we need to get the unhoused population out of the cold and into
permanent housing as they outgrow shelters but can't afford market rate housing. There is no
promise of equity, no evidence that similar policies across the country have increased fairness
by decreasing regulations. I request the Planning Commission reject the proposed code
changes and reject the state's one-size-fits-all thinking and show true leadership as we
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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carefully plan a better Eugene. Knowing this is unlikely, please accept the bare minimum
changes required to meet state guidelines and develop metrics to evaluate the success or
failure of those changes before going beyond what is required.
Thank you,

Harry Sanger
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Paul Conte
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Eugene Planning Commission; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Housing wealth equitability -- Surprise! there is no evidence of zoning excluding Black households
Monday, November 29, 2021 4:20:29 PM
Tracking Homeownership Wealth Gaps.pdf

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 MIDDLE HOUSING
As described below, staff has made redressing Eugene's "legacy of racially
exclusionary zoning" a pivotal (if emotional) element of their propaganda for
adopting extreme deregulation of the R-1 Zone and other zones.
I requested staff for any evidence supporting disparity in the housing wealth of
Black versus white households.
Staff could not produce any supporting evidence, and (apparently) didn't think it
worth their time to provide planning commissioners easily accessible, recent
analysis posted on the internet.
So here, once more, I've attached basic data and analysis from a credible institution
that demonstrates unequivocally that there is no evidence of disparity in the
housing wealth of Black versus white households in Eugene.
In fact, the research shows that Eugene compares extraordinarily well against other
cities for equitable housing wealth among Asian, Black, and white households. In
contrast, Hispanic households have significantly less benefit from home ownership
and value.
What does this mean for code amendments?
It should be obvious: A high priority should be to map where Hispanic households
live and the characteristics of the households and their housing.
It would be of critical importance to protect these households against race-based
displacement, specifically that areas with concentration of Hispanic households
should not be displaced because of the idiotic concept that identical zoning across
all subareas of Eugene is "more equitable." As has been well-established, such an
approach leads to race-based displacement because "housing secure" races (in
Eugene, that includes Asians, Blacks and whites) are not where investors buy
inexpensive rentals and demolish or upgrade leading to gentrification.
You have ignored the facts throughout this entire process until it is now too late to
do a good, evidence-based job of developing truly equitable code amendments.
The best you can do now -- and this is essential -- revise the recommendation to
the City Council so that it implements the minimum changes necessary to comply
with HB 2001 and the so-called "Middle Housing" OAR.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
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Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

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

*** My response on November 24th to staff and providing them an opportunity to
take the few minutes time to discover the on-line data.
Jeff,
Let me introduce a few actual facts into your "Planning Division Bubble."
You conveniently elide my introductory comment by recasting it as "to claim that
staff has 'made their case' for the Middle Housing Code Amendments on racial
inequity ..." No, I said, "in large part," which is true.
Early in the process, staff posted the following statement in support of their push
for extreme deregulation:
"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."
Not surprisingly, you even cite this propaganda piece in your comments.
You also affirm my point by stating: "This acknowledgement is important context
for why changes in residential zoning can be beneficial to creating a more
inclusive community and potentially mitigate some of the harm that has existed
through land use regulations."
You know, as well as all of us following this debacle, that there has been an everpresent, strong narrative that the current code is racially exclusionary and that
staff is going to correct that legacy with "more housing choices." You may recall
that when I asked staff for evidence of the code being racially exclusionary, staff
could not produce any evidence or cite to any provision. That didn't stop staff from
continuing to push the false narrative.
Surprisingly, you also reference the presentation by Dr. Adams-Schoen at the UO
Law School. I doubt if you even watched this before referencing it because she
doesn't cite any local data on housing equity and concludes with the strong
admonition that the City must, quote:
"Integrate anti-displacement strategies into planning and regulations."
Which staff admits has been completely ignored in the code amendments related to
the proposed extreme deregulation of the R-1 Zone.
The 2009 Master's' Thesis by Chrisanne Beckner is interesting, but has nothing to do
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with current housing racial inequity or contemporary zoning. It is solely about
appropriate commemoration of past Black community experiences.
So, your attempt to dismiss my preface fails; and ... getting to the questions -staff has no data at all about the degree to which Eugene's Black households are
harmed by historical or current racial bias with respect to housing. You simply
waive your hand by saying "there is much work left to do locally."
A reasonable City official, say a planning commissioner or city councilor, might ask - why hasn't staff done even a basic comparative analysis of household "housing
wealth" by race as a critical foundation for planning code amendments so they will
"potentially mitigate some of the harm that has existed through land use
regulations"?
Ah, but you can explain that because "information about racial history, exclusion,
and discrimination is difficult to find in Eugene ..."
It would have been more forthcoming to say: "We didn't bother because we know
Eugene's zoning creates racial exclusion and discrimination, and we know that
market-based deregulation will mitigate some of the harm."
The truth is that the answers to my questions are readily available on-line.
So, here's your second chance: Get out of your self-assured bubble and go find the
answers and provide them to the Planning Commission.
If you can't be bothered or are incapable of finding the answers, I'll provide them to
the EPC and City Council on Monday.
Paul Conte
_________________

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

*** Staff's initial response to my request on November 24th
On Wed, Nov 24, 2021 at 3:51 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
wrote:
Good Afternoon Paul,

In reviewing your email, I think it is important to address your initial statement.
You state that “city staff have made the case for their proposed code
amendments based in large part on addressing past racial inequity.” While the
approved Public Involvement Plan focuses on equity and inclusion, and
acknowledges the difficult history of racial exclusion in Oregon, to claim that
staff has “made their case” for the Middle Housing Code Amendments on racial
inequity is a mischaracterization of this process. As you are aware, the Middle
Housing Code Amendments are based on changes to state law following the
enrollment of House Bill 2001. The project’s three stated goals, from the
beginning, are to comply with House Bill 2001, enable housing availability &
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diversity of type, and further on-going housing work aimed at addressing equity
and affordability.

As part of our public engagement process, we felt it was important to highlight
and open the discussion about the complicated history of residential zoning and
acknowledge that these rules have been harmful and excluded members of our
community. This acknowledgement is important context for why changes in
residential zoning can be beneficial to creating a more inclusive community and
potentially mitigate some of the harm that has existed through land use
regulations. The City’s findings demonstrate that the Middle Housing Code
Amendments are being implemented in order to comply with changes in the state
law and to create opportunities for the development of more middle housing and
home ownership/availability in Eugene.

As it pertains to questions 10.a-c. in your email, we do not have those figures.
Information about racial history, exclusion, and discrimination is difficult to find
in Eugene and across Oregon. We have previously provided resources to you and
Councilor Semple, as well as the Planning Commission and City Council as bodies,
in our effort to daylight what we do know and identify gaps in our data for future
work. Our resources include a Fact Sheet, a presentation by Dr. Adams-Schoen at
the UO Law School, and a paper on Historic Preservation, documenting the Across
the Bridge Community in Eugene. Although national research has documented
many examples of the racial wealth gap (for example, see The Color of Law),
there is much work left to do locally.

Also, the Planning Commission heard last night from our partners in Community
Development about the Housing Implementation Pipeline (HIP). The draft of the
HIP includes an Anti-Displacement Action Plan, which will coordinate policies and
actions to promote equitable development. This work and other components of
the HIP process, will be integral to ensuring that housing in Eugene continues on
the path of equitable access to housing for all.

Thank you,

Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5282
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Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under
Oregon Public Records Law.

*** My original request for information submitted on November 18th
On Thu, Nov 18, 2021 at 8:41 AM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Sophie,

The city staff have made the case for their proposed code amendments based in
large part on addressing past racial inequity. Most of the history and planners'
discussion has been focused on Black households.

The three-part question is this:

10a. How do rates (percentages) of home ownership compare for Eugene Black
and White households?

10b. How do average home values compare for Eugene Black and White
households?

10c. How do distributions (percentages of totals) of household population and
primary residence wealth compare for Eugene Black and White households?

Presumably staff has at least some idea of this local data to justify the
staff's implication that there is significant inequity between Eugene Black and
White households. I'm interested in how serious such inequity might be.

I would appreciate a substantive response in time to consider as I
prepare testimony that is due on or before September 29th for the EPC public
hearing.
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Thank you.

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

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 18 of 188

Tracking Homeownership Wealth Gaps
Is Housing Wealth Equitable in Your City?
November 10, 2021
Tracking Homeownership Wealth Gaps (urban.org)
Note: This website allows comparison with other cities. Eugene compares extraordinarily well against other
cities for equitable housing wealth among Asian, Black, and White households. In contrast, Hispanic households
have significantly less benefit from home ownership and value. Explore this feature on your own.
Is housing wealth equitable in Eugene, OR?
In many large cities, households of color overall own a disproportionately small share of the primary-residence
housing wealth. How does Eugene stack up?

Wealth % = +2.5% of HH %

Wealth % = +60.0% of HH %

Wealth % = +63.6% of HH %

Wealth % = –52.0% of HH %

Wealth % = –22.7% of HH %
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Samantha Roberts
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
QUICK-WARNER Brittany (SMTP)
Public testimony from the Eugene Area Chamber of Commerce
Monday, November 29, 2021 4:14:20 PM
Public Comment_Middle Housing_Eugene Chamber_11.21.pdf

]

Planning Commissioners,
Please find the attached public testimony from the Eugene Area Chamber of Commerce
regarding Middle Housing Code Amendments. Thank you for your consideration and efforts on
this matter.
Very best,
Samantha Roberts
Director of Business Advocacy
Eugene Area Chamber of Commerce
O: 541-484-1314
C: 503-887-4485
www.eugenechamber.com
Website | Twitter| Facebook | Instagram |
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

whitney3743@comcast.net
Monday, November 29, 2021 2:34 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
middle housing

]

To whom it may concern,
I feel very upset that today November 29th is the cut off date for public input to this new zoning plan that will intensely
change the whole city of Eugene. You are now allowing for up to fourplexes on all zones within the city. You are
allowing for private billionaires to come into Eugene to buy up all the local housing and turn them into rentals all over
the city where common people will not be able to own property.
I am absolutely appalled at your idea and the state of Oregon’s plan. I don’t know what happened to Oregon or Eugene
for that matter. This whole culture is being bought up and sectionalized by billionaires. Our city is helping with this
process with this rediculous zoning plan. This is not going to bring in affordable housing. It will bring in housing that will
be expensive and lead to a fascist nation where the citizens no longer have a chance to get ahead. I could see allowing
accessory dwelling units, garage conversions and tiny homes for local home owners to actually offer affordable nice
housing. Your idea is to create ugly fourplexes with no imagination to their structures. There also will be no room for
gardens or green spaces or earth for children to play on. Shame on Oregon leaders for destroying our state and now our
town. I fully intend to research the legality of these new zoning plans.
Sincerely yours,
Suzanne Whitney
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Cody Kleinsmith <czkleinsmith@gmail.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 2:30 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Middle Housing from a Youth Perspective

]

Dear Eugene Planning Commission and City Council,
House Bill 2001 & 2003 represent tremendous opportunities for Eugene. I recently graduated from the University of
Oregon, and after 3 years of living in Eugene for school, I have continued to do so now for work. In the last 4 years of
living here, I've had to look for housing twice, and it has not been an easy process either time.
Housing that meets the needs of younger people is incredibly scarce, and where it is present usually outside of our price
ranges. For many of my peers, staying in Eugene directly after graduation is simply not an option. For myself, it only
works because there are 4 of us in a 3 bedroom.
When making decisions about the Middle Housing Project, I encourage Planning Commission and City Council to
consider the needs of young people heavily. I love Eugene, but in a year when my 3 other roommates graduate will
there be housing here that I can afford? Encouraging and incentivizing Middle Housing projects can help provide the
wide array of housing that my generations and others here in Eugene need. I have full confidence in the
recommendations made by City of Eugene staff to ensure Eugene stops being known for its housing shortage, and
instead for all the other wonderful things it has to offer.
Sincerely,
Cody Kleinsmith
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:

Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 2:28 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager;
camilla@eugeneweekly.com
Do Not Allow the Developers to Ruin Eugene

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

Some years ago, I was at the Open Forum at the City Council and heard
a young father from the Whitaker area speaking for his family and others.
Because of a ""loop-hole"" in zoning, Ninkasi Brewery had been permitted
to be built near his home. He said the smell from the brewing process was
nauseating and was making his family feel ill. There are reasons for zoning
laws and Big $$$ developers have a long history of looking for ""loop holes.""
It's an old story; developers see a beautiful area where the people are trying
to do what is right for the environment, themselves and the welfare of others
and Big $$$ tries to redevelop the area for their own benefit. I saw this happen
in in my small coastal town. It was shocking how quickly the property rights
of the residents were compromised and the air, water and way of life ""fouled.""
The Oregon Legislature in HB 2001, voted to the first state to take away the
protections of R1 zoning. Is this constitutional....shouldn't the people of
Oregon have voted on this?
It has been said that if this had happened in other areas of our country, people
would be the streets protesting....perhaps-this is still to come- when even the
most ""laid back"' and trusting of Oregonians realize what's being planned.
I'm sure the rest of the country will be watching to see how this unprecedented
bill plays out for the residents of Oregon.
Perhaps, people who bought homes in good faith in R1 neighborhoods should
ask for a refund on property taxes, mortgage payments, home improvements,
possible, future costs for re-locating, funds set aside for physical issues caused
by worry and stress, etc.
In researching HB 2001, I found many interesting points.
Originally, proponents hoped to be able to permit duplexes in R1 areas and never
thought that there would be a chance for more than that but ""somehow"" more
was added.
Originally, the bill was voted down in session but a special Sunday session was
called and it ""somehow"" passed by one vote. After it seemed that the bill would
pass-it appears that others voted.
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We saw what the farmers of Seavay Loop went through-a few years ago-when
the developers tried to take their land. The farmers called it a ""land grab""....how
is what is being proposed by the developers for the ""re-structuring"" of Eugene
any different?
If the residential areas are compromised by Big $-who do think will also own the
outer lands. Bill Gates and others with billions are buying up farmland at record
amounts.
I have lived in many areas of our country and find the residents of Eugene to
be beyond generous and caring about the needs of others. Other places of
similar size....don't pass 10-year MUPTE tax breaks, have as many social
programs and services....even funding 2...full-time, Cahoots vehicles.
I was on the recent Eugene Planners' ZOOM meeting....over 30 people spoke.
I couldn't help but think that it was it was odd that so many advocates were
speaking but the average resident seemed to know nothing about HB 2001
and the proposed....Eugene ""super-sized"" version of it.
With what we usually see when it comes to Big $$$....to somehow think that
the re-zoning (restructuring) of Eugene will somehow benefit the average person
(this time around) is not being very realistic.
The rising, housing costs (beyond income) is a world-wide situation.
There is an excellent video by a financier from Iceland called Black Rock, The
Company that Owns the World. Common internet phrases-""Black Rock Wants
to be Your Landlord"" or ""You Will Own Nothing and You Will Love It.""
The bigger questions how and why has this hedge fund only started in 1986....
with circular ties to the big banks,Goldman Sachs, big Pharma and other large
companies....been allowed to get a monopoly on housing so quickly. (In some cases,
buying up entire neighborhoods....far beyond market price and paying cash. )
""Stack and pack"" housing is their newest venture.
A friend of mine-in another area of the country- told me recently-that her son and
his friends were renting from a corporate group like Black Rock and had their monthly
rent go up $400 in one month. There was no they could cover this rent increase with
their salaries and all were back at home-living with their parents.
There seems to be an agenda to get people "'stack and packed"" RFK, Jr's word,
in micro-housing controlled by corporate interests. What an absolutely, miserable
existence that would be....when there is in a big, beautiful world out there.
Suggestions:
-The city site needs to be re-designed....it's difficult to navigate and understand,
vague and would be very easily exploited by Big $$$ developers (domestic and
international)
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-Meet with neighbors and be transparent and ""forth-rite"" about what is being
planned....suddenly-a 4-plex is planned right next to your house (people are going
to be very, very upset...angry.)
-Work with the RG and Weekly to do articles about HB 2001 and the planned
re-zoning changes
-Plan on the bare minimum of compliance to HB 2001
*Boulder, not in a valley is 1% growth and Colorado is slow growth. Eugene is in
a valley and over-populating and over-building in a valley is especially unhealthy.
-Ask for extension on HB 2001, because state covid restrictions (going on 2-years now)
prevented true discussion with neighbors.
-Bring back classes on Civics and Government so that everyone is aware of how
our government is supposed to operate.
Thank you.
Cindy Allen, Eugene
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Paul Conte
RE: Checking in on HB 2001 Question #10
Monday, November 29, 2021 2:17:00 PM

No, I have not assembled information today regarding Question 10. Please submit any relevant
material you feel is applicable.
On a side note, I still have not received your thumb drive. Would you like to indicate which
documents you would like to be added to the record from your Google Drive link you sent
previously?
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: Monday, November 29, 2021 2:11 PM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Checking in on HB 2001 Question #10
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Jeff,
Before I submit further testimony, I wanted to see if you had assembled any additional,
factual information regarding: "HB 2001 Question #10 -- Housing wealth equitability" since
last week?
Let me know.
-- Paul
_________________

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

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Paul Conte
RE: Please provide names (and stated affiliations) of individuals who provided oral testimony
Monday, November 29, 2021 1:21:00 PM

Hi Paul,
I was able to put together a list of people who provided verbal testimony on 11/16/2021. See below.
Name

Organization/Title

Carmel Perez Snyder

AARP Oregon, Associate Director

Bandana Shrestha

AARP Oregon, State Director

Eliza Kashinsky
Paul Conte
Liz Cawood
Bill Aspegren
Emily Fox
Tim Morris

Springfield-Eugene Tennant Association

Kitty Piercy.

Chair of Square One Villages.

Kelsey Zlevor

Co-Chair Downtown Neighborhood Association

Alexis Biddle

1000 Friends of Oregon

Gabriele Hayden
Isis Barone

NAACP

Nir Pearlson

Principle, Aligned Architecture

Clare Roth

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation

Lena Houston-Davisson
Dylan Lamar

Architect/Developer, C Street Co-op

Dan Wilson

Co-Chair Eugene Active Transportation Committee

Lisa Levsen

Board Member Eugene Catholic Workers

Sigh
Roxana Humphreys
Dan Bryant

Director, Square One Villages

David Barajas
Jose Melendez

Panelist, Middle Housing Review / Professor of Planning

Kaarin Knudson

Architect / Urban Designer, Better Housing Together, Planning
Professor

Stan Honn
Haley Campbell
Kevin Shanley
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Isaac Judd
Francisco Ontiveros

Panelist, Middle Housing Review

Cindy Allen

Pam Wooddell
Susan Wolling
Jon Belcher
Andrew Heben

Square One Villages

Thanks,
Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5282
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law.

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 7:41 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Please provide names (and stated affiliations) of individuals who provided oral testimony
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Jeff,
Please provide me the names (and stated affiliations) of individuals who provided oral
testimony at the EPC Public Hearing last night.
Thank you,
Paul
_________________

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

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 30 of 188

JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 1:09 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; Eugene Planning Commission
"We knew it was coming" -- Eugene in 2025 under staff's and EPC's zoning deregulation
NYT Austin as the future of Eugene.pdf

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 MIDDLE HOUSING
Mayor and Councilors,
The attached article provides a cautionary view of what will happen in Eugene as "house -rich" Californians
continue to move to Eugene.
In a few words -- Poorer households will be displaced from Eugene's close-in neighborhoods.
The minimum requirements of HB 2001 and the so-called "Middle Housing" OAR together will make it very
hard and/or expensive to protect low-income renters' ability to remain in these older urban neighborhoods.
But the frankly racist and elitist blindness of the city staff and planning commissioners will fuel the
displacement even more by going far beyond what the State dictates require and refusing -- despite so m any
citizens pleas -- to require investors and developers to provide substantial community benefit (mainly in
support of affordable housing) in return for "financial bonuses" from additional lessening of lot and
development requirements.
At this point the staff and commissioners cannot be excused for not being aware of what they are doing.
Every one of them has chosen to ignore the facts because of their hubris or personal financial interests. Of
course, all of them will either be long gone or enjoying even more personal housing wealth, while poorer
households are driven out of Eugene's urban neighborhoods.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

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

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

1

Batch 13

Page 31 of 188

Apartment complexes and office buildings along the Colorado River in Austin.
By Edgar Sandoval
• Nov. 27, 2021
How Austin Became One of the Least Affordable Cities in America - The New York Times (nytimes.com)

AUSTIN — Over the last few years, in one of the fastest-growing cities in America, change has
come at a feverish pace to the capital of Texas, with churches demolished, mobile home parks
razed and neighborhood haunts replaced with trendy restaurants and luxury apartment
complexes.
The transformation has perhaps been most acutely felt across East Austin and the
neighborhood of Montopolis, a 2.5-square-mile patch southeast of downtown, where
unobstructed views of the ever-expanding skyline have made the historically Black and Latino
neighborhood a sought-after community.
And the momentum is nowhere near abating. These days, construction sites and cranes feel
more like permanent fixtures across the neighborhood, where longtime residents have watched
with growing anxiety as chic coffee shops, yoga studios and pricey bars have inched closer and
closer.
“We knew it was coming,” said Francisco Nuñez, who for nearly two decades lived at the Cactus
Rose Mobile Home Park until it was sold to a developer to make way for amenity-rich
apartments that now fetch more than double what he once paid in rent.
A decade ago, Austin, the capital of Texas often deemed a liberal oasis in a staunchly
conservative state, was among the most affordable places to live. Now, according to
a forecast prepared by Zillow, a real estate company that tracks affordability, the Austin
metropolitan area is on track to become by year’s end the least affordable major metro region
for homebuyers outside of California. It has already surpassed hot markets in Boston, Miami
and New York City.
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With an average of 180 new residents moving to the city every day in 2020, housing inventory
is very low, realtors said. Multiple offers, bidding wars and blocks-long lines outside open
houses are commonplace.

Rafaela Guevara, left, and Francisco Nuñez, outside their home in Del Valle,
Texas, in September. They left the mobile home park they lived in for almost two
decades after it was sold to a developer.
Home sale prices in the city of Austin skyrocketed to a record median of $536,000 in October,
up from about $441,250 a year ago. And they have more than doubled since 2011, when the
median sales price was $216,000, according to the Austin Board of REALTORS, a trade group.
Rentals, too, have surged, with the average cost of an 864-square-foot apartment now $1,600.
“Austin is the worst-kept secret,” said Job Hammond, a secretary-treasurer with the board.
With the University of Texas flagship campus, gentle rolling hills and a vibrant music scene,
Austin has long been an attractive place to call home. But surging prices have created a
brewing housing crisis that is reshaping the city of nearly 1 million people, and pushing mostly
low-income Black and Latino residents like Mr. Nuñez away from cultural centers,
transportation hubs, grocery stores and other amenities that come with urban living, activists
said.
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The lack of affordable homes has been underscored by the relentless sight of homeless
encampments outside City Hall and under busy highways. (The city recently began efforts to
clear them after voters approved a public camping ban this year.)
In 2018, while already experiencing explosive growth, at least 35 Austin neighborhoods were
undergoing some stage of gentrification. Another 23 neighborhoods were at high risk of
following suit, according to a study commissioned by the city and conducted by researchers
with the University of Texas.
The numbers are likely higher today, said Heather K. Way, a law professor at the university and
one of the study’s authors.
“You drive down a street one day and all of a sudden you’re thinking, ‘What happened to the
apartment building that stood there last week?’” said Ms. Way, referring to the rapid
demolition of older housing occurring in some Austin neighborhoods.
The displacement of low-income residents, in a city where about 13 percent live below the
poverty line, has concerned Austin officials to such a degree that a grass-roots movement led
them to hire the city’s first displacement officer this year. Nefertitti Jackmon has been assigned
the challenging task of preventing widespread gentrification even as cranes continue to dot the
skyline and new structures climb ever higher.
Ms. Jackmon said that while plans remain in flux, her office will be allocated about $300
million over the next 13 years to be spent on addressing displacement, such as securing more
affordable housing in affected neighborhoods. She doesn’t mince words when describing the
challenges that lie ahead.
“In Austin, Black and brown neighborhoods have been marginalized and underinvested,” Ms.
Jackmon said. She also said she wants to expand participation of local residents in the early
process of new developments. “We are saying development can happen without displacement.”
But not everyone is convinced a new displacement office will have a significant impact.
“It’s an aspirin for cancer,” said Fred McGhee, a local historian and longtime resident of
Montopolis, a neighborhood once home to formerly enslaved people and Mexican migrants
who came to work in cotton fields.
On a recent day, Dr. McGhee walked out from his home and pointed in several directions,
toward construction sites or newly built luxury buildings. “Not long ago these used to be all
wetlands,” Mr. McGhee said. “Now all you see are new developments or plans for one.”

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 34 of 188

(Left) Fred McGhee, a historian and activist, has fought gentrification in the city’s
Montopolis neighborhood. (Tight) Nefertitti Jackmon, Austin’s first community
displacement prevention officer, is working on preventing widespread
gentrification in the city.
The East Vue Ranch is one of them. On the land that was once the Cactus Rose Mobile Home
Park, the luxury complex has a sleek swimming pool, game room and enclosed dog park.
Nearby, another apartment complex now sits on land once occupied by a historical Black
church. Another Black church, built in the 1860s, was demolished to make way for a road to
accommodate all the new traffic. And a neighborhood hair salon was replaced with a trendy
South American bakery.
“This has become the tale of two Austins,” said Susana Almanza, a longtime activist. “The rich
keep building in our neighborhoods and the poor keep getting displaced. It doesn’t end.”
From March 2020 to February 2021, despite the pandemic, Austin nearly led the nation in new
construction, with close to 42,000 new residences, according to a housing report by Rice
University’s Kinder Institute for Urban Research.
Much of the city’s expansion has been attributed to the recent arrival of tech titans, including
Apple, Amazon, IBM and AT&T — and more recently Tesla, whose chief executive Elon Musk,
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already a resident with a rocket site in South Texas, said that the company would move its
headquarters from Palo Alto, Calif., to Austin.
Those big moves — joining other major tech companies, like Dell and IBM, already fixtures in
the region — have meant an infusion of a younger and more affluent population, giving rise to
the city’s new moniker of “Silicon Hills.”
The high-paying jobs have accelerated the area’s economy. Over the last 10 years, jobs in hightech, which tend to pay in the six figures, rose nearly 62 percent in the Austin metropolitan
area, for a total of about 176,000 positions, accounting for 17 percent of all jobs and far
surpassing the growth of all other industries, according to the Austin Chamber of Commerce.

Google offices in Austin in October. Several major tech companies have become
fixtures in the city, giving rise to the moniker, “Silicon Hills.”
And since 2010, the median household income has jumped from $55,744 to $80,954,
according to the chamber.
Those high salaries have pushed up the price of housing, including rentals, the cost of which
surged 38 percent over the last decade, more than other fast growing Texas cities like Dallas
and San Antonio, according to a 2020 Root Policy Research housing market analysis.
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The city, which saw an increase of nearly 160,000 people over the last 10 years, “can’t build
homes fast enough,” said Rob Gordon, manager and real estate agent with the realty company,
JBGoodwin.
In the neighborhood of Northwest Hills, about 20 minutes northwest of downtown, where Mr.
Gordon does a majority of his business, 18 of the 19 homes on the market this spring sold for
more than the asking price, an average of a 113 percent spike, Mr. Gordon said. One home,
listed at $975,000, was sold for $1,395,000 after a grueling bidding war.
Jon Kniss, a photographer from Nashville, took desperate measures to find a home when he
moved to Austin last year. For months, he blanketed his new neighborhood with letters of cash
offers.
Nine months and more than 200 letters later, the Kniss family moved into a three-bedroom
house in an affluent community northwest of downtown. “We wanted to see if we could get a
little advantage,” Mr. Kniss said. “Great weather, quality of life, the schools. Everybody wants
to move here.”
That feels especially true in Montopolis.

Construction of a new apartment complex in the Montopolis neighborhood.
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For those who left the neighborhood, many wonder whether they will be forced to uproot from
their new homes yet again, as new developments continue to be approved and built in even
more remote pockets of the city.
Maria Garcia de la Luz, 68, a former Cactus Rose resident who now lives next door to Mr.
Nuñez, said she misses the proximity to shops and access to public transportation that she had
in Montopolis. Not long ago, she hurt a knee in an accident and had no way to go get treatment
after her husband, Magdaleno Garcia, 77, also fell ill and was unable to drive her.
“It really affected me. I feel trapped here,” Ms. de la Luz said. “In the end, it is us, the poor
people, who end up getting hurt. Who’s to say they won’t kick us out of here too?”
Susan C. Beachy contributed research.
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

senkavuk <senkavuk@gmail.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 1:00 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Public Comments for Middle Housing Code Changes - HB 2001

]

Hello,
I am responding to the proposals for new middle housing policy in Eugene.
As a young professional, I believe I bring
an especially relevant perspective to this dialogue. I hold a degree in Human Geography from Portland State University
as well as a Certificate in User Experience Design, both of which bridge the gap between the built world and human
experience.
I’ve studied sustainable transportation, food and water access, and many other intersections between the physical and
experiential aspects of living. In addition, I’ve experienced volatile and under- regulated housing markets in Oregon. I and
many of my peers live or have lived in sub-par conditions or without housing stability.
Yes, Eugene needs more housing, and “middle housing” such as Additional Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would serve this
purpose quite well. There are some major considerations to be made before implementing new policy regarding middle
housing.
1 — who owns the housing? — Is it someone from out of out of town, out of state, out of country? Will they be properly
invested in the property’s maintenance and upkeep? Will they be invested in the local community, and Eugene’s
economy? Will they be invested in their tenant’s housing stability?
2 — is the housing accessible? — Can someone earning minimum wage afford the rent? Can someone with
alternative ability needs use the space? Is the space healthy to live in?
3 — is the housing beneficial? — Does the space engage, support, or contribute to it’s local community year- round?
Is the housing sustainable from an environmental perspective?
I would advocate for these middle housing initiatives to be ONLY accessible to owners who live in Eugene, as
private individuals. Why? They will be more invested in their properties and tenants, and being a private individual they
will not be solely profit-oriented. These are critical aspects for a healthy middle housing economy and for our
community to flourish, as for-profit entities or out-of-area owners has no motivation to contribute to their tenant's
homes or communities. Short-term rentals like Air Bnb (even owned by locals) add very little benefit to our
communities.
I would advocate for these middle housing initiatives to be rent-controlled so that they are accessible to individuals who
may not have access to other forms of housing. For-profit and out-of-area owners will not effectively understand or
implement rents in line with the actual cost of living for the Eugene area.
These concerns put this initiative in a tight spot — to remedy them, I would propose that subsidies be offered for local
in-area property owners to develop their own ADU’s, in addition, the subsidies could offer support for sustainable
initiatives that would benefit both owners and tenants such as high-efficiency appliances or solar panels.
In concert, this initiative should support LOCAL owners and tenants NOT CORPORATIONS, NOT SPECULATIVE
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HOUSING INVESTORS FROM OTHER AREAS. The housing should be AFFORDABLE on the minimum wage offered in our
area. This is an opportunity to help Eugenians, not businesses or those capitalizing on Eugene from afar.
Thank you,
SD
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Patricia Thomas <rempst@gmail.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 12:24 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Testimony on Middle Housing Code
MIddle Housing Code testimony.docx

]

Hello,
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments.
Trish Thomas
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Middle Housing Code Amendments Testimony
Planning Commissioners:
You are faced with an awesome task, making recommendations for providing more
homes of all types while also considering how to help these new homes become
desirable places to live. Our community needs to win at both of these goals. I
believe there are choices you can make to succeed at both.
Eugene has struggled to implement denser housing and the state has come to the
rescue, by demanding we find a way. HB2001 and the Model Code drive us
ambitiously toward meeting housing need in our community. The goals of equity
and inclusion can’t stop at merely providing roofs, but must consider whether
residents of the new dwellings, newcomers or those wanting to live in smaller
homes, will feel at home or merely squeezed in. How can this code be adopted while
still encouraging a welcoming continuity in our community? These are homes and
should be treated as homes where everyone wants to live.
Eugene has a tremendous need for more housing and middle housing will be a great
help. Some people want to live in a stimulating urban setting with transit-oriented
siting and densities, while others want to live in smaller homes in neighborhoods
that have some of the greener and more relaxed characteristics of traditional singlefamily neighborhoods. Middle housing, in my view, is meant to take the best of both of
those to create compact housing in greener settings.
Continuity:
It is important to keep in mind that we all want to live in a welcoming, walkable,
economically successful community. We also must not overlook the realities of
climate change and the essential need for healthy open space, quality air, shade and
planting space. Buildings of vastly different shapes and sizes and setbacks, without
meaningful green space, simply create a disturbing experience and a restless
community. A jittery environment is going to be less healthy. Continuity along the
streetscape helps create that welcoming calming community environment. This
may sound like an extreme luxury in the face of the housing need, but it is not. The
goal of a significant increase in dwelling units can be achieved while also
maintaining some of our current standards, and still comply with the state
requirements.
Climate Change
It is clear that middle housing is key to addressing the housing crisis and slowing
climate change by reducing the size of the buildings we occupy. This code moves us
well in that direction. There are other factors to consider, as well, when we consider
climate and healthy living.
Surprisingly, Eugene already faces the challenge of having less than average tree
canopy due to necessary new development and loss of trees to storms and drought.
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Climate change and recent hot hot summers have brought home to Eugenians the
value of trees and green space, not just as a luxury but essentials for human health.
Likewise smoky air, reduced visibility and poor air quality have become
unprecedented threats. Not only do vegetated areas cool us, trees are essential to
cleaning the air we breathe. Access to air, daylight, shade, planting areas and
outdoor views are essential to human mental and physical health.
Tools in the Middle Housing Code that can address these natural needs are:
requirements for lot coverage, parking and building height.
Lot Coverage and Building Height:
The state law allows the continued use of Eugene’s current standards for lot coverage
(50%) and building height (30’). These standards should be maintained. The Eugene
proposed Middle Housing code far exceeds these standards (75% and 35’). Quite
simply if buildings occupy 75% of their lots, air, light, views and places to plant trees
and lawns to provide cooling in a warming climate, will be extremely limited.
An example: The 75% lot coverage proposal is extremely ambitious. Reaching 75%
lot coverage on a 4500 square foot lot (the smallest single family lot allowed under
current code) is actually impossible. If the entire lot is built out to all of the
minimum setbacks, 5 feet on the sides and back, 10 feet on the front, only 66% of
the lot can be covered. No front porch, no back stoops, no exterior parking to serve
as a kind of open space, maybe one small tree in the front 10 foot lawn. Imagine
this kind of structure lining streets, with 10 feet between windows on adjacent
properties and no tree canopy to resist the unrelenting heat and smoke we are
beginning to experience. Is this where people want to live?
Our current 30’ building height allows for considerable building bulk that can
accommodate multiple dwelling units within. Adding another 5’, as proposed, may
not seem like a big increase, but it will create three story buildings reducing light,
and air and the potential to grow plants.
Parking:
The Model Code parking requirements will effectively move us toward more density
discourage driving, and encourage biking and bus riding. One advantage of
maintaining some parking on each lot is that it simply provides for open space,
building setbacks, light and air. Especially if we live in smaller closer dwellings, we
will still want to have a place our kids can learn to ride a tricycle or shoot hoops, do
an outdoor school project, or families and neighbors gather at a picnic table
outdoors during a pandemic. The importance of outdoor living space for everyone has
become clear. We must not fill our lots completely with structures. Parking areas at
least leave a bit of outdoor space for enjoyment.
The incentive to eliminate all parking requirements for middle housing within ¼ mile
of “Frequent Transit Corridors” is a very ambitious proposal. Is this the right portion
of the city to direct toward car-free living or will it exceed the practical demand?
Before deciding on this, please closely examine the potential impact by reviewing the
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map that demonstrate the amount of land affected. It is significant. Because parking
is not required, does not mean that residents will not have cars. We are moving
toward driverless electric cars, which some forecast will increase the demand for
cars. Are we anticipating moving toward an urban scenario where parking garages
will be built in neighborhoods, or will people park blocks away from their homes, a
common occurrence in larger cities? If so, it is important to consider that many
Eugene neighborhoods do not have sidewalks, creating safety challenges that much
be addressed as part of implementing this code standard. Until we have the mass
transit as found in large cities, there are phases of life where most will rely on a car.
As it has been said, we are all temporarily able. We nearly all will have times of
limited abilities, whether as youngsters who can’t yet ride a bike, times of injury or
disability, becoming elderly and dependent on a car, or families who need to move
several people about at once.
Definitely, limiting parking requirements is an important part of the solution to
affordability and climate change. But removing them completely in so many areas
may not be currently realistic. Can this incentive be implemented incrementally
over time? Please consider this alternative that would definitely increase housing
options but create fewer parking stresses throughout the city:
Remove parking requirements only on properties that abut “frequent transit
corridors.”
Further, this rule has the greatest impact on Building Form. Parking, lot coverage,
building height and bulk, are deeply intertwined. Having not even a single parking
space on a site will encourage, bigger, bulkier buildings, as discussed above, that
nearly fill the entire site and leave very little access to light, air, tree canopy or green
space. (To visualize, please see the Middle Housing Massing Model at:
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/63648/Middle-HousingMassing-Model
Enhance Affordability and Home Ownership
Two standards incentivize smaller dwellings under 900 square feet. These are the
25% lot size reduction and the elimination of parking requirements for
developments with dwellings under 900 square feet. These appear to be
compelling tools to create more compact living and the potential for home
ownership for more people. But this could go further by reducing the maximum size
dwelling. Eugene actually has a lot of housing in the 800-900 square foot range. I’ve
lived comfortably in one with a family of four. A townhouse of 900 square feet is
quite roomy, and many people are drawn to the efficiency of a tiny house. These
powerful tools could be most effective at reaching new renters and property owners if
targeted to developments with dwellings at a maximum in the 600 -750 square foot
range.
Incremental Approach:
Please consider recommending standards that meet the Model Code rather than
exceeding it, particularly in regard to lot coverage, parking and building height.
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State law and the proposed Model Code is in itself a huge move forward to meet our
housing deficiencies and will result in significant new development without some of
the extra incentives. This will be great for our community. Moving from Model
Code levels to the aspirational levels could be an incremental process. Consider
adopting standards more in line with the Model Code now, monitor the results, and
have in place more ambitions incentives if the desired development is not occurring
at an adequate rate in five years.
Thank you for the great work of the Commission and Staff in visualizing middle
housing through the complex work of updating the code. Your endeavors are
creating this opportunity to address housing shortages and consider the long-term
nature of our community.
Patricia Thomas
Ward 1
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:

Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 11:43 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager;
camilla@eugeneweekly.com
Fw: EW - this week's letters to editor

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

Please add Vic Hariton's recent letter in the Eugene Weekly to the
the middle housing testimony-it's below in the email.
I think residents are only beginning to understand the ""nightmare re-zoning
for neighbors''....Eben's Foder's words.
I think Vic Hariton's suggestions are an appeal to a more logical approach.
I would suggest that you meet with neighbors and try to come up with
a ""more middle of the road"" re-zoning plan as is suggested by Vic Hariton
in his letter.
Because of covid restrictions (going on 2 years now) it would also seem
logical to ask the state for an extension on HB2001. You can't rezone a city
on a few ZOOM calls. HB 2001 is unprecedented.
I would also ask that the RG and The Weekly do in-depth analysis of HB2001
and the Eugene Planners version of it.
The website needs to be redone. It is difficult to navigate. challenging to
understand and as is written-currently-could easily be manipulated by developers
(domestic and international.)
Thank you.
Cindy Allen, Eugene
----- Forwarded Message ----From: Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com>
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 26, 2021, 7:03:29 PM PST
Subject: Re: EW - this week's letters to editor
My apologies for that.
put your names in Bcc, if that’s also preferred.
mk

On Nov 26, 2021, at 6:58 PM, Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Folks,
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PLEASE do not include city officials in these group emails.
That causes typical "Reply Alls" to go to them, which is an unfortunate breach of what should be
private communications.
Thank you.
-- Paul
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
On Fri, Nov 26, 2021 at 6:53 PM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
All,
Please take a few minutes to share your own views
Eugene Weekly -- 250 word limit
letters@eugeneweekly.com
Register-Guard -- 200 word limit
rgletters@registerguard.com
Include your name, address, and daytime phone number.
This is important! Even though both newspapers have limited readership, city councilors read the letters.
We can't let the small minority of zealots be the only ones in print.
-- Paul
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
On Fri, Nov 26, 2021 at 6:48 PM Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com> wrote:
some relevant letters this week, here’s one of them…

http://eugeneweekly.com/category/letters/

SEARCH
SEARCH Search

Eugene Has A Choice
Implementing
New Zoning
On

 CONTACT US

LETTERSBY LETTERS EDITORPOSTED ON 11/24/2021

 CLICK TO SHARE ON FACEBOOK (OPENS IN NEW WINDOW)
 CLICK TO SHARE ON TWITTER (OPENS IN NEW WINDOW)
 CLICK TO SHARE ON TUMBLR (OPENS IN NEW WINDOW)

Ryan Moore’s letter in Eugene Weekly (11/18) provided an exquisite example of the empty virtue signaling that
characterizes so much of the commentary from advocates of the extreme, free-market-based zoning deregulation
proposed by city planners.
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Following his unsupported, ad hominem attacks on “shortsighted” property owners and “bad faith actors,” Moore
tries to impress with a series of “facts.” Whether overstated or not, all of these are facts about current or past
problems, with which there is no general disagreement — even by the nefarious bad-faith actors.
What’s missing is any evidence and analysis at all about solutions.
I may be a shortsighted property owner, but my vision is clear enough to understand that the city can implement
HB 2001 as the staff have proposed, which is extreme deregulation far beyond HB 2001 dictates, without any
affordability or anti-displacement provisions. Investors would be the only parties to reap the benefits.
Alternatively, the city can implement HB 2001 with the minimum required deregulation (which would still be
substantial) accompanied by affordability and anti-displacement provisions. Lower income households would
then derive at least some benefit, and investors would still reap substantial financial gains from the resulting
upzoning.
That is the choice, and the bad-faith actors that Moore denigrates seem to be the ones on the right side of the
housing justice issue.
Vic Hariton
Eugene
Sent via my faster-than-Wi-Fi and totally safe HARD-WIRED internet connection

Sent via my faster-than-Wi-Fi and totally safe HARD-WIRED internet connection
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Carleen Reilly
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Support for Middle Housing draft amendments
Monday, November 29, 2021 9:41:17 AM
Middle Housing.docx

]

Here are my comments for the Eugene Planning Commission in support of the draft Middle
Housing Code Amendments.
Cordially,
Carleen Reilly
395 Marion Ln.
Eugene, OR 97404
541-689-8561
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TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Eugene Planning Commission
Carleen Reilly, 395 Marion Ln., Eugene, OR 97404
Missing Middle Housing Draft Amendments - Strong support
November 28, 2021

I attended a Middle Housing presentation on October 19th and observed the November
16th Planning Commission meeting on Middle Housing with more than 30 public
commenters. By my rough count, 25 people commented favorably about the draft
amendments, 6 were unsupportive, and 1 had mixed supportive and unsupportive views
of various portions of the draft amendment. Comments ranged from bare compliance
with HB 2001, to encouraging more housing, then to incentivizing as much housing as
possible.
Many people asked planners to "Be Bold" in providing codes to produce the
most housing possible, especially for the lower 'rungs of the ladder’: very low-income
people, young families, and workforce housing. An oft repeated concept was that 'It's
the few housing-secure, well-off individuals who are clogging up efforts to provide
affordable housing.' Other phrases were: ’The loudest voices do not represent the broad
community's views.' 'Support deeper affordability and energy efficiency.' and 'Move
forward.’ I liked Tim Morris's comment, "A diversity of housing builds a diverse
community."
As more dense housing is built in an area, community amenities are able to pencil out,
like the neighborhood coffee shop, frequent public transit service, and having safe
walkable/bikeable neighborhood infrastructure. Many comments were made about
equity, affordability, parking, tree preservation, reducing greenhouse gases, and other
livability topics. This code should encourage or incentivize more housing with flexibility
in lot size and parking requirements, percent of lot coverage by the building, and so on.
Once we settle this Middle Housing Code, I am excited about connecting it with the
State’s Climate-Friendly and Equitable Communities initiative, which I think would
merge well with the Middle Housing.
The State Land Conservation and Development Commission held a series of identical
“Community Conversations: Climate-Friendly and Equitable Communities Rulemaking.”
I participated in the October 27th Conversation for the Willamette Valley. This emanates
from Governor Kate Brown’s Executive Order 20-04 that constitutes the basis for
initiating this holistic approach to attack the problems of climate change.
https://www.oregon.gov/gov/Documents/executive_orders/eo_20-04.pdf
The Charge: The rules are meant to implement climate pollution reduction actions to
comply with Oregon s climate pollution reduction targets and Executive Order 20-04.
This rulemaking integrates land use, transportation, and housing to prevent siloing rules
into separate agencies. It has a relatively short timeline to complete and put out for
public comment.
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The proposal designates areas to develop as climate-friendly with a more
dense population, prioritizes high-quality transportation emphasizing bike/ped/public
transit over cars, provides access to goods and services nearby, and provides
resources for climate-improving landscaping. It addresses parking, electric vehicles and
charging stations, vehicle congestion, and other mechanisms to focus community
resources to improve equity and reduce GHG.
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/LAR/Documents/OnePagerScenarioPlanning.pdf
In summary, housing is a matter of supply and demand. If adequate housing units are
available for people to purchase and rent, prices for housing would go down. Middle
Housing coupled with Climate-Friendly and Equitable Communities will provide the
livable urban areas we yearn for.
I urge you to support the Middle Housing Code Amendments with as rigorous
allowances as possible to humanely house the most people. Our community has
creative design ideas we can implement, be proud of, and take care of people’s basic
housing need.
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michele Civiello <civiello@uoregon.edu>
Monday, November 29, 2021 8:37 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Concerns

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

Good afternoon,
While we support middle housing, we have great concerns about the lack of a provision that a majority of such housing
be allocated as affordable housing. So much of the verbal testimony given at the meeting on November 16 spoke of the
need in this area, however, at the end of the public hearing on Tuesday, November 16, it was made very clear that this is
NOT a provision of the code. Exclusive housing developments continue to be built throughout Lane County and our
elderly community members are being priced out. If diversity, equity, and inclusion are our values, then we need to
enact policies that support these values.
We live at 450 E 32nd avenue, adjacent to a currently vacant lot, and have additional concerns about the proposed 6 unit
development up the road from us on east 32nd avenue. This street is already very congested and this development
would add up to 30 additional people and likely 15 or more additional vehicles with insufficient parking. While we also
support a walkable neighborhood, bus service to the neighborhood has been reduced and we are in a location where
most folks would have to drive to and from employment.
We believe that any Middle Housing amendment should include a provision for affordability and the neighborhoods
should be assess on a case by case basis as not all locations are created equally. We are further concerned about the
reduction in green space around the proposed structures and what that means for pollution.
Thank you,
Michele and Randy Civiello
450 E 32nd Avenue, 97403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SELSER Lindsay R
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: HB 2001
Monday, November 29, 2021 11:37:35 AM

From: dennis hebert <dnns_hebert@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 4:20 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugeneor.gov>; KEATING Matt <MKeating@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: HB 2001
[EXTERNAL ⚠]
Hello all,
I would like the City Council to decline the recommendations made by the Planning Commission concerning HB
2001 implementation. The minimum standards for HB 2001 should be chosen as the course of action for the City.
Anything else will be suicide for zoning and any control over the growth in the city. Let's see how this thing plays
out and you can always adjust it later if need be.
Please consider doing the right thing for the citizens of Eugene.
Thank you for your attention in this matter.
Dennis Hebert
Ward 2
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

dennis hebert <dnns_hebert@yahoo.com>
Sunday, November 28, 2021 4:14 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
HB 2001

]

Hello Planning Commission,
I would like for the Planning Commission to recommend to the City Council to abide by the minimum requirements for
HB 2001. Anything else will be suicide for zoning and any type of regulated growth for the City of Eugene.
Dennis Hebert
Ward 2, city of eugene
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Sarah Mazze <sjmazze@gmail.com>
Sunday, November 28, 2021 10:44 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Testimony on Middle Housing

]

To Whom it May Concern,
Thank you for your work to increase the capacity for Middle Housing with the Middle Housing Code Amendments. I
applaud the effort and the focus on equity. I appreciate your consideration of my comments, below.






Eliminate or further minimize vehicle parking requirements and increase bicycle parking requirements. If we
are to truly serve all members of our community and build the place we all want to live into the future, we need
to do much more over the upcoming years to decrease the amount of land and the proportion of our
transportation funding and space spent on facilitating mobility for those who have the ability and access to
personal vehicles, as compared to those who do not have that access. Vehicle parking requirements are
expensive for developers and use valuable land for housing vehicles instead of housing and providing other
desirable amenities like parks for people. Bike parking, on the other hand, is space efficient and serves even
those who are too young, old or low-income to drive. Moreover, a single household with four members could
need at least four bike parking spaces, but only one is required for housing units with more than one dwelling.
To reach the tripling of the use of active and shared transportation as called for in the Transportation System
Plan, we need to do much more, and quickly, to make active and shared transportation more appealing, safer
and easier, while making trips by vehicle less appealing. Parking is a part of this, as people will be less interested
in owning vehicles if trips by other modes are more viable and parking is more challenging.
Require a connection from the site to both adjacent transit and bike and pedestrian facilities. While I am
writing as a private citizen, I speak from my experience as Safe Routes to Scho ol Coordinator for 4J, where I have
seen that developments are allowed to be build without walking/biking connections to adjacent streets, paths or
important destinations like schools. For example, new housing went in adjacent to Willagillespie Elementary
without a connection to the school. In another example, a new multi-family housing complex under
development directly on the river path by Maurie Jacobs Park off River Road will not include a connection to the
river path and the bridge to the Valley River Center, which is just steps away from the development. Rather,
people who wish to use the path for trips to school, work or shopping will have to go approximately a 1/4 mile
out of their way to access the path. For trips by foot, particularly for children, the elderly or alter-abled, this can
make a real difference to whether or not the trip is viable.
Allow for an increase in housing density. Clearly, these code changes are intended to do just that, so I am
writing to express my support for such increases in all parts of town with consideration of equity at the
forefront. Thank you for your work to date in this realm.

Sarah Mazze
Ward 7
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Cathy Ellis <catellis@gmail.com>
Sunday, November 28, 2021 7:24 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Eugene Planning Commission
Where are public notifications to be found....?

]

re middle housing, and affordable housing projects to be found?
I only hear about it via her personal forwarded emails from a friend that is on the board of the FAN Friendly ave
neighbors?
And my friends dont hear about it at all, if I dont forward those emails to them….?
Our local paper is rather diminished and so I do not subscribe to it any more.
Where are the PSAs?
Do I simply have to be proactive and open the web site for City of Eugene,? …... well I can do that, but most dont and
wont..
How is the average citizen that cares about housing to be notified when you have these discussions and make significant
new rulings?
I listen to KLCC, a non profit, so not sure what they dont carry PSAs…?
Thanks,
Cathy Ellis
Eugene
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Friday, November 26, 2021 6:54 PM
Maurya Kaarhus
Cindy Allen; southeastneighborsboard; sandy sanders; maryann Francis; Kathy Ging;
Jane Katra; Alison Price; Tsunami Books; Alan Stein; Sandra Bishop; Sabrina Siegel; lisa
Marie DiVencent; krista morien; Jill Davidson; Jackdresser Dresser;
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Re: EW - this week's letters to editor

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

All,
Please take a few minutes to share your own views
Eugene Weekly -- 250 word limit
letters@eugeneweekly.com

Register-Guard -- 200 word limit
rgletters@registerguard.com

Include your name, address, and daytime phone number.
This is important! Even though both newspapers have limited readership, city councilors read the letters.
We can't let the small minority of zealots be the only ones in print.
-- Paul
_________________

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

On Fri, Nov 26, 2021 at 6:48 PM Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com> wrote:
some relevant letters this week, here’s one of them…
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Ryan Moore’s letter in Eugene Weekly (11/18) provided an exquisite example of the empty virtue signaling that
characterizes so much of the commentary from advocates of the extreme, free-market-based zoning deregulation
proposed by city planners.
Following his unsupported, ad hominem attacks on “shortsighted” property owners and “bad faith actors,” Moore tries to
impress with a series of “facts.” Whether overstated or not, all of these are facts about current or past problems, with
which there is no general disagreement — even by the nefarious bad-faith actors.
What’s missing is any evidence and analysis at all about solutions.
I may be a shortsighted property owner, but my vision is clear enough to understand that the city can implement HB
2001 as the staff have proposed, which is extreme deregulation far beyond HB 2001 dictates, without any affordability or
anti-displacement provisions. Investors would be the only parties to reap the benefits.
Alternatively, the city can implement HB 2001 with the minimum required deregulation (which would still be
substantial) accompanied by affordability and anti-displacement provisions. Lower income households would then derive
at least some benefit, and investors would still reap substantial financial gains from the resulting upzoning.
That is the choice, and the bad-faith actors that Moore denigrates seem to be the ones on the right side of the housing
justice issue.
Vic Hariton
Eugene
Sent via my faster-than-Wi-Fi and totally safe HARD-WIRED internet connection

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

2

Batch 13

Page 58 of 188
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From:
Sent:
To:

Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com>
Friday, November 26, 2021 6:49 PM
Cindy Allen; southeastneighborsboard@googlegroups.com; Paul Conte; sandy sanders;
maryann Francis; Kathy Ging; Jane Katra; Alison Price; Tsunami Books; Alan Stein; Sandra
Bishop; Sabrina Siegel; lisa Marie DiVencent; krista morien; Jill Davidson; Jackdresser
Dresser; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
EW - this week's letters to editor

Subject:

[EXTERNAL

]

some relevant letters this week, here’s one of them…

http://eugeneweekly.com/category/letters/
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Ryan Moore’s letter in Eugene Weekly (11/18) provided an exquisite example of the empty virtue signaling that
characterizes so much of the commentary from advocates of the extreme, free-market- based zoning deregulation proposed
by city planners.
Following his unsupported, ad hominem attacks on “shortsighted” property owners and “bad faith actors,” Moore tries to
impress with a series of “facts.” Whether overstated or not, all of these are facts about current or past problems, with
which there is no general disagreement — even by the nefarious bad-faith actors.
What’s missing is any evidence and analysis at all about solutions.
I may be a shortsighted property owner, but my vision is clear enough to understand that the city can implement HB 2001
as the staff have proposed, which is extreme deregulation far beyond HB 2001 dictates, without any affordability or antidisplacement provisions. Investors would be the only parties to reap the benefits.
Alternatively, the city can implement HB 2001 with the minimum required deregulation (which would still be substantial)
accompanied by affordability and anti-displacement provisions. Lower income households would then derive at least
some benefit, and investors would still reap substantial financial gains from the resulting upzoning.
That is the choice, and the bad-faith actors that Moore denigrates seem to be the ones on the right side of the housing
justice issue.
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

1

Batch 13

Page 59 of 188

Vic Hariton
Eugene
Sent via my faster-than-Wi-Fi and totally safe HARD-WIRED internet connection
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Gail Baker
Eugene Planning Commission; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KEATING Matt
Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments: Follow-up from 11/16/21 Public hearing
Friday, November 26, 2021 3:37:48 PM

]

Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments
Eugene Middle Housing Public Hearing Follow-up of my initial written testimony
submitted 11/8/21 for the 11/16/21 Public Hearing. Eugene Planning
Commission epc@ci.eugene.or.us
Dear Members of the Eugene Planning Commission,
I am very interested in the Middle-housing endeavors in Eugene because of my deep desire to
maintain livability and an array of housing options in Eugene, an understanding that in-fill
housing is necessary, and my volunteerism around the unhoused and the Youth House, in our
neighborhood. AND, on a very personal level, a lot in our neighborhood will soon be
developed into a cottage-cluster or similar middle-style housing.
Specific to middle-housing I have met with our City Councilor, Matt Keating, and
participated in & submitted written testimony to both the Southeast Eugene Neighbors
organization middle-housing discussion (11/9/21) and the City of Eugene Public Hearing on
Middle House (11/16)

During the Public Hearing (11/16) the one constantly repeated comment by the 30 verbal
testimonies was support for affordable housing. However, the responses from the City
Planning Commission individuals pretty clearly stated that middle-housing refers to the
middle scale of buildings between single-family homes and large apartment or condo
buildings, NOT affordability. Prices will be determined by market values and not based on
attainable level housing costs for low-income renters or first-time home buyers. I still do not
think that is fully comprehended by the general public and that the City Planning Commission
should make that VERY clear.

Those who spoke about concerns for middle-housing had obviously done some homework and
offered an array of specifics about their concerns. They did voice their understanding about
increased rents and home costs as a result of middle-housing construction and the effect on
neighborhood livability. For those who wholly supported the City Planning Commission
efforts date, there were only general comments about support for in-fill housing and
affordability, not a clear understanding of actual consequences. Please listen to those who
show their care and concern about the future of Eugene. Do not eliminate the special
area zone’s development standards that were created to fit specific situations in Eugene’s
different residential areas. The City should limit the first phase of code amendments to
the minimum changes to comply with the statutory requirements of House Bill 2001.   For full
details please refer to and note my concerns in my written testimony submitted 11/8/21 for the
CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony
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11/16/21 Public Hearing.

Gail Baker
Gail Baker, 350 E 32nd Ave Eugene Oregon 9740
gailannebaker@gmail.com   541 344 8377

CC
Mayor and City Council mayorcouncilandcitymanager@eugene-or.gov
Middle Housing Testimony middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov
Matt Keating mkeating@eugene-or.gov
AARP Oregon Livable@AARP.org
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Friday, November 26, 2021 1:19 PM
Maryann Francis; kathy ging; Jane Katra; Alison Price; Tsunami Books; Alan Stein; Sandra
Bishop; Sabrina Siegel; Maurya Kaarhus; lisa Marie DiVencent; Krista Morien; Jill
Davidson; Jackdresser Dresser; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City
Council, and City Manager
Fw: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA
Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA.pdf

]

The last day for giving testimony to the Eugene Planners is Monday,
Nov. 29. I would also send your input to the City Council....to make sure
that they receive a copy.
As I understand it, the Planners will give their recommendations for the
re-zoning (re-structuring) of Eugene and the Council will be voting in early
2022. There will be another opportunity to give testimony to the Council
and to speak before the Council votes.
There are so many issues with this....
-next to ""zero'' neighborhood input or even basic awareness of what's
being proposed (Most do not know about HB 2001, much less the Eugeneexpanded version.)
-a zoning nightmare for neighbors....huge $$$ bonanza for developers
-going beyond HB 2001
-city site is difficult to navigate, vague and complicated....easily
taken advantage of by developers domestic and international
- Eugene already has an over-burdened infrastructure....roads, schools.
etc. What about water availability?
-unrealistic growth projections and environmental issues....especially in overpopulating and over-building in a valley
...taking away solar access, gardens, yards needed to naturally purify the water....
especially near the Amazon Creek. (I have heard in some SE neighborhoods-one
has to only go down less than 12 feet to hit water. )
(New housing is be very close to the street as we see elsewhere in the many
buildings going up....especially since covid.)
What I am observing is a combination of ""Silicon Shire""....a term used by the
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City, meets ""Nike U"" and promises (from those that spoke at the Planners
meeting) of micro-housing for everyone....built with stimulus $.... all being
planned for one small valley.
Cindy Allen, Eugene

----- Forwarded Message ----From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
To: "middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov" <middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov>; Eugene Mayor and City
Council <mayorandcc@ci.eugene.or.us>; camilla@eugeneweekly.com <camilla@eugeneweekly.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021, 4:12:46 PM PST
Subject: Fw: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA

----- Forwarded Message ----From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
To: southeastneighborsboard <southeastneighborsboard@googlegroups.com>; South Willamette Neighbors
<swneugene@googlegroups.com>; kathy ging <kathy@kathyging.com>; Jane Katra <jkatrama@gmail.com>; lisa Marie
DiVencent <lmdv@efn.org>; Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com>; Sabrina Siegel <sabrinasiegel@gmail.com>;
victor odlivak <victor@converttolinux.com>; A. Likwornik <snapshot.wizard@gmail.com>; Mindy Stone
<mindystone1@yahoo.com>; Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net>; Maryann Francis <maryann@willamette.net>;
Eugenewestonaprice Info <info@eugenewestonaprice.org>; Katieg3131 <katieg3131@gmail.com>; Susan Klein
<susanluvseugene@juno.com>; Alison Price <ataprice@gmail.com>; Alan Stein <alan@stargateeugene.com>; Tsunami
Books <tsunami1@opusnet.com>; Mike Piehl/USA <mike.piehl@jeffnet.org>; Krista Morien <krista.morien6@gmail.com>;
eben@fodorandassociates.com <eben@fodorandassociates.com>; artie Gilad-Meters <artieg@rltycon.com>;
Jackdresser Dresser <jack@jdresser.com>; Dale O’Brien <chironguy@pacinfo.com>; Robin B
<missrb1969@gmail.com>; Bonny Bettman <bonbet@comcast.net>; Pamela Driscoll <pamelacypress@yahoo.com>;
Randy Prince <randyprince24@hotmail.com>; Sandra Bishop <sbishop@pacinfo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021, 1:53:01 PM PST
Subject: Re: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA

Please see this excellent paper by Paul Conte and especially look at page 3....
investors will cannibalize more reasonably priced homes in the flats of East 29th
and East of S. Willamette and Donald Street."" (CC&Rs are said to over-rule this
but not everyone has those. )
I think a drastic re-make of Eugene is in the re-zoning plan ...more than is
necessary for HB 2001-the first state law to take away R1 zoning protections.
I think the areas of SE Eugene and also the Whitaker neighborhoods are going
to be especially vulnerable to ....The Silicon Shire....with a ""housing for the
people narrative"" added so that it doesn't come across as what it is. The
Jefferson area is a beautiful example of mixed-use housing but that was
worked on by the neighbors of the area and the city in a different time.
Look at the $$$ building that has happened in Eugene....especially since covid.
The residents of Eugene should be fully informed of what is being planned. The
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RG and The Weekly should be doing articles and full page descriptions.
The Eugene Planners' have kept the record open for comments until Nov. 29,
with a vote by the city planned for the first of next year. Please comment to the
Eugene Planners and Council and ask for more information.
One gentleman that spoke at the recent Planners' Meeting suggestion that the
hedge fund, Black Rock be banned from future Eugene development. Black Rock
started in 1986, with massive investments in housing with circular ties to the Big
Banks, Goldman Sachs, large pharmaceutical companies and other large
companies has been implicated in the rising costs of housing worldwide.
Thank you.
Cindy Allen

On Thursday, November 18, 2021, 6:34:55 AM PST, Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com> wrote:
----- Forwarded Message ---- (Please notice page 3 with references to SE Eugene....I agree with Paul.)
From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
To: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021, 2:33:15 PM PST
Subject: Fwd: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA
Cindy,
FYI. Feel free to distribute the attached document to your list of contacts.
-- Paul
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2021 at 2:30 PM
Subject: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA
To: <middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Planning Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us>, Mayor and Council <MayorAndCC@ci.eugene.or.us>
FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS
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Please see the attached response to the Planning Division staff's latest propaganda in "Middle Housing
Affordability FAQ", included in the EPC public hearing AIS.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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Middle Housing Affordability
FAQ (Frequently Asked Questions) …
& FMA (Frequently Misleading Answers)1
Question 1: Can the City require that new middle housing units be affordable to people in certain
income ranges?
Informative Answer: Yes. The City can require that a developer can take advantage of the financial
benefit of smaller lots, larger structures, and less parking only if they provide a City-specific number of
dwellings (even all dwellings) at a rental rate or purchase price that is affordable to Low Income (LI), Very
Low Income (VLI), or Extremely Low Income (ELI) households (as defined by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
While the City may not be able to mandate that all middle housing development provide at least some
affordable dwellings, it can adopt a quid pro quo requiring affordable dwellings in order to have less
stringent lot and development standards.
The City can also adjust its recently adopted Construction Excise Tax to favor lower-cost dwelling units
and capture more money from investors in luxury housing, which would increase affordable housing
funding.
Misleading Answer: State law does not allow jurisdictions to require all new middle housing to be
affordable at a specific income level. Imposing affordability requirements on private development
(known as "inclusionary zoning") is allowed by Oregon law only for development with at least 20 units
per building, and only if certain incentives are offered in exchange. This would also be prohibited by
House Bill 2001 because it would almost certainly constitute an unreasonable cost that is not applied to
single-family housing. The City could make density bonuses, lower parking ratios, or other code
incentives that go beyond minimum compliance available only for development that meets certain
affordability criteria but must allow middle housing subject to standards consistent with HB2001
regardless of pricing.
How is this misleading? The Planning Division (PD) staff are recommending that all the
“bonuses” listed simply be given to developers without requiring any community benefit.
Instead, the code amendments should allow only what HB 2001 dictates, and all further levels of
deregulation should require a community benefit, particularly more affordable dwellings.
New middle housing is likely to be affordable to a broader range of households than new single-family
detached homes …
How is this misleading? The PD staff recommendation leaves all decisions of the housing type,
cost, location, and tenancy (homeowner or rental) to investors. Compelling evidence, both
national and local has been submitted to the PD staff and Planning Commissioners that the
extreme deregulation they are proposing, which goes far beyond the HB 2001 requirements, will
1

The five questions and “misleading answers” were presented by Eugene Planning Division staff to the Eugene
Planning Commission (EPC) in response to testimony presented to the EPC with substantial evidence that the
staff recommendation for code amendments would worsen, rather than improve, housing affordability. Not
surprisingly, staff’s “answers” do not provide any evidence to support their misleading “arguments.” Interested
citizens can find solid evidence for the “informative answers” at Housing-Facts.org.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
create powerful financial incentives to investors to demolish lower-cost houses and replace
them with expensive, luxury rentals. Staff’s claim is somewhat of a “bait-and-switch.” It is
undeniable (and obvious) that the total construction cost per dwelling, counting the cost of the
land, can be less for a duplex, triplex, or fourplex than a single, detached dwelling on the same
sized lot. But that does not mean that investors would build such new plexes as affordable as
these cost savings would allow.
… however, it is very difficult to deliver new housing (of any form) that is affordable to the City's lowest
income residents without public subsidy. Even if it were legal, requiring middle housing to offer belowmarket rents or sales prices without providing public subsidy or incentives would likely make it
impossible for the private market to develop.
How is this misleading? This posits an extreme case – the “lowest income residents” (ELI
category, with household income less than 30% of the Median Family Income) are not the only
ones who face housing cost burdens. Not only would it be possible, but it is also being done in
other cities where – without financial subsidies – a residential development (e.g., a fourplex or
rowhouse development) has a combination of relatively expensive apartments and apartments
that are affordable to Low Income households (household income between 50% and 80% of the
Median Family Income).
It would also mean that middle housing would face even greater obstacles compared to single family
development. Nearly all for-profit developers would likely continue to build single family homes. Some
non-profit or affordable housing builders would be able to build middle housing, but it would rarely be
delivered by the private market.
How is this misleading? This is pure conjecture and contrary to evidence in other jurisdictions.
Question 2: Are there ways for the City to provide incentives or other strategies to make middle
housing more affordable?
Informative Answer: Yes. But the PD staff and Planning Commission have explicitly refused to propose
code amendments that would take advantage of the available strategies. See the “Informative Answer
to Question 1, above.
Misleading Answer: Yes, the City has discussed and is considering several options for encouraging or
incentivizing development of middle housing that would be affordable to a wider range of residents.
These include:
• Allow for development of middle housing with smaller lot sizes and/or more units on each lot, to
reduce land cost per unit.
• Offer a density bonus if property owners want to keep some units affordable to people earning
limited incomes.
• Encourage smaller middle housing unit sizes by reducing lot area requirements and eliminating offstreet parking mandates when units are smaller than 900 square feet.
• Reduce city fees, property taxes, and/or the cost of associated public facilities for middle housing
units that are affordable to people with lower incomes.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
How is this misleading? The City has simply given away the first three “incentives” in the
extreme deregulation that goes far beyond what HB 2001 requires, without actually requiring
any investor or developer to use the financial benefit of these “incentives” to produce housing
at rental rates or purchase cost that passes to the renter or buyer a sizable portion of the
theoretically reduced cost. Instead, the evidence is clear that investors are not stupid or
charitable, to the reduced costs are simply exploited for greater profit margins.
Similarly, hypothetically reducing development fees, property taxes, and developer
requirements for public improvements (e.g., sidewalks) all accrue to the financial benefit of the
investor without any required community benefit.
In contrast, the City could revise the Construction Excise Tax to encourage lower-cost housing
and capture more funding for affordable housing from luxury apartment development.
Question 3: How else will the City’s proposed middle housing standards address City equity and
affordability goals?
Informative Answer: The proposed extreme deregulation leaves all decisions to investors regarding the
location, housing type, tenancy, and price, which is going to “address City equity” by making it worse.
Some well-off households will benefit from more housing choices and perhaps lower prices. However,
lower-income households will be worse off from demolitions, displacement, and rising rents as investors
“cannibalize” lower cost homes that are in “high amenity” neighborhoods (e.g., the lower cost houses in
the “flats” north of East 29th Ave. and east of South Willamette and Donald Sts.).
Misleading Answer: Implementation of the proposed middle housing code updates will enhance
housing equity and affordability in the long-term in a variety of ways.
• Increasing the overall supply of housing in the City will help keep housing costs from escalating
faster than incomes as the City grows. This will have a positive effect on affordability of all housing
over time.
How is this misleading? This is contrary to the evidence of the effect of free-market-based
deregulation/upzoning on LI, VLI, and ELI households when the upzoning is not accompanied
with affordability requirements or protection against displacement.
The well-established “supply-and-demand” behavior in the housing market is limited to the
various submarkets (by location, type, and price). Increasing the supply of expensive housing
does not have a beneficial effect on lower cost housing. And where upzoning results in
redevelopment/gentrification of neighborhoods with lower-cost housing, the effect is
displacement and/or increasing rental rates.
• Allowing middle housing in the City's low-density residential zones creates opportunities to expand
the supply of moderate-cost housing in the City.
How is this misleading? See the previous debunking of this claim. Fundamentally, upzoning lowdensity residential areas also creates “opportunities to expand the supply of expensive housing
in the City”; and local and national evidence clearly demonstrates that is exactly what investors
will develop because the return on their investment is higher.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
• Reducing lot sizes for middle housing will reduce the cost of development associated with land,
which allows middle housing to be developed in more situations and potentially at more affordable
price-points.
How is this misleading? This is just a different version of the first claim in the misleading answer
to Question 2. Here, the operative word is “potentially,” which would be more accurately stated
as “unlikely.”
• Allowing for middle housing broadly across the City will help improve the equitable distribution of
middle housing in a wider range of neighborhoods and provide a greater variety of housing options,
including homeownership and wealth building opportunities, in more parts of the City.
How is this misleading? This claim earns five “Pinocchios.” First, the extensive areas of lowdensity zoning that are covered by Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that limit a
lot to no more than one dwelling are entirely exempt from the proposed upzoning.
Second, investors can make a much greater profit by redevelopment of Eugene’s close-in, lowdensity neighborhoods on flat ground than they can in hillside neighborhoods in the arc around
the southeast/south/southwest hills below the ridgeline. “Allowing” has no relevance at all to
what the market response will be.
Finally, in the Eugene housing market, investors are not going to buy large $500,000 homes and
knock them down to develop a fourplex. There are far too many available lower cost rental
houses, in attractive neighborhoods around the University, in the Jefferson Westside area, and
the Whiteaker, to name just a few “high target” areas.
The tragic irony of this misguided PD staff and planning commissioner claim is that wellinformed “housing justice” advocates strongly advocate for protecting existing lower-cost
houses (and plexes and apartments) that are interspersed in “high opportunity” areas because
this provides true “spatial diversity” in contrast to the economic segregation that is typical of
new developments.
Question 4: Is increased regulation of middle housing beneficial in creating more housing opportunities?
Informative Answer: Evidence-based and context-appropriate regulation of housing is one of the
essential components of ensuring safe, healthy, and affordable housing that has the same benefits for
lower-income households that are available to households in expensive housing areas.
The other essential component is the well-established need for “land value capture,” which in short
means that when a community (e.g., Eugene) upzones areas and/or funds improved infrastructure,
services, and local businesses, the increase in land value should be “captured” for community benefit.
Capturing this community-generated value for community benefit is the most powerful way to ensure
housing equity.
There are many ways to implement land value capture, one of which is to require some concrete
“community benefit” (such as affordable housing) from investors who profit from the community’s
increase in the value of the land that the investors develop. Eugene could also capture more value
through adjustments to its Construction Excise Tax.
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Misleading Answer: In general, imposing more regulation on the development and design of any form
of housing tends to increase the cost of producing and providing that housing. While it is important to
continue to regulate certain aspects of housing development in a reasonable, fair and consistent
manner, too much regulation can constrain housing production in ways that drive up housing costs
overall. However, if calibrated carefully to the local housing market so that new development remains
viable, regulations that limit the size of new homes (including single-family detached homes as well as
middle housing) can help prevent very large homes that are more likely to be expensive from "outcompeting" smaller and lower-cost housing options.
How is this misleading? It is patently (and obviously) false that any form of increased regulation
increases costs. This claim is even contradicted in the final sentence, i.e., placing a maximum
floor area on dwellings inarguably reduces costs – although investors who want to maximize
their profits might still object, because investors are not interested primarily in costs, their
decisions are based more on potential profits and risk.
This misleading answer simply fabricates what “can help” with no evidence of what has
happened in other communities when there has been extreme deregulation and all decision are
left to the investors’ analysis of how best to maximize profit while managing potential risk. As
local development already demonstrates, investors are maximizing profit by building expensive
new rentals, whether luxury student housing or larger apartments.
Question 5: What else can the City do to support development of housing affordable to people with
limited means?
Informative Answer:
1. Limit the deregulation of zoning to the minimum necessary to comply with the HB 2001 dictates.
2. Concurrently with HB 2001 mandated deregulation, adopt the most stringent regulations to
prevent and/or mitigate demolition and displacement.
3. Assess the number of dwellings needed in each category of housing types, tenancy, and ranges of
rental costs in order to provide housing that is affordable to Middle Income, LI, VLI, and ELI
households and limit zoning “bonuses” for market-rate development of middle housing to those
categories.
Obviously, some investors would still develop housing affordable only to middle- and upperincome households. However, a number of individuals and organizations have indicated they
would develop housing for LI and VLI households if plexes were allowed more broadly.
4. Implement “Land Value Capture” regulations and programs.
5. Implement “Community Land Trust” programs and funding.
Irrelevant (and misleading) Answer: The City can continue to work with non-profit and market rate
developers of all forms of housing that are affordable to people with low incomes. This includes
continuing to implement a variety of strategies including: use of publicly owned land, reduction of
system development charges or other fees, implementation of property tax abatement programs,
provision of technical assistance by City staff, use of state and federal funds for subsidies, and others.
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How is this misleading? Obviously, all of the ideas listed by staff are purely hypothetical and
have no relevance to the extreme, market-based deregulation that staff is actually
recommending for adoption.
But much of the staff answer is also misleading. Using public land, lowering development fees,
and tax abatement are all financial benefits to investors. All of these should have a
commensurate requirement for community benefit, rather than being given away as so-called
“incentives” for housing affordability.
Last question: Which answers can a Eugene citizen rely on?
Informative Answer: Listen to credible, in-the-ranks advocates for “housing justice.” You’ll find three
compelling witnesses at the following webpage: Housing-Facts.org/voices
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Steve Bade <badesteve@gmail.com>
Friday, November 26, 2021 11:41 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Public comments for Middle Housing Code Changes - HB 2001

]

Thanks for your invitation here: https://www.eugene-or.gov/4244/Middle-Housing to contribute to the written record
for the Planning Commission.
I understand Eugene needs to meet requirements of State laws pertaining to zoning & so-called "missing middle"
housing and agree wholeheartedly with the spirit of the laws.
My reason for participating in this discussion is my fear/prediction that changes will result most notably in the businessification of housing stock, existing and new, and the EXCLUSION of regular folks of all income levels ( and no income )
from any kind of housing, from the rental market, from home ownership, and from benefiting from investments in real
estate.
I write this as the ~15-year owner of a single-family home who with my family added a fully-permitted 100% legal ADU
to convert our property into a legal duplex by having a studio apartment built over our detached two-car garage. We
have rented that space to tenants, and we have housed family members who were displaced during the pandemic in
that apartment.
I will note also I am writing while glancing out my dining room window at a property two houses down the street that
was red-tagged by the City of Eugene for permit non-compliance while its owner, who lives in Portland, was having a
construction crew radically change the footprint of what had been a single-family home -- according to rumor ( the
former tenants ) -- to make the whole property into a complex of AirBnB units. It has been months since there has been
ANY change on-site, since the City stopped work.
Four nearby single-family homes are owned by out-of-towners or out-of-staters. These owners' primary goal seems to
be maximizing rental profits. They're not here! How could they know or care about equity, diversity, transportation, or
any of the other values espoused by middle housing advocates in Eugene? Two of the properties have been or are being
used as AirBnBs. I know one owner is eager for middle housing amendments to be passed so that they can add rental
units to the property. These properties' absentee owners bear no effects of any noise, disturbance or traffic; they
contribute exactly zero to community life; where will they be when the big one hits and the house falls down and their
tenants are displaced?
You asked "What is the worst outcome of allowing more housing types in more places?"


De facto inviting speculators and developers to create that housing FOR PROFIT with complete disregard for
any of the other goals of the changes.

You asked "What is the best outcome of allowing more housing types in more places?


Graduated opportunities for individual citizens and families to afford non-market and market-based rental
housing, home ownership, and to develop and to own investment properties.
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SUPPORT for the needs of people who cannot participate in the mainstream economy and for folks to realize
their dreams of
o their very own home, or
o flex space to accommodate long-term visitors or family members, or
o stable income from a rental unit.
Variation in housing stock
o so someone who needs workshop space can find it,
o so someone who needs a place with access ramps can find it,
o so someone who wants a garden can make one happen.
Transit hubs. Less reliance on automobiles to get around.
A sustainable city.
More and better relationships between neighbors and better disaster and emergency resilience.

You asked "If this project is successful, what would that look like from your perspective?"










Denser neighborhoods in all regions in the city.
Better transportation infrastructure -- including mass transit service, protected non-automobile routes, parking
for bicycles of all configurations and skateboards, scooters, etc.
Walkable neighborhoods, with easy-to-access services and goods.
People voluntarily giving up their cars as unnecessary.
No requirements for off-street parking minimums, with concomitant support for responsible use of the right-ofway, and enforcement of current rules.
New and upgraded housing and built environment that is more energy efficient and climate-responsible.
MANY fewer out-of-town/out-of-state developers and owners.
Fewer corporate-size multi-property owners.
Fewer megalithic buildings that consist of anonymous and anonymizing dwelling pods that accommodate and
encourage at-home lifestyles like sleep . . . eat (takeout) . . . stream entertainment.

You asked "What is the most important thing for staff to consider?
Zoning, code and permitting and enforcement need to prioritize HYPER-LOCAL development. We could go back to the
requirement that an ADU or any "middle" housing can be added only on one's primary residence. Or loosen that a
little: to same neighborhood, or same zip code, or even City of Eugene -- or even the Lane County MSA. See? I'm not
being unreasonable. But keep the non-local profiteers and rentier owners and exclusively commercial-driven
developers out.
Thanks again.
--Steve
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
SEMPLE Emily; MEDARY Sarah J; MCGINLEY Sophie E; HARDING Terri L
Re: HB 2001 Question #10 -- Housing wealth equitability
Wednesday, November 24, 2021 7:38:30 PM

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1
Jeff,
Let me introduce a few actual facts into your "Planning Division Bubble."
You conveniently elide my introductory comment by recasting it as "to claim that
staff has 'made their case' for the Middle Housing Code Amendments on racial
inequity ..." No, I said, "in large part," which is true.
Early in the process, staff posted the following statement in support of their push
for extreme deregulation:
"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."
Not surprisingly, you even cite this propaganda piece in your comments.
You also affirm my point by stating: "This acknowledgement is important context
for why changes in residential zoning can be beneficial to creating a more
inclusive community and potentially mitigate some of the harm that has existed
through land use regulations."
You know, as well as all of us following this debacle, that there has been an everpresent, strong narrative that the current code is racially exclusionary and that
staff is going to correct that legacy with "more housing choices." You may recall
that when I asked staff for evidence of the code being racially exclusionary, staff
could not produce any evidence or cite to any provision. That didn't stop staff from
continuing to push the false narrative.
Surprisingly, you also reference the presentation by Dr. Adams-Schoen at the UO
Law School. I doubt if you even watched this before referencing it because she
doesn't cite any local data on housing equity and concludes with the strong
admonition that the City must, quote:
"Integrate anti-displacement strategies into planning and regulations."
Which staff admits has been completely ignored in the code amendments related to
the proposed extreme deregulation of the R-1 Zone.
The 2009 Master's' Thesis by Chrisanne Beckner is interesting, but has nothing to do
with current housing racial inequity or contemporary zoning. It is solely about
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appropriate commemoration of past Black community experiences.
So, your attempt to dismiss my preface fails; and ... getting to the questions -staff has no data at all about the degree to which Eugene's Black households are
harmed by historical or current racial bias with respect to housing. You simply
waive your hand by saying "there is much work left to do locally."
A reasonable City official, say a planning commissioner or city councilor, might ask - why hasn't staff done even a basic comparative analysis of household "housing
wealth" by race as a critical foundation for planning code amendments so they will
"potentially mitigate some of the harm that has existed through land use
regulations"?
Ah, but you can explain that because "information about racial history, exclusion,
and discrimination is difficult to find in Eugene ..."
It would have been more forthcoming to say: "We didn't bother because we know
Eugene's zoning creates racial exclusion and discrimination, and we know that
market-based deregulation will mitigate some of the harm."
The truth is that the answers to my questions are readily available on-line.
So, here's your second chance: Get out of your self-assured bubble and go find the
answers and provide them to the Planning Commission.
If you can't be bothered or are incapable of finding the answers, I'll provide them to
the EPC and City Council on Monday.
Paul Conte
_________________

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

On Wed, Nov 24, 2021 at 3:51 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
wrote:
Good Afternoon Paul,

In reviewing your email, I think it is important to address your initial statement.
You state that “city staff have made the case for their proposed code
amendments based in large part on addressing past racial inequity.” While the
approved Public Involvement Plan focuses on equity and inclusion, and
acknowledges the difficult history of racial exclusion in Oregon, to claim that
staff has “made their case” for the Middle Housing Code Amendments on racial
inequity is a mischaracterization of this process. As you are aware, the Middle
Housing Code Amendments are based on changes to state law following the
enrollment of House Bill 2001. The project’s three stated goals, from the
beginning, are to comply with House Bill 2001, enable housing availability &
diversity of type, and further on-going housing work aimed at addressing equity
and affordability.
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As part of our public engagement process, we felt it was important to highlight
and open the discussion about the complicated history of residential zoning and
acknowledge that these rules have been harmful and excluded members of our
community. This acknowledgement is important context for why changes in
residential zoning can be beneficial to creating a more inclusive community and
potentially mitigate some of the harm that has existed through land use
regulations. The City’s findings demonstrate that the Middle Housing Code
Amendments are being implemented in order to comply with changes in the state
law and to create opportunities for the development of more middle housing and
home ownership/availability in Eugene.

As it pertains to questions 10.a-c. in your email, we do not have those figures.
Information about racial history, exclusion, and discrimination is difficult to find
in Eugene and across Oregon. We have previously provided resources to you and
Councilor Semple, as well as the Planning Commission and City Council as bodies,
in our effort to daylight what we do know and identify gaps in our data for future
work. Our resources include a Fact Sheet, a presentation by Dr. Adams-Schoen at
the UO Law School, and a paper on Historic Preservation, documenting the Across
the Bridge Community in Eugene. Although national research has documented
many examples of the racial wealth gap (for example, see The Color of Law),
there is much work left to do locally.

Also, the Planning Commission heard last night from our partners in Community
Development about the Housing Implementation Pipeline (HIP). The draft of the
HIP includes an Anti-Displacement Action Plan, which will coordinate policies and
actions to promote equitable development. This work and other components of
the HIP process, will be integral to ensuring that housing in Eugene continues on
the path of equitable access to housing for all.

Thank you,

Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5282
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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: Tuesday, November 23, 2021 7:44 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>; MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugeneor.gov>
Subject: Fwd: HB 2001 Question #10 -- Housing wealth equitability

[EXTERNAL

]

Jeff,

Can you please address this request for the reasons explained below.

It's ironic that the City's "Public Engagement Lead" for the "Middle Housing Code
Amendment" project is unavailable and doesn't appear to have lined up anyone to
handle public engagement in the final week available for submitting testimony to
the EPC.

"I am out of the office until Monday November 29th. I will reply to your
email after my return." -- McGinley's auto-reply.

Thank you,

Paul Conte
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 23, 2021 at 7:36 AM
Subject: Re: HB 2001 Question #10 -- Housing wealth equitability
To: Sophie McGinley <SMcginley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: SEMPLE Emily <ESemple@eugene-or.gov>

Sophie,

Will staff be able to provide this highly relevant information in time to have it
included in the record that the Planning Commission considers for developing
their recommendation to the City Council?

Basically, the requested information would help establish whether or not Eugene's
Black households are experiencing inequity in housing wealth, which might be
ameliorated by changes in zoning regulations.

As I mentioned, with all the staff's emphasis on racially exclusionary zoning, I
would expect the staff already has data supporting that message.

Thank you,

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

On Thu, Nov 18, 2021 at 8:41 AM Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Sophie,

The city staff have made the case for their proposed code amendments based in
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large part on addressing past racial inequity. Most of the history and planners'
discussion has been focused on Black households.

The three-part question is this:

10a. How do rates (percentages) of home ownership compare for Eugene Black
and White households?

10b. How do average home values compare for Eugene Black and White
households?

10c. How do distributions (percentages of totals) of household population and
primary residence wealth compare for Eugene Black and White households?

Presumably staff has at least some idea of this local data to justify the
staff's implication that there is significant inequity between Eugene Black and
White households. I'm interested in how serious such inequity might be.

I would appreciate a substantive response in time to consider as I
prepare testimony that is due on or before September 29th for the EPC public
hearing.

Thank you.

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

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Eugene Planning Commission; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
New Apartment Rent Analysis -- All deregulation beyond HB 2001 MUST require low-income housing
Wednesday, November 24, 2021 11:22:20 AM
EugeneNewMarketRateApartmentRentAnalysis.docx

]

FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1
Mayor and Councilors -- Especially Mayor Vinis and Councilors Syrett and Yeh.
The attached analysis unequivocally demonstrates that private investors will not
develop housing that will help at all with lessening the financial burden on Eugene
households that are "housing-cost-burdened."
Any city official who cares about more than "virtue signalling" and who wants to do
what they can to help housing cost-burdened households cannot in good conscience
support deregulation of residential lot and development standards beyond the
absolute minimum required to comply with HB 2001 dictates unless there is a
commensurate requirement for development of dwelling units that are affordable
to low income and/or very low income households.
The staff's and Planning Commissioners' blatantly false claim that such further
deregulation would "remove barriers" to housing in a way that would help housingcost-burdened households is shameful.
The truth is simple and uncontested by any credible evidence;
1. The City must comply with HB 2002, the so-called "Middle Housing" OAR, and
SB 458. No one is arguing otherwise.
2. The City is not required in any way to do more than the minimum required to
comply.
3. The City is limited in what it can require with respect to explicit rent
maximums from investors/developers as an element of a minimal set of code
amendments to comply with HB 2001.
4. However, the City Council has the power to require "affordability" provisions
for any and all "bonus" reductions in code requirements, for example, smaller
minimum lot size than what is required by HB 2001.
5. The Planning Division staff and Planning Commissioners have provided no
supporting evidence or rational argument for the extreme degree of
deregulation they are recommending without any requirement for
community benefit from developers.
The two arguments that staff and the EPC have made are transparently meritless:
1. By "removing barriers" new housing will cost less to build. Reducing cost has
no relationship to what private investors develop as market-rate housing. All
benefits of reduced cost simply accrue to private investors as greater return
on investment.
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2. Non-profit and other not-for-profit organizations cannot develop
"affordable" housing unless the City removes barriers. The solution is
obvious: Allow appropriate "barriers" to be reduced for organizations (or
individuals) that agree to produce commensurate affordable housing.
There is little disagreement that Housing for Good, St. Vincent dePaul,
Cornerstone Community Housing, or even smaller efforts by private individuals
would warrant additional opportunities to develop affordable housing. Wellidentified code provisions that reduce costs can help.
However, the mindless approach by staff and commissioners will make it harder for
these organizations because they will have to compete for land purchases from
profit-oriented investors. Every "free" deregulation increases the value of private
land, and therefore the cost to affordable housing development.
The City Council needs to pay attention to this slow-motion train wreck and adopt
one simple direction to the staff and EPC:

Any deregulation beyond what’s required by HB 2001 (e.g., smaller
minimum lot sizes)
MUST require commensurate development of housing that’s affordable
to Low-Income
and/or Very Low Income households.
This would serve true housing justice organizations and advocates, rather than
profit-maximizing private investment funds.
Thank you for your attention and action.
Paul Conte
1461 W.10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________

Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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CONTEMPORARY EVIDENCE OF NEW HOUSING THAT INVESTORS CHOOSE TO DEVELOP IN EUGENE1
Households that are truly “Housing-Cost-Burdened”:
•

Approximately 95% are “Very Low Income” or “Extremely Low Income”

HUD 2021 figures for household and housing:
•

Max occupants for Studio/1 bedroom: 2

•

Upper annual income for 2-person “Very Low Income” household: $28,500 ($2,375/month)

•

Upper “affordable” rent for 2-person “Very Low Income” household: $8,520 ($710/month)

Two recent examples of market-rate apartments under development in 2021.
•

On Willow Creek Road – much less expensive land than in the urban core

•

Large, flat site – Least expensive to develop versus typical R-1 Zone lots or sloped sites

•

Large-scale, multi-unit buildings – Less expensive than detached units or duplex, triplex or
fourplex buildings

•

Very small units: 1 bedroom – 604 s.f. and 644 s.f.

Lowest rents:
o Villas at Hunter’s Ridge: 1 Bedroom, 644 s.f. = Double the rent that` would be
affordable to “Very Low Income” households
o Crown Pointe: 1 Bedroom, 604 s.f. = 77% higher rent than would be affordable to
”Very Low Income” households
Built two years ago, close-in, “infill” parcel in commercial area.
•

•

35 Club Apartments: Studio, 428 s.f. = Over Double the rent that` would be affordable to “Very
Low Income” households

CONCLUSION
Private investors will not create any new housing that is even remotely affordable to housing burdened
households. These relevant examples are affordable only to households that have a household income
approximately as high or higher than the Median Household Income.
According to the most recent Census data (2020 is not available yet), Eugene already has a surplus of
housing units that are affordable to households with income as high or higher than the Median
Household Income. Yet, this surplus has not caused any measurable “trickle down” or “filtering” to
increase the inventory of housing affordable to housing-cost-burdened households.
With respect to HB 2001 and SB 458 code amendments:
Any deregulation beyond what’s required by HB 2001 (e.g., smaller minimum lot sizes)
MUST require commensurate development of housing that’s affordable to Low-Income
and/or Very Low Income households.
1

This analysis collected and presented by Paul Conte during November 2021.
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Floor Plans - The Reserve - The Villas at Hunter's Ridge (huntersridgeapt.net)

Annual rent: $16,800
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Crown Pointe Apartments | Post Falls, ID | 1, 2 & 3 Bedroom Apartments For Rent
(thecrownpointeapts.com)

Rent (est.): $1,260/month; $15,120/year
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Built two years ago. Really tiny (less than 500 s.f.)
35 Club Apartments - Eugene, OR | Apartments.com

Built in 2019
Studio E $1,450/month
Studio, 1 bath, 428 sq ft
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dale Mostkoff <dalmos@teleport.com>
Tuesday, November 23, 2021 3:25 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
dale Mostkoff
Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I believe “middle housing” in Eugene is appropriate only if explicit safeguards are included that require its
implementation to address equity in housing opportunities across all income ranges. Without explicit
safeguards, the extreme deregulation of current zoning that city planners are recommending will inevitably
leave middle housing projects to be defined only by profit, once again leaving low income people at risk.
Respectfully,
Dale and Sarah Mostkoff
867 Almaden St
Sometimes a neighborhood just needs to stay a neighborhood! Statistically the Jefferson-Westside
neighborhood is one of the most diverse residential areas in Eugene. We value our livability and uniqueness.
We appreciate our neighbors and enjoy the milieu. Saturating our neighborhood would not significantly provide
housing for many. Sure a “granny apartment” here and there may find friends or friends of friends habitation
but adding a 4-plex or apartment development would not impact the affordable house crisis. There is no need
to blitz develop in this area. Affordable housing for rentals can only be effectively accomplished with the
building of larger apartment buildings. Destroying the flavor of an older established neighborhood will not
provide the necessary resources or solutions. I’m not opposed to development and building of low income
apartment complexes. Just fine a suitable location that would not impact well established defined
neighborhood.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Paul Conte
RE: Testimony CA 21-1
Tuesday, November 23, 2021 9:41:00 AM
image001.png

That’s why I reached out. What is your phone number? I will coordinate someone calling for
payment and let you know when that will happen today.
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: Tuesday, November 23, 2021 9:29 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Testimony CA 21-1
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Jeff,
As always, no one answers the calls for payment. I left a message, but no one has
returned the call.
This is ridiculous.
Please either have someone call asap or produce the records, and I'll pay whenever
someone decides to call.
*****
I'll let you know on Monday whether to use the files in the cloud.
-- Paul
_________________

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

On Mon, Nov 22, 2021 at 4:26 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Hi Paul,
I still haven’t received the thumb drive through the mail. Sometimes our mail sorting can take
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time, but generally not this long. Just looking to make sure it didn’t get sent back to you. If not, I’ll
continue to keep my eyes out for it.
On another note, I belive you had called Linda Baker to make a payment regarding a public
records request on Friday. I was notified second hand, so I need to confirm if it is true. So, is this
true? And more importantly, if it is true, did you connect with Linda to make the payment? She is
out this week, so if you weren’t able to connect with Linda, I can coordinate receiving your
payment through someone else. Just don’t want it to get missed over the holiday week.
Thanks,
Jeff Gepper
Senior Planner (he/him)
City of Eugene | Planning & Development
jgepper@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5282
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law.

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 7:39 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Testimony CA 21-1
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Jeff,
With the two week extension of the open record period, please do not include anything
from the "cloud."
Instead, just include the content on the jump drive.
When you get that, let me know if it has any duplication; and I will address them.
Thank you,
Paul
_________________

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

On Tue, Nov 16, 2021 at 5:42 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Thanks Paul, I will make sure the documents contained in all six folders are in the record. I
noticed that some of the documents, such as the two refinement plans have already been
added to the record. I want to make sure it is your intent to have them included twice, or if
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your previous submission covers these materials in their entirety. (See Batch 4)
As a reminder, those emails contained the following documents that also appear in your
folders.

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: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:54 PM
To: CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY <MHTestimony@eugene-or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A
<jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Testimony CA 21-1
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Submitted at 4:53 PM on November 16, 2021
By prior arrangement with Jeff Gepper, I am submitting testimony via the "cloud."
The following is a link to a Google Drive folder that contains six folders.
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1PB3k5c4hH9omxPUkze34Rzr6cInj2jWo?
usp=sharing
These are the links to the six folders than contain files being submitted:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1VTdQ-friam07OU_jv9fDflAAmnz3IgrF?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1uHQ27IOdWWyPgAu0BOcDjWaL8YG5y4Z4?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1sjRPATFQSMTJhERbeQ6feQ3Wk5titNNW?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Ux2qAhioMY7Z8n7o7DFHgxXh3QwRw8VG?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1bV_IyYgSxYi2wXAVKRLwJskljS8o4-7e?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1cPhJJRrKWAp_7LL8Pd7agi79wk-A4hcx?
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usp=sharing
Please let me know if you have any problems downloading the documents.
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:
Subject:
Date:

SELSER Lindsay R
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Fwd: Housing for low income people
Wednesday, November 24, 2021 6:31:41 AM

Get Outlook for iOS
From: kstingle at efn.org <kstingle@efn.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 23, 2021 9:28 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Housing for low income people
[EXTERNAL

]

I (we) 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.
As currently stands, such "Middle Housing" rules WOULD displace low-income
households. See https://housing-facts.org/ for good information on this issue.
Karen Stingle
585 W 26th, Eugene OR 97405
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

T. Nicole Nieves <t.nicolenieves@gmail.com>
Monday, November 22, 2021 9:36 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Eugene Planning Commission
Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I believe “middle housing” in Eugene is appropriate only if explicit safeguards are included that require its
implementation to address equity in housing opportunities across all income ranges, starting at zero.
Without explicit safeguards, the extreme deregulation of current zoning that city planners are
recommending will inevitably leave middle housing projects to be defined only by profit, once again leaving
low income people at risk.
In other words, your actions may result in many more people losing their homes, exacerbating homelessness
in our city. Don’t be driven by profit. Be a hero. Help fund solutions that support our community.
Respectfully,
Nicole Nieves
164 W 18th Ave
Eugene, OR 97401
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Dear Councilor Yeh,
Thank you for your rapid response! I’m appreciative and impressed, it can’t be so easy to get through a lot of
mail. I am sorry to be writing a lengthy response.
Yes, I am aware of the Healthy Democracy (HD) tool to engage a cross-sectional sample of Eugene
residents, as well as the self-selecting online survey. My concern lies in the efforts to involve and inform the
wider public, less so the roundtables and meetings involving more focused interest groups. I am a member
and former co-chair of the Friendly Area Neighbors association board, and aside from my personal receipt of
notice of public hearing in the mail, no one from the planning department has reached out to FAN in all this
time and it is my understanding that other neighborhood associations have not been contacted. I understand
the only direct involvement of neighborhood association people in the planning stages were the two seats
allowed to members of the the NLC, one each on two of the organizing committees, seemingly little
considering there are 23 city-recognized neighborhood organizations.
I know the 29 HD panelists took part in many meetings for which they were paid. I initially supported use of
HD as one of several tools to help include a broader swath of people, especially those new to public
engagement or those without the time or inclination to delve into the wonky world of land use and zoning. I
listened in on a number of those meetings. The problem I now see is an over reliance on this single limited
sampling (n=29 is not so much) to qualify as significant public involvement for formulation of new code, and
that the panelists’ education may have been too limited. I wonder whether those evaluating the panelists'
eventual opinions had too much control over the formation of those opinions. I have doubts the information
presented was sufficiently broad and evidence-based. For instance, I observed one of the later sessions in
which a speaker, Mr Paul Conte, had a short 10 minutes to deliver a volume of pertinent, detailed information
and who, unlike other speakers I heard (I did not hear them all), provided a list of his supporting sources.
Judging from the reactions of the HD panelists, his ideas apparently ran counter to anything they'd
heard previously. I had to assume he had been the sole speaker informing them of possible downsides of
HB2001, i.e. that up zoning and deregulation alone can involve significant risk of diminishing currently
affordable housing stock for the lower income sectors as well as displacing those people with the fewest
options- i.e. the opposite of the purported purpose of HB 2001. One HD panelist commented to Mr Conte
“Well, you have certainly thrown a wrench into the works” (something to that effect). I was stunned to hear
that comment.
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I do a fair amount of independent study on this topic and Mr Conte’s claims matched what I was realizing
through a number of reputable sources among them Harvard’s Joint Center for Housing Studies webinar
series- the more recent webinar of 10/21/21 "Zoning and Equity" is of particular value (available via the JCHS
website), the annual GAP reports of the National Coalition for Low Income Housing, Urban Institute
reports, Shelterforce online magazine, and former urban planner Patrick Condon’s book Sick City. (While I am
at it, I highly recommend becoming familiar with the housing justice work of Ananda Roy of UCLA and
Portland University’s Lisa Bates, both women of color). Patrick Condon, former urban planner in Vancouver
BC, states he had long been a “solid supply-sider” believing the city simply had to build its way to affordability,
but laments that Vancouver is now the densest city in North America yet still has the most expensive housing
in North America. EcoNorthwest’s analysis states Eugene's MH plan would not lead to affordable housing for
those below 80% AMI, yet the city’s own analysis shows the greatest need for housing by far is in the income
levels below 80% AMI. Despite this the MH proposal does not prevent or mitigate for the inevitable loss of
currently affordable older housing.
Judging from what I heard them say, I can only guess that many HD panelists, and I would venture those taking
the online survey as well, interpreted the terms “encourage” and “incentivize” as meaning “make affordable”
and “make even more affordable”. Where is the evidence that the relaxed code regulations to “encourage"
and “incentivize" will lead to housing that is more affordable? Allowing increased building size and height will
increase costs not lower them, housing will be more expensive, not less. Did people realize they could be
sacrificing green space, trees and gardens without any guarantee of meeting the stated social and
environmental goals? Whether or not to build affordably and pass on savings to renters is left completely up
to the developers and investors. Weren't the panelists informed of the probability that, unless prevented, the
cost of building a greater supply of homes for the middle and upper classes could come at the expense of
those in the lower classes.
I feel the allowance and/or promulgation of the false notion that deregulation and up zoning will somehow
result in the affordable housing we need, whether intended or not, has thoroughly tainted both the online
survey and the HD process. The information collected from those exercises reveals a broad sentiment
favoring accessible, affordable housing for people at all income levels; but it can not be considered a
reliable guide toward designing a plan to achieve it.
I will take a moment to mention there is another prominent false narrative, this one claiming those of us
objecting to the city’s plan are NIMBYs but this is not true. I believe most of us support true housing equity
and want the zoning changes to actually benefit, not hurt, those in greatest need without needlessly damaging
neighborhoods or the environment. The Eugene planners’ proposal may theoretically enable development of
more Square One- type village units but it is also likely to put even greater demands on them in terms of
numbers of people needing such housing, and more difficulty providing it due to higher land prices due to the
enhanced profitability of the land. Those of us advocating for actual housing equity (as opposed to talking
about equity ) support policy that limits and prioritizes use of additional (beyond minimum requirements of
HB 2001) incentives to help get the housing types we need the most in the places where they are most
needed.
Our HB2001 adoption decision has huge implications extending well into the future and will likely be of
mounting interest and concern to the public. I feel this issue is of greater consequence than who is mayor or
who is my city councilor, yet I would not want even those decisions to be overly dependent upon a computergenerated selection of 29 people, at least one of whom I am supposed to trust represents me simply because
they share my age, gender, income level and/or skin color, etc.; nor upon a survey that one had to be in the
right sphere to even know existed and in which the choices were based upon a false premise and therefore
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skewed. The fact that most people out here in the neighborhoods are still in the dark about the details of
MH plan (though this may soon be changing due to word of mouth) is enough for me to know that public
involvement strategies to date have not been sufficient. I know it does not help that we are in a pandemic
and our local daily paper is in a diminished state.
I had thought zoning changes required mailers to be sent at some point to every address within 500 ft of an
affected area, in this case the whole city. An announcement on yellow card stock was the only way most
residents in the South Willamette area knew about the open house back in 2015 to present the proposed
South Willamette Special Area Zone to the public. The shock and terror felt by area residents at what they saw
at that open house was dreadful. I know, I was one of them. You really can’t blame those of us lower/middle
income people who saved and managed to buy and fix up small homes for objecting to the upheaval of seeing
their neighborhoods placed on a chopping block in order to allow luxury high rise apartments. The open house
took place just before a holiday weekend yet citizens were given only 10 calendar days to respond. Instead of
leaving town as planned, I spent that holiday making sense of 85 pages of code and composing a letter. That
was my introduction to public engagement. Ultimately the plan failed due to overwhelming public outcry; but
many many hours of city staff time was wasted and the good will and trust of residents toward the city
was deeply, in some cases permanently, damaged. There may have been a lot of meetings, round tables and
surveys prior to that project as well, but the wider public knew nothing until the bright yellow card came in
the mail informing us the process was nearly complete. Was any lesson learned from that experience? Was
the lesson to stop sending mailers?
At least for now I hope we all will keep in mind that Oregon’s Land Use Law Goals are still in effect with Goal 1
requiring widespread citizen involvement and adequate financial support for public involvement efforts,
and Goal 2 includes a requirement that city land use planning be based on facts.
Respectfully,
Pam Wooddell
52 E 23rd Ave
Eugene, 97405

On Nov 17, 2021, at 9:34 AM, YEH Jennifer K <JYeh@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Pam,
The public process for middle housing has been extremely robust, so I wanted to share with you
what has been happening. It included a lottery-chosen 29 resident panel with Healthy
Democracy, our Equity Roundtable, local partner roundtable, Boards and Commissions
Roundtable as a first phase and took 10 months.
After that we conducted a community survey in both English and Spanish, held 15 additional
meetings and events, created a “Meeting in a Box” so community groups could meet on their
own if they wanted to. Staff made a GIS storymap targeted at Gen Z and made classroom visits
to promote their involvement. We used Facebook, Instagram and Reddit, a dedicated email
address and city webpages to share information and collected feedback.
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All of this is in addition to normal community interaction with staff, city council and the
planning commission at meetings, public forums and email which is still ongoing.
Through this process the majority of people in Eugene supported going beyond the minimum
standards and advocated for a combination of encourage and incentivize options. HB2001 was
not created to solve homelessness, it was created to diversify the types of housing available in
our community by allowing for more dense housing types. This in turn both supports our
climate recovery goals as well as our goals for additional housing units.
I hope that is helpful,
Jennifer
Jennifer Yeh
(she/her/hers)
Eugene City Councilor – Ward 4

From: Pam Wooddell <pamwooddell@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 3:44 PM
To: CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY <MHTestimony@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugeneor.gov>; Eugene Planning Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments

[EXTERNAL

]

To Eugene Planning Commissioners and City Councilors,
Since nothing has gone out city-wide to inform people, I took the initiative to send out a
summary explaining details of the city planners’ proposal for HB2001 compliance to at least
some friends and neighbors now that the EPC hearing is upon us. Some friends wrote back to
me and below I include a sampling of their perceptions. I sadly and wholeheartedly believe the
comment highlighted in bold below best sums up what people in Eugene generally believe to
be true if, that is, they are even aware of it. "Most people just think Eugene is going along with
what the state has made them do and that it will help with homelessness.” This is Eugene’s
version of The Big Lie.
Even analysis by city-hired EcoNorthwest reports that the proposed plan will not help the
homeless or even those still housed but rent-stressed. The planners’ proposal goes far beyond
what the state is making us do, and while upper middle and wealthier household may have
more housing options, it certainly will not help the poor and the homeless other than to expand
their numbers.
Here are some of the messages I received in return. These individuals are all college graduates,
some with advanced degrees, a retired college professor, high school teacher, writer/
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journalist, two nurses. Even for those more aware of the issue it is complicated, timeconsuming material to absorb.:
Pam,
Thanks for the clear update on what is going on. I am sure that several of my neighbors would
write letters if they understood the issues. Most people just think Eugene is going along with
what the state has made them do and that it will help with homelessness.
SG
Pam,
I read the RG everyday, look at KLCC news website everyday, and read The Weekly (well)
weekly. In the past the city has had the capacity to mail detailed schedules for exercise classes,
swimming pools, poker games and French lessons at the Senior Centers. Eg, I know we can pay
to join an 8-hour snowshoe outing this winter in the Cascades. But we have received nothing in
the mailbox at our home about how the city will accommodate HB 2001. No doubt there is
some sort of citizen input process somewhere, but it seems to me that the Recreation Program
is a higher priority for citizen awareness than the city property code. C.O.
Pam,
(I am) Not much aware of the debate over infill. I realize spread is not sustainable but I also
know infill can change neighborhoods and enrich developers. An old friend served 2 terms on
Planning Commission and lamented how stacked it is with architects and developers. I have not
received any mailers.- L
Pam,
Thanks for letting us know about this. S and I didn’t know a damned thing about it — one of the
consequences, I guess, of living in a news desert.
LG
Pam,
Thanks for this update, the time to research and compose my thoughts seemed so daunting. I
sent a letter but I admit I’m not optimistic.
Cl
It is not just this batch of mail leading to my opinion that the public process has been woefully
inadequate and dishonest, conversations with many other people over the months and the
dearth of anything coming in the mail or newspaper have formed this impression as well. This
situation is outrageous and must change, this is not democracy and it is not fair.
Respectfully,
Pam Wooddell
52 E 23rd Ave
Eugene, 97405

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

5

Batch 13

Page 98 of 188

JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jose Melendez <jwmelendez@gmail.com>
Monday, November 22, 2021 3:18 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Middle Housing Public Testimony
JWMelendez.EugeneMiddleHousingReviewPanel.PlanningCommisionTestamony.202111
16.pdf
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Attached is the public testimony I presented last week at the Planning Commission Meeting.
Thanks,
José
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Testimony Submitted to the Planning Commission on 11/16/2021
By José W. Meléndez
Good evening Commissioners, city staff, and fellow residents
• My name is José Meléndez, and live in the Churchill neighborhood, and I was a member
of the Middle Housing Review Panel.
Over the course of 15 meetings, over six months beginning last fall of 2020, the 29 panelists at
first engaged in a joint onboarding experience that created a foundation of knowledge that we
all could pull from in our subsequent work.
•
•

•

•
•

In the past commissioners or others at city staff wished that they could hear from
members of the public directly who are not your typical participants, the panel was
indeed those voices.
At the last joint meeting between the planning commission and city council, I was
watching through you tube and was surprised that the first question asked after staff
updates was about parking. Not affordability, but parking. This made me think about
how current single family-housing code can be thought of us favoring SUV’s or
Hummers. And how anyone who wants to drive something smaller, more energy
efficient, and more affordable is either hampered or prevented to do so by a code that
favors SUV’s and Hummers. With the opportunity to alter the housing code, thanks to
HB 2001, The city can move towards more affordable, energy efficient, and smaller type
of housing that can be more accessible to a range of individuals beyond just those that
want or can afford SUV’s and Hummers.
As a panelist, I also recall how at one of the process review committee meetings last
December with Eugene staff, some commissioners, and others, I pointed out the
observation that besides myself, everyone else on that committee was white. I pointed
out how, it would be a shame, if a process that was indeed representative of the socioeconomic diversity of Eugene engaged in meaningful work and provided
recommendations, only to be dismissed or water down at the end of the process by the
planning commission and city council that are nowhere near the socio-economic
diversity of the Middle-Housing Panel.
Indeed, if this ends up happening, if you ignore the call of the panel to favor Incentivized
code change options, then you end up replicated how meaningfully diverse community
engagement usually ends.
Members of the Middle-housing panel were your average residents. We were or are not
the loudest people in the room, we are not the type to bully decision-makers through
emails or try to engage in discussions of the public good through private channels. We
did our work diligently and respectfully, and with great pride. We hope you honor that
work and don’t cede to the loudest voices in the room. We continue to hope that you
are bold with the new city codes you proposed to adopt, centering on how to incentivize
affordability and increase the socio-economic diversity of all neighborhoods and not just
a few.
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Testimony Submitted to the Planning Commission on 11/16/2021
By José W. Meléndez
I will end by sharing the I happen to be a professor of Planning at the School of Planning, Public
Policy, and Management, with a research focus on the design of decision-making processes,
I would caution you and the public on individuals who claim to be arbiters of truth. Often, this is
this done to muddle the facts and create suspicion of the process in order to halt change.

Testimony Submitted to the Planning Commission
11/16/2021
José W. Meléndez
Middle Housing Review Panelist
Eugene City Resident
Assistant Professor of Planning for Engaging Diverse Communities
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Public comments for Middle Housing Code Changes - HB 2001
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To the City of Eugene Planning Dept:
The encouragement and development of middle housing is necessary to the healthy growth of Eugene. It has the
potential to create more diverse housing types, more stock, and density in the urban core. As a homeowner and an
owner of an ADU on the property of my primary residence, I believe these code amendments can benefit a wide range
of renters and homeowners.
However, unless there is a residency requirement, so-called “middle housing” ADUS/duplexes/multiplexes will become
cash-cow investments for housing speculators. We see this trend all over the US, here in Eugene, and globally. (See
today's NYT article about the Barcelona housing crisis and evictions. This is only one of hundreds of articles about
speculative housing and its corrosive impacts on housing markets.) Housing speculation is not a possible outcome, it is
an assured outcome. It is evident on my own block in College Hill. Three homes adjacent to my property are all owned
by out-of-state landlords whose primary goal is maximizing rental profits. They have zero concern for equity, diversity,
density, or any of the other values espoused by middle housing advocates. Two homes are used as AirBnBs for which the
landlord(s) bear no consequences of noise, disturbance, or traffic, and contribute exactly zero to community life. Two of
the landlords are eager for middle housing amendments to be passed so that they can add rental units to their
properties. These are all in view of my property, an entire block of single, detached houses; any additional units will
indeed rent for top-dollar because of their location.
Housing has become a speculative investment in the US economy and this is why housing development looks the way
it does. We have ample examples in our own community of what happens when speculators build housing for profit:
cheaply built, dormitory-type housing that is so niche that it cannot accommodate other types of renters such as single
professionals, small families, elderly people, or low-income renters. Together these populations are the majority of the
population—not students. See: Capstone, or any number of corporate apartment complexes in the vicinity of UO all of
which are owned by developers whose primary goal is maximizing rental profits.
Opening the doors for more speculative housing owned by people outside the community (and for whom the impacts of
density is unfelt) will be damaging to Eugene housing stock. I urge the City to amend the code to require that additional
“middle housing” can only be added on properties of primary residence. This will be one step toward discouraging
speculative housing development in Eugene. Thank you!
Sincerely,
Claire
Claire Dannenbaum
claire.dlune@gmail.com
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[EXTERNAL

Ted Coopman
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Assist Renters by Preserving Existing Rentals
Monday, November 22, 2021 8:50:45 AM

]

Dear Mayor and City Councilors,
As you discuss how to protect renters, I urge you to broaden your scope beyond
eviction moratoriums and similar schemes and focus on the underlying supply side of
renter protection.
That is, the preservation of existing rental inventory. Moreover, preservation
saves natural resources and helps Eugene meet its climate goals.
Rental stabilization schemes and eviction moratoriums, while effective in the short
term, have greatly complicated the lives of smaller scale landlords. You can’t have
rentals without the willingness/ability of landlords to own and operate them. Many of
these “mom and pop” landlords bought their properties in the down years in formerly
distressed neighborhoods and are now in their 70s or older. Adult children are also
inheriting their parent’s rental properties and may be daunted by deferred
maintenance, the difficulties of dealing with new renter rights and rent control, and
other regulations to staying in the business. Combined with the ever-increasing value
of housing and measures to allow more urban infill, there are a lot of incentives to sell
houses to owner occupiers and investors for redevelopment. These trends put a lot of
marginal, and therefore more affordable, rental properties in danger of falling out of
inventory. In the JWN, in almost every case, a rental sold leaves the rental market.
The last thing we need now is to lose any affordable rentals.
We have a market-based for-profit housing system and any effort to help renters must
be addressed within the context of such a system. Fortunately, there are many
options to bolster rentals while also realizing benefits to other city initiatives. Focusing
solely on financial help to renters is somewhat akin giving someone a fish vs.
teaching someone to fish, the former offers instant relief, the latter provides
sustainable long-term benefits. While we should help keep people in shelter, we
need to make sure there is shelter to keep them in.
Deferred maintenance and the cost of upkeep on older homes are often an incentive
to sell. When faced with major needed repairs when a long-term tenant left, a
neighbor who owns multiple lower cost properties decided to sell instead of
renovating. Offering assistance, for example, in the form of a dollar-to-dollar credit
against property tax, for climate friendly repairs and upgrades (switching to electric
appliances, new windows, etc.) with a 3-5 year commitment to keep it a rental
affordable to the bottom 60% of renters would be cost effective and pay long-term
dividends. Upgrades reduce operational CO2 without the embodied CO2 cost of new
construction as well as avoiding sending tons of debris to the landfill and the cutting of
carbon sequestering trees and the waste involved in any new construction.
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An existing home is the “greenest” home as it carbon debt has been paid.
Constructing a new two-bedroom home releases about 50-80 tons of embodied
carbon. Larger homes like a fourplex generate about 25% more C02. Remodeling an
existing home to current standards costs only 8-15 tons. Over a 50-year period, there
is almost no difference in the average emissions of new compared with refurbished
housing. Renovating also preserves historic homes and neighborhood character.
Another strategy is to employ some of the renter safeguards that California
enacted when they passed their own version of HB 2001 to avoid losing rentals
to redevelopment gentrification. The main protections were prohibiting using the
new infill standards on properties that had been rentals (affordable or market rate) in
the past three years and their use as a short-term rental. These two rules alone will
preserve dozens if not hundreds of homes, particularly in desirable, walkable,
centrally located neighborhoods. Working class people deserve high amenity
neighborhoods too. If the real reason for upzoning is to create more, and more
affordable, housing, then take steps to ensure this occurs. The market will not create
these rentals without regulations compelling them to do so.
The bottom line is that we can’t increase affordable housing by demolishing
affordable housing. Even if you buy the dubious and unsupported argument that
building new housing lowers the cost of older housing, tearing down older housing to
build new housing leaves no older housing to become more affordable. The cost of
building a new home in Oregon is about $135 per square foot. This is excluding land
costs, which are considerable for infill. With the average size of a new home at 2500+
square feet, that is about $341,000 PLUS the cost of land, demolition, and
development fees. A fourplex with four 1200 square foot units costs about $650,000
to build PLUS the cost of land, demolition, and development fees. Those rentals will
never be affordable.
While initiatives to help renters and build new housing are laudable, the first rule
should be to do no harm, and that means taking steps to preserve the more
affordable rentals we have.
Ted M. Coopman
971 W. Broadway
Eugene
206-214-8625
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]

Hello I'm writing to comment on the middle housing code change and specifically, the impact the proposed
cottage cluster at 396 E 32nd Ave would have on my neighborhood. As I understand it, that one lot in
a quiet residential neighborhood would see it's person density increase from one family to 6 families,
potentially placing upwards of 30 people on that single lot.
That results in a potential density increase that is 7 times the current density. I do understand
Eugene needs more housing and increasing density is preferable to expanding the UGB, but that is
too drastic of an increase and believe it would very negatively impact the community, particularly if
they are all rentals. Imagine for a moment if even 30% of the lots on my street turned into cottage
clusters. The density would rival that of an apartment village.
I have invested a lot of hard-earned money into my property believing it would be a solid long-term
investment, and have planned to make very significant additional investments into this property. This
middle housing code change seems to give very little consideration to property owners such as
myself who have made significant financial investments into their personal properties, believing in the
long-term viability of the neighborhood.
If the 6-dwelling cottage cluster is allowed to proceed on my street, that opens the door to many more
of those and therefore I'll need to re-evaluate the wisdom of continuing to invest in this community, as
the neighborhood will clearly degrade.
I believe the city needs to reconsider such a drastic density increase in established communities and
at the very least, decrease the allowed density by 50%.
Thank you
Bob Clayton
Concerned property owner
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[EXTERNAL

BANKS Larry (SMTP)
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Downtown Safety and Housing Costs
Sunday, November 21, 2021 7:36:41 PM

]

Mayor and Councilors,
I’ll start by acknowledging the thoughtfulness and hard work you all put into providing leadership for our
community.
PIVOT Architecture is proud of our presence downtown on West Broadway since 1997; we’ve seen a lot
of evolution over the years! As we all know the last two years have been challenging for all, including
downtown businesses of all types.
I wanted to share a couple of stories from our office:
From one of our principals:
“I'd like to spend a little time talking about safety for our staff in the office. Our stairwells got tagged late in
the day yesterday. There was an incident at Willamette and 11th with a suspect, several police with guns
drawn today this afternoon, several arrests of people menacing with weapons- mostly knives. It seems
that the incident frequency has increased. I'm not sure if we need to do anything but I'd like to discuss.”
We have about 1/3 of our 30-person staff coming to the office on any given day. We’re encouraging staff
to leave the office with a buddy or contact red hats. And be aware of surroundings. Perhaps carpool so
they don’t have to arrive alone. Adding to this, we are concerned about erosion of business presence in
the downtown core as companies get more comfortable with remote work. Which would be a shame after
all these years of hard work downtown!
As the architect for the new City/County Navigation Center, my compassion runs deep. However, I
continue to urge you to support and fund police presence and enforcement of laws against
criminal behavior.
From one of our staff:
“Although we hadn’t been planning to leave Eugene, Jane and I are being asked to move out of our
rental, and our optimism about finding a place to start a family in Eugene has waned. After a lot of
consideration, we have decided to move back to the Madison area.”
This has been a recurring issue for us. Young professionals graduate from UO, work with us for a few
years, and many conclude that they simply can’t afford to live here. Real estate prices are driving people
out. We discussed this at length during Envision Eugene 10 years ago, and we are paying a stiff price for
a restricted land supply.
Please continue your efforts to increase housing supply at all levels, types, and locations.
Thank you for listening, and have a very Happy Thanksgiving! Despite these ups and downs I am thankful
for the wonderful city we call home.

Larry Banks, AIA, LEED AP BD+C
PIVOT Architecture
direct: 541.762.1622
main:.541.342.7291, ext. 622
www.pivotarchitecture.com

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 106 of 188

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 107 of 188

JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Kevin Cronin; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Brian Hoop
RE: Support for Middle Housing Plan & the Slate of Tenant Protections

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Kevin, thank you for forwarding this letter in support of the proposed middle housing plan and advocating for tenant
protection. This is something we all take seriously. I am personally looking for a balance that protects our renters but
also takes into consideration the need to develop a workable system that doesn’t force property owners to sell off their
rental properties which would exacerbate the problem.
I appreciate your level of involvement in local government and I’m always happy to meet with you and discuss some of
the finer points of our work on housing. I also want to say that I appreciate having you as a Ward 8 constituent.
Best wishes and let me know if you have time and would like to meet?
Sincerely, Randy

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

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

From: Kevin Cronin <kevin@housingoregon.org>
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 1:52 PM
To: CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY <MHTestimony@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>; Brian Hoop
<brian@housingoregon.org>
Subject: Support for Middle Housing Plan & the Slate of Tenant Protections

[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Mayor Vinis, Council President Yeh, and Eugene City Council Members,
Please see the attached letter in support of the middle housing plan and slate of tenant protections.
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Sincerely,
Kevin
-Kevin Cronin
Housing Oregon
Director, Member Relations and Industry Support
P: 971-347-8503
E: kevin@housingoregon.org
PO Box 8427
Portland, OR 97207
www.housingoregon.org
Pronouns: He/Him/His
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kevin Cronin <kevin@housingoregon.org>
Friday, November 19, 2021 1:52 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Brian Hoop
Support for Middle Housing Plan & the Slate of Tenant Protections
Support_Testimony_Middle_Housing-Tenant_Protections_Housing_Oregon.pdf
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[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Mayor Vinis, Council President Yeh, and Eugene City Council Members,
Please see the attached letter in support of the middle housing plan and slate of tenant protections.
Sincerely,
Kevin
-Kevin Cronin
Housing Oregon
Director, Member Relations and Industry Support
P: 971-347-8503
E: kevin@housingoregon.org
PO Box 8427
Portland, OR 97207
www.housingoregon.org
Pronouns: He/Him/His
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Housing Oregon
Board members:
Sheila Stiley, Board
chair – NW Coastal
Housing
Diane Linn, Vicechair - Proud Ground

Lucy Vinis
Mayor of Eugene
Members of the Eugene City Council
101 West 10th Avenue, Suite 203
Eugene, OR 97401

Rachael Duke,
Secretary Community Partners
for Affordable
Housing

Dear Mayor Vinis, Council President Yeh, and Eugene City Council
Members,

Trell Anderson,
Treasurer –NW
Housing Alternatives

Re: Support for Middle Housing Plan & the Slate of Tenant Protections

Wakan Alferes
Homes for Good
Ernesto Fonseca Hacienda CDC
Maria Elena Guerra Farmworker Housing
Development Corp
Garrick Harmel –
Casa of Oregon
Nkenge Harmon
Johnson – Urban
League of Portland
Kymberly Horner Portland Community
Reinvestment Inc.
Foster Martinez – St.
Vincent de Paul Lane
County
Richard Morrow –
Columbia Cascade
Housing Corp.
Kristy Rodriguez –
Housing Authority of
Malhuer & Harney
Counties

Housing Oregon is a membership-based statewide association of
affordable housing community development corporations (CDCs)
committed to serving and supporting low-income Oregonians across
the housing needs spectrum – from homeless to homeowner. We
support and strengthen our members by providing training on industry
best practices, peer support networks, communications, and advocacy
on local and statewide policy issues.
We strongly support the plan put forward for Middle Housing and
commend you and city staff for your efforts to comply with HB 2001
and SB 458. We support additional provisions included with Better
Housing Together’s testimony, specifically:
● A “deeper affordability” code path that incentivizes more
Affordable Housing through a unit-bonus program,
● Elimination of mandatory parking requirements,
● Further refinement to siting and lot standards to support
housing feasibility and sociability, especially for cottage and
townhouse codes, and
● More incentives for small, affordable, net-zero housing.
Additionally, we encourage you to adopt as a slate the tenant
protections brought forth from the Housing Policy Board. The city of
Portland adopted similar provisions with the FAIR ordinance, and these
P.O. Box 8427, Portland, OR 97207
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policies will go a long way towards leveling the playing field in the Eugene housing market for
low-income families.
One thing not included in the slate of policies that is also being considered is displacement
prevention assistance (DPA). DPA has a proven track record of homeless prevention when a
family is served with a no-cause eviction. No-cause evictions continue to be an epidemic in the
Eugene rental market and typically impact low-income folks, seniors on SSI, people of color,
people with disabilities, and families with children. DPA is an upstream solution that will save
public dollars and reduce a large cause of housing instability in our community.
We strongly recommend that the City include Displacement Prevention Assistance along with
the FAIR ordinances together as part of any new tenant protections brought forward.
Thank you for taking the time to read our letter and for your thoughtful attention to this critical
issue. Please feel free to contact me if you have questions at 503-475-6056 or
brian@housingoregon.org.
Sincerely,

Brian Hoop
Executive Director, Housing Oregon
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Christine Ratchinsky
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Removal of Eugene Land Ordinance EC 9.275(16)(b)(6)
Friday, November 19, 2021 12:11:07 PM

]

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 with a deed restriction 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 upset 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 without a deed restriction.
This Ordinance 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 and deed restriction with Accessory Buildings?
I discovered that this ordinance of one plumbing fixture limit and extra deed restriction is in
place for buildings that have undergone legal permitting as a "detached bedroom" when I
inquired at the Eugene Permit office.
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 more connection, infill and affordable housing.
Meanwhile 2.5 blocks away from me in South East Eugene this Ordinance code does not
apply, and they are allowed 2 plumbing fixtures without a deed restriction.
Why is there an Ordinance in place in some neighborhoods like mine, while others just as
close by do not have this restriction?
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 housing restriction.
I am requesting that the city councilor Alan Zelenka for Ward 3 in the Amazon neighborhood
or someone in the council office contact me about this to discuss making these changes that
will improve our corner of the world.
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Sincerely, Christine Ratchinsky
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:

Christine Ratchinsky <cratchinsky@gmail.com>
Friday, November 19, 2021 12:09 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
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[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 with a deed restriction 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 upset 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 without a
deed restriction.
This Ordinance 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 and deed restriction with
Accessory Buildings?
I discovered that this ordinance of one plumbing fixture limit and extra deed restriction is in place for buildings that have
undergo legal permitting as a "detached bedroom" when I enquired at the Eugene Permit office.
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 more connection, infill
and affordable housing.
Meanwhile 2.5 blocks away from me in South East Eugene this Ordinance code does not apply, and they are allowed 2
plumbing fixtures without a deed restriction.
Why is there an Ordinance in place in some neighborhoods like mine, while others just as close by do not have this
restriction?
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 housing
restriction.
I am requesting that the city councilor Alan Zelenka for Ward 3 in the Amazon neighborhood or someone in the council
office 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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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christine Ratchinsky <cratchinsky@gmail.com>
Friday, November 19, 2021 11:57 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Fwd: Removal of Land use code ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6) for Amazon
neighborhood
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[EXTERNAL
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---------- Forwarded message --------From: Christine Ratchinsky <cratchinsky@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Oct 21, 2021 at 3:45 PM
Subject: Removal of Land use code ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6) for Amazon neighborhood
To: <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@eugene.or.gov>, <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
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 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.
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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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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christine Ratchinsky <cratchinsky@gmail.com>
Friday, November 19, 2021 11:55 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Request for Response for Removal of Land use code ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6)
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[EXTERNAL

]

Dear City Council,
I sent an earlier email 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), which allows only one plumbing fixture in an accessory
building, as well as a deed restriction.
Recently I looked into applying for a legal permit for a "detached bedroom" in my backyard in the Amazon
neighborhood, and discovered since this is considered an accessory building I was only allowed one plumbing fixture
because of this Land use ordinance.
If I lived 2.5 blocks south of where I do now in the Amazon neighborhood, this Land use ordinance code would not apply.
I have asked several questions to the City of Eugene Permitting office and found out that one of the reasons this land
use ordinance is in place is because the city was concerned about University students living in accessory buildings, so it
was a restriction applied to my Amazon neighborhood (which is not in the University district), along with the University
and Fairmont districts.
Why are these neighborhoods having an extra restriction in place, while others just as nearby to the University do not
have that Ordinance Code in place?
This is really unfair for the people that are trying to legally permit "detached bedrooms" in the Amazon
neighborhood. It punishes people for being honest who want to permit the accessory buildings by the city for use.
As a permitted "detached bedroom" one would not be able to rent this out per the permit requirements, so why do I
have to have an extra Land Use Ordinance with this deed ordinance that states no one will be able to live in this
structure? This Ordinance is not only costly and unnecessary but this deed is a duplicate restriction on top of a
requirement restriction of a permitted "detached bedroom".
Not far from me as stated earlier this restriction to accessory buildings does not apply.
I am told by the Eugene Permit office that in other neighborhoods accessory buildings are allowed 2 plumbing fixtures
without a deed ordinance, and then once there are 3 plumbing fixtures they apply for a deed ordinance.
Since I live just 2.5 blocks north of this South East Eugene neighborhood I am allowed only 1 plumbing fixture and on top
of that I have to pay extra city fees for a deed ordinance restriction.
This is so unfair!
I know overall there have been recent changes and more allowances in the land use code amendments for Accessory
Dwelling Units, so why are some neighborhoods still having extra restrictions and ordinances in place for
Accessory Buildings, while others are not?
I am requesting that this land use code for the Amazon neighborhood ordinance EC 9.2751(16)(b)(6) be removed
completely.
I am requesting someone return my email cratchinsky@gmail.com or contact me at 541-525-2222 about this unfair
restriction and to discuss making these changes that will improve our corner of the world.
Sincerely, Christine Ratchinsky
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

ISAACSON Dan (SMTP)
HANSEN Alissa H
Eugene Planning Commission
Constituent Heat Map
Friday, November 19, 2021 4:48:53 AM
Emailed Number Count.png
Emailed Heat Map.png
Public Comment Hetat Map.png

]

Alissa,
I had some extra time on my night shift and had an idea. I was curious with all the communication coming into the
commission and council on HB2001 if there was a way to reference where in the city folks were sending their
thoughts to us from and whether there were either any gaps or concentrations in participation. Lastly, I was
curious if there was a broader cross section between our emailed communication and our most recent public
comment hearing.
I entered every local person who sent a note in or gave public comment and I generated a heat map and area
count for our consideration and to better understand our city's public response to our recent work.
The data is pretty eye-opening. 42% of the emailed comments are centered in one area of town, with an evenly
distributed cross section of a few other areas. However, our public comment hearing showed a more evenly
distributed participation, reaching more of our city and hearing from a broader selection of views on middle
housing.
It is pretty convincing that your efforts to reach as many people as possible and to promote the public hearing was
a success and we should continue focusing on your methods to actively engage the residents of Eugene on all our
combined hard work.
Thank you again,

Daniel Isaacson
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Schaper <kevinschaper@gmail.com>
Thursday, November 18, 2021 5:04 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Please do better than the minimum for HB2001
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[EXTERNAL

]

I write to you as a resident of Springfield in support of Eugene going above and beyond the minimum required by
HB2001. In particular, I ask you to remove parking minimums so that we can add as much housing as possible.
Initially, I felt like it wasn't my place to comment on a process in Eugene, since I am not a resident - but then I reflected
on my past. For six years I lived in the Jefferson Westside neighborhood as a young professional beginning my career. I
lived in a 4-plex that I can only assume was illegal, but it was a wonderful affordable apartment, and I note that it had
only a single parking space (my apartment was a converted garage, and was surprisingly nice!).
When my partner and I wanted to purchase a house, we dearly wanted to stay in that neighborhood, but even in the
mid 2000's we were priced out. We left Eugene to choose Downtown Springfield, a neighborhood very much like
Jefferson Westside that was affordable to us at the time.
I can only imagine now that young people in a similar situation today would instead be required to move to Creswell,
Cottage Grove or Veneta, and rather than being a car-free family like mine, they would have no choice but to drive, and
drive a lot.
Finally, thank you for the incredible random/representative process you've followed on public outreach for this project electeds in Springfield are never fans of hearing about what Eugene is doing better, but it's hard not to bring this one up
- it's exceptional work.
Kevin Schaper
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Thursday, November 18, 2021 4:13 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager;
camilla@eugeneweekly.com
Fw: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA
Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

----- Forwarded Message ----From: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
To: southeastneighborsboard <southeastneighborsboard@googlegroups.com>; South Willamette Neighbors
<swneugene@googlegroups.com>; kathy ging <kathy@kathyging.com>; Jane Katra <jkatrama@gmail.com>; lisa Marie
DiVencent <lmdv@efn.org>; Maurya Kaarhus <siochain@pacinfo.com>; Sabrina Siegel <sabrinasiegel@gmail.com>;
victor odlivak <victor@converttolinux.com>; A. Likwornik <snapshot.wizard@gmail.com>; Mindy Stone
<mindystone1@yahoo.com>; Sandy Sanders <sandyssanders@att.net>; Maryann Francis <maryann@willamette.net>;
Eugenewestonaprice Info <info@eugenewestonaprice.org>; Katieg3131 <katieg3131@gmail.com>; Susan Klein
<susanluvseugene@juno.com>; Alison Price <ataprice@gmail.com>; Alan Stein <alan@stargateeugene.com>; Tsunami
Books <tsunami1@opusnet.com>; Mike Piehl/USA <mike.piehl@jeffnet.org>; Krista Morien <krista.morien6@gmail.com>;
eben@fodorandassociates.com <eben@fodorandassociates.com>; artie Gilad-Meters <artieg@rltycon.com>;
Jackdresser Dresser <jack@jdresser.com>; Dale O’Brien <chironguy@pacinfo.com>; Robin B
<missrb1969@gmail.com>; Bonny Bettman <bonbet@comcast.net>; Pamela Driscoll <pamelacypress@yahoo.com>;
Randy Prince <randyprince24@hotmail.com>; Sandra Bishop <sbishop@pacinfo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021, 1:53:01 PM PST
Subject: Re: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA

Please see this excellent paper by Paul Conte and especially look at page 3....
investors will cannibalize more reasonably priced homes in the flats of East 29th
and East of S. Willamette and Donald Street."" (CC&Rs are said to over-rule this
but not everyone has those. )
I think a drastic re-make of Eugene is in the re-zoning plan ...more than is
necessary for HB 2001-the first state law to take away R1 zoning protections.
I think the areas of SE Eugene and also the Whitaker neighborhoods are going
to be especially vulnerable to ....The Silicon Shire....with a ""housing for the
people narrative"" added so that it doesn't come across as what it is. The
Jefferson area is a beautiful example of mixed-use housing but that was
worked on by the neighbors of the area and the city in a different time.
Look at the $$$ building that has happened in Eugene....especially since covid.
The residents of Eugene should be fully informed of what is being planned. The
RG and The Weekly should be doing articles and full page descriptions.
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The Eugene Planners' have kept the record open for comments until Nov. 29,
with a vote by the city planned for the first of next year. Please comment to the
Eugene Planners and Council and ask for more information.
One gentleman that spoke at the recent Planners' Meeting suggestion that the
hedge fund, Black Rock be banned from future Eugene development. Black Rock
started in 1986, with massive investments in housing with circular ties to the Big
Banks, Goldman Sachs, large pharmaceutical companies and other large
companies has been implicated in the rising costs of housing worldwide.
Thank you.
Cindy Allen

On Thursday, November 18, 2021, 6:34:55 AM PST, Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com> wrote:
----- Forwarded Message ---- (Please notice page 3 with references to SE Eugene....I agree with Paul.)
From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
To: Cindy Allen <cindyallen21@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021, 2:33:15 PM PST
Subject: Fwd: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA
Cindy,
FYI. Feel free to distribute the attached document to your list of contacts.
-- Paul
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2021 at 2:30 PM
Subject: Testimony CA 21-1 FAQ and FMA
To: <middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: Eugene Planning Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us>, Mayor and Council <MayorAndCC@ci.eugene.or.us>
FOR THE RECORD IN CA 21-1 MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS
Please see the attached response to the Planning Division staff's latest propaganda in "Middle Housing
Affordability FAQ", included in the EPC public hearing AIS.
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Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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Middle Housing Affordability
FAQ (Frequently Asked Questions) …
& FMA (Frequently Misleading Answers)1
Question 1: Can the City require that new middle housing units be affordable to people in certain
income ranges?
Informative Answer: Yes. The City can require that a developer can take advantage of the financial
benefit of smaller lots, larger structures, and less parking only if they provide a City-specific number of
dwellings (even all dwellings) at a rental rate or purchase price that is affordable to Low Income (LI), Very
Low Income (VLI), or Extremely Low Income (ELI) households (as defined by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
While the City may not be able to mandate that all middle housing development provide at least some
affordable dwellings, it can adopt a quid pro quo requiring affordable dwellings in order to have less
stringent lot and development standards.
The City can also adjust its recently adopted Construction Excise Tax to favor lower-cost dwelling units
and capture more money from investors in luxury housing, which would increase affordable housing
funding.
Misleading Answer: State law does not allow jurisdictions to require all new middle housing to be
affordable at a specific income level. Imposing affordability requirements on private development
(known as "inclusionary zoning") is allowed by Oregon law only for development with at least 20 units
per building, and only if certain incentives are offered in exchange. This would also be prohibited by
House Bill 2001 because it would almost certainly constitute an unreasonable cost that is not applied to
single-family housing. The City could make density bonuses, lower parking ratios, or other code
incentives that go beyond minimum compliance available only for development that meets certain
affordability criteria but must allow middle housing subject to standards consistent with HB2001
regardless of pricing.
How is this misleading? The Planning Division (PD) staff are recommending that all the
“bonuses” listed simply be given to developers without requiring any community benefit.
Instead, the code amendments should allow only what HB 2001 dictates, and all further levels of
deregulation should require a community benefit, particularly more affordable dwellings.
New middle housing is likely to be affordable to a broader range of households than new single-family
detached homes …
How is this misleading? The PD staff recommendation leaves all decisions of the housing type,
cost, location, and tenancy (homeowner or rental) to investors. Compelling evidence, both
national and local has been submitted to the PD staff and Planning Commissioners that the
extreme deregulation they are proposing, which goes far beyond the HB 2001 requirements, will
1

The five questions and “misleading answers” were presented by Eugene Planning Division staff to the Eugene
Planning Commission (EPC) in response to testimony presented to the EPC with substantial evidence that the
staff recommendation for code amendments would worsen, rather than improve, housing affordability. Not
surprisingly, staff’s “answers” do not provide any evidence to support their misleading “arguments.” Interested
citizens can find solid evidence for the “informative answers” at Housing-Facts.org.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
create powerful financial incentives to investors to demolish lower-cost houses and replace
them with expensive, luxury rentals. Staff’s claim is somewhat of a “bait-and-switch.” It is
undeniable (and obvious) that the total construction cost per dwelling, counting the cost of the
land, can be less for a duplex, triplex, or fourplex than a single, detached dwelling on the same
sized lot. But that does not mean that investors would build such new plexes as affordable as
these cost savings would allow.
… however, it is very difficult to deliver new housing (of any form) that is affordable to the City's lowest
income residents without public subsidy. Even if it were legal, requiring middle housing to offer belowmarket rents or sales prices without providing public subsidy or incentives would likely make it
impossible for the private market to develop.
How is this misleading? This posits an extreme case – the “lowest income residents” (ELI
category, with household income less than 30% of the Median Family Income) are not the only
ones who face housing cost burdens. Not only would it be possible, but it is also being done in
other cities where – without financial subsidies – a residential development (e.g., a fourplex or
rowhouse development) has a combination of relatively expensive apartments and apartments
that are affordable to Low Income households (household income between 50% and 80% of the
Median Family Income).
It would also mean that middle housing would face even greater obstacles compared to single family
development. Nearly all for-profit developers would likely continue to build single family homes. Some
non-profit or affordable housing builders would be able to build middle housing, but it would rarely be
delivered by the private market.
How is this misleading? This is pure conjecture and contrary to evidence in other jurisdictions.
Question 2: Are there ways for the City to provide incentives or other strategies to make middle
housing more affordable?
Informative Answer: Yes. But the PD staff and Planning Commission have explicitly refused to propose
code amendments that would take advantage of the available strategies. See the “Informative Answer
to Question 1, above.
Misleading Answer: Yes, the City has discussed and is considering several options for encouraging or
incentivizing development of middle housing that would be affordable to a wider range of residents.
These include:
• Allow for development of middle housing with smaller lot sizes and/or more units on each lot, to
reduce land cost per unit.
• Offer a density bonus if property owners want to keep some units affordable to people earning
limited incomes.
• Encourage smaller middle housing unit sizes by reducing lot area requirements and eliminating offstreet parking mandates when units are smaller than 900 square feet.
• Reduce city fees, property taxes, and/or the cost of associated public facilities for middle housing
units that are affordable to people with lower incomes.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
How is this misleading? The City has simply given away the first three “incentives” in the
extreme deregulation that goes far beyond what HB 2001 requires, without actually requiring
any investor or developer to use the financial benefit of these “incentives” to produce housing
at rental rates or purchase cost that passes to the renter or buyer a sizable portion of the
theoretically reduced cost. Instead, the evidence is clear that investors are not stupid or
charitable, to the reduced costs are simply exploited for greater profit margins.
Similarly, hypothetically reducing development fees, property taxes, and developer
requirements for public improvements (e.g., sidewalks) all accrue to the financial benefit of the
investor without any required community benefit.
In contrast, the City could revise the Construction Excise Tax to encourage lower-cost housing
and capture more funding for affordable housing from luxury apartment development.
Question 3: How else will the City’s proposed middle housing standards address City equity and
affordability goals?
Informative Answer: The proposed extreme deregulation leaves all decisions to investors regarding the
location, housing type, tenancy, and price, which is going to “address City equity” by making it worse.
Some well-off households will benefit from more housing choices and perhaps lower prices. However,
lower-income households will be worse off from demolitions, displacement, and rising rents as investors
“cannibalize” lower cost homes that are in “high amenity” neighborhoods (e.g., the lower cost houses in
the “flats” north of East 29th Ave. and east of South Willamette and Donald Sts.).
Misleading Answer: Implementation of the proposed middle housing code updates will enhance
housing equity and affordability in the long-term in a variety of ways.
• Increasing the overall supply of housing in the City will help keep housing costs from escalating
faster than incomes as the City grows. This will have a positive effect on affordability of all housing
over time.
How is this misleading? This is contrary to the evidence of the effect of free-market-based
deregulation/upzoning on LI, VLI, and ELI households when the upzoning is not accompanied
with affordability requirements or protection against displacement.
The well-established “supply-and-demand” behavior in the housing market is limited to the
various submarkets (by location, type, and price). Increasing the supply of expensive housing
does not have a beneficial effect on lower cost housing. And where upzoning results in
redevelopment/gentrification of neighborhoods with lower-cost housing, the effect is
displacement and/or increasing rental rates.
• Allowing middle housing in the City's low-density residential zones creates opportunities to expand
the supply of moderate-cost housing in the City.
How is this misleading? See the previous debunking of this claim. Fundamentally, upzoning lowdensity residential areas also creates “opportunities to expand the supply of expensive housing
in the City”; and local and national evidence clearly demonstrates that is exactly what investors
will develop because the return on their investment is higher.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
• Reducing lot sizes for middle housing will reduce the cost of development associated with land,
which allows middle housing to be developed in more situations and potentially at more affordable
price-points.
How is this misleading? This is just a different version of the first claim in the misleading answer
to Question 2. Here, the operative word is “potentially,” which would be more accurately stated
as “unlikely.”
• Allowing for middle housing broadly across the City will help improve the equitable distribution of
middle housing in a wider range of neighborhoods and provide a greater variety of housing options,
including homeownership and wealth building opportunities, in more parts of the City.
How is this misleading? This claim earns five “Pinocchios.” First, the extensive areas of lowdensity zoning that are covered by Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that limit a
lot to no more than one dwelling are entirely exempt from the proposed upzoning.
Second, investors can make a much greater profit by redevelopment of Eugene’s close-in, lowdensity neighborhoods on flat ground than they can in hillside neighborhoods in the arc around
the southeast/south/southwest hills below the ridgeline. “Allowing” has no relevance at all to
what the market response will be.
Finally, in the Eugene housing market, investors are not going to buy large $500,000 homes and
knock them down to develop a fourplex. There are far too many available lower cost rental
houses, in attractive neighborhoods around the University, in the Jefferson Westside area, and
the Whiteaker, to name just a few “high target” areas.
The tragic irony of this misguided PD staff and planning commissioner claim is that wellinformed “housing justice” advocates strongly advocate for protecting existing lower-cost
houses (and plexes and apartments) that are interspersed in “high opportunity” areas because
this provides true “spatial diversity” in contrast to the economic segregation that is typical of
new developments.
Question 4: Is increased regulation of middle housing beneficial in creating more housing opportunities?
Informative Answer: Evidence-based and context-appropriate regulation of housing is one of the
essential components of ensuring safe, healthy, and affordable housing that has the same benefits for
lower-income households that are available to households in expensive housing areas.
The other essential component is the well-established need for “land value capture,” which in short
means that when a community (e.g., Eugene) upzones areas and/or funds improved infrastructure,
services, and local businesses, the increase in land value should be “captured” for community benefit.
Capturing this community-generated value for community benefit is the most powerful way to ensure
housing equity.
There are many ways to implement land value capture, one of which is to require some concrete
“community benefit” (such as affordable housing) from investors who profit from the community’s
increase in the value of the land that the investors develop. Eugene could also capture more value
through adjustments to its Construction Excise Tax.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
Misleading Answer: In general, imposing more regulation on the development and design of any form
of housing tends to increase the cost of producing and providing that housing. While it is important to
continue to regulate certain aspects of housing development in a reasonable, fair and consistent
manner, too much regulation can constrain housing production in ways that drive up housing costs
overall. However, if calibrated carefully to the local housing market so that new development remains
viable, regulations that limit the size of new homes (including single-family detached homes as well as
middle housing) can help prevent very large homes that are more likely to be expensive from "outcompeting" smaller and lower-cost housing options.
How is this misleading? It is patently (and obviously) false that any form of increased regulation
increases costs. This claim is even contradicted in the final sentence, i.e., placing a maximum
floor area on dwellings inarguably reduces costs – although investors who want to maximize
their profits might still object, because investors are not interested primarily in costs, their
decisions are based more on potential profits and risk.
This misleading answer simply fabricates what “can help” with no evidence of what has
happened in other communities when there has been extreme deregulation and all decision are
left to the investors’ analysis of how best to maximize profit while managing potential risk. As
local development already demonstrates, investors are maximizing profit by building expensive
new rentals, whether luxury student housing or larger apartments.
Question 5: What else can the City do to support development of housing affordable to people with
limited means?
Informative Answer:
1. Limit the deregulation of zoning to the minimum necessary to comply with the HB 2001 dictates.
2. Concurrently with HB 2001 mandated deregulation, adopt the most stringent regulations to
prevent and/or mitigate demolition and displacement.
3. Assess the number of dwellings needed in each category of housing types, tenancy, and ranges of
rental costs in order to provide housing that is affordable to Middle Income, LI, VLI, and ELI
households and limit zoning “bonuses” for market-rate development of middle housing to those
categories.
Obviously, some investors would still develop housing affordable only to middle- and upperincome households. However, a number of individuals and organizations have indicated they
would develop housing for LI and VLI households if plexes were allowed more broadly.
4. Implement “Land Value Capture” regulations and programs.
5. Implement “Community Land Trust” programs and funding.
Irrelevant (and misleading) Answer: The City can continue to work with non-profit and market rate
developers of all forms of housing that are affordable to people with low incomes. This includes
continuing to implement a variety of strategies including: use of publicly owned land, reduction of
system development charges or other fees, implementation of property tax abatement programs,
provision of technical assistance by City staff, use of state and federal funds for subsidies, and others.
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Middle Housing Affordability FAQ and FMA
How is this misleading? Obviously, all of the ideas listed by staff are purely hypothetical and
have no relevance to the extreme, market-based deregulation that staff is actually
recommending for adoption.
But much of the staff answer is also misleading. Using public land, lowering development fees,
and tax abatement are all financial benefits to investors. All of these should have a
commensurate requirement for community benefit, rather than being given away as so-called
“incentives” for housing affordability.
Last question: Which answers can a Eugene citizen rely on?
Informative Answer: Listen to credible, in-the-ranks advocates for “housing justice.” You’ll find three
compelling witnesses at the following webpage: Housing-Facts.org/voices
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Thursday, November 18, 2021 3:58 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: HB2001

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

From: Duncan Murray <duncaninsocal@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 3:05 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: HB2001

[EXTERNAL

]

We bought our house with the reasonable expectation that our neighborhood would remain zoned for
single family dwellings. You are now considering constructing multi family dwellings in my
neighborhood which, as you know, will reduce the value of my house.
I will very strongly support City Council candidates whose goal is not cutting the value of my
property.
Duncan Murray
541/343-6975 (h)
541/914-2067 (c)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Middle Housing Local Partners Roundtable October 29th
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:43:35 PM

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 11:00 AM
To: David Monk <dmonk@efn.org>
Cc: nlc cochairs <nlc.cochairs@gmail.com>; KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L
<THarding@eugene-or.gov>; KINNISON Michael J <MKinnison@eugene-or.gov>; HANSEN Alissa H
<AHansen@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Middle Housing Local Partners Roundtable October 29th

Dear David,

Thank you for your email. While the Roundtables are a critical part of the Middle Housing
project, they are far from the only opportunity to be involved. There will also be "Meeting in
a Box" opportunities for neighborhoods, plus participation in surveys and opportunities to
comment during our code concepts phase in early 2021.

As far as the upcoming meeting, the Neighborhood Associations, as represented by the
NLC, will have equal opportunity to have their voices heard alongside other Local
Partners representing their respective organizations with a single representative at the
Roundtable events.

The Local Partners Roundtable has invited Better Housing Together, the Eugene Chamber
of Commerce, the Eugene Association of Realtors, the Human Services Network, the Equity
and Community Consortium, 350 Eugene, Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation, 1000
Friends of Oregon, League of Women Voters of Lane County, Walkable Eugene Citizens
Advisory Network, Homebuilders Association of Lane County, the NLC, University of Oregon
Staff, and AARP. With the number of represented organizations, we can’t manage multiple
representatives from each organization because the group would get too big.

I look forward to the NLC's participation in the Local Partners Roundtable and on the
Healthy Democracy Steering Committee.

Sincerely,
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Sophie McGinley
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476

Due to COVID-19 I am working remotely. I am best reached by email but regularly checking
voicemail. Thank you.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law

From: David Monk <dmonk@efn.org>
Sent: Friday, October 9, 2020 8:39 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: nlc cochairs <nlc.cochairs@gmail.com>; KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L
<THarding@eugene-or.gov>; KINNISON Michael J <MKinnison@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Middle Housing Local Partners Roundtable October 29th
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Dear Sophie,
Thanks so much for reaching out to me with this opportunity for neighborhood
associations to play a part in this very important work. I'm cc'ing my Co-chair at NLC,
Ian Winbrock, Rene Kane and Mike Kinnison from the HRNI office, and Terri Harding.
As you might imagine the NLC has an active land use committee which followed HB
2001 and several other legislative proposals during the 2019 session. Our testimony
on HB 2001 was closely aligned with City Council's recommendations that local
jurisdictions be allowed to follow through with the land use planning efforts they had
under way. Given that this legislation is now state law the NLC is ready and willing to
work with the City and other interested parties in altering our land use code to meet
state requirements.
Our local neighborhoods have quite the variety of both physical constraints and
opportunities for development. As such both the positive and negative impacts of HB
2001 will affect our neighborhoods in varying ways. As a collective of all the active
Eugene neighborhood associations the NLC represents the vast majority of residents
in our city. On our respective boards of directors we have many individuals with a
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keen interest and substantial knowledge in local land use issues. The potential
contribution to this process from these engaged individuals is therefore considerable.
Given this, we believe the City's neighborhood associations, through the NLC, should
be provided with more than one representative on the Roundtable. We realize this
goes beyond what Planning staff was contemplating, but we think that the level of
expertise and collaborative problem solving skills that we can bring to the table more
than justify our request.
While we understand through Terri’s request today that the NLC has been invited to
select a representative for the Middle Housing Steering Committee as well, we feel a
second representative on the Roundtable is warranted given the scope and impact of
that group’s work.
Thank you again for reaching out to us and for inviting engaged and competent land
use experts for this Roundtable. We look forward to hearing back from you at your
earliest convenience so that we can go through our decision making process to
appoint representatives to both the Roundtable and Steering Committee by the 16th.
David Monk
Co-chair NLC

From: "MCGINLEY Sophie E" <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
To: "dmonk" <dmonk@efn.org>
Sent: Friday, October 2, 2020 12:32:46 PM
Subject: Middle Housing Local Partners Roundtable October 29th

Dear David,
Eugene is experiencing a housing crisis, and with eighty percent of all housing designed for single
families, young adults and the growing population of elderly are unable to find 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
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housing choices in the short term and affordability in the long term for Eugene residents.
To increase the breadth of voices involved, the project will use a broad array of engagement
strategies such as virtual meetings, online surveys, small group conversations with underrepresented
groups, robust virtual “office hours” to connect one-to-one with project staff, and ongoing
communication methods via email, social media, and the city website.
We want to hear from you!
The Middle Housing Project Team is seeking representation from Local Partners for our Local
Partners Roundtable meetings and we would like for you/your group to be involved. This email
provides more details about the group meetings that are coming up this Fall (first meeting on October
29th).
As the contact for the Neighborhood Leaders Council we ask that you bring this opportunity to your
organization and have 1 or 2 members willing to volunteer their time on the Roundtable; one
primary and potentially, one alternate. The expected time commitment is three two-hour meetings
from October 2020 to May 2021.

Project Background
The Oregon State Legislature passed a law in June 2019 that is intended to provide more
opportunities for a variety of housing types in traditionally single-family neighborhoods, and to
increase the overall housing supply in and around cities. The Bill requires that Oregon Cities with
populations greater than 25,000, including Eugene, must amend their land use regulations to allow: a
duplex on each residentially zoned lot or parcel and triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhouses in residential zones within the City that allow detached single-family dwellings.
Currently, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) is drafting and adopting
minimum standards for complying with the bill as well as a model code. The minimum standards and
model code will be finalized by the end of 2020. Then, Eugene has until June 30, 2022 to adopt
changes to the city’s land-use regulations that comply with DLCD’s minimum standards. For more
information, you can visit the project webpage and Engage Eugene.
Process and Schedule
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While we wait for DLCD to finalize their minimum standards and model code, project staff will be
conducting outreach to develop Guiding Values and Principles for the project- that’s why we want to
hear from you! The Roundtable will work through the following objectives:
Establish a baseline understanding of House Bill 2001, the existing code, and barriers to
building middle housing
Identify interests and acknowledge related tensions and tradeoffs
Discuss possible guiding values and principles for the project
Identify areas of agreement
Identify benefits and tradeoffs for recommendations or options where agreement is not
reached.
For the first phase of the project, the Roundtable will meet via Zoom from 5:30-7:30 p.m. on the
following date:
Thursday October 29th, 2020
The next phase of the project will focus on Code and Design Concepts beginning in 2021. We are
hoping that Roundtable participants can continue their involvement and provide input in later
meetings that have not yet been scheduled.
If possible, please provide the name and contact information of your chosen representatives by
October 16th. If you have any questions before then, please contact myself or Terri Harding.
More information, including project fact sheets and the meeting agenda, will be sent to roundtable
participants, once they are identified. We hope your organization can be involved in this project and
we look forward to working with you.
Sincerely,
Sophie McGinley
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
Due to COVID-19 I am working remotely. I am best reached by email but regularly checking voicemail.
Thank you.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Additional Middle Housing Information Session and Guide to the Adoption Process
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:44:13 PM

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2021 10:44 AM
To: taiprucezimmerman@gmail.com; abclinwoodrich@gmail.com; caraway2@comcast.net;
jacksonkellogg@hotmail.com; thomasina.bates@gmail.com; hi.kzlevor@gmail.com;
kmahelen@gmail.com; avalonrmason@gmail.com; HRNI <hrni@ci.eugene.or.us>;
margjam57@gmail.com; rcshattuck@gmail.com; Paulvdm9797@gmail.com;
ckrauss@senecasawmill.com; Ted Coopman <jwneugene@gmail.com>; lheyler@yahoo.com;
brunoassoc@aol.com; chair@neneugene.org; BELCHER Jon (SMTP) <jbelcher@efn.org>;
clarestrawn@gmail.com; PERLE Kate (SMTP) <fccf@efn.org>; ASPEGREN Bill (SMTP)
<aspegren@comcast.net>; nancydmeyer6@gmail.com; soeast.eug@gmail.com;
shina_board@googlegroups.com; mrgadsby@gmail.com; chair@friendlyareaneighbors.org;
winbrock@gmail.com; jacksonkellogg@hotmail.com
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>; BRACK Robert J <RBrack@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Additional Middle Housing Information Session and Guide to the Adoption Process

Dear Neighborhood Leaders,
Thank you for spreading the word about the Middle Housing Information Sessions! At our first session, we
saw great representation from the Neighborhood Associations. I’m emailing you today to share updates
on a rescheduled public hearing date, additional information session, and a new Guide to the Adoption
Process-- including a summary of proposed code amendments.
Updated Public Hearing Date
The Planning Commission’s public hearing will now be held over Zoom on Tuesday November 16, 2021,
and deliberation sessions are scheduled for November and December. Once the Commission completes
its recommendations, the Council will hold its own work sessions and public hearing, anticipated for early
2022.
Middle Housing Information and Q&A Sessions
Surprise! We’ve added a THIRD middle housing information session next week. Join us for an opportunity
to hear about Middle Housing project and changes coming to the Land Use Code. Staff will review the
requirements of House Bill 2001, the public engagement process, what’s included in the draft code, and
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how to get involved in the public hearings process. Afterwards, there will be time for questions. This
session will be held over Zoom and all sessions will include the same presentation. The presentation and
Q&A opportunities will be recorded for those who can’t join us live. Meeting information is below.
Session 2: Thursday October 21, 2021 4:00 – 5:30pm
Zoom link: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/85806239620
Meeting ID: 858 0623 9620
Passcode: Quadplex4
Phone-In: +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland)
New—Session 3: Tuesday October 26, 2021 7:00 - 8:30pm
Zoom link: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/82498187381
Meeting ID: 824 9818 7381
Passcode: Dwelling1
Phone-In: +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland)
New--Guide to the Adoption Process
Staff has created a new Guide to the Adoption Process. the guide includes project background
information, summaries of the proposed code amendments, how to get involved, and more. We hope this
information is helpful and that you're able to share it widely with your networks.
For more information, visit the project webpage, Engage Eugene, Facebook, and Instagram. To receive
formal mailed notice or informal email project updates, sign-up for the new Interested Parties List. The
project team has set up an email address for public comments about the middle housing project.
Community members can send their comments to middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov and staff will
compile the public testimony for sharing with the Planning Commission and City Council at their
respective points in the process.
If you have any questions about the information sessions or the project, please reach out. We hope to see
you there!
Sincerely,
Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476

Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of the Kalapuya people.
Want to stay current with projects that implement our community vision? Subscribe to our EUG Planning newsletter.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Middle Housing Local Partners Roundtable October 29th
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:41:34 PM

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E
Sent: Friday, October 2, 2020 12:33 PM
To: dmonk@efn.org
Subject: Middle Housing Local Partners Roundtable October 29th

Dear David,
Eugene is experiencing a housing crisis, and with eighty percent of all housing designed for single
families, young adults and the growing population of elderly are unable to find 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.
To increase the breadth of voices involved, the project will use a broad array of engagement
strategies such as virtual meetings, online surveys, small group conversations with underrepresented
groups, robust virtual “office hours” to connect one-to-one with project staff, and ongoing
communication methods via email, social media, and the city website.
We want to hear from you!
The Middle Housing Project Team is seeking representation from Local Partners for our Local
Partners Roundtable meetings and we would like for you/your group to be involved. This email
provides more details about the group meetings that are coming up this Fall (first meeting on October
29th).
As the contact for the Neighborhood Leaders Council we ask that you bring this opportunity to your
organization and have 1 or 2 members willing to volunteer their time on the Roundtable; one
primary and potentially, one alternate. The expected time commitment is three two-hour meetings
from October 2020 to May 2021.
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Project Background
The Oregon State Legislature passed a law in June 2019 that is intended to provide more
opportunities for a variety of housing types in traditionally single-family neighborhoods, and to
increase the overall housing supply in and around cities. The Bill requires that Oregon Cities with
populations greater than 25,000, including Eugene, must amend their land use regulations to allow: a
duplex on each residentially zoned lot or parcel and triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhouses in residential zones within the City that allow detached single-family dwellings.
Currently, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) is drafting and adopting
minimum standards for complying with the bill as well as a model code. The minimum standards and
model code will be finalized by the end of 2020. Then, Eugene has until June 30, 2022 to adopt
changes to the city’s land-use regulations that comply with DLCD’s minimum standards. For more
information, you can visit the project webpage and Engage Eugene.
Process and Schedule
While we wait for DLCD to finalize their minimum standards and model code, project staff will be
conducting outreach to develop Guiding Values and Principles for the project- that’s why we want to
hear from you! The Roundtable will work through the following objectives:
Establish a baseline understanding of House Bill 2001, the existing code, and barriers to
building middle housing
Identify interests and acknowledge related tensions and tradeoffs
Discuss possible guiding values and principles for the project
Identify areas of agreement
Identify benefits and tradeoffs for recommendations or options where agreement is not
reached.
For the first phase of the project, the Roundtable will meet via Zoom from 5:30-7:30 p.m. on the
following date:
Thursday October 29th, 2020
The next phase of the project will focus on Code and Design Concepts beginning in 2021. We are
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hoping that Roundtable participants can continue their involvement and provide input in later
meetings that have not yet been scheduled.
If possible, please provide the name and contact information of your chosen representatives by
October 16th. If you have any questions before then, please contact myself or Terri Harding.
More information, including project fact sheets and the meeting agenda, will be sent to roundtable
participants, once they are identified. We hope your organization can be involved in this project and
we look forward to working with you.
Sincerely,
Sophie McGinley
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
Due to COVID-19 I am working remotely. I am best reached by email but regularly checking voicemail.
Thank you.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:40:04 PM
Printable Middle Housing Survey.pdf
SPANISH City of Eugene Middle Housing Survey.pdf

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 1:34 PM
Cc: KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities

Dear Neighborhood Leader,
Community-wide outreach for the Middle Housing project has begun and we want to hear from your Neighborhood Association.
The project is implementing House Bill 2001, a bill that requires large cities in Oregon, including Eugene, to allow more housing
types in more places. The state established minimum standards—a set of rules that establish a baseline for how we comply with
the bill. Our outreach is focused around asking questions about whether we should do the minimum required to comply with the
bill or do more and make it easier for middle housing to be developed.
One of the tools we developed is a “Meeting in a Box”: a set of materials that helps folks guide their own meeting with a
neighborhood association, community group, friends, or family to provide input on the Middle Housing project. The materials
include a Discussion Guide, Middle Housing Walking Tours, and Feedback Forms. If you are interested in sharing these resources
with your Neighborhood Association, we are accepting feedback until March 28th.
Additionally, our Middle Housing survey is live on Engage Eugene in English and Spanish. It is open until March 5th and
participants will be entered to win one of two $50 gift cards. We recognize not everyone has access to computers so I have
attached printable surveys if you know folks who would like a hard copy.
Thank you for spreading the word about opportunities to engage with this project! More resources can be found on the project
webpage, project Engage Eugene, Facebook, Instagram, and via our Interested Parties List. Additionally, I am happy to answer
questions at smcginley@eugene-or.gov or by phone at 541-682-5476.
Thank you,
Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of the Kalapuya people.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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City of Eugene Middle Housing Survey

The online survey can be taken at www.Engage.eugene-or.gov/middle-housing or by
pointing your phone camera at the link below:

Middle Housing Types
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Guiding Principles for the Project
This fall, the City engaged several groups of residents to help define principles to guide
project decisions. The final principles were written by city staff using words, phrases
and themes suggested by the groups. Considering the future of housing in Eugene,
choose the top 3 that you think are most important for addressing current and future
housing needs in our community.
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.
Housing 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.
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.
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These principles are generally consistent with a variety of other overarching goals and
principles developed by the City of Eugene for previous planning and policy initiatives.
Comments about housing principles?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Examples of Code Change Options
In revising the land use code to comply with State of Oregon regulations, the City of
Eugene is making code changes to meet or exceed the State’s minimum standards
related to House Bill 2001. If the City does not adopt new standards specific to Eugene,
we will be required to use the State’s “Model Code”. Your input on these important
issues will help guide the City in the right direction for our community. Housing policy
affects everyone, and all voices need to be included.
The following questions explore examples of situations where Eugene can choose to:
-

ALLOW for more middle housing: Meet the minimum standards required by
the State of Oregon. This option has more regulations, less design flexibility, and
has less potential to reduce the cost of future housing compared to the other two
options.
ENCOURAGE more middle housing: Remove code barriers, increase flexibility.
This option has less regulation, more design flexibility, and reduces housing costs
more than the “allow” option.
INCENTIVIZE more middle housing: Minimize regulation, apply bonuses and
incentives. This option has the least regulation, most flexibility, and has the
potential to reduce housing costs the most of the 3 options.
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1. “On-site parking” is area allocated to vehicles (e.g., driveways, garages,
carports, or other parking areas on the lot). Requiring more parking for vehicles
can decrease the amount of space for housing and potentially increase the cost
of development. When someone builds middle housing in these “R-1” zoned
areas, how much space should be dedicated to parking?
ALLOW: Require the most parking possible per state law (one space per
individual home is the maximum the City can require)
ENCOURAGE: Require less parking (allow on-street parking, and/or less parking
near places where it is easier to get around without a car)
INCENTIVIZE: Require even less parking (if the developer includes affordable
units.)
Comments about parking?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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2. “Lot coverage” is the percent of a lot covered by homes or other structures.
Decreasing how much of a lot can have housing typically results in more open
area (such as a yard). Increasing how much of a lot can have housing provides
more flexibility and can lower costs. When building new middle housing, how
much of the lot should be covered with homes?
ALLOW: Allow the largest amount of open area possible
ENCOURAGE: Allow for lots to develop with a balance between open area
and housing
INCENTIVIZE: Allow most of the lot to have housing if it is near transit or
provides affordable units
Comments relating to lot coverage?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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4. Design standards define the look and feel of buildings. In many cases, the City of
Eugene currently applies only very basic design standards such as building
setbacks (the distance from the edge of the property to the home) and
maximum height to homes in the zone(s) that will soon allow more middle
housing types. Some design standards promote walking and pedestrian
accessibility (having doors to homes face the street or reducing the width of
driveways or garage doors).
The following are examples of potential design standards. What level of
standards should the City use for middle housing?

ALLOW: Use the highest level of design standards (allowed by the state
such as the location of doors or entries, the amount of the house covered
by windows, and garage widths). Features will more closely match singlefamily homes, but the standards may limit design flexibility and may add
cost to the home.
ENCOURAGE: Develop design standards that are less restrictive than the
“allow” option. Encourages middle housing to include basic design
features but leaves more options available for design flexibility and
reducing costs.
INCENTIVIZE. Use very few or no design standards. This permits a wide
range of design options for entry locations, garage width, and other
factors that may make middle housing stand out more from single-family
homes, but has the benefit of greater design flexibility that can result in
more efficient, customized, and lower-cost housing.
Comments about design standards?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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5. The questions above about parking, lot coverage, and design standards are
examples of the many code topics that require change to meet State regulations.
In general, what direction do you feel is best for the Eugene community?
ALLOW for more middle housing: Meet the minimum standards required by
the State of Oregon. This option has more regulations, less design flexibility, and
has less potential to reduce the cost of future housing compared to the other two
options.
ENCOURAGE more middle housing: Remove code barriers, increase flexibility.
This option has less regulation, more design flexibility, and reduces housing costs
more than the “allow” option.
INCENTIVIZE more middle housing: Minimize regulation, apply bonuses and
incentives. This option has the least regulation, most flexibility, and has the
potential to reduce housing costs the most of the 3 options.
Comments that describe the reasons for your choice?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Is there anything else we should know?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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Housing affects everyone. We'd like to know who we aren't hearing from in our
outreach. If you prefer not to answer, the questions below aren't required. Any
information you share will remain confidential.
1. Please tell us about your residency status regarding the City of Eugene. Select all
that apply:
I live in Eugene
I work in Eugene
I own a business in Eugene
I attend school/university in Eugene
None of the above
2. Please tell us about your living situation.
I own the residence in which I live
I rent the residence in which I live
I do not own or rent, but I am sheltered
I do not own or rent, and I am unsheltered
3. Please tell us about your age
I decline to answer this question
Under 12 years old
12-17 years old
18-24 years old
25-34 years old
35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old
65-74 years old
75 years or older

4. Please tell us about your sex/gender/gender identity. Select all that apply:
I decline to answer this question
Male
Female
Transgender
Another gender identity
Heterosexual
Gay
Lesbian
Bisexual
Another sexual orientation
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5. Please tell us about your racial/ethnic identity. Select all that apply:
I decline to answer this question
Black, African, or African-American
White or Caucasian
Asian
Hawaiian or Pacific islander
Native American or Indigenous
Hispanic, Latino/a/x, or Caribbean
Multiracial or Mixed
Middle-Easterner or Arab
Another

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 153 of 188

Encuesta de vivienda intermedia de la ciudad de Eugene

Vivienda Intermedia en la ciudad
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Primera página de la encuesta: Principios rectores del proyecto
Este otoño la Ciudad involucró a varios grupos de residentes para que ayudaran a definir principios que
guíen las decisiones de los proyectos. El texto definitivo de los principios fue escrito por personal de la
Ciudad en donde incluye palabras, frases y temas sugeridos por los integrantes del grupo. Tomando en
consideración el futuro de la vivienda en Eugene, escoja los tres puntos más importantes que usted
considere abarquen las necesidades actuales y futuras de la comunidad.
Equidad y accesso a Vivienda
Crea más oportunidades para que los arrendatarios y los propietarios de todos los estratos
socioeconómico e identidades, vivan en cualquier área de Eugene.
Amplia dispersión de la Vivienda Intermedia en la ciudad
Incentiva la creación de un código del uso de la tierra que facilite la amplia dispersión de diferentes
tipos de viviendas distribuidas equitativamente en la ciudad, y para que se creen comunidades
asequibles a todos.
Diferentes opciones de tamaños y formas de viviendas
Desarrolla un código del uso de la tierra que permite la creación de viviendas de calidad de variados
tamaños, tipos y costos en todos los vecindarios de la ciudad.
Viviendas eficientes y compactas
Hace que se vea la normatividad de Vivienda con un lente sostenible. Considera edificios
enérgicamente eficientes, incentiva desarrollos que no dependan del carro y permitan más densidad
urbana que a la vez proteja el medio ambiente y las fincas y bosques que rodean la ciudad.
Sentido de pertenencia
Tratar a todos los vecinos con respeto sin importar en que tipo de casa viven, y usar un vocabulario
que siempre inspire confianza y sentido de la seguridad en los vecindarios y en los foros públicos.
Oportunidad para acumular riqueza
Crea oportunidades para adquirir vivienda propia y revitalizar la economía.
Interconexion de las soluciones de Vivienda
Va más allá de los requerimientos legislativos. Ve los estándares mínimos como una base y no como
un limitante con el fin de satisfacer necesidades de la comunidad.
Vecindarios vibrantes
Reimagina áreas de densidad baja que incentiven la creación de barrios vibrantes con accesos
peatonales, ciclovías, parques, comercio y sitios de reunión.
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Estos principios generalmente son consistentes con una serie de metas y principios desarrollados por la
Ciudad de Eugene en previas iniciativas de planeación y políticas de normatividad.
¿Tiene comentarios acerca de los principios de Vivienda?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Ejemplos de opciones de los cambios del Código
Durante el proceso de revisión del código del uso de la tierra para que cumpla con las regulaciones del
estado de Oregon, la ciudad de Eugene está haciendo cambios en el código para que cumpla o exceda
los estándares mínimos relacionados con el proyecto de ley 2001. Si la Ciudad de Eugene no adopta
nuevos estándares, nos veremos obligados a usar el “Código Modelo” del estado. Su aporte en estas
cuestiones tan importantes ayudará a guiar a la Ciudad en la dirección correcta para beneficio de la
comunidad. Las políticas de vivienda afectan a todo el mundo, y todas las voces se deben oír.
Las siguientes preguntas exploran ejemplos de situaciones en las que Eugene puede escoger:
-

PERMITIR más Vivienda Intermedia: Cumplir con los estándares mínimos requeridos por el
estado de Oregon. Esta opción requiere de más regulaciones, menos flexibilidad, y tiene menos
potencial para reducir el costo de futuras viviendas si se compara con las otras dos opciones.
FOMENTAR más Vivienda Intermedia: Remover barreras del código, incrementar flexibilidad.
Esta opción tiene menos regulaciones, más flexibilidad, y reduce más los costos de la Vivienda
comparado con la opción anterior (PERMITIR).
INCENTIVAR más Vivienda Intermedia. Minimiza regulaciones, aplica bonificaciones e incentivos.
Esta opción es la que menos regulaciones y la que más flexibilidad tiene, y de las tres opciones, la
de mayor potencial de reducir los costos de la vivienda.
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1. “Área de parqueo” es aquella área exclusivamente para vehículos (por ejemplo, en frente de la
entrada al garaje, el garaje, cobertizos, o cualquier otro lugar en el lote). Si se requiere más
parqueo, el área de la vivienda se reduce y potencialmente se incrementa el costo del desarrollo
urbano. ¿Cuánto espacio cree que se debe adjudicar para el parqueadero en zonas R-1?
PERMITIR: De acuerdo con las leyes del estado, se requiere la mayor cantidad posible de
parqueo (un parqueo por casa es el máximo requerimiento que la Ciudad puede exigir).
FOMENTAR: Se requiere menos parqueo (permite parquear en la calle y hay menos parqueo en
lugares donde es más fácil moverse sin carro).
INCENTIVAR: Requiere mucho menos parqueo (si el promotor inmobiliario incluye vivienda
económica)
¿Tiene comentarios acerca del parqueo?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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2. “Cobertura del lote” es el porcentaje que ocupa la vivienda u otras estructuras en un lote. Si se
disminuye el área que ocupa una vivienda se incrementa el área abierta del lote (como el jardín).
Incrementar el área de un lote en donde se puede construir una casa provee flexibilidad y baja
los costos. ¿Cuánto espacio cree que deba ocupar una casa en un lote de Vivienda Intermedia?
PERMITIR: Permite el mayor espacio abierto posible.
FOMENTAR: Permite que el desarrollo de los lotes este más balanceado entre lo
construido y el espacio abierto
INCENTIVAR: Permite que la mayoría del lote este construido siempre y cuando, los
medios de transporte estén cerca o se provea vivienda económica.
¿Tiene comentarios acerca de la cobertura del lote?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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4. Los estándares de diseño definen el carácter y la apariencia de los edificios. En muchos casos, la
ciudad de Eugene actualmente aplica solo estándares de diseño muy básicos como por ejemplo
los aislamientos (la distancia que hay entre la línea de propiedad y la casa), y normas de alturas
máximas permitidas en las zonas que albergaran más Vivienda Intermedia. Algunas normas de
diseño promueven el acceso peatonal (por ejemplo, teniendo las puertas de entrada hacia la
calle, o reduciendo el ancho de las entradas de vehículos o las puertas de garaje).
Los siguientes son ejemplos potenciales de estándares de diseño. ¿Qué nivel de estándares
debería usar la Ciudad para Viviendas Intermedias?

PERMITIR: Utiliza el más alto nivel de estándares de diseño permitido por el estado
(como la ubicación de las puertas o las entradas, el cubrimiento de ventanas en las
fachadas, y el ancho de los garajes). Estos estándares pueden ser muy apropiados para el
diseño de casas unifamiliares, pero a su vez pueden limitar la flexibilidad en el diseño y
aumentar el costo de la vivienda.
FOMENTAR: Desarrolla estándares de diseño menos restrictivos que la opción
“PERMITIR”. Fomenta que las Viviendas Intermedias incluyan características básicas de
diseño, pero dispone de opciones de diseño más flexibles y reduce costos.
INCENTIVAR: Se usan muy pocos o ningún estándar de diseño promoviendo una gran
flexibilidad de diseño que resulta en una vivienda más eficiente y económica. Esta opción
permite cualquier diseño para las entradas, el ancho de los garajes, o cualquier otro
factor que hace que la Vivienda Intermedia se destaque de las viviendas individuales.
¿Tiene comentarios acerca de los estándares de diseño?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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5. Las preguntas anteriores referentes al parqueo, la cobertura del lote, y los estándares de diseño
son solo algunos ejemplos de muchos otros que requieren de cambios para cumplir con las
regulaciones estatales. ¿En general, cuál cree usted que es la mejor dirección que debe tomar la
comunidad de Eugene?
PERMITIR más Vivienda Intermedia: Cumplir con los estándares mínimos requeridos por el
estado de Oregon. Esta opción requiere de más regulaciones, menos flexibilidad, y tiene menos
potencial para reducir el costo de futuras viviendas si se compara con las otras dos opciones.
FOMENTAR más Vivienda Intermedia: Remover barreras del código, incrementar flexibilidad.
Esta opción tiene menos regulaciones, más flexibilidad, y reduce más los costos de la Vivienda
comparado con la opción anterior (PERMITIR).
INCENTIVAR más Vivienda Intermedia. Minimiza regulaciones, aplica bonificaciones e incentivos.
Esta opción es la que menos regulaciones y la que más flexibilidad tiene, y de las tres opciones, la
de mayor potencial de reducir los costos de la vivienda.
¿Tiene comentarios que describan las razones de su elección?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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1. Cuéntenos acerca de su estado de residencia con respecto a la ciudad de Eugene. Seleccione todas
las que correspondan:
Vivo en Eugene
Trabajo en Eugene
Soy dueño de un negocio en Eugene
Voy al colegio o la universidad en Eugene
Ninguna de las anteriores
Me niego a responder esta pregunta
2. Por favor cuéntenos su actual situación en cuanto a vivienda
Soy dueño de la casa donde vivo
Arriendo la casa donde vivo
Yo no soy dueño ni arriendo, pero tengo alojamiento
Yo no soy dueño ni arriendo, y no tengo alojamiento
Me niego a responder esta pregunta
3. Por favor cuéntenos cuál es su edad
Me niego a responder esta pregunta
Menor de 12 años
Entre 12 y 17 años
Entre 18 y 24 años
Entre 24 y 34 años
Entre 35 y 44 años
Entre 45 y 54 años
Entre 55 y 64 años
Entre 65 y 74 años
75 años o más
Me niego a responder esta pregunta
4. Por favor cuéntenos acerca de su sexo, genero, identidad de género. Seleccione todas las que
corresponden:
Me niego a responder esta pregunta
Hombre
Mujer
Transgénero
Otra identidad de género
Heterosexual
Gay
Lesbiana
Bisexual
Otra orientación sexual
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5. Cuéntenos sobre su identidad racial / étnica. Seleccione todas las que correspondan
Me niego a responder esta pregunta
Negro, Africano, o Afroamericano
Blanco o Caucásico
Asiático
Hawaiano o nativo de la Polinesia
Nativo americano o Indígena
Hispano, Latino/a/x, o Caribeño
Multiracial o mixto
Persona del Medio Oriente o Árabe
Otro
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Middle Housing Information and Q&A Sessions October 19th and 21st
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:40:08 PM

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E
Sent: Tuesday, October 5, 2021 2:40 PM
To: taiprucezimmerman@gmail.com; abclinwoodrich@gmail.com; caraway2@comcast.net;
jacksonkellogg@hotmail.com; thomasina.bates@gmail.com; hi.kzlevor@gmail.com;
kmahelen@gmail.com; avalonrmason@gmail.com; HRNI <hrni@ci.eugene.or.us>;
margjam57@gmail.com; rcshattuck@gmail.com; paulydm9797@gmail.com;
ckrauss@senecasawmill.com; Ted Coopman <jwneugene@gmail.com>; lheyler@yahoo.com;
brunoassoc@aol.com; chair@neneugene.org; BELCHER Jon (SMTP) <jbelcher@efn.org>;
clarestrawn@gmail.com; PERLE Kate (SMTP) <fccf@efn.org>; ASPEGREN Bill (SMTP)
<aspegren@comcast.net>; nancydmeyer6@gmail.com; soeast.eug@gmail.com;
shina_board@googlegroups.com; mrgadsby@gmail.com; chair@friendlyareaneighbors.org;
winbrock@gmail.com; jacksonkellogg@hotmail.com
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>; ANDRADE Fabio <FAndrade@eugene-or.gov>; BRACK
Robert J <RBrack@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Middle Housing Information and Q&A Sessions October 19th and 21st

Middle Housing Information and Q&A Sessions
Dear Neighborhood Leader,
The Middle Housing Public Hearings process is about to begin! Join us for an opportunity to hear about
Middle Housing project and changes coming to the Land Use Code. Staff will review the requirements of
House Bill 2001, the public engagement process, what’s included in the draft code, and how to get
involved in the public hearings process. Afterwards, there will be time for questions. This session will be
held twice over Zoom and both sessions will include the same presentation. The presentation and both
Q&A opportunities will be recorded for those who can’t join us live. Meeting information is below.

Session 1: Tuesday October 19, 2021 7:00 - 8:30pm
Zoom link: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/81848116549
Meeting ID: 818 4811 6549
Passcode: Triplex3
Phone-In: +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland)
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Session 2: Thursday October 21, 2021 4:00 – 5:30pm
Zoom link: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/85806239620
Meeting ID: 858 0623 9620
Passcode: Quadplex4
Phone-In: +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland)
For more information, visit the project webpage, Engage Eugene, Facebook, and Instagram. To receive
formal mailed notice or informal email project updates, sign-up for the new Interested Parties List. The
project team has set up an email address for public comments about the middle housing project.
Community members can send their comments to middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov and staff will
compile the public testimony for sharing with the Planning Commission and City Council at their
respective points in the process.
If you have any questions about the information sessions or the project, please reach out. We hope to see
you there!
Best,
Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476

Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of the Kalapuya people.
Want to stay current with projects that implement our community vision? Subscribe to our EUG Planning newsletter.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:39:27 PM
image001.png

From: MCGINLEY Sophie E
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 3:14 PM
To: julie@cogitopartners.com
Subject: RE: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Awesome, thank you! I will get the Zoom link. I believe the public comment is first up on the agenda.
As for the questions, I asked Terri and she provided the following guidance: “She can point people to
the PI plan and answer PI q's about how people can be involved. She can direct content questions to
me and you. I think there will be a mix of opinions

”

Sophie

From: julie@cogitopartners.com <julie@cogitopartners.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 3:07 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Sophie, Yes, can do. Send along the zoom link? Do they have an agenda timeframe for it, or is it just
an announcement at the beginning? Wondering if you want me to answer questions if they ask.
Some members may be inquisitive and critical. - J
Julie Fischer, Cogito
www.cogitopartners.com
julie@cogitopartners.com
541-556-6654

On Feb 23, 2021, at 2:39 PM, MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Hi Julie,
Do you have the capacity to visit NLC tonight at 7 to share that the survey is open, it’s also in
Spanish, and we have Meeting in a Box ready to go?
Thanks,
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Sophie
From: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 2:37 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
We could ask Julie to appear to do this as well.
From: KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 2:35 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Hi Sophie,
The NLC meets tonight at 7:00 on Zoom if you want to make the invitation during their public
comment period. Let me know and I’ll send the link.
Otherwise I’ll send it to them tomorrow along with the rest of my update.
Rene
Get Outlook for iOS
From: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 1:34:01 PM
Cc: KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
<image001.jpg>
Dear Neighborhood Leader,
Community-wide outreach for the Middle Housing project has begun and we want to hear from your
Neighborhood Association. The project is implementing House Bill 2001, a bill that requires large
cities in Oregon, including Eugene, to allow more housing types in more places. The state
established minimum standards—a set of rules that establish a baseline for how we comply with the
bill. Our outreach is focused around asking questions about whether we should do the minimum
required to comply with the bill or do more and make it easier for middle housing to be developed.
One of the tools we developed is a “Meeting in a Box”: a set of materials that helps folks guide
their own meeting with a neighborhood association, community group, friends, or family to
provide input on the Middle Housing project. The materials include a Discussion Guide, Middle
Housing Walking Tours, and Feedback Forms. If you are interested in sharing these resources with
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your Neighborhood Association, we are accepting feedback until March 28th.
Additionally, our Middle Housing survey is live on Engage Eugene in English and Spanish. It is open
until March 5th and participants will be entered to win one of two $50 gift cards.We recognize not
everyone has access to computers so I have attached printable surveys if you know folks who would
like a hard copy.
Thank you for spreading the word about opportunities to engage with this project! More resources
can be found on the project webpage, project Engage Eugene, Facebook, Instagram, and via
our Interested Parties List. Additionally, I am happy to answer questions at smcginley@eugeneor.gov or by phone at 541-682-5476.
Thank you,
Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of
the Kalapuya people.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:39:20 PM

Here’s an email that shows Julie went to NLC.
From: MCGINLEY Sophie E
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 3:15 PM
To: KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: julie@cogitopartners.com
Subject: RE: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Hi Rene,
Thank you for this opportunity! Our consultant Julie can attend tonight. Can you send her the Zoom information? I have her CC’ed
to this email.
Thank you,
Sophie
From: KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 2:35 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities
Hi Sophie,
The NLC meets tonight at 7:00 on Zoom if you want to make the invitation during their public comment period. Let me know and
I’ll send the link.
Otherwise I’ll send it to them tomorrow along with the rest of my update.
Rene
Get Outlook for iOS
From: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 1:34:01 PM
Cc: KANE Rene C <RKane@eugene-or.gov>; HARDING Terri L <THarding@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Middle Housing Outreach Opportunities

Dear Neighborhood Leader,
Community-wide outreach for the Middle Housing project has begun and we want to hear from your Neighborhood Association.
The project is implementing House Bill 2001, a bill that requires large cities in Oregon, including Eugene, to allow more housing
types in more places. The state established minimum standards—a set of rules that establish a baseline for how we comply with
the bill. Our outreach is focused around asking questions about whether we should do the minimum required to comply with the
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bill or do more and make it easier for middle housing to be developed.
One of the tools we developed is a “Meeting in a Box”: a set of materials that helps folks guide their own meeting with a
neighborhood association, community group, friends, or family to provide input on the Middle Housing project. The materials
include a Discussion Guide, Middle Housing Walking Tours, and Feedback Forms. If you are interested in sharing these resources
with your Neighborhood Association, we are accepting feedback until March 28th.
Additionally, our Middle Housing survey is live on Engage Eugene in English and Spanish. It is open until March 5th and
participants will be entered to win one of two $50 gift cards. We recognize not everyone has access to computers so I have
attached printable surveys if you know folks who would like a hard copy.
Thank you for spreading the word about opportunities to engage with this project! More resources can be found on the project
webpage, project Engage Eugene, Facebook, Instagram, and via our Interested Parties List. Additionally, I am happy to answer
questions at smcginley@eugene-or.gov or by phone at 541-682-5476.
Thank you,
Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of the Kalapuya people.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: Article for Neighborhood Bulletin
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:37:07 PM

From: KOEHLER_RAY Cindy J <CKoehler@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 1:57 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: RE: Article for Neighborhood Bulletin
Will do! Thank you!
From: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 1:37 PM
To: KOEHLER_RAY Cindy J <CKoehler@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Article for Neighborhood Bulletin
Hi Cindy,
Can you please include the following in this week’s Neighborhood Bulletin? Thank you!

Title: More Opportunities to Get Involved with Middle Housing
Outreach for the Middle Housing project is underway and we want to hear from you! The
project is implementing house Bill 2001, a bill that requires large cities in Oregon, including
Eugene, to allow more housing types in more places. Below are ways for you to share your
input:
Host a “Meeting in a Box”
One of the tools we developed is a “Meeting in a Box”: a set of materials that helps folks
guide their own meeting with a neighborhood association, community group, friends, or
family to provide input on the Middle Housing project. The materials include a Discussion
Guide, Middle Housing Walking Tours, and Feedback Forms. If you are interested in sharing
these resources with (your Neighborhood Association), we are accepting feedback until March
28th.

Take the Middle Housing survey
Additionally, our Middle Housing survey is live on Engage Eugene in English and Spanish. It is

open until March 5th and participants will be entered to win one of two $50 gift cards. We
recognize not everyone has access to computers so I have attached printable surveys if you
know folks who would like a hard copy.
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Watch our Facebook Live videos
Lastly, we are excited to invite you to watch a series of live virtual events that discuss what
land use has to do with a variety of different topics. The first four of these events took place
on our Facebook and focused on the connections between land use and transportation,
equity, climate, and outreach to young adults. The videos are available to watch on our
Facebook and on the Middle Housing Engage Eugene.
Thank you for spreading the word about opportunities to engage with this project! More
resources can be found on the project webpage, project Engage Eugene, Facebook, Instagram,
and via our Interested Parties List.
If you have any additional questions, please contact Public Engagement Lead Sophie McGinley.

Sophie McGinley (she/her/hers)
Assistant Planner
City of Eugene | Planning Division
Smcginley@eugene-or.gov
541.682.5476
Respectfully acknowledging that we live and work on the land of the Willamette Valley bands of
the Kalapuya people.
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MCGINLEY Sophie E
GEPPER Jeffrey A
FW: CORRECTION: Community Bulletin: Middle Housing Info Sessions (Share Broadly!)
Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:36:10 PM

From: Cindy Koehler, Human Rights & Neighborhood Involvement <ckoehler@eugene-or.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2021 2:27 PM
To: MCGINLEY Sophie E <SMcGinley@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: CORRECTION: Community Bulletin: Middle Housing Info Sessions (Share Broadly!)
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Middle Housing Info Sessions; Public Hearing in November

Eugene's Community Bulletin,
Thursday October 14, 2021
(View in Browser)
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Middle Housing Information Sessions Oct 19 & 21
The Middle Housing Public Hearings process is about to begin! Join us for an opportunity to
hear about Middle Housing project and changes coming to the Land Use Code. Staff will
review the requirements of House Bill 2001, the public engagement process, what’s included
in the draft code, and how to get involved in the public hearings process. Afterwards, there
will be time for questions.
This information session will be held twice over Zoom and both sessions will include the same
presentation. The presentation and both Q&A opportunities will be recorded for those who
can’t join us live. Meeting information is below.
Session 1: Tuesday October 19, 2021 7:00 - 8:30pm
Zoom link: eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/81848116549
Meeting ID: 818 4811 6549
Passcode: Triplex3
Phone-In: +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland)
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Session 2: Thursday October 21, 2021 4:00 – 5:30pm
Zoom link: eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/85806239620
Meeting ID: 858 0623 9620
Passcode: Quadplex4
Phone-In: +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland)
For more information, visit the project webpage, Engage Eugene, Facebook, and Instagram.
To receive formal mailed notice or informal email project updates, sign-up for the new
Interested Parties List. The project team has set up an email address for public comments
about the middle housing project. Community members can send their comments to
middlehousingtestimony@eugene-or.gov and staff will compile the public testimony for
sharing with the Planning Commission and City Council at their respective points in the
process.
If you have any questions about the information sessions or the project, please reach out to
Sophie McGinley 541-682-5476
The Public Hearing is scheduled for November 16.
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Human Rights & Neighborhood Involvement | 99 W 10th Ave, Eugene OR 97401
541-682-5177 | hrni@ci.eugene.or.us | www.eugene-or.gov/hrni

Unsubscribe

This message was sent to smcginley@eugene-or.gov from ckoehler@eugene-or.gov
Cindy Koehler, Human Rights & Neighborhood Involvement
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City of Eugene
99 W 10th Ave
Eugene, OR 97401
-------------------------------
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SELSER Lindsay R
Thursday, November 18, 2021 11:03 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
FW: density and holding developers to standards

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

From: Anne Millhollen <hplam_1998@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 6:29 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: density and holding developers to standards

[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Mayor Vinis and City Councilors Yeh, Semple, Keating, Zelenka, Clark, Evans, Syrett and
Groves, and City Manager Medary,
I respect your work to design an equitable implementation of HB2001 that increases density and
preserves the UGB. However, the plan does not include making sure that the new housing is
affordable. This is an opportunity to impact our housing crisis and ensure the poorest of our citizens
can afford housing.
I am including a 26 minute video that features a Boston city councilor who makes the point that
without holding developers to standards, they will build housing that poor people cannot afford. I
found her approach and comments enlightening and hope that you can find the time to view the
video.
Anne Millhollen
2685 Benson Lane
Eugene, OR 97408
541-343-0890

Lydia Edwards Speaks About Zoning, Housing Justice, and Integration
Watch the 26-minute video at
https://housingfacts.files.wordpress.com/2021/11/boston-city-councilor.mp4
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeremy Starr <JeremyStarr@bhhsnwrep.com>
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 4:19 PM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Fw: Let's support the Community

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

Jeremy Starr, CIPS, GRI, C2EX
Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices Real Estate Professionals
Cell: 541-915-5602
Direct: 541-485-1400
Fax: 541-485-7136
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris Langford <chrislangford062@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 11:39 AM
CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
Project

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

We are looking at land and no tie and are wanting to build a tiny community and eventually want to build a house at the
top of the property for fostering. We bought land close by and are getting kicked off because we had nowhere to park or
RVs while we were building a tiny house and apparently my watch too small for sewer. But we had planned on staying
here saving up money and buying the other property to do this dream project that we have. We’ve met other people
and they have skills and are wanting to help with this. Can you point me in a direction to help us get our dream to come
true?
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JOHNS Megan E
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

YEH Jennifer K
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 9:35 AM
Pam Wooddell; CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Eugene Planning Commission
RE: Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Pam,
The public process for middle housing has been extremely robust, so I wanted to share with you what has been
happening. It included a lottery-chosen 29 resident panel with Healthy Democracy, our Equity Roundtable, local partner
roundtable, Boards and Commissions Roundtable as a first phase and took 10 months.
After that we conducted a community survey in both English and Spanish, held 15 additional meetings and events,
created a “Meeting in a Box” so community groups could meet on their own if they wanted to. Staff made a GIS
storymap targeted at Gen Z and made classroom visits to promote their involvement. We used Facebook, Instagram and
Reddit, a dedicated email address and city webpages to share information and collected feedback.
All of this is in addition to normal community interaction with staff, city council and the planning commission at
meetings, public forums and email which is still ongoing.
Through this process the majority of people in Eugene supported going beyond the minimum standards and advocated
for a combination of encourage and incentivize options. HB2001 was not created to solve homelessness, it was created
to diversify the types of housing available in our community by allowing for more dense housing types. This in turn both
supports our climate recovery goals as well as our goals for additional housing units.
I hope that is helpful,
Jennifer
Jennifer Yeh
(she/her/hers)
Eugene City Councilor – Ward 4

From: Pam Wooddell <pamwooddell@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 3:44 PM
To: CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY <MHTestimony@eugene-or.gov>
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <MayorCouncilandCityManager@eugene-or.gov>; Eugene Planning
Commission <epc@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Testimony on CA 21-1 Middle Housing code amendments

[EXTERNAL

]

To Eugene Planning Commissioners and City Councilors,
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Since nothing has gone out city-wide to inform people, I took the initiative to send out a summary explaining details of
the city planners’ proposal for HB2001 compliance to at least some friends and neighbors now that the EPC hearing is
upon us. Some friends wrote back to me and below I include a sampling of their perceptions. I sadly and wholeheartedly
believe the comment highlighted in bold below best sums up what people in Eugene generally believe to be true if, that
is, they are even aware of it. "Most people just think Eugene is going along with what the state has made them do and
that it will help with homelessness.” This is Eugene’s version of The Big Lie.
Even analysis by city-hired EcoNorthwest reports that the proposed plan will not help the homeless or even those still
housed but rent-stressed. The planners’ proposal goes far beyond what the state is making us do, and while upper
middle and wealthier household may have more housing options, it certainly will not help the poor and the homeless
other than to expand their numbers.
Here are some of the messages I received in return. These individuals are all college graduates, some with advanced
degrees, a retired college professor, high school teacher, writer/ journalist, two nurses. Even for those more aware of
the issue it is complicated, time-consuming material to absorb.:
Pam,
Thanks for the clear update on what is going on. I am sure that several of my neighbors would write letters if they
understood the issues. Most people just think Eugene is going along with what the state has made them do and that it
will help with homelessness.
SG
Pam,
I read the RG everyday, look at KLCC news website everyday, and read The Weekly (well) weekly. In the past the city has
had the capacity to mail detailed schedules for exercise classes, swimming pools, poker games and French lessons at the
Senior Centers. Eg, I know we can pay to join an 8-hour snowshoe outing this winter in the Cascades. But we have
received nothing in the mailbox at our home about how the city will accommodate HB 2001. No doubt there is some
sort of citizen input process somewhere, but it seems to me that the Recreation Program is a higher priority for citizen
awareness than the city property code. C.O.
Pam,
(I am) Not much aware of the debate over infill. I realize spread is not sustainable but I also know infill can change
neighborhoods and enrich developers. An old friend served 2 terms on Planning Commission and lamented how stacked
it is with architects and developers. I have not received any mailers.- L
Pam,
Thanks for letting us know about this. S and I didn’t know a damned thing about it — one of the consequences, I guess,
of living in a news desert.
LG
Pam,
Thanks for this update, the time to research and compose my thoughts seemed so daunting. I sent a letter but I admit
I’m not optimistic.
Cl
It is not just this batch of mail leading to my opinion that the public process has been woefully inadequate and
dishonest, conversations with many other people over the months and the dearth of anything coming in the mail or
newspaper have formed this impression as well. This situation is outrageous and must change, this is not democracy and
it is not fair.
Respectfully,
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Pam Wooddell
52 E 23rd Ave
Eugene, 97405
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

GEPPER Jeffrey A
Paul Conte
RE: Testimony CA 21-1
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 7:40:00 AM
image001.png

Sounds Good Paul, I will check that jump drive when it hits my desk and let you know if there is any
duplicate materials.
Thanks for letting me know.
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, November 17, 2021 7:39 AM
To: GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Re: Testimony CA 21-1
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Jeff,
With the two week extension of the open record period, please do not include anything
from the "cloud."
Instead, just include the content on the jump drive.
When you get that, let me know if it has any duplication; and I will address them.
Thank you,
Paul
_________________

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

On Tue, Nov 16, 2021 at 5:42 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Thanks Paul, I will make sure the documents contained in all six folders are in the record. I noticed
that some of the documents, such as the two refinement plans have already been added to the
record. I want to make sure it is your intent to have them included twice, or if your previous
submission covers these materials in their entirety. (See Batch 4)
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As a reminder, those emails contained the following documents that also appear in your folders.

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: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:54 PM
To: CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY <MHTestimony@eugene-or.gov>; GEPPER Jeffrey A
<jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Testimony CA 21-1
[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Submitted at 4:53 PM on November 16, 2021
By prior arrangement with Jeff Gepper, I am submitting testimony via the "cloud."
The following is a link to a Google Drive folder that contains six folders.
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1PB3k5c4hH9omxPUkze34Rzr6cInj2jWo?
usp=sharing
These are the links to the six folders than contain files being submitted:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1VTdQ-friam07OU_jv9fDflAAmnz3IgrF?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1uHQ27IOdWWyPgAu0BOcDjWaL8YG5y4Z4?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1sjRPATFQSMTJhERbeQ6feQ3Wk5titNNW?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Ux2qAhioMY7Z8n7o7DFHgxXh3QwRw8VG?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1bV_IyYgSxYi2wXAVKRLwJskljS8o4-7e?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1cPhJJRrKWAp_7LL8Pd7agi79wk-A4hcx?
usp=sharing

CA 21-1 / MA 21-1 Testimony

Batch 13

Page 184 of 188

Please let me know if you have any problems downloading the documents.
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:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
GEPPER Jeffrey A
Re: Testimony CA 21-1
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 7:39:10 AM
image001.png

]

Jeff,
With the two week extension of the open record period, please do not include
anything from the "cloud."
Instead, just include the content on the jump drive.
When you get that, let me know if it has any duplication; and I will address them.
Thank you,
Paul
_________________

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

On Tue, Nov 16, 2021 at 5:42 PM GEPPER Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov> wrote:
Thanks Paul, I will make sure the documents contained in all six folders are in the record. I
noticed that some of the documents, such as the two refinement plans have already been
added to the record. I want to make sure it is your intent to have them included twice, or if
your previous submission covers these materials in their entirety. (See Batch 4)

As a reminder, those emails contained the following documents that also appear in your
folders.

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

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

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:54 PM
To: CEMIDDLEHOUSINGTESTIMONY <MHTestimony@eugene-or.gov>; GEPPER
Jeffrey A <jgepper@eugene-or.gov>
Subject: Testimony CA 21-1

[EXTERNAL ⚠]

Submitted at 4:53 PM on November 16, 2021
By prior arrangement with Jeff Gepper, I am submitting testimony via the "cloud."

The following is a link to a Google Drive folder that contains six folders.
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1PB3k5c4hH9omxPUkze34Rzr6cInj2jWo?
usp=sharing

These are the links to the six folders than contain files being submitted:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1VTdQ-friam07OU_jv9fDflAAmnz3IgrF?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1uHQ27IOdWWyPgAu0BOcDjWaL8YG5y4Z
4?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1sjRPATFQSMTJhERbeQ6feQ3Wk5titNNW?
usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Ux2qAhioMY7Z8n7o7DFHgxXh3QwRw8VG
?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1bV_IyYgSxYi2wXAVKRLwJskljS8o4-7e?
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usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1cPhJJRrKWAp_7LL8Pd7agi79wk-A4hcx?
usp=sharing

Please let me know if you have any problems downloading the documents.

Paul Conte
1461 W/10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
_________________
Earth Advantage Accreditations:
* Sustainable Homes Professional
* Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Specialist
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