AGENDA
Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

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

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

TUESDAY, MARCH 09, 2021 – Regular Meeting 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Commissioners: John Barofsky; Ken Beeson (Vice Chair); Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson; Chris Ramey (Chair); Kristen Taylor
A. PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Commission reserves 10 minutes at the beginning of this meeting for
public comment. The public may comment on any matter, except for items scheduled
for public hearing or public hearing items for which the record has already closed.
Generally, the time limit for public comment is three minutes; however, the Planning
Commission reserves the option to reduce the time allowed each speaker based on the
number of people requesting to speak.
B. WORK SESSION: MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AMENDMENTS UPDATE
Staff: Terri Harding, 541-682-5635, THarding@eugene-or.gov
C. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing?
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HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in Public Comment join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/98939251956
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 989 3925 1956
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
March 9, 2021

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Terri Harding, City of Eugene Planning Division

Subject:

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

ACTION REQUESTED
At this meeting, the Planning Commission is being asked to review, discuss, and provide feedback on the
community survey and other outreach results, the Economic Feasibility Study Report, and an approach
to reviewing land use code and policy drafts for the Middle Housing Code Amendments project.
INTRODUCTION
The Eugene Middle Housing Code Amendments project seeks to implement Oregon House Bill 2001
(2019), which requires large cities such as Eugene to allow middle housing including duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, cottage clusters, and rowhouses, in more places in the city, in order to increase housing
choice and supply. This work session is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to learn what staff is
hearing through the roundtables, Healthy Democracy Panel, surveys, and other online engagement, as
well as learn about the Economic Feasibility Study and the project team’s approach to writing code
sections and bringing them forward for review.
February Outreach Summary
February was a big month for Middle Housing! The Middle Housing Survey was open February 5 through
March 5, 2021 on Engage Eugene in both English and Spanish and received more than 600 responses.
The questions in the survey are based on levels of implementing House Bill 2001 introduced at the last
Planning Commission meeting (allow, encourage and incentivize). Early results will be shared at the
meeting and a complete report will be produced and shared later in March.
Throughout February, we also held meetings with the Healthy Democracy Panel, Equity Roundtable,
Boards and Commissions Roundtable, and Local Partners Roundtable. The meetings focused on the
levels of implementation outlined in the survey, including the social, environmental, and economic
tradeoffs around choices for middle housing code standards. High level takeaways from the roundtable
meetings will be shared in the staff presentation and summaries of the Equity Roundtable and Healthy
Democracy Panel are provided as Attachments A and B. A participant of the Equity RoundTable will be
joining the Commission to share observations from the Equity meetings.
We also launched a new tool called “Meeting in a Box” which is a set of materials that helps folks guide
their own meeting with a neighborhood association, community group, friends, and family to provide
input on the Middle Housing project. The materials include a Discussion Guide, Middle Housing Walking
Tours, and Feedback Forms. Additionally, we launched a series of live virtual events that discussed the
relationship between land use and a variety of different topics. The five, 30-minute videos can be found
on our Facebook and focused on the connections between land use and transportation, equity, climate,
engaging the next generation, and housing prices.
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We also continued to reach community members in new ways such as conducting University of Oregon
student outreach and virtual interaction on Instagram as well as with Reddit, where the Eugene subpage
has 30,000 users. Lastly, our planning interns developed an interactive story map to engage students
and young adults in the middle housing conversation.
Economic Feasibility Study Report
ECONorthwest (ECO) has completed an economic feasibility study to help better understand how
economics and development factors for middle housing vary throughout the City. The attached report
(Attachment C) identifies the relative magnitude of new development that is estimated to occur in
different areas of Eugene. To assess development potential, ECO created a set of housing prototypes
based on numerous factors, including housing types, parcel size, unit size, market segment, and more.
These prototypes, in combination with market assumptions, sales and rent data, and residual land value,
were used to identify the likely financial feasibility of certain middle housing types within different lowdensity residential areas of Eugene.
The report includes the following key takeaways:


Eugene has recent precedents of a variety of middle housing developments, and there appears
to be continued demand for this type of housing.



All middle housing types may be financially feasible in some circumstances. However, they are
not equally financially feasible.



Middle housing is feasible in all subareas, though some subareas have more development
potential for middle housing than others. Most middle housing types are more financially
feasible than new single-family housing in the same subarea, making (re)development with
middle housing possible in locations where new single-family development is not likely today.



New middle housing is comparatively less expensive than new single-family housing, because
sales prices and rents tend to be lower for attached housing than for comparable detached
housing, and some new single-family housing is much larger and more luxury-oriented than
even relatively high-end middle housing. (Expanding housing supply has also been shown to
slow the escalation of housing prices broadly.) The difference relative to single family housing
varies by location and housing type.

ECO staff will be present at the meeting to talk about the report and to answer questions about housing
market economics and development feasibility of middle housing in Eugene. Future work will look at the
feasibility impacts of recommended middle housing code.
Code Writing and Review Approach
Based on the state rules and minimum standards, economic feasibility report, and results of public
outreach, the project team is beginning work on a framework for Eugene’s middle housing code
amendments. The following list outlines some key questions the team is considering. Staff and project
consultants will cover these questions in more detail during the meeting. Preliminary recommended
changes to code sections for all of the housing types are anticipated to be brought to the Commission in
April.
a) Which approach to code writing should Eugene use overall, recognizing there may be some
variation among specific standards? ALLOW, ENCOURAGE, INCENTIVIZE?
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b) Which approach best supports the triple bottom line of sustainability - social equity,
environmental health, and economic prosperity?
c) Which approach should the City use for lot sizes and base zone development standards such as
lot coverage, height, setbacks, parking, etc.?
d) Which approach should the City use for design standards (outside of Special Area Zones) —apply
the Model Code or be less restrictive?
e) Should the City permit detached plexes?
i.
ALLOW: Only permit attached duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes.
ii.
ENCOURAGE: Allow both attached and detached plexes.
f) Should the City allow cottages on individual lots?
i.
ALLOW: Only permit cottages on single lot (or only permit on individual lots).
ii.
ENCOURAGE: Allow both single-lot and individual-lot development.
g) What is the preferred approach for updating Special Area Zones?
NEXT STEPS
The project’s Engage Eugene and web page are frequently updated with opportunities to engage
community members and provide information about middle housing in Eugene. Additionally, the overall
project schedule is included below. At the next Planning Commission meetings on April 13 and 26, 2021,
the project team will walk through recommended code language for each of the key questions outlined
above for all of the middle housing types, and ask for Planning Commission discussion and feedback.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Equity RoundTable Meetings 3 and 4 Summaries
B. Healthy Democracy Survey Report
C. Economic Feasibility Report
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FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact: Terri Harding
Telephone: (541) 682-5635
Staff E-Mail: THarding@eugene-or.gov
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Equity Roundtable Meeting Three
Summary
Date: February, 17, 2021
Time: 3:00 - 5:00 pm
Number of participants: 6
Organization and communities participating: Lane Independent Living Alliance, DisOrient
Asain American Film Festival, Sapsik'ʷalá, Huerto de Familia, UO Longhouse, NAACP Eugene Springfirld
Meeting Summary
ACC welcomed participants and shared a Land Acknowledgment. Participants introduced
themselves by sharing their name, pronouns, organizations they represent, showing one item near
them that says something about them. ACC reviewed the community agreements and the purpose
and scope of the roundtable. Next, Terri Hariding shared how this roundtable’s input is being
used for the project’s purpose. Sophie McGinley and Jennifer Knapp presented on Planning 101
on Rules and Model Code. After a five-minute break, ACC presented the Guiding Principles and
Values from the City of Eugene’s Middle Housing Survey and asked participants to choose the
most important principle to them and then choose the second most important principle. Next,
participants were split into two breakout rooms with one City Staff and one ACC consultant. In
these breakout groups, participants discussed the example codes on “Onsite Parking,” “Lot
Coverage,” and “Design Standards” pulled from the City of Eugene’s Middle Housing Survey.
After 25 minutes of small group discussion, all participants, City Staff, and ACC joined in group
discussion to share what both groups discussed. In closing, City Staff shared the next steps for
the upcoming Planning Commision and City Council work sessions and forecasted the next
discussion around the Triple Bottom Line framework.
Summary of Findings
First Most Important Guiding Principle
● Equity and Access to Housing (chosen by two participants)
● Broad Dispersal of Middle Housing
● Opportunities to Build Wealth
● Interconnectedness of Housing Solutions (chosen by two participants)
● Sense of Belonging
Second Most Important Guiding Principle
● Equity and Access to Housing (chosen by two participants)
● Compact Efficient Housing
● Housing Options of All Shapes and Sizes
● Interconnectedness of Housing Solutions
● Opportunities to Build Wealth
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Onsite Parking Comments
● If onsite parking or parking garages are not provided, they should provide permits
● Onsite parking is critical
● Currently, there is not enough parking in Eugene
● If the lot is near transit, then offer less parking
● Accessible safe parking is important - participants worry about break-ins
● Participants with children discussed how their kids have to take turns having friends over
due to limited parking
Lot Coverage Comments
● Need access to green spaces
● Need safe spaces for children to play - develop proximity to other public green spaces
● Lots should leave a space for green space
● Gardens are important
● Want to be able to see children playing outside their windows - children need to have a
safe place to play and run
● Participants discussed the struggle between parking spaces and green spaces
● Error on the side of allowing more density and lessening open area
● Need incentivising for developers to make lots more affordable
Design Standards Comments
● Need more flexibility when it comes to design standards
● Look at different neighborhoods and proximity to schools to coordinate with school
capacity
● Safety - don't want housing built differently based on affordability or loan access
(thinking about materials, safety, and design standards)
● Design standards can come with good intentions but they are subjective and could
prevent really good building
● Participants discussed the positives around cottage clusters
● An advantage of Middle Housing is scale
● Equity issue: only those who can afford design standards are the ones who build them
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Equity Roundtable Meeting Four
Summary
Date: February 22, 2021
Time: 5:30-7:30 pm
Number of participants: 8
Organization and communities participating: Lane Independent Living Alliance, DisOrient
Asain American Film Festival, Huerto de Familia, UO Longhouse, NAACP - Eugene
Springfirld, Chinese American Benevolent Association, TransPonder
Meeting Summary
ACC welcomed participants and shared a Land Acknowledgment. Participants introduced
themselves by sharing their name, pronouns, organizations they represent, where they have lived
in Eugene, and their favorite food in Eugene. ACC reviewed the community agreements. Next,
ACC shared their reflections on individual and group feedback. Jennifer Knapp and Sophie
McGinley presented the background on the work at the local and state level that informed the
middle housing project. Terri Harding also provided an update on other roundtables and Healthy
Democracy discussions. After a five minute break, ACC presented the Triple Bottom Line
framework and reviewed the Social Equity pillar and questions. For the next 25 minutes,
participants shared stories from their everyday life that policy makers must keep in mind when
creating middle housing policy. Participants then discussed repeated themes. Next, Terri Harding
led a discussion about the format of the next meeting and what the participants want to talk
about. ACC prompted the participants to share a theme from the meeting they found interesting
and important. After sharing, ACC lead closing and goodbyes.
Roundtable Feedback
● Positives: Appreciate the open environment, well organized and thoughtfully designed
agendas, good pace, appreciate the expertise of all participants, enjoy the group
discussion, understandable content, one-on-one conversations are a good idea
● Opportunities to Improve: Less staff and more participant ratio in break out groups: want
to hear a report back from other groups, be mindful of extrovert and introvert
participation, the pace is too slow, send the powerpoint ahead of the meetings ahead of
time, want to know what other middle housing groups are doing, want to know more
about the City of Eugene process
Themes Discussed Related to the Triple Bottom Line’s Social Equity Pillar
● It is hard, confusing, and can take a long time to receive a Section 8 housing voucher and
it is easy to lose
● Participants discussed not having enough money to live on even with assistance
● Discrimination and evictions due to gender indtification, having a non-tradtional family,
legal stuats, and race
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● 72 hour eviction notices are common
● Need affordable parking
● Landlords have a lot of power: most assistance goes to landlords, patio restrictions, not
having smoking restrictions, and common evictions
● Including people with disabilities and individuals who are non-binary or transgender who
are often neglected from conversations
New Themes Discussed
● Gardens and open spaces
● Housing near transportation and grocery stores is important
● Adequate middle housing for families
● Ways for homeowners to help middle housing: building on their property to rent
● Education and resource sharing is needed
● Worries of students and parties in some neighborhoods
● Smaller homes for people to afford with safe outdoor space
● Mixed use space: multiple types of income, family types and housing on one lot
Places Where Participants Have Lived: Friendly neighborhood, South Eugene, Downtown
Eugene, University area, West Eugene, City View area, Fairgrounds, Churchill, Sheldon, West
11th and Chamber, Southeast Eugene, Southwest Eugene, Santa Clara area, Ferry Bridge area
Topics that Interest Participants for Future Meetings
● Draft codes and outlines for codes
● How to stay involved in the next steps
● Discussions with experts and stakeholders
● Discussions around affordability
● How to incentivize development: thinking about permit costs
Topics that Participants Found Most Interesting From this Meeting
● Sharing personal experiences and stories
● Ways to be creative with different land use
● Mixed housing styles
● Mixed income housing
● Gender diversity
● Having a variety of stories was very helpful
● Affordable housing
● Excited that this consulting process could be applied and duplicated in other city
processes
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Eugene Review Panel
Report 2: Review of Middle Housing Concepts
23 February 2021

The following report was created for the City of Eugene by the 29 Panelists of the 2020–21
Eugene Review Panel on Housing.
The primary mandate of this Panel is to advise the City on the implementation of HB 2001. This
report represents the second of three reports that fulﬁll that mission:
●
●
●

Report 1, December 2020: Guiding Principles
Report 2, February 2021: Review of Middle Housing Concepts
Report 4, April 2021: Review of Middle Housing Draft Code

In addition to these reports, the Panel is also providing general public engagement feedback to
the City, which is the subject of Report 3.
In this second report, the Panel worked from a City of Eugene Middle Housing Survey, which
was also open to the general public via the Engage Eugene platform. The Panel heard a
presentation about the code framework the City is using, which divides code proposals into
three tiers: Allow (meet the State’s minimum standards related to HB 2001), Encourage (remove
barriers and increase ﬂexibility), and Incentivize (minimize regulation and apply bonuses and
incentives). The Panel then learned about the State’s minimum standards, as well as the State’s
Model Code.
The Panel then used the four questions on the Middle Housing Survey as the basis for a
discussion in small groups, during which key points were identiﬁed that pointed toward a choice
of Allow, Encourage, or Incentivize for each question. Key points are identiﬁed in the notes below
each question in this report, using the following formatting: three groups supported as a “key”
point, two groups supported, one group supported, additional notes. While not every small
group reviewed every point, bolded points received strong support from at least ¼ of Panelists.
Where relevant, Panelists noted which of their Guiding Principles related to given note in this
report. Finally, the Panel voted on its support for Allowing, Encouraging, or Incentivizing in each
case.
All text in this report was authored exclusively by Panelists themselves in their own words, with
the sole exception of explanatory text in italics. No ﬁnal edits were made by either HD or City
staﬀ before publication.
This project is a partnership between the City of Eugene (Oregon) and Healthy Democracy. The Review
Panel prepared this report as advice to City staﬀ. Panelists were randomly selected from across Eugene
(including unincorporated areas within the city’s Urban Growth Boundary), to reﬂect a microcosm of the
city in terms of age, gender, race/ethnicity, geographic location of residence, disability status,
renter/homeowner status, and educational attainment.
For more information on the Panel, please visit: healthydemocracy.org/eugene.
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Question 1: On-Site Parking
Vote Count
Allow: 9

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

Encourage: 9

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

Incentivize: 8

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

“Allow” Notes

“Encourage” Notes

“Incentivize” Notes

General Notes

Allow the state to require one
spot per unit for accessibility.
● Keep in mind accessibility
for disabled and elderly.

Encourage diﬀerent options
depending on the location in
Eugene (accessible v. less
developed parts of town).
● The future growth of the City
should be planned for. (see
Principle 26) (this could be a
future where people are
trying to drive less/move
away from cars

Parking will limit units created
and could be a factor in
choosing not to build more
aﬀordable housing. (See
Principle 3)

Middle housing will never be
the largest share of the
housing being built (it is only
about 4% of the market.

We have lots of cars and the city
will grow. Most people drive.
Infrastructure in the city does
not allow for not having access
to a car at this time.
Garage is more than parking,
some build for a living, storage,
gathering spot.

Depending on
need/accessibility, some might
need onsite, while on-street
parking or no parking might be
needed.
(see Principle 11)
Build middle housing in a
transit corridor and account for
people wanting to keep their
cars. (See Principle 8)
● Most business services are
built on transit corridors - it
makes sense, because then

Let’s not assume that 100% of
middle housing without parking.
Parking should not be thought
of as either/or. This will be built
in the next 15 years. The
principles of building for the
future go out the window if we
prioritize parking. (see
Principles 1, 30, 26, 14, 19, 18,
10, 3, 40, 7, 42)
● Incentivizing does not mean
that no parking will be built
in middle housing.
● If you do not incentivize,
aﬀordable housing will not
be built.
● Contradict the above bullet
point. We should prioritize
parking.

You are not going to be able to
change people’s habits without
disincentivizing or incentivizing
it.
The more middle housing that is
built will make it available for
people who have accessibility
needs.
It depends on housing type.
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it is easier to get to those
services.
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Question 2: Lot Coverage
Vote Count
Allow: 8

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

Encourage: 11

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

Incentivize: 7

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

“Allow” Notes

“Encourage” Notes

“Incentivize” Notes

General Notes

Open space and green spaces
are important (see Principles 21,
19)

Maintain green character of
Eugene (more trees and green
space).
● Community gardens

Dedicated amount of green
space should be included in
the code per community or
neighborhood or per capita.

This is a problem with
exponential growth. If we start
with incentivizing, we can scale
down once the goal (achieve a
certain amount of middle
housing that satisﬁes demand)
is reached.

Your house cannot take more
than 50% of your lot. What is the
rationale?

Maintain 50% but also keep in
mind site/building may vary.

For duplex and triplex.
You might need more room for
this type (children, open space)
(see Principle 14)
● Open space should include
green space.

Emphasize city beauty.

Multiplex would fall here
because it may not need as
much space (emphasis on
aﬀordability). (see Principle 38)

Low carbon footprint consistent
with state movement.

Safety issues with more
housing in a lot?
● Having space among houses
increases safety - like in the
case of ﬁre for example.
Space between houses
serves as a ﬁre break.
The need for space might be for
aesthetic reasons.
Homes should have backyards
(e.g. planting) 50/50 is a good
idea.
It might depend on the structure
of the house.
One size might not ﬁt all.
Duplexes might fall diﬀerently
than multiplexes.
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● Multiplex may have a
courtyard and green space
or shared space.
● Dedicated amount of green
space should be included
in the code per community
or neighborhood or per
capita.
● Develop a standard for
green space - baseline
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Question 3: Design Standards
Vote Count
Allow: 4

⬢⬢⬢⬢

Encourage: 6

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

Incentivize: 16

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

“Allow” Notes

“Encourage” Notes

“Incentivize” Notes

General Notes

Design ﬂexibility

Has to be incentivized - making
less restrictive how we design
middle housing is gonna make
it more aﬀordable

There are no design standards
for single dwelling houses
● This is not true, there are
design standards for SF (ex
setbacks/building height.
But not aesthetic standards
● Talking about aﬀordability in
terms of design - but are we
also talking about cost
aﬀordability to owners /
renters.
● Is there any way they can
inspect? Response: every
building gets inspected.
● Concern example: would
developers not put enough
doors / windows if there are
not enough requirements

What to keep some standards
leading to development
diversiﬁcation (see Principle
28)
Promote sustainability and
build for the future stipulations (see Principles 19,
20, 26)

Any design standards should
focus on quality of living (see
Principles 38, 30)
Allows for variety of types of
building (see Principle 1, 28, 36)
Set few/low design standards.
If restrictions are required, they
should be basic and logical.
(ex. height).
(see Principles 1, 2,39, 26, 14, 19,
18. 3, 5, 40, 7, 20)

Not in favor of packing people
in at the cost of green spaces
(see Principles 19, 20, 26)
● The carbon footprint of
building is actually smaller in
denser developments
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● A larger population, though,
will produce more trash, etc.
● We are not advocating to
build middle housing in
green spaces
Keep Eugene Funky! (see
Principle 35)
Don’t want builders to take
advantage of the limited
existing standards
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Question 4: General Direction
Vote Count
Allow: 4

⬢⬢⬢⬢

Encourage: 5

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

Incentivize: 17

⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢⬢

“Allow” Notes

“Encourage” Notes

“Incentivize” Notes

General Notes

All others need to be
encouraged

Green building practices and
spaces (see Principles 21, 26)

Reducing barriers (See Principle
6)

Need and demand is high - City
needs to do all it can (see
Principle 1)

Encourage in all areas and
incentivize in areas where
middle housing is less
established / prevalent

Regulations are sometimes
needed but not always. It’s
good to have ﬂexibility in the
design, more yards or less, more
house or less.
Aﬀordable housing is
important. Middle of the road
option allows ﬂexibility.
Eugene is a unique city that
should have unique housing
options.

Minimizing restrictions is
important (see Principles 6, 18,
5, 16)
Single Unit housing
comparatives
Minimum standard and quality /
habitability (see Principles 30,
38)
Homelessness - middle
housing helps provide
ﬂexibility / aﬀordability (see
Principles 22, 2)
(All the Principles from
Question 1 [1, 30, 26, 14, 19, 18,

Middle housing will not
address homelessness (see
Principle 22). It will alleviate
people who are in low-income
housing, but will not address the
unhoused populations.
Low income housing should be
aﬀordable housing.
Agree we need to incentivize
more middle housing. But lots of
cheap housing in Eugene
already – thin walls, not very
aesthetic. Need to consider
children’s needs. We need to be
careful with regulations.
Can we please do something
about the unhoused
population in Eugene?
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10, 3, 40, 7, 42] apply here, plus
Principles 6, 39, 35, 5, 31, 20
Incentivizing aﬀordable
housing will help with diversity
(see Principle 35) and walkable
neighborhoods (see Principle
10)
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

March 4, 2021
Jeff Gepper and Terri Harding, City of Eugene
Becky Hewitt, Tyler Bump, and Oscar Saucedo-Andrade
Evaluation of Middle Housing Development Potential in Eugene

Executive Summary
About This Analysis
The City of Eugene is in the process of preparing Middle Housing Code Amendments to
comply with Oregon House Bill 2001 (HB2001). In brief, as required by HB2001, these code
amendments will allow middle housing—duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhomes—in all residential zones that allow single family detached housing, at densities
higher than those for single family housing and without restrictions that would create
“unreasonable” cost or delay for middle housing development.
This analysis is intended to evaluate which middle housing types are most likely to be built
under a range of lot sizes and market conditions and how development potential for middle
housing varies throughout the City. The analysis does not predict whether or when individual
properties will be developed with middle housing; rather, it identifies the prevalence of
properties that could allow for middle housing development based on buildable area and
financial feasibility. The analysis focused on properties under an acre without known
development restrictions in areas zoned for primarily single family housing. It relied on
examples of middle housing that align with local context and the minimum requirements of
HB2001; it did not test the impact of alternative development standards. It evaluated potential
for development on vacant land and redevelopment on developed lots, but did not consider the
ability to convert existing homes to middle housing, as this requires a more property-specific
assessment.

Key Findings
▪

Eugene has recent precedents of a variety of middle housing developments, and there
appears to be continued demand for this type of housing.

▪

All middle housing types may be financially feasible in some circumstances. However,
financial feasibility varies by housing type.
▪

Townhomes are generally more financially feasible than plexes (rentals or with
condominium ownership) when both are on the same size lots, and tend to be
preferred by both builders and buyers. Townhomes work well on larger sites that
can fit more than 4 units, but may be limited by lack of frontage on smaller lots.

▪

Fourplexes tend to be more financially feasible than triplexes or duplexes because
land costs and other fixed costs can be spread across more units.

ECONorthwest | Portland | Seattle | Los Angeles | Eugene | Boise | econw.com
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▪

▪

▪

Cottage clusters are less financially feasible than some other middle housing types
but may appeal to buyers who prefer detached housing, which could make them
more likely to be built than the financial results would suggest.

Middle housing is feasible in all subareas, though some subareas have more
development potential for middle housing than others. Most middle housing types are
more financially feasible than new single family detached housing in the same subarea,
making (re)development with middle housing possible in locations where new single
family detached housing is not likely to be built under current conditions.
▪

The Southeast, Southwest, Ferry Street Bridge, Central West and North Gilham
subareas have the greatest number of tax lots (or parcels) that are financially feasible
for middle housing development. Even in these areas, change is expected to be
incremental.

▪

In the Southeast and Southwest subareas, much of the highest development potential
is on vacant land where single family development is also viable. In these situations,
development is likely to include a mix of housing types.

▪

Potential for redevelopment increases most in the North Gillham, Ferry Street
Bridge, and Central West subareas, and, to a lesser extent, in the Southeast and
Southwest subareas. However, redevelopment tends to occur incrementally as
property comes up for sale. Further, not all properties where redevelopment is
feasible will be redeveloped even when they do come up for sale, as there may be
potential to achieve similar financial returns from remodeling the existing home in
some cases,1 and there is (at least near-term) a limited number of developers with
experience and interest in developing middle housing.

▪

Student-oriented duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes may be financially feasible in
areas close to the University of Oregon with strong demand from students, though
there are few lots in this area that are not already zoned for higher density
development.

New middle housing is comparatively less expensive than new single family housing,
because sales prices and rents tend to be lower for attached housing than for comparable
detached housing, and new single family detached housing tends to be larger and
sometimes more luxury-oriented than even high-end middle housing. Expanding
housing supply has also been shown to slow the escalation of housing prices broadly.
The difference relative to single family housing varies by location and housing type.
▪

In areas with lower home prices, when new middle housing is built, it will generally
be more expensive than the existing, older housing stock in that area. However, it
will still likely cost slightly less than new single family detached housing in the same
area.

The analysis does not attempt to estimate returns for remodeling the existing housing stock, as this varies
substantially based on the existing home’s size, layout, and condition.
1
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▪

In areas with higher home prices, middle housing will tend to be less expensive than
both existing and new single family homes, which tend to be larger and have more
high-end finishes in these areas.

▪

The smallest middle housing units will offer the lowest prices/rents overall;
however, they are also likely to be higher priced on a per-square-foot basis, and may
be less financially feasible to develop than larger units.
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Introduction
The City of Eugene is in the process of preparing Middle Housing Code Amendments to
comply with Oregon House Bill 2001 (HB2001). In brief, as required by HB2001, these code
amendments will allow middle housing—duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters, and
townhomes—in all residential zones that allow single family detached housing, at densities
higher than those for single family housing and without restrictions that would create
“unreasonable” cost or delay for middle housing development.
The City is currently considering options for the specific standards that will apply to middle
housing. Analysis of the impacts of varying development regulations will be addressed through
a separate, later evaluation as needed to inform decisions regarding those regulations. This
analysis is intended to evaluate which middle housing types are most likely to be built
under a range of lot size and market conditions and how development potential for middle
housing varies throughout the City. This analysis is not intended to provide estimates of the
absolute number of new housing units that could be built in a given area or within a specific
time-period or to provide site-specific indications of where development is possible.

Overview of Approach and Assumptions
The analysis does not predict whether or when individual properties will be developed with
middle housing; it identifies the prevalence of properties that could allow for middle
housing development. This determination is based on 1) whether properties have sufficient
buildable area for middle housing and 2) whether middle housing development (or
redevelopment) would likely be financially feasible if the property came up for sale at its
estimated market value. It does not indicate a timeline in which those properties with middle
housing development potential might be developed, as this is based on decisions by individual
property owners. It also does not specifically address the potential for existing homeowners to
modify their property to convert it to middle housing, as this requires a more site-specific
determination.
The analysis is based on current market conditions in Eugene, and accounts for variations in
anticipated rents and sales prices for new middle housing based on the market conditions in
different neighborhoods. For purposes of this analysis, some adjacent neighborhood
associations were grouped into larger subareas where market conditions are relatively similar.
These subareas are also used to summarize the results. See Exhibit 1 on page 6 for a map of the
subareas used for this analysis.
This analysis focused on:
▪

Areas zoned for primarily single family housing: The analysis focused on the City’s R1 zone and a few special-area zones where middle housing types are generally not
allowed under current regulations, or are allowed at a density equivalent to single
family housing. In other residential zones, the changes to middle housing regulations
will be more subtle, and understanding the impact of those changes would require a
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more in-depth analysis. See Appendix A for a map of the areas and a list of the zones
included for this analysis.
▪

Properties under an acre without known development restrictions: Both vacant and
developed properties were included, but the analysis excluded land committed to public
facilities, most tax-exempt properties, and land developed as condominiums. Protected
natural resources (based on mapping provided by the City) were assumed to be
unbuildable. Lots over an acre were excluded as these may develop with a mix of
housing types and require a more complex analysis. Existing private Contracts,
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) were not considered, as the City does not have
comprehensive documentation of where CC&Rs may restrict development of middle
housing. See Appendix A for a map of the properties included and details of the
protected areas excluded.

▪

Examples of middle housing that align with the local context and the minimum
requirements of HB2001: The middle housing “prototypes” (illustrative, somewhat
generalized examples of development) used for this analysis were informed by recently
built and proposed housing development located within the City of Eugene. They align
with the basic standards required for minimum compliance with HB2001, including:
▪

Allowing duplexes on any size lot that allows single family housing

▪

Allowing triplexes on lots as small as 5,000 square feet; fourplexes on lots as small as
7,000 square feet; and cottage clusters on lots as small as 7,000 square feet

▪

Allowing townhomes at a density of 25 units per acre

▪

Requiring no more than one parking space per unit

More detail regarding the assumptions underlying this analysis is provided in Appendix A.
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Exhibit 1: Residential Areas Used for Analysis

Source: City of Eugene, OSM, ECONorthwest
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Analysis Results
What might middle housing look like in Eugene?
Unlike some other communities in Oregon, Eugene has recent examples of middle housing
development, including townhouses, duplex, triplexes, fourplexes, and cottage clusters. These
examples have largely been for-sale housing, but a few have been rental.
Exhibit 2: Examples of Eugene Middle Housing Development

Source: City of Eugene staff
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There appears to be demand for and interest in such housing in Eugene, though there have been
relatively few middle housing units developed per year compared to the number of single
family homes developed, as shown in Exhibit 3. According to data compiled by the City,
permits for single family attached housing and 2-4 unit dwellings averaged roughly 65 units per
year between 2014 and 2018, while single family detached housing has averaged roughly 270
units permitted per year during that period. In total, middle housing accounted for roughly 13
percent of all housing units permitted over that period, compared to 55 percent for single family
detached housing.
Exhibit 3: Residential Building Permits by Housing Type, 2001-2018
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Source: ECONorthwest analysis of City of Eugene data

How much might middle housing cost in Eugene?
To the extent possible, estimated pricing for new middle housing was based on observed
examples from Eugene. Estimated sales prices for ownership housing range from $230,000 to
$485,000 per unit and from $1,500 to $2,900 per month for rental housing. By comparison, new
single family detached housing has sold for between $250,000 and over $1,000,000 in Eugene in
the past year, while newer single family rental housing typically rents for $1,700 to $3,000 per
month. Sales prices and rents tend to be lower for attached housing than for comparable
detached housing, and some new single family housing is much larger and more luxuryoriented than high-end middle housing.
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Estimated sales prices and rents vary by housing type based on unit size, finish quality,
attached vs. detached, condominium vs. fee simple ownership (for sale pricing). They also vary
geographically by subarea based on observed home prices. Estimated rents for student-oriented
units are based on current rentals of similar units in areas adjacent to the University. Rents for
other housing types are estimated based on rent for apartments and homes and are assumed to
vary geographically in ways that reflect a mix of demand linked to University students, faculty,
and staff as well as demand that is similar to that from homebuyers. (See Appendix A for
details.)
Note that these sale prices and rents are not necessarily high enough to make development
feasible in all cases.
For larger, high-end single family homes, prices in more expensive subareas will be much
higher than in lower-cost areas. However, for smaller, mid-range middle housing units, we
anticipate less price variation across different areas. This means that middle housing in higherpriced areas will offer a greater savings relative to the price of new single family homes, and
may be more affordable than the median value of existing homes in the area. In lower-priced
areas, if new middle housing is feasible, it may be more expensive than the existing median
home value, but will likely still be priced slightly lower than new detached housing in that area.
However, the lower sales prices in those areas are also likely to translate into less
redevelopment potential (see next sections).
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Estimated Sale Price Per Unit

Exhibit 4: Estimated For-Sale Pricing by Development Prototype and Subarea (for New Construction)
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Exhibit 5: Estimated Rents by Development Prototype and Subarea (for New Construction)
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Which middle housing types are most likely to be feasible to
develop?
Our analysis uses Residual Land Value (RLV) to evaluate financial feasibility. RLV is a measure
of what a developer is able to pay for land, given expected construction, operating costs, and
revenue. In other words, it is the budget that developers have remaining for land after all other
development constraints have been accounted for. It can be used for both for-sale and rental
housing, accounting for the different financial requirements for each. Aside from the studentoriented prototypes, each was tested for financial feasibility as rental or for-sale housing. The
estimated RLV for each of the prototypes in each subarea is shown in Exhibit 6—dots connected
by vertical lines show how the RLV varies by subarea for a given prototype. The RLV shown in
Exhibit 6 shows whichever is higher for a given prototype between rental and for-sale.
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Single Family: High-end (5500 sf lot)
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Exhibit 6: Estimated Residual Land Value by Housing Type and Subarea2
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Based on this analysis, it appears that:
▪

Many of the middle housing types can achieve residual land values that are higher than
those estimated for new single family housing in the same subarea, potentially making
(re)development financially feasible where it would not be otherwise.

▪

Student-oriented duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes, where each unit has two to four
bedrooms that share a kitchen, are a possibility in areas close to the University of
Oregon with strong demand from students. Larger units (e.g., 4-bed/4-bath units) are the
most financially feasible because they minimize the costs of kitchens and maximize rents
(which tend to be set per bedroom rather than per unit).

▪

Among the prototypes that are not targeted to students, fourplexes tend to be more
financially feasible than triplexes or duplexes (on lots that are large enough) because
land costs and other fixed costs can be spread across more units.

▪

Townhomes are generally more financially feasible than plexes (with condominium
ownership) when both are on the same size lots. However, if townhomes require a
shared driveway to access garages located behind the unit (rather than individual front
driveways or access from an existing alley), this makes them less efficient and may make
them less feasible compared to plexes because they may need a larger lot for the same
size and number of units.

▪

While many of the prototypes are potentially feasible as rental or as ownership, typically
the ownership development generates a higher residual land value.

▪

On larger sites, the most likely middle housing type is townhomes. While it is possible
for developers to create subdivisions with plexes, it is more likely that they would
develop townhomes or single family subdivisions instead, because of the complexity of
going through both a land division and a condominium filing, and because rental plexes
are less financially feasible than townhomes.

There are other considerations that influence which housing types are more likely to be built as
well. Builders and buyers generally prefer “fee simple” ownership (in which the buyer owns the
structure and the land) over condominiums (in which the buyer generally owns the unit itself
but not the land, and sometimes not the exterior of the building). For the builder, this is largely
due to construction defect liability laws in Oregon, which allow condominium associations to
hold developers liable for issues with the building (e.g., water intrusion) for up to 10 years, and
have been the source of many lawsuits. For homebuyers, condominiums can offer a lower
purchase price, but higher on-going costs for condominium association dues, which can reduce
their buying power. This will tend to make townhouses more likely to get built, all else equal.
However, townhouses and fee-simple ownership require frontage for all the units on a street,
which may not be possible in all cases; building new roads to provide frontage is costly. Thus,
for lots with adequate frontage, townhouses may be the most likely outcome, even if the
expected financial returns for plexes are similar.
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How does development potential for middle housing vary
geographically?
The financial viability of middle housing varies across the different subareas of the City mostly
due to differences in sales prices/rents, though there are also some differences in costs (e.g.,
annexation costs), as documented in Appendix A. In Exhibit 6, the range of residual land values
(vertically) for a given prototype across different subareas gives a sense of how much impact
differences in the sub-market conditions have on financial feasibility. However, because the cost
of land / value of existing properties also varies geographically, the fact that a developer could
afford to pay more for property in one area does not necessarily mean that middle housing is
more likely there, if the increase is not enough to make up for higher land costs / property
values in that area.
Our analysis also compared RLV to estimated property value for all properties included in the
analysis, accounting for demolition costs on developed sites and annexation/zone change costs
on sites outside City limits. If the RLV exceeded the estimated property value, we assume
development is financially feasible (as noted above, this is not the same as saying it will occur,
just that it could occur based on our assumptions).
The following charts and tables show how financially feasible development varies by subarea.
▪

Exhibit 7 shows the total number of parcels with financially feasible middle housing
development, compared to the total number of parcels included in the analysis and the
number with financially feasible single family development.

▪

Exhibit 8 provides additional detail of the parcels with financially feasible single family
and middle housing development, showing how many are vacant vs. developed in each
subarea.

▪

Exhibit 9 shows which prototypes were feasible most broadly for (re)development in
each subarea.

▪

Exhibit 10 shows the estimated number of tax lots (or parcels) with financially feasible
(re)development for each housing type and each subarea.
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Exhibit 7: Total Parcels, Parcels with Financially Feasible Middle Housing Development, and Parcels with Financially Feasible Single Family
Development by Subarea
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Exhibit 8: Financially Feasible Middle Housing and Single Family Development on Vacant and Developed Lots by Subarea
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Exhibit 9: Total Number of Parcels with Financially Feasible Development by Prototype and Subarea
Southwest

Single Family: High-end (5500 sf lot)
Single Family: Mid-range (4500 sf
lot)

Southeast

Cottage Cluster: Mid-range (26000
sf lot)

Santa Clara

Cottage Cluster: Mid-range/high-end
(10000 sf lot)

River Road

Cottage Cluster: Mid-range (7000 sf
lot)
Townhouse: Mid-range (7000 sf lot)

North Gillham

Townhouse: High-end (4500 sf lot)
Ferry Street Bridge
Fourplex: Mid-range (7000 sf lot)
Downtown & University

Triplex: Mid-range (5850 sf lot)
Duplex: Mid-range (4500 sf lot)

Central West

Fourplex: Student (7000 sf lot)
Central East
Triplex: Student (5000 sf lot)
Bethel

Duplex: Student (3600 sf lot)
0

100

200
300
400
500
Parcels with Feasible Development

600

700

Source: ECONorthwest
ECONorthwest

18
37 of 48

Taxlots with Financially Feasible
Development by Prototype

Exhibit 10: Estimated Number of Tax lots with Financially Feasible Development by Prototype and Subarea
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Our analysis shows that:
▪

Middle housing is feasible in all subareas, though some subareas have more
development potential for middle housing than others.

▪

Overall, the Southeast, Southwest, Ferry Street Bridge, Central West and North Gilham
subareas have the greatest number of tax lots that are financially feasible for middle
housing development.

▪

In the Southeast and Southwest subareas, much of the development potential is on
vacant land where single family development is also viable. Even though middle
housing achieves a higher residual land value than single family detached development
in these areas, they are likely to develop with a mix of single family and middle housing
for other reasons, such as prior land use approvals or developer familiarity. In addition,
the analysis does not fully account for the increased costs of building on sloped lots,
which could reduce the amount of financially feasible development in these areas.

▪

In subareas like River Road and Santa Clara, where many properties are not annexed,
the cost of annexation (and requirement to be adjacent to the current City limits) will
remain a barrier to development. However, the higher RLV of middle housing makes
(re)development financially feasible on more properties that are outside City limits
compared to single family detached housing, if they are or become eligible to annex.

▪

In the North Gillham, Ferry Street Bridge, and Central West subareas (and, to a lesser
extent, in the Southeast and Southwest subareas), the higher RLV of middle housing
(particularly townhomes) makes redevelopment financially feasible on more developed
properties. However, in the North Gillham and Ferry Street Bridge subareas these
results may be skewed somewhat by high sales prices in certain high-amenity locations
that may not be realistic in other parts of the same subarea.

▪

In Bethel, which has relatively low expected prices and rents but also relatively low
existing home prices, little development appears to be financially feasible under current
conditions. However, in areas like this, sensitivity testing on pricing indicates that if
market conditions shift such that new development can achieve prices closer to those in
other parts of the City, the amount of financially feasible development could increase
substantially, as there are many low-cost properties that could become feasible for
(re)development.

Conclusion
Implementing middle housing code amendments will expand development potential for
middle housing. However, infill and redevelopment tend to occur incrementally as property
comes up for sale. Further, not all properties where redevelopment is feasible will be
redeveloped even when they do come up for sale, as there may be potential to achieve similar
financial returns from remodeling the existing home in some cases, and there is (at least near-
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term) a limited number of developers with experience and interest in developing middle
housing.3
While (re)development will take place incrementally over time, the amount of financiallyfeasible middle housing development could, with time, meaningfully expand housing options
in existing neighborhoods. The City should consider the relative feasibility of different housing
types in different areas in drafting code amendments to ensure that middle housing is viable in
all subareas and that the expected development outcomes meet local housing goals.
The next step for the City is to consider how regulations and incentives can shape outcomes for
middle housing, including identifying ways to increase the likelihood of middle housing
construction.

The analysis does not attempt to estimate returns for remodeling the existing housing stock, as this varies
substantially based on the existing home’s size, layout, and condition.
3
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Appendix A: Documentation of Assumptions
This appendix provides a summary of the financial assumptions used in our pro forma
feasibility analysis.
For each middle housing prototype, we evaluated whether a developer could pay at least
estimated market value for land after all revenues, costs, and the respective financial return
metric were accounted for. This methodology is called a residual land value (RLV) analysis.
RLV is a measure of what a developer is able to pay for land, given expected construction,
operating costs, and revenue. In other words, it is the budget that developers have remaining
for land after all the other development constraints have been accounted for. It is a useful metric
for assessing how code changes and potential development incentives interact to impact
development feasibility.
We compare the RLV to the estimated value of the property in its current state based on the
Real Market Value (RMV) from the tax assessor. This data is not highly accurate, since it does
not directly set the basis for property taxes; however, it is a useful indicator of approximate
property value, and is the best available source of information at a parcel level at this scale.
For sites that are large enough to fit the prototype one to two times, we calculated whether the
total RLV for the prototype exceeded the estimated value of the property. While we considered
only sites under one acre (since larger sites are more likely to develop with a mix of housing
types and are less appropriate to evaluate through this approach), we assumed sites more than
twice the minimum lot size for the prototype could divide to accommodate multiple “copies” of
the prototype. We deducted 20% of gross site area for future streets to provide access within the
development, and used RLV per square foot of buildable land to determine whether
development would be financially feasible. We also divided the existing RMV by the buildable
area of the parcel (after excluding protected natural resource areas) to determine the estimated
acquisition cost per buildable square foot of land. See Exhibit 14 on page 29 for a map of
estimated property value per buildable square foot.

Prototype Assumptions
We tested a total of 13 prototypes spanning a range of housing types, configurations, and unit
sizes. The specific prototype assumptions tested are summarized in Exhibit 11 on the following
page. The unit sizes, market segments, and layouts were informed by recently built and
proposed housing development in Eugene. The pricing assumptions shown in Exhibit 11 reflect
the maximum assumed pricing for that prototype in the City—see next section for more on
pricing / revenue assumptions. We tested and compared financial feasibility for both rental and
for-sale development for most prototypes, with the exception of student-oriented prototypes.
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Exhibit 11: Prototype Assumptions
Housing
Type

# of
Units

Configuration

Starting
Parcel
Size
(min)

Unit
Size (sf)
excl.
garage

Unit Type

Stories

Parking
spaces
per unit

Parking location

Market
Segment

Max
Rent
(monthly
per unit)

Max Sales
Price (per
unit)

Duplex

2

stacked

3,600

950

3BD/3BA

2

1

Student

$2,100

N/A

Duplex

2

side-by-side

4,500

1,184

3BD/2.5BA

2

1

Mid-range

$2,000

$380,000

Townhouse

2

side-by-side

4,500

1,485

2BD/2.5BA

2

1

High-end

$2,800

$485,000

Triplex

3

stacked

5,000

1,250

4BD/4BA

3

1

Student

$2,700

N/A

Triplex

3

5,850

1,560

3BD/2.5BA

2

1

Mid-range

$2,050

$390,000

Cottage
Cluster

3

side-by-side
(long way)
detached

7,000

1,260

2BD/2.5BA

2

1

Mid-range

$1,800

$375,000

Fourplex

4

7,000

1,560

3BD/2.5BA

2

1

Mid-range

$2,050

$390,000

Fourplex

4

side-by-side
(long way)
stacked

7,000

900

2BD/2BA

2

1

Student

$1,500

N/A

Townhouse

4

side-by-side

7,000

1,560

3BD/2.5BA

2

1

Mid-range

$2,050

$400,000

Cottage
Cluster

4

detached

10,000

1,350

2BD/2.5BA

2

1

Alley or tandem
driveway
individual
driveway & garage
for each unit
Alley-access
garage/driveway
and garage
surface (driveway
to rear)
shared driveway,
individual garages
shared driveway
with individual
attached garages
shared driveway,
individual garages
surface (driveway
to rear)
individual
driveway & garage
for each unit
shared driveway,
surface parking

$2,000

$410,000

Cottage
Cluster
Single
Family
Single
Family

8

detached

26,000

850

2BD/1BA

1

1

Midrange/high
-end
Mid-range

$1,550

$290,000

1

detached

4,500

1,560

3BD/2.5BA

2

2

Mid-range

$2,400

$490,000

1

detached

4,500

2,200

4BD/3BA

2

2

High-end

$3,000

$650,000

shared driveway,
surface parking
2-car garage and
driveway
2-car garage and
driveway

Source: ECONorthwest
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Revenue
Estimated sales prices and rents vary by housing type based on unit size, market segment,
attached vs. detached, condominium vs. fee simple ownership (for sale pricing). They also vary
geographically by subarea.
▪

Estimated sales prices for each of the prototypes are based on observations of sales
transactions for recent middle housing development in Eugene. Geographic variations
between subareas are based on a combination of the Zillow Home Value Index for the
neighborhoods within each subarea and observations of sales prices for newer three- to
four-bedroom homes in each area (where available).

▪

Rents for each prototype were based on the few available observations for middle
housing rentals or for the most comparable rental housing for which data was available.
Geographic variations are based on a combination of the average observed rents per
square foot for two-bedroom apartments in each area and the adjustment applied to forsale housing in the same area (since many of the prototypes are larger units that may
appeal more to larger households than those who would rent a two-bedroom
apartment).

▪

Estimated rents for student-oriented units are based on current rentals of similar units in
areas adjacent to the University.

For rental housing we’ve made standard assumptions about vacancy and operating costs. On
for-sale housing, we’ve assumed standard sales commissions.

Development Costs
Development costs include hard costs (cost of labor and materials for construction) and soft
costs (fees, design, permitting, and other non-construction costs).
In total, estimated development costs (excluding land) per unit range from $156,000 to $324,000
for the middle housing types analyzed.

Hard Costs
Hard costs for construction of the housing account for variations in unit size, market segment
(which captures differences in finish quality and floor plan), and variations based on how much
spaces like bedrooms and kitchens cost compared to other finished space in a unit. Higher-end
units are assumed to have larger bathrooms and kitchens than entry-level and mid-range units
as well as more expensive finishes. Student-oriented units are assumed to have the smallest and
least expensive kitchens and bathrooms.
Other hard costs include the cost of garages, driveways and off-street parking, and exterior
landscaping. Hard costs also account for demolition costs if a property is currently developed
and for the cost of adding local street access on larger properties.
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Costs tend to be higher for development on steep slopes; however, the cost increase (for more
complex structural and/or geotechnical analysis, more expensive foundations, retaining walls,
etc.) varies depending on slope and soil conditions. Without detailed data about these slope and
soil conditions, we have not estimated the cost impacts of slopes on development feasibility.
However, areas with slopes over 30% were excluded from the analysis as unbuildable.

Soft Costs
Soft costs include:
▪

System development charges (SDCs) and permit fees that vary by housing type based on
current fee estimators from the City of Eugene

▪

Design costs such as architectural plans and engineering fees

▪

Carrying costs for the duration of the development

▪

Utility hook-up costs

▪

Legal and survey costs to establish a condominium or for land division, where
applicable (note that although condominiums require higher legal and survey costs, the
costs for land division are similar when the carrying cost of the additional time required
for land divisions is factored in)

▪

Annexation and zone change costs (City fees plus consultant costs to prepare
applications) and additional carrying costs for properties that are outside City limits

Return Requirements
Financial feasibility on for-sale housing is based on standard profit expectations for home
builders, based on interviews with developers from Eugene and the Portland region and
statistics published by the National Association of Home Builders.
For rental housing, we assume a required ratio between on-going net operating income (NOI)
and estimated loan payments (debt service on a long-term loan) based on typical lending
requirements published by lenders and verified by developers.

Mapping and Zoning
We selected lots with residential Plan Designations that are in the following zones and special
areas:
▪

Low-Density (R-1)

▪

Agricultural zoning

▪

Elmira Road, Jefferson Westside, and Walnut Station Special Areas

▪

Chambers Special Area in a sub-area classification of Low-Density Residential (“LDR” &
“R-1”)
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See Exhibit 12 on page 27 for a map of these areas. Some of the included zones allow other
housing types and/or non-residential uses to some extent; this analysis does not evaluate
development potential for these other allowed uses.
We then excluded:
▪

Committed lands: According to the City’s documentation, lands classified as committed
include the following: Government Property (e.g., city, county, state, and federal), Parks
(city, county, and state), school district property (e.g., 4J and Bethel), transportation
rights-of-way (e.g., streets and rail), cemeteries, and Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA) easements.

▪

Protected natural resource areas: According to the City’s documentation, lands
classified as protected include the following: Federal Emergency Management (FEMA)
Floodway areas, Eugene's Adopted Goal 5 Riparian Corridors, Eugene's Adopted Goal 5
Wetlands, Eugene's Adopted Goal 5 Upland Wildlife Habitat areas, Eugene's Adopted
Goal 6 Water Quality Protection areas, historic and cultural resources, Natural Resource
(NR) zoned areas, Federally listed threatened and endangered species habitat, and
slopes of 30% or greater.

▪

Lots over an acre were excluded as these may develop with a mix of housing types and
require a more complex analysis.

See Exhibit 13 on page 28 for a map of buildable and unbuildable areas.
For the remaining properties, we used property type codes indicating “improved” or
“structure” (e.g., manufactured structures) to indicate if a property was developed or vacant.
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Exhibit 12: Residential Zones Analyzed for Middle Housing Development

Source: City of Eugene, OSM, ECONorthwest
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Exhibit 13: Constrained and Buildable Lots / Property

Source: City of Eugene, OSM, ECONorthwest
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Exhibit 14: Estimated Market Value (Per Square Foot) of Buildable Land

Source: City of Eugene, OSM, ECONorthwest
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