NOTE CITY HALL LOCATION!!!
AGENDA
EUGENE BUDGET COMMITTEE
Thursday, May 27, 2010
McNutt Room, City Hall
777 Pearl Street
777 Pearl Street, 5:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m.

5:30‐5:45 p.m.

I. STAFF PRESENTATION
Sue Cutsogeorge, Finance Director
Staff will provide a presentation on changes to the budget as a result of the
Downtown Urban Renewal District plan amendment.

5:45‐6:30 p.m.

II. MOTIONS, DISCUSSION AND COMMITTEE ACTION

6:30 p.m.

III. ADJOURN

We are committed to access for all participants. All events are held in wheelchair accessible rooms. For
individuals who are hearing impaired, an interpreter, note taker or FM assistive listening system (if
available) can be provided with one week notice prior to the event. Materials can be made available in
alternate formats if requested in advance and are available on the City’s website at www.eugene‐
or.gov/budget. To arrange for services or for more information about the session, please contact the
Finance Division at (541) 682‐5512.

Central Services
Financial Services
Budget Office

MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 25, 2010

To:

Budget Committee Members

From:

Mia Cariaga, Assistant Finance Director AIC, (541) 682‐5408

Subject:

May 27th Meeting

City of Eugene
100 W. 10th Avenue, Suite 400
Eugene, Oregon 97401
(541) 682-5021
(541) 682-5802
www.ci.eugene.or.us

On Monday night, City Council approved an amendment to the Downtown Urban Renewal District Plan.
As a result, the Budget Committee will meet this Thursday, May 27, 2010 at 5:30 pm in the McNutt
Room. Please find the following items included in this mail out:
•
•
•
•

Agenda for May 27, 2010 meeting
Memo from Sue Cutsogeorge, Finance Director
Memo from Mayor Piercy to Lane County Board of Commissioners
Agenda Item Summary sent to Council on Urban Renewal (copy provided for citizen members only)

As always, if you need help or additional materials, please feel free to call me at (541) 682‐5408.

Central Services
Finance Division

Memorandum

City of Eugene
100 West 10th Ave, Suite 400
Eugene, Oregon 97401
(541) 682-5589
(541) 682-5802 FAX
www.eugene-or.gov

TO:

Eugene Budget Committee

FROM:

Sue Cutsogeorge, Finance Director

SUBJECT:

May 27 Meeting – Addendum for Urban Renewal Plan Amendment Projects

DATE:

May 25, 2010

The purpose of your meeting on May 27 is for the Budget Committee to provide a recommendation to the City Council on the budget changes related to the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan
amendment.
On Monday night, May 24, the City Council took action to amend the Downtown Urban
Renewal Plan. The materials for the May 24 City Council meeting were sent to you as additional
background for your consideration of the budget actions.
The plan amendment includes spending for three projects:
• Contribution to Lane Community College’s new Downtown Campus of $8 million
• Infrastructure improvements to the Farmers’ Market of $500,000
• Assistance in funding the Broadway Place Garages debt, which will enable improvements
to public safety
The attached chart shows the components of the budget changes being considered by the Budget
Committee at the May 27 meeting. Staff will provide a brief presentation, followed by
discussion and action by the Budget Committee.
The recommended motion is: Move to add the budget changes described in Attachment A to the
recommended amendments to the Manager’s FY11 Proposed Budget.

Attachment A: Downtown Urban Renewal Plan Amendment Budget Changes
cc:

Mayor Piercy
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Downtown Urban Renewal Plan
Amendment Budget Changes

Attaachment A

EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
Action: Ordinance on Downtown Urban Renewal Plan Amendment
Meeting Date: May 24, 2010
Department: Planning & Development
www.eugene-or.gov

Agenda Item Number: 3
Staff Contact: Amanda Nobel Flannery
Contact Telephone Number: 541-682-5535

ISSUE STATEMENT
Council is asked to approve an ordinance amending the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan, as provided in
Attachment A. The purpose of the amendment is to:
1) increase the spending limit by $13.6 million to cover the three specific projects described below;
2) establish an oversight committee to review tax increment spending on an annual basis; and
3) terminate the Downtown District after debt issued to pay for those projects has been repaid or
defeased.

BACKGROUND
Council’s discussion of downtown revitalization is part of a larger conversation on local economic
development actions. (See Attachment B for a summary of council discussions and actions as well as
public involvement over the past year on fostering a vibrant downtown and boosting the local economy.)
On March 8, 2010, the URA Board initiated a process to amend the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan as a
funding option for a package of downtown projects described below. Specifically, council moved to
forward to the Planning Commission and overlapping taxing districts the proposed amendment to the
Downtown Urban Renewal Plan. (At that time, the proposed amendment included elements in support
of a potential Veterans Affairs clinic. See the “changes to the downtown urban renewal plan
amendment” section below.) Council also requested the City Manager to complete a financial analysis
of the impact on School District 4J and, should there be a financial impact, to come back with ways to
keep 4J whole, either through an exchange of services or financial help. (See Attachment C for the
financial analysis.)
On April 19, council held a public hearing on the ordinance to amend the plan. Thirty-one individuals
spoke at the public hearing. On May 10, council held a work session to review comments on the
proposed ordinance received from the public, Planning Commission, and overlapping taxing districts.
Council moved to direct the City Manager to bring back on May 24: (a) the revised, proposed
ordinance, plan, and report for final approval; and (b) a proposal for how members would be chosen for
the oversight committee called for by the revised, proposed urban renewal plan.
Oversight Committee
Staff recommends that council approve the oversight committee members after reviewing a list of
possible names compiled by the Mayor. More detailed information about the process is in Attachment
D.

Proposed Projects
The three downtown projects are: 1) assistance to Lane Community College (LCC) for their project on
the 10th and Charnelton Development Site, 2) additional downtown urban renewal assistance in funding
the Broadway Place Garages so that the Garages remain available and in good condition to support other
development and redevelopment in downtown (and, at the same time, to enable improvements to public
safety downtown), and 3) infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks to provide better opportunities
for the Farmers’ Market. The projects are described in more detail in Section 600 of the Plan and
Chapters 5 and 6 of the accompanying Report. (The Plan and Report are in Ordinance Exhibits A and
B, respectively, in Attachment A.)
Amendment Information
The Downtown Urban Renewal District was created in July 1968. The Plan has been amended four
times, most recently in 2004. Two of those amendments extended the life of the Downtown District,
and two of those amendments made other changes. The proposed Plan includes a summary of the past
amendments. State law requires a “substantial plan amendment” for council to increase the maximum
indebtedness or to increase the district boundary by more than 1%. The substantial amendment process
requires a mailed notification to all Eugene property owners; review by the Planning Commission;
notification to other impacted taxing districts; and a public hearing. The summary of plan amendment
process feedback is Attachment E.
Maximum Indebtedness
Maximum indebtedness refers to a total spending limit during the life of the plan. For Eugene, the
maximum indebtedness was adopted in 1998 and spending towards that limit began in fiscal year 1999.
The current “maximum indebtedness” of $33 million has almost been fully spent, with about $26 million
spent on the library. Adopting a “maximum indebtedness” figure does not authorize or obligate the
district to enter into debt. Rather, it allows current and future URA Boards to have the ability to fund
projects over time, either with cash or by issuing debt. The proposed ordinance would increase the
spending limit by $13.6 million.
Legislation passed in 2009 places new limits on how much a municipality can increase maximum
indebtedness. That same legislation, however, also provides that those limitations “do not apply to the
extent the municipality approving a plan obtains the written concurrence of taxing districts imposing at
least 75 percent of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent rate limits in the urban renewal area.”
Together, School District 4J and the City impose at least 75% of the amount of taxes imposed under
permanent rate limits in the urban renewal area. On May 19, 2010, the School Board for District 4J
adopted a motion, for purposes of that statute, concurring with the increase in maximum indebtedness.
Therefore, the new legislative limitations are not applicable to the proposed maximum indebtedness
increase.
Changes to the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan Amendment
The draft plan amendment was prepared in February and provided to council prior to work sessions on
March 8 and May 10 as well as the April 19 public hearing. As a result of council discussions,
conversations with bond counsel, and information from PeaceHealth since that time, the following
changes are included in the proposed Plan that is in Attachment A. (The Plan with tracked changes is
Attachment F.)

•
•

•

Text in the Plan related to LCC’s existing building on Willamette Street and the possibility that
the Agency would acquire that building has been deleted.
Based on our understanding that the VA did not select PeaceHealth’s 12th and Willamette Clinic
location for its request for proposals short-list, text in the Plan related to the VA Clinic project
has been deleted. Specifically, the boundary expansion of 5 acres is no longer included and the
$2.5 million was removed from the spending authority.
Text was reordered and other text added to make clearer that this update is intended to narrow
the types of projects authorized by the existing Plan down to two projects (Broadway Place
Garages and Farmers’ Market) and to add one project not explicitly authorized by the existing
plan (LCC).

School District 4J Intergovernmental Agreement
Based on current circumstances, existence of the Downtown District (and tax increment financing)
results in a net financial benefit to School District 4J of approximately $117,000. However, if the
School District’s local option levy is not renewed at a future date, the potential exists that the
continuation of tax increment financing could cause a loss in revenue to the School District. If council
approves the amendment to the Plan, the City Manager and School Superintendent intend to use an
Intergovernmental Agreement to protect the School District from the possibility that the School District
could lose revenue in the future as a result of the continuation of tax increment financing in the
Downtown District. The remedy for a loss to the School District as a result of the existence of the
Downtown District would be a) the provision of additional services to the School District, b) a reduction
in the amount that the School District pays the City for services, or c) a cash payment. In the event that
the School District elects to request a cash payment, the City Manager would present a supplemental
budget to council for approval.

RELATED CITY POLICIES
Downtown revitalization and the projects referenced in this material are supported by the Downtown
Plan, council’s 2009 Vision & Goals, and a number of plans and reports related to downtown. A
number of financial policies would guide the creation of the final finance plan, including the City’s debt
policies.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
1. Adopt the ordinance amending the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan.
2. Include alternative amendments to the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan.
3. Decline to adopt the ordinance amending the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan and consider other
funding sources for the proposed projects or consider not undertaking some or all of the projects.

CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION
The City Manager recommends that council adopt the ordinance amending the Downtown Urban
Renewal Plan as set out in Attachment A.

SUGGESTED MOTION
Move to adopt ordinance number ___ to amend the Urban Renewal Plan for the Downtown Urban
Renewal District, formerly the Central Eugene Project.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Ordinance Adopting an Amended Urban Renewal Plan for the Downtown Urban Renewal District,
Formerly the Central Eugene Project (includes Plan, Report, and Blight Findings)
B. Summary of Council Discussions/Actions and Public Involvement on Economic Development &
Downtown
C. School District 4J Financial Analysis
D. Oversight Committee Proposal
E. Plan Amendment Process Feedback Summary
F. Revised Proposed Downtown Urban Renewal Plan with Tracked Changes Compared to the March 8,
2010 AIS Version

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Development Contact:
Amanda Nobel Flannery, Development Analyst
Telephone:
541-682-5535
Staff E-Mail:
amanda.nobelflannery@ci.eugene.or.us
Finance Contact:
Telephone:
Staff E-Mail:

Sue Cutsogeorge, Finance Director
541-682-5589
sue.l.cutsogeorge@ci.eugene.or.us

Attachment A
ORDINANCE NO. _________

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AN AMENDED URBAN RENEWAL PLAN
FOR THE DOWNTOWN URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT.

The City Council of the City of Eugene finds that:
A.
The Urban Renewal Plan for the Central Eugene Project (the “Plan”) was initially
adopted on July 3, 1968, by Resolution No. 257 of the Urban Renewal Agency of the City of
Eugene (the “Agency”), and on December 19, 1968, by Resolution No. 1609 of the Eugene City
Council. The Plan has subsequently been amended, most recently on September 13, 2004, by
Ordinance No. 20328 of the Eugene City Council.
B.
The City Council’s 2009 Vision and Goals include a goal to foster a vibrant
downtown (the “Downtown Goal”)
C.
The City Council and the Urban Renewal Agency Board of Directors (the
“Agency Board”) have determined that Lane Community College’s (“LCC”) new downtown
campus is consistent with that Downtown Goal and that the Plan should be amended to authorize
this project and to allow it to be financed with tax increment funds. LCC wants to build a new,
state-of-the-art education facility on the vacant half-block located at 10th Avenue and Charnelton
Street, across from the downtown Eugene Public Library. The new green (LEED Platinum)
education facility will include job training programs, the Energy Management program, business
development and senior programs, and other LCC educational programming. LCC is also
considering the inclusion of student housing in the project. Up to $8 million of urban renewal
funds would be used to help LCC build the new Downtown Campus project.
D.
The City Council and the Agency Board have determined that it is consistent with
the Downtown Goal to narrow the scope of two existing projects in the Plan in the following
manner:
(1) Broadway Place Garages and Public Safety Improvements. The existing Plan
authorizes the financing of public parking and public transportation facilities. The
Plan will be amended to limit this project category to the Broadway Place Garages,
which were initially funded in part through urban renewal funds and provide an
essential public parking facility to serve the business, customer, and resident parking
needs in the District. Paying off the debt for those garages ($4.9 million plus interest)
will ensure the continued availability of the garages, and will also free up funds that
can be used for public safety enhancements in the District. Public safety
improvements are a key strategy to creating a vibrant and economically healthy place.
Increasing public safety services and coordinating with other agencies will make
downtown a more welcoming place for everyone.
(2) Infrastructure Improvements for the Farmers’ Market. The existing Plan authorizes
the financing of public parks, public plazas, restrooms and open spaces. The Plan
will be amended to limit this project category to infrastructure improvements to the

Park Blocks along 8th Avenue to make the location more attractive and functional for
the Farmers’ Market. This project will support a cornerstone of downtown activity
and one of the most significant public event venues in the city. Up to $500,000 of
urban renewal funds would be used for this project.
E.
In accordance with the provisions of ORS 457, the Agency Director prepared an
amended Plan (the “proposed Plan”). The proposed Plan, prepared in March 2010, included:
(1) Increasing the maximum indebtedness by $16.15 million, to a total of $49.15 million,
to cover the three specific projects itemized in Findings C and D above plus funding
for a Veterans’ Affairs clinic;
(2) Expanding the District boundary to include the potential Veterans’ Affairs clinic site;
(3) Annual review of tax increment projects by a community member panel; and
(4) Ceasing the division of taxes for the District after debt issued to pay for the projects is
repaid or defeased.
F.
On March 8, 2010, the Agency Board considered a draft of the proposed Plan and
accompanying Report on Urban Renewal Plan for the Downtown Urban Renewal District (the
“Report”) and then forwarded it to the City Council for public hearing and possible adoption.
G.
On March 12, 2010, a draft of the proposed Plan and the Report were forwarded
to the governing body of each taxing district affected by the Plan with an offer to consult and
confer with each district. No recommendations for changes were received from the school
districts. The Lane County Board of Commissioners submitted recommendations that the City
Council change the proposed Plan by requiring concurrence from Lane County for any future
plan amendments, expand the District boundary to include a Lane County facility, and hold Lane
County harmless from the financial impact of the District. The City Council considered these
recommendations and determined not to make changes to the proposed Plan as a result of the
comments.
H.
On March 19, 2010, notice of the proposed Plan amendment was sent to
individuals or households as required by ORS 457.120. The notice included, but was not limited
to, the date, time and place of the public hearing, in addition to the website where the proposed
Plan and the Report could be viewed.
I.
On March 29, 2010, the Planning Commission met to review the proposed Plan
and Report, and recommended that the City Council approve the proposed Plan based on the
City’s land use policies.
J.
On April 8, 2010, the Eugene Redevelopment Advisory Committee met to review
the proposed Plan and Report.
K.
After the notice was mailed pursuant to ORS 457.120, the City Council conducted
a public hearing on April 19, 2010, on the proposed Plan.
L.
Legislation passed in 2009 places new limits on how much a municipality can
increase maximum indebtedness. That same legislation, however, also provides that those
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limitations “do not apply to the extent the municipality approving a plan obtains the written
concurrence of taxing districts imposing at least 75 percent of the amount of taxes imposed
under permanent rate limits in the urban renewal area.” Together, School District 4J and the
City impose at least 75% of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent rate limits in the
urban renewal area. On May 19, 2010, the School Board for District 4J adopted a motion, for
purposes of that statute, concurring with the increase in maximum indebtedness. The City
concurs with that increase in maximum indebtedness by enacting this ordinance. Therefore, the
new legislative limitations are not applicable to the proposed maximum indebtedness increase.
M.
In response to information received after the Agency Board forwarded the
proposed Plan and Report to the City, the list of projects, maximum indebtedness, and area of the
District were reduced and the proposed Plan was revised to reflect those reductions (the “revised,
proposed Plan”). The revised, proposed Plan removed the Veterans’ Affairs clinic spending and
boundary expansion, and includes the following:
(1) Increasing the maximum indebtedness by $13.6 million, to a total of $46.6 million, to
cover the three specific projects itemized in Findings C and D above;
(2) Annual review of tax increment projects by a community member panel; and
(3) Ceasing the division of taxes for the District after debt issued to pay for the projects is
repaid or defeased.
N.
Based on the recommendations of the Agency Board and the Planning
Commission, and the written and oral testimony before the Planning Commission and the City
Council, the City Council specifically finds and determines that:
(1) The area defined in the revised, proposed Plan is blighted for the reasons explained in
Exhibit C to this Ordinance;
(2) The rehabilitation and redevelopment described in the revised, proposed Plan is
necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare of the City;
(3) The revised, proposed Plan conforms to the Metropolitan Area General Plan, State
Land Use Planning Goals, the Downtown Plan, the adopted Growth Management
Policies, the Vision for Greater Downtown Eugene, and other adopted City plans and
policies, including the Downtown Goal, and provides an outline for accomplishing
the urban renewal projects proposed in the revised, proposed Plan;
(4) No one will be displaced as a result of any of the three projects included in the
revised, proposed Plan;
(5) No real property will be acquired as a result of the three projects included in the
revised, proposed Plan;
(6) Adoption and carrying out of the revised, proposed Plan is economically sound and
feasible as described in the Report included in Exhibit B to this Ordinance; and
(7) The City shall assume and complete any activities prescribed by the revised, proposed
Plan.

THE CITY OF EUGENE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.
Based upon the above findings, the Report on the Urban Renewal Plan
accompanying the Plan attached as Exhibit B, and the blight findings attached as Exhibit C to
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this Ordinance, all of which are hereby adopted, the revisions to the Urban Renewal Plan for the
Downtown Urban Renewal District, as reflected in Exhibit A attached hereto, are approved and
adopted as the urban renewal plan for the area set forth therein.
Section 2.
The City Recorder is requested to:
(a)
Publish a notice of the adoption of the amended Plan, in the Register-Guard, a
newspaper published within the City of Eugene and having the greatest circulation within the
City, no later than four days following the date that this Ordinance is adopted. In accordance
with ORS 457.135, the notice shall contain a statement that the amended Plan shall be
conclusively presumed valid for all purposes 90 days after its adoption by this Ordinance and
that no direct or collateral attack on the action adopting the amended Plan may be commenced
thereafter;
(b)
Forward a copy of this Ordinance and the amended Plan to the Urban Renewal
Agency of the City of Eugene, which Agency will cause the amended Plan to be recorded in the
official records of Lane County, Oregon; and
(c)
Forward a copy of this Ordinance and the amended Plan to the Lane County
Assessor and request that the Assessor perform the duties directed by ORS 457.430 through ORS
457.450.
Passed by the City Council this

Approved by the Mayor this

_____ day of _________________, 2010

____ day of ____________________, 2010

__________________________________
City Recorder

__________________________________
Mayor
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Urban Renewal Plan
for the
Downtown Urban Renewal District
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Urban Renewal Agency of the City of Eugene, Oregon

URBAN RENEWAL PLAN FOR THE DOWNTOWN URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT
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I. ADOPTION
Resolution
Number
Resolution
No. 257

Date
3‐Jul‐68

Purpose
Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan for the Central Eugene Project (the
Plan).

II. AMENDMENTS
Amendment
Number
Resolution
No. 1609
Ordinance
No. 19648

Date

Purpose

19‐Dec‐68

o

8‐Nov‐89

o

o
Ordinance
No. 20120

1‐Jun‐98

o

o
o
o
Ordinance
No. 20328

13‐Sep‐04

o
o
o

o
o

Modified the Plan to allow for additional projects as required by HUD
to receive additional federal funds.
Aligned the Plan with Metro Plan policies: strengthen the area's
position as a regional service center, maintain the Eugene central
business district as a vital center, incorporate principles of compact
urban growth, encourage retail and commercial development in the
downtown area, and promote the development of parking structures
in the downtown core.
Expiration set for FY10.
Responded to Measure 50 to a) include a maximum amount of
indebtedness and b) select Option 1 for the city‐wide special levy as
the method for collecting ad valorem property taxes for payment of
debts related to urban renewal projects.
Limited expenditure of new funds to completing existing projects and
construction of a new main library.
Removed the business assistance loan program.
Approved a plan to reduce district administration costs over the
following three years.
Expanded the projects for which tax increment funds could be used
Created a public advisory committee
Added the requirement for specific Agency approval of projects
greater than $250,000 (other than loans), and adding a limit of
$100,000 on the mandate for a public hearing in the event of a plan
change (applies to minor amendments that can be approved by the
URA without ORS 457.095 approval – Section 1200, C of the 2004
Plan).
Added the Downtown Revitalization Loan Program (DRLP).
Expiration set for 2024.
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URBAN RENEWAL PLAN FOR THE DOWNTOWN URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT

Section 100 – Introduction
The Downtown Urban Renewal Plan (formerly known as the Central Eugene Project Plan), was
revised in 2010 to limit the scope of two previously approved projects, to remove the ability to
initiate all other previously approved projects, and to authorize one new project. The two
previously approved projects are: (1) public parks, public plazas, rest rooms, and open spaces,
which will be limited to funding infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks to provide
better opportunities for the Farmers’ Market; and (2) public parking and transportation
facilities, which will be limited to additional assistance for the Broadway Place Garages. The
new project is assistance to Lane Community College (LCC) for development of the 10th and
Charnelton Site. Except for these three projects, the Agency will not initiate additional projects
to be funded with tax increment dollars after the date of this 2010 Amendment.
Upon the repayment or defeasance of debt related to the urban renewal projects specifically
identified in the Plan, as amended by the 2010 Amendment, the Downtown Urban Renewal
District will be terminated, any unused tax increment funds will be returned to Lane County for
redistribution to overlapping taxing districts, and other assets and liabilities transferred to the
City of Eugene.

Section 200 – Definitions
The following definitions will govern this Plan.
10th and Charnelton Site means the Agency owned property bounded by Charnelton Street on
the west, 10th Avenue on the south, and Olive Street on the east. The downtown public library
is directly across 10th Avenue from this site.
2010 Amendment means the update to the Plan that was completed in 2010.
Agency means the Urban Renewal Agency of the City of Eugene.
Broadway Place Garages means the structured parking at Broadway and Charnelton streets,
construction of which was partially paid for with urban renewal funds.
Downtown Plan means the Downtown Plan as adopted by the Eugene City Council in 2004 as a
refinement of the Eugene Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan.
Plan means this Urban Renewal Plan for the Downtown District.
Plan Area means the property included in the Downtown Urban Renewal District as more fully
described in Section 300.
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Projects means only the urban renewal projects that are listed in Section 600 of the Plan, as
amended by the 2010 Amendment.
Tax Increment Financing means a method of financing urban renewal projects as authorized by
ORS Chapter 457.

Section 300 – Legal Descriptions
The Downtown Urban Renewal District includes an area of approximately 70 acres. The Plan
Area includes all of the land within the boundaries designated on the map attached as Plan
Exhibit A and described as containing all lots or parcels of property, situated in the City of
Eugene, County of Lane, State of Oregon, bounded generally as described in Plan Exhibit B.

Section 400 – Goals and Objectives
A.

GOALS

The goals of the Plan are to:
1. Improve the function, condition, and appearance of the Plan Area through:
a. Improved site for the Farmers’ Market;
b. Funding of critical parking assets;
c. Improved safety for visitors to locations and business within the Plan Area; and
d. Redevelopment of the excavated vacant lot at the 10th and Charnelton Site.
2. Eliminate blight and blighting influences;
3. Strengthen the economic conditions of the Plan Area; and
4. Enhance downtown’s role as the regional economic, governmental, and cultural center
and a central location for public and private development and investment.

B.

OBJECTIVES

Development in the Plan Area has been intended to implement the adopted policies contained
in the Downtown Plan and to develop downtown as the heart of a livable, sustainable city. The
objectives for the Plan are to ensure that:
1. The Farmers’ Market can continue to bring hundreds of employees and residents into
the Plan Area;
2. The Broadway Place Garages remain available and in good condition to support other
development and redevelopment in downtown and, at the same time, to enable
improvements to public safety downtown; and
3. LCC is able to redevelop the 10th and Charnelton Site with a campus that will bring
thousands of people into the Plan Area.
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Section 500 – Land Use Plan
The use and development of all land within the Plan Area shall comply with the regulations
prescribed in the City’s comprehensive plan, zoning ordinance, subdivision ordinance, City
charter, or any other applicable local, State or Federal laws regulating the use of property
within an urban renewal area.

Section 600 – Urban Renewal Projects
To achieve the objectives of this Plan, the Agency may undertake the following urban renewal
projects, and no others, with tax increment funds:

A.

PUBLIC PARKS, PUBLIC PLAZAS, REST ROOMS, AND OPEN SPACES: Park Blocks
Improvements for the Farmers’ Market

Former Section 600 A.5 of the Plan authorized the Agency to participate in funding the design,
acquisition, construction or rehabilitation of public spaces, or parks or public facilities within
the urban renewal area, including but not limited to walkways and plazas and accessibility
improvements. Beginning with the effective date of the 2010 Amendment, the Agency will not
use tax increment funds to initiate any public parks, public plazas, rest rooms or open spaces
except the Park Blocks improvements for the Farmers’ Market that are described in the next
paragraph.
The Agency may spend up to $500,000 of tax increment funds, plus associated interest,
premium and other costs, on infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks in order to make
that location more attractive and functional for the Farmers’ Market.

B.

PUBLIC PARKING AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES: Broadway Place
Garages & Public Safety Improvements

Former Section 600 A.6 of the Plan authorized the Agency to participate in funding the
acquisition and construction and enhancement of public parking and public transportation
facilities within the renewal area. Prior to the 2010 Amendment, the Agency provided
approximately $2.5 million of assistance for the construction of the Broadway Place Garages.
After the effective date of the 2010 Amendment, the Agency will not use tax increment funds
to initiate any public parking or transportation facilities funding except the funding for the
Broadway Place Garages described in the next paragraph.
After the 2010 Amendment, the Agency may spend up to $4.9 million of tax increment funds to
pay the principal of City obligations issued to finance those garages, or of Agency obligations
that are issued to refinance the City obligations, plus associated interest, premium and other
costs, but only if the City agrees to a) continue to make the garages available for businesses and
residents downtown and b) enhance public safety in the Plan Area.
The proposed funding for the Broadway Place Garages serve and benefit the Plan Area because:
(1) The Broadway Place Garages provide an essential public parking facility that directly serves
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the business, customer, and resident parking needs in the Plan Area, thereby supporting
continued redevelopment in the Plan Area; (2) The Plan Area is a parking exempt zone, and the
Broadway Place Garages relieve property owners in the Plan Area from the requirement to
provide imbedded parking in new and redeveloped properties; and (3) The additional funding
will allow the Broadway Place Garages to continue to provide these services to the Plan Area.

C.

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE NEW DOWNTOWN CAMPUS

The Agency may spend up to $8 million of tax increment funds, plus associated interest,
premium and other costs, to assist LCC in the development of a new downtown building for its
programs at the 10th and Charnelton Site. Upon agreement by LCC and the City, the project
may include a public plaza or open space area at the site and potentially a downtown public
safety station. The Agency already has approved the sale of this site to LCC.
LCC is proposing to build a new 80,000 square foot, mixed‐use, state‐of‐the‐art downtown
education facility. The education building is targeted for LEED Platinum certification. LCC is
also considering the construction of approximately 200 beds of student housing on the 10th &
Charnelton Site. The new, highly‐sustainable education building is expected to be a teaching
tool for LCC’s nationally recognized Energy Management program and to become a model for
sustainable development. The new education facility will secure LCC’s presence downtown for
several decades and will be a major activity generator for downtown. The Agency may provide
assistance with project related costs for the new education facility and housing, including
construction hard and soft costs, site improvements, infrastructure, open space, green building
features, art, and other project related cost.
The LCC New Downtown Campus will serve and benefit the Plan Area because: (1) Existing
education programs and new programs to be included in the new building will draw thousands
of students and visitors to the Plan Area each year; (2) New housing residents will generate
more activity in the Plan Area; and (3) This landmark building, coupled with the activity it
generates, will become a major anchor that will support adjacent retail and services in the Plan
Area, enhance the perception of safety by introducing high volumes of new pedestrian traffic in
the Plan Area, and attract new investments in the Plan Area.

D.

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES

Many of the Agency’s administrative activities are provided through a contract between the
City of Eugene and the Agency dated June 15, 2004.
1. The Agency may retain the services of independent professional people or
organizations to provide administrative or technical services such as:
a. Project management;
b. Preparation of market, feasibility, or other economic studies;
c. Preparation of design, architectural, engineering, landscaping architectural,
planning, development, or other developmental studies;
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d. Preparation of property acquisition appraisals;
e. Provision of special rehabilitation, restoration, or renovation feasibility and
cost analysis studies;
f. Provision of legal, debt issuance, accounting or audit services; and
g. Assistance with preparation of the annual financial report required under
Section 800 of this Plan.
2. The Agency may acquire, rent, or lease office space and office furniture, equipment,
and facilities necessary for it to conduct its affairs in the management and
implementation of this Plan.
3. The Agency may invest its reserve funds in interest‐bearing accounts or securities.
4. The Agency may borrow money, accept advances, loans, or grants from any legal
source, issue urban renewal bonds and receive tax increment proceeds as provided
for in Section 700 of this Plan.

E.

EXISTING ACTIVITIES

The Agency may complete urban renewal projects authorized prior to the 2010 Amendment
(for example, the Beam Development project at Willamette and Broadway and downtown
lighting).
The Agency also may continue to operate the Downtown Revitalization Loan Program. All
dollars loaned must come from the program revenue in the loan fund and not from tax
increment funds.

Section 700 – Methods for Financing the Projects
The Agency may borrow money and accept advances, loans, grants, and other legal forms of
financial assistance from the Federal government, State, City, County, or other public body, or
from any source, public or private, for the purposes of undertaking and carrying out the
Projects authorized by this Plan.
Ad valorem taxes, if any, levied by a taxing body upon the taxable real and personal property
situated in the Plan Area, shall be divided in accord with and pursuant to Section 1c, Article IX
of the Oregon Constitution and ORS 457.420 through 457.460, and used by the Agency for the
Projects authorized by this Plan.
The Agency shall adopt and use a fiscal year ending June 30 accounting period. Each year, the
Agency shall develop a budget in conformance with the provisions of ORS Chapter 294 and ORS
457.460, which shall describe sources of revenue, proposed expenditures, and activities.
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Section 800 – Annual Financial Statement Required
A financial statement shall be prepared and provide information in accordance with ORS 457.
The statement shall be filed with the City Council and notice shall be published in accordance
with ORS 457.

Section 900 – Citizen Participation
The activities and projects defined in this Plan, and the adoption of amendments to this Plan
shall be undertaken with the participation of citizens, owners, tenants as individuals, and
organizations who reside within or who have financial interest within the Plan Area together
with the participation of general residents of the City. The Agency shall convene not less than
once each year a committee of such persons to prepare a report on: a) the activities of the
Agency for the previous fiscal year, and b) whether the Agency’s expenditure of tax increment
dollars was limited to the projects authorized by this Plan and the associated administrative
costs authorized by the Plan.

Section 1000 – Non‐Discrimination
In the preparation, adoption, and implementation of this Plan no public official or private party
shall take any action to cause any person, group, or organization to be discriminated against in
a manner that violates Section 4.613 of the Eugene Code, 1971.

Section 1100 – Recording of this Plan
A copy of this Plan shall be recorded with the recording officer of Lane County.

Section 1200 – Procedures for Changes or Amendments
It is the intent of this Plan that, except as provided in the following paragraphs, no changes will
be made to the Plan. The purpose of the 2010 Amendment is to limit any new project activities
to the Projects, and once those Projects are completed and the debt is repaid or defeased, to
require that the Agency will notify the assessor to cease dividing taxes for the District.
ORS 457.085(2)(i), however, requires that an urban renewal plan include a description of what
types of plan amendments constitute “substantial amendments” which require the same
notice, hearing and approval procedure required of the original plan. The statute also
identifies two types that must be included as “substantial amendments” (increases in maximum
indebtedness and expansions of territory in excess of 1%). It is the intent of this Plan that, with
the exceptions listed below, there be no amendments, substantial or otherwise. Since the
statutes require a description of substantial amendments, the Plan defines all amendments as
substantial amendments, other than the following.
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The following amendments will be treated as minor amendments, and may be made by
resolution of the Agency Board:
1. Amendments to correct clerical or similar errors; and
2. Amendments to respond to a decision by a court or state agency, if someone
challenges the 2010 Amendment and this Plan is remanded.

Section 1300 – Duration and Validity of Approved Plan
A.

DURATION OF THE PLAN

Taxes may be divided under this Plan only until the maximum indebtedness for the Plan Area
has been issued and paid or defeased, or the Agency has determined that it will not issue the
full amount of that maximum indebtedness, and all indebtedness that will be issued has been
issued and paid or defeased. When that indebtedness has been paid or defeased the Agency
will notify the assessor pursuant to ORS 457.450(2) to cease dividing taxes for the Plan Area,
and shall return any unused tax increment funds to Lane County for redistribution to
overlapping taxing districts. However, this Plan may remain in effect as long as legally required
to exist and until the Agency transfers any remaining assets and liabilities of the Plan Area to
the City of Eugene. As of the date of the 2010 Amendment, it is estimated that: the last fiscal
year for which taxes will be divided is FY2016/2017; and the District will terminate after the
financial audit for FY2017/2018 is complete and the Agency has approved a budget to transfer
all remaining tax increment funds to Lane County for redistribution to the overlapping taxing
districts.

B.

VALIDITY

Should a court of competent jurisdiction find any word, clause, sentence, section, or part of this
Plan to be invalid, the remaining words, clauses, sentences, section, or parts shall be unaffected
by any such finding and shall remain in full force and effect for the duration of the Plan.

Section 1400 – Maximum Indebtedness
The sum of $33,000,000 was established in 1998 as the spending limit (maximum amount of
new indebtedness which could be issued or incurred from tax increment funds) under this Plan
after June 1, 1998. That figure was developed using the estimated project costs, plus a 5%
annual inflation factor.
The 2010 Amendment increased the maximum indebtedness amount by $13.6 million, to a
total of $46.6 million. The maximum indebtedness limit established by this Section 1400 does
not apply to or limit:
1. The obligation of the Agency to pay interest on indebtedness issued or incurred under
this Plan;
2. Any indebtedness issued to refund indebtedness issued or incurred under this Plan, to
the extent that the refunding indebtedness does not exceed the principal amount of
the refunded indebtedness, plus the amount of the refunding indebtedness that is
used to pay costs of the refunding;
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3. Funds to repay indebtedness existing on the date of the 1998 Amendment; and
4. Expenditures made from funds other than tax increment funds, such as loans made
from the Downtown Revitalization Loan Program.
Legislation passed in 2009 places new limits on how much a municipality can increase
maximum indebtedness. That same legislation, however, also provides that those limitations
“do not apply to the extent the municipality approving a plan obtains the written concurrence of
taxing districts imposing at least 75 percent of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent
rate limits in the urban renewal area.” Together School District 4J and the City impose at least
75% of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent rate limits in the Plan Area. On May 19,
2010, the School Board for District 4J adopted a motion, for purposes of that statute,
concurring with the increase in maximum indebtedness. The City concurred with that increase
in maximum indebtedness when it approved this Plan. Therefore, the new legislative
limitations are not applicable to the proposed maximum indebtedness increase.

Section 1500 – Formal Matters
In compliance with ORS 457.085: no relocation provisions are included in this Plan because the
Projects in this Plan do not require relocating persons; and, no real property will be acquired to
carry out this Plan.
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PLAN EXHIBIT A: Plan Area Map
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PLAN EXHIBIT B: Plan Area Description
Beginning at the southwest corner of the intersection of 11th Avenue and Charnelton Street in
the City of Eugene, Lane County, Oregon, commencing northerly along the west right‐of‐way
line of Charnelton Street to the point of intersection of the south right‐of‐way line of the alley
between 10th Avenue and Broadway;
(1) thence, westerly along the south right‐of‐way line of said alley to the west line of
Lincoln Street;
(2) thence, northerly along the west right‐of‐way line of Lincoln Street to the point of
intersection of the north right‐of‐way line of the alley between Broadway and 8th
Avenue if extended;
(3) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of said alley to the west right‐of‐
way line Charnelton Street;
(4) thence, northerly along the west right‐of‐way line of Charnelton Street to the
northwest corner of the intersection of 7th Avenue and Charnelton Street;
(5) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of 7th Avenue to the northwest
corner of the intersection of 7th Avenue and Olive Street;
(6) thence, northerly along the west right‐of‐way line of Olive Street to the northwest
corner of the intersection of 6th Avenue and Olive Street;
(7) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of 6th Avenue to the northeast
corner of the intersection of 6th Avenue and Oak Street;
(8) thence, southerly along the east right‐of‐way line of Oak Street to the northeast
corner of Oak Street and South Park Avenue;
(9) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of South Park Avenue extended to
the east right‐of‐way line of Pearl Street;
(10) thence, southerly along the east line of Pearl Street to the southeast corner of the
intersection of Pearl Street and West 11th Avenue; and
(11) thence westerly along the south right‐of‐way line of West 11th Avenue to the point
of beginning.
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REPORT ON THE DOWNTOWN URBAN
RENEWAL DISTRICT PLAN

Chapter 1:

Introduction

The 2010 Amendment to the Downtown Urban Renewal District Plan (the “Plan”) makes the
following changes:


Specifies three project activities to be undertaken and removes language that allowed for
flexibility in project selection;



Sets an increase in the maximum indebtedness to allow for those specific projects; and



Sets the expectation that the Downtown Urban Renewal District will be terminated after
repayment or defeasance of all debt issued to fund the limited set of projects.

The City of Eugene has prepared an amendment to the Plan, originally adopted on July 1968
and modified December 1968, December 1989, June 1998, and September 2004. City Council
considered downtown over the course of 2009 and 2010 with the desire to foster a vibrant
downtown while also providing near‐term economic stimulus. City Council discussed desired
downtown outcomes, selected four key strategies, and, ultimately, selected specific projects.
This Report accompanies the Plan and consists of text, tables, and appendices.
The Downtown Urban Renewal District contains approximately 70 acres (the “Plan Area”). The
legal description for the Plan Area is in Section 300 of the Plan and is further described on
graphic exhibits included in the Plan and in the appendix to this Report.
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Chapter 2:

Description of Physical, Social, Economic, and
Environmental Conditions in the Plan Area

Note: This description and assessment is only current to the identified dates.

A. Physical Conditions
1. Land Area
The Plan Area encompasses about 70 acres. (See Appendix, Exhibit A for a map of the
Plan Area.) The total incorporated land area for the City of Eugene, of March 2010, is
28,056 acres. The Plan Area represents about 0.25 percent of the City’s total land area.
This area combined with the Riverfront Urban Renewal District of approximately 178
acres, equals 248 acres in renewal districts, which is less than one percent of the City’s
total land area and well below the 15 percent maximum allowed by Oregon State law.
2. Existing Land Use and Zoning
Table 1 below shows generalized land use as of March 2010 by category. Table 2 shows
the zoning as of March 2010 by zoning district. A description of each use permitted is
found in the City Land Use Code. (The zoning map is located in the Appendix, Exhibit B.)

Table 1
Generalized Land Use & Acres
Land Use
Alleys, Walkways, Bikepaths
Communication
Educational
General Services
Government
Industrial
Parks
Recreation
Religious, Charitable
Residential, Multi‐family
Retail Trade
Roads
Transportation Related
Vacant
Wholesale Trade
Total

Table 2
Zoning & Acres

Acres
2.7
0.7
1.3
12.2
0.2
0.2
0.7
7.5
0.1
5.9
15.1
25.5
1.7
0.9
0.1
74.6

Zoning Designation
Zoning
C2
Community Commercial
C3
Major Commercial
PL
Public Land
S‐H
Historic
Non‐zoned Public Right of Way
Total

Acres
0.7
38.8
2.8
0.1
27.5
70.0

Data: 5/19/2010

(total does not equal Urban Renewal District Acreage
due to rounding and vertical land use designations. i.e.
Parking below residential.) Data: 5/19/2010
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3. Sanitary Sewer System
The sanitary sewer system was upgraded as part of the original renewal project. This
upgrading consisted of relining the existing lines with plastic pipe liners. Each building
was reconnected at that time. The engineering analysis showed that the existing
capacity was sufficient.
4. Water Delivery System
According to the Eugene Water and Electric Board, the water delivery system
throughout the original Downtown Urban Renewal District is in sufficient condition and
of sufficient capacity to support additional development.
5. Steam Utility System
Due to high system losses through an aging infrastructure, price fluctuations for fuel,
and an eroding customer base, buildings that use steam for heating face an unfavorable
economic environment. The Eugene Water & Electric Board plans to decommission the
steam utility, which serves almost 70 customers in the Plan Area, by June 2012.
Additionally, the cost of steam operation increases for the remaining customers as each
building leaves the system.
6. Streets, Alleys, Sidewalks, etc.
Major portions of the streets, alleys and sidewalks within the Plan Area were upgraded
as part of the original renewal project and remain in good condition.

B.

Social Conditions

1. Housing
Census 2000 data reports that there are 278 housing units in Census Blocks that cover
the Plan Area. In a 2004 Planning and Development Department analysis, three major
housing developments provide a total of 194 housing units within the Plan Area. Census
2000 data reports that housing in the area is predominantly rental, with over 98% of
housing renter occupied.
2. Socio‐Economic
As of Census 2000, 110 people were living in Census Blocks that cover the Plan Area. In
and surrounding the Plan Area, the median income was substantially lower than the City
median income. See Table 3 below. See Appendix Exhibit C for a map of census
boundaries.
Table 3 – Household Median Income
City

$35,850

Census Tract 3900

$ 23,571
Block Group 1

$ 15,076
Block Group 2

Data: Census 2000,DP‐1, SF3, Table P53;
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3. Employment
In April 2008, there were 297 employers with 4,265 employees in the Downtown Urban
Renewal District. The largest employers in the district were Professional, Scientific, and
Technical Services (20.7%); Government (14.2%); and Accommodation and Food
Services (13.8%). (Data: Lane Council of Governments, Oregon Employment
Departments 2008 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)).

C. Economic Conditions
1. Value of Property
The FY2009/2010 taxable assessed value for the entire City is $11,633,024,852. The
total assessed value for the Plan Area as of FY2009/2010 is $154,980,036. The table
below demonstrates that the frozen base for the combined urban renewal districts is
well within the 15% limit imposed by ORS 457.

Table 4 – Assessed Value of the Frozen Base

Frozen Base

Downtown Urban
Renewal District

Riverfront Urban
Renewal District

Total

Total as a %
of City AV

$31,386,991

$50,609,448

$81,996,439

0.7%

2. Relationship of the Value of Improvements to the Value of Land
The current ratio of improvement value to land value within the Plan Area, based on
2009 assessment records and excluding all tax exempt property, is 3.3 to 1. The
accepted improvement to land value ratios of healthy, viable, and prosperous areas in
Oregon cities are 5 to 1 and greater.

D. Environmental Conditions
Environmental conditions within the Plan Area are not expected to change. The area has been
an established commercial business area for many years. Most streets, sidewalks, alleys, and
sewers are in place and will be upgraded and maintained. The public park areas within the Plan
Area will be upgraded and maintained as needed by the City.

Chapter 3:

Expected Impact, Including Fiscal Impact, of the Plan in Light of
Added Services or Increased Population

The 2010 Amendment allows for three specific projects (described in more detail in Chapter 5)
that will improve the function, condition, and appearance of the development area through:
• Improved site for the Farmers’ Market;
• Maintenance of critical parking assets and improved safety for visitors to locations and
business within the Plan Area; and
• Redevelopment of an excavated, vacant lot into a new Lane Community College
downtown campus.
Report on the 2010 Amendment
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These three projects also support the Plan goal to strengthen the economic conditions of the
Plan Area. One measure of this goal is the expected increase in the taxable property values
caused by the projects. Areas adjacent to the Plan Area are also expected to become more
viable. From FY2010/2011 through the estimated remaining life of the District (FY2017/2018),
property values in the Plan Area are estimated to increase by about $38 million. The projects
will also contribute to the goal of enhancing downtown’s role as the regional economic,
governmental, and cultural center and central location for public and private development and
investment.
The 2010 Amendment projects are not expected to have a significant impact on the Eugene 4j
School District. The zoning criteria of C2 and C3 do not encourage residential housing.
However, the LCC new downtown campus project on the 10th & Charnelton Development Site
may include housing. Most likely the housing would be for college‐aged students or adults.
Past experience also shows residential complexes developed around the Plan Area have
focused on adult housing. Based on LCC’s preliminary plans and the prior experience, the new
downtown campus should have no or minimal impact on the Eugene 4j School District. The
added adult population created by this housing project may impact LCC, particularly the
downtown campus, and the University of Oregon with increased registration. The other pro‐
jects in the Plan are not expected to have any significant impact on the Eugene 4j School
District.
All three of the projects, like all development projects, are expected to impact police services,
transportation, utilities, and other public services. Projects within the Plan Area were chosen
for the way in which they support recent City Council strategies for downtown and planning
efforts for the downtown area, such as the Downtown Plan. These planning documents were
based on assumptions about the expected need for new and improved services due to
population growth and other factors. The Plan is expected to facilitate improvements within
the district, thereby implementing the goals of the planning documents. Therefore, the
projects under the Plan do not result in an intensification of development beyond that
previously anticipated under the planning documents.
The 2010 Amendment follows the passage of Ballot Measure 50 and its implementation rules.
In the Measure 50 environment, taxing bodies “forego” revenue produced by the growth in
values over a Plan Area’s frozen base. The Agency will use tax increment revenues to carry out
the Plan. The use of tax increment revenues will affect the property tax revenues and bonded
debt tax rates of other taxing jurisdictions that share assessed value with the Plan Area. The
property tax impacts are described in Chapter 9.
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Chapter 4:

Reasons for Selection of the Plan Area

The Plan Area was adopted in 1968 with approximately 70 acres. This area was selected after a
comprehensive community process under the guidance of the Federal Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD). Two of the four goals of the Plan are to 1) improve the
function, condition, and appearance of the Plan Area and 2) reduce blight and blighting
influences.
According to ORS 457.010, "blighted areas" means areas that, by reason of deterioration, faulty
planning, inadequate or improper facilities, deleterious land use or the existence of unsafe
structures, or any combination of these factors, are detrimental to the safety, health or welfare
of the community. A blighted area is characterized by the existence of one or more of the
following conditions:
(a) The existence of buildings and structures, used or intended to be used for living, com‐
mercial, industrial or other purposes, or any combination of those uses, that are unfit or
unsafe to occupy for those purposes because of any one or a combination of the following
conditions:
(A) Defective design and quality of physical construction;
(B) Faulty interior arrangement and exterior spacing;
(C) Overcrowding and a high density of population;
(D) Inadequate provision for ventilation, light, sanitation, open spaces and recreation
facilities; or
(E) Obsolescence, deterioration, dilapidation, mixed character or shifting of uses;
(b) An economic dislocation, deterioration or disuse of property resulting from faulty planning;
(c) The division or subdivision and sale of property or lots of irregular form and shape and
inadequate size or dimensions for property usefulness and development;
(d) The laying out of property or lots in disregard of contours, drainage and other physical
characteristics of the terrain and surrounding conditions;
(e) The existence of inadequate streets and other rights of way, open spaces and utilities;
(f) The existence of property or lots or other areas that are subject to inundation by water;
(g) A prevalence of depreciated values, impaired investments and social and economic
maladjustments to such an extent that the capacity to pay taxes is reduced and tax receipts
are inadequate for the cost of public services rendered;
(h) A growing or total lack of proper utilization of areas, resulting in a stagnant and unpro‐
ductive condition of land potentially useful and valuable for contributing to the public
health, safety and welfare; or
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(i) A loss of population and reduction of proper utilization of the area, resulting in its further
deterioration and added costs to the taxpayer for the creation of new public facilities and
services elsewhere.

Chapter 5:

Relationship Between Existing Conditions and Each Project
Activity Undertaken in the Plan

All urban renewal Projects set forth in Section 600 of the Plan are intended to correct the
existing deficiencies in the Plan Area as described in this report (See Chapter 2).
The proposed 2010 Amendment Projects are:
1) Infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks to provide better opportunities for the
Farmers’ Market;
2) Additional assistance in funding the Broadway Place Garages; and
3) Assistance to Lane Community College (LCC) for development on the 10th and
Charnelton Site.
1) Park Blocks Improvements for the Farmers’ Market: The Lane County Farmers’ Market
operates multiple times per week during the spring, summer, and fall on a portion of the
Park Blocks on 8th Avenue. Although the Agency has completed several improvements to
the Park Blocks, the Farmers’ Market continues to encounter issues with the space, such as
access to electricity and to level and paved surfaces. Infrastructure improvements to the
Park Blocks and expansion of available space will support a cornerstone of downtown
activity and one of the most significant public event venues in the city. The Park Blocks are
the historic center and most identifiable public space in downtown. For the past few years,
the Farmers’ Market has expressed a need and desire to expand its offerings to maintain
financial viability and potentially operate year‐round. The Agency will improve the Park
Blocks in order to make that location more attractive and functional for the Farmers’
Market.
2) Broadway Place Garages: The Plan Area is parking exempt, which means that property
owners are not required to provide parking. Yet parking availability is critical to the
economic success of downtown. As such, the Agency has participated in several projects to
provide structured parking opportunities within the Plan Area. One such project was the
Broadway Place Garages. Continued provision of Broadway Place parking will support LCC’s
new downtown campus project and other redevelopment along West Broadway, such as
Lord Leebrick’s property. Given City budgetary issues, continued operation and stability of
the Broadway Place Garages will be enhanced by the Agency making payments on the debt
for the garages. It would also make it possible for the parking fund to provide financial
support for increased safety services.
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Background: The Agency assembled the two half‐blocks that were used to develop the
Broadway Place mixed‐use project. Agency funds in the amount of $2.5 million were
contributed to the parking structure construction costs. The City sold development rights
for housing to be constructed on top of the parking structures. The Broadway Place mixed‐
use project includes 170 apartment units, ground floor commercial space, and 740
structured parking spaces. It is a major anchor for the west‐end of downtown and a
popular residential destination with very low vacancy rates. Availability of parking was a
contributing factor to Enterprise Rent‐A‐Car locating downtown and employing 300 people.
3) LCC New Downtown Campus: The Agency owns the 10th and Charnelton Site bounded by
Charnelton Street on the west, 10th Avenue on the south, and Olive Street on the east. The
site is significantly underutilized in its present configuration – a quarter block of surface
parking and a quarter block remnant from demolition of the former Sears department
store.
LCC approached the Agency regarding acquisition of the property for a new downtown
facility. On March 10, 2010, the Agency Board authorized the Agency Director to enter into
an agreement with LCC to sell the property at no cost (or $1.00). LCC has provided
educational services from downtown for over 30 years at 1059 Willamette Street. The
current facility no longer meets the needs of the college, and LCC intends to build and own
a new, mixed‐use building from which to offer educational and other services in downtown
Eugene. The extensive hours of operation will create both daytime and evening activity at a
key intersection of downtown. Economic opportunities for current and future downtown
businesses will be created as students, employees, and visitors support restaurants, retail,
services and cultural venues. In addition to Energy Management, Business Development,
continuing education, and a variety of other classes, the multi‐use facility will include space
for tenants and other community uses, possibly a public safety station. Student housing
could also be incorporated as part of the redevelopment plan.
The Downtown Public Library, immediately across 10th Avenue, is a community asset that
will benefit greatly from development on the Agency owned site, especially the
development proposed by LCC. The Agency invested significantly in the Library. The
Downtown Eugene Public Library project was built and equipped for just over $36 million.
About half of that amount came from City debt obligations that were issued in 2000
through a partnership with the Agency. The payments on the debt of about $2.5 million per
year came from the Agency. Beginning in 1993, the Agency purchased the land on which the
library was built for $875,000. The City borrowed $18.5 million which was to be repaid from
tax increment dollars from the Agency. The Agency also contributed additional cash to the
project, with a total of about $25 million of the $36 million project coming from Agency,
representing nearly 70 percent of the capital cost for the new Library. The remaining 30
percent came from a combination of sources, including $5 million raised by the Eugene
Public Library Foundation’s Capital Campaign, sale of assets, and proceeds from a local
option property tax levy of $1.9 million.
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Chapter 6:

Estimated Total Cost of Each Project or Activity, Sources of
Money, and Anticipated Completion Date for Each Project or
Activity

This Report on the 2010 Amendment includes the Projects to be carried out following the
adoption of the amendment and the estimated cost. Table 5 shows that urban renewal
financing is estimated to provide $14.5 million (or approximately 45%) of funding out of an
estimated total of $32 million of public and private investment from FY2010/2011 through
FY2017/2018.
Table 5 lists the project activities included in the Plan. Below is a short description of each of
the 2010 Amendment Projects.
Park Blocks Improvements for the Farmers’ Market: The Agency will spend up to $500,000 on
infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks in order to make that location more attractive
and functional for the Farmers’ Market. The improvements will start in FY2010/2011.
Broadway Place Garages: The Agency will support the Broadway Place Garages by making the
annual debt payments (both principal and interest), which will secure the financial stability of
the garages, enhance safety services, and relieve the struggling Parking Fund within the City of
Eugene. The support will take place starting in FY2010/2011.
LCC New Downtown Campus: The Agency will consider the terms for an agreement between
the Agency and LCC. The specific activities to be undertaken will be defined by the Agency, set
out in the agreement with LCC, and may include integration of a public safety station and/or
open space within the development project. LCC currently has $17.5 million in other funds to
contribute to the project. LCC is undergoing a feasibility analysis that will provide a detailed
cost estimate for the project. The total project cost is expected to significantly exceed the
$17.5 million that has been secured to date. Construction is anticipated to start in early 2011,
for completion no later than 2013.
Project Delivery Administration: Actions for this activity include program administration (pro‐
ject management, financial services, debt issuance and administration); legal services; reporting
(budgets, financials); preparation of market, feasibility, or other economic studies; preparation
of design, architectural, engineering, landscaping architectural, planning, development, or
other developmental studies; providing accounting or audit services; providing special rehab‐
ilitation, restoration, or renovation feasibility and cost analysis studies; assisting in preparation
of the annual financial report required under Section 800 of the Plan; providing property
acquisition appraisals; and evaluation of the plan and the success of its activities. Many of the
activities are provided through a contract between the City of Eugene and the Agency dated
June 15, 2004. The Agency may also acquire, rent, or lease office space and office furniture,
equipment, and facilities necessary for it to conduct its affairs in the management and
implementation of this plan.
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Projections for district administration assume that once the LCC and Beam projects are
complete, district administration expenses will be reduced to a minimal level that will be
sufficient to ensure administration of outstanding debt, budget development, annual review of
project activities, and financial report preparation. Specifically, the administration projection
includes staffing at 1.4 FTE for years FY2010/2011 through FY2012/2013 followed by 0.14 FTE
for years FY2013/2014 through FY2017/2018. Additional items in the projection include legal
and consulting fees necessary to protect the City/Agency and complete the Projects, debt
issuance cost needed for the Projects, and property management.
Table 5
List of Project Activities and Estimated Costs
Total
Estimated Cost

Project Activity
LCC New Downtown Campus

$

8,000,000

Broadway Place Garages & Public Safety Improvements

$

4,810,000

Park Block Improvements for the Farmers' Market

$

500,000

Project Delivery Administration (through district termination)

$

1,190,000

Projects Funded from Urban Renewal Agency

$

14,500,000

Projects Funded from Private Sources and Other Federal, State and
Local Government

$

17,500,000

$

32,000,000

TOTAL Funding for All Projects

Projects will begin in FY2010/2011. Decisions on priorities of funding for Projects will be made
by the Agency Board in its annual budget process and at regular Agency Board meetings, all of
which are open to the public. Construction of the Projects contemplated in the 2010
Amendment is expected to be completed by 2013. Debt issued to fund the projects is
estimated to be paid off by FY2017/2018.
The Agency shall convene not less than once each year a committee of such persons to prepare
a report on a) the activities of the Agency for the previous fiscal year, and b) whether the
Agency’s expenditure of tax increment dollars was limited to the Projects and the associated
administrative costs authorized by the Plan.
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Chapter 7:

Estimated Amount of Money and Anticipated Year in Which
Indebtedness will be Retired or Otherwise Provided For Under
ORS 457.420 to 457.460

The total cost of all Projects is estimated at $17.2 million between FY2010/2011 and
FY2017/2018, including interest, premium and other costs. The Projects will be funded with a
combination of urban renewal tax increment financing under ORS 457 and other sources. The
Agency may apply for funding from other federal, state, and local grants in order to complete
the projects. In addition, the public facilities included within the Plan may also be funded in
part with other public funds, such as systems development charges and general obligation
bonds, among other sources.
Oregon Revised Statutes require that each urban renewal district that receives property taxes
include a “maximum indebtedness” limit in their urban renewal plan. “Maximum
indebtedness” is a required spending cap for all property tax expenditures over a period of
time. “Maximum indebtedness” is not a legal debt limit. It is more like a spending limit.
Adopting a maximum indebtedness figure does not authorize or obligate the Agency to spend
money or enter into debt. Within the maximum indebtedness limitation, the Agency Board has
the ability to fund projects over time, either with cash or by issuing debt.
Certain expenditures are included in the maximum indebtedness calculation and certain expen‐
ditures are excluded. For instance, cash payments for projects and administrative expenses are
included in the calculation, but expenditures made from sources other than tax increment
revenues are not included in the spending limit, such as Downtown Revitalization Loan Program
funds. In addition, interest on debt is not included in maximum indebtedness, nor is the
refinancing of existing indebtedness. The specific limitations of the maximum indebtedness
amount are spelled out in the Plan.
The City Council amended the Plan in 1998 to include a maximum indebtedness limit of $33
million. The $33 million figure represented the amount that the Agency was allowed to
cumulatively spend in tax increment revenues starting in 1998. That figure was based on the
estimated cost of building a new main library, plus continuation of the administrative costs in
the district, preparing annual financial statements, disposing of the former Sears building on
10th Avenue and Charnelton Street, overseeing completion of the Broadway Place and Overpark
elevator projects, and administering the loan portfolio. It included an annual inflation factor of
5% on project costs, and excluded existing debt.
As of FY10, the maximum indebtedness limit of $33 million has almost been fully spent or com‐
mitted, with the bulk having been spent on building the downtown library. The amount of
remaining maximum indebtedness at any given time is an estimate based on both actual
historic spending and estimated future commitments. The amount currently remaining
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uncommitted is estimated at $900,000, after taking into account district administration through
FY2010/2011.
In order to complete the three projects, it is estimated that an increase of $13.6 million is
needed in the maximum indebtedness limit. The increase is calculated as follows:
LCC Project
Farmers Market
Garage Debt (principal only)
Legal/Debt Issuance/Administration
Total Funds Needed for Projects
Less: Amount Remaining Under Current Spending Cap
Net Amount of Maximum Indebtedness Increase
Not Included in Maximum Indebtedness Cap:
Interest on LCC Project Debt (estimated)
Interest on Parking Garage Debt

$8,000,000
500,000
4,810,000
1,190,000
$14,500,000
‐900,000
$13,600,000

1,150,000
1,500,000

The increase in maximum indebtedness of $13.6 million would result in a revised maximum
indebtedness figure of $46.6 million, which represents cumulative spending in the Plan Area
from 1998 to the end of the Plan. This revised maximum indebtedness amount is the estimated
amount needed to accomplish the Projects under the current assumptions and to provide for
district administration. It is within the limits established under ORS 457.470.
Table 6 in Exhibit D includes information about future revenues and expenditures in the Plan
Area. The timing and amounts for individual project activities will be determined by the Agency
Board each year during the annual budget process. Completion dates for individual activities
may be affected by changes in the plans of other private or public partners, local economic and
market conditions, changes in the availability of tax increment funds, and changes in priorities
for carrying out project activities. The Agency will convene a committee at least once each year
to prepare a report on tax increment expenditures from the previous fiscal year in comparison
to the Plan.
Current projections show that the tax increment revenues should be sufficient to pay for the
projects and associated debt by FY2017/2018. The district is not expected to need to collect tax
revenue in the final year, FY2017/2018. The district would terminate once the debt issued to
fund the Projects is repaid or defeased.
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Chapter 8:

Financial Analysis of the Plan with Sufficient Information to
Determine Feasibility

The financial analysis of the plan shown in Table 6 in Exhibit D includes the anticipated tax
increment revenues over the projected remaining life of the Plan. The analysis shows that the
anticipated tax increment revenues are based on reasonable projections of new development
and appreciation in existing property values. The projection of tax increment revenues is based
on the following assumptions:


Property assessed values will increase by 2% per year, which includes increases on existing
property as well as a small amount of new investment in existing downtown area
properties.



One significant, new taxable development is anticipated during the remainder of the life of
the district. Beam Development is currently working on rehabilitating the building on the
southwest corner of Willamette and Broadway. The projections assume that this project is
completed and generates additional taxable value within the Plan Area.



The Broadway Place development’s Multi‐Unit Property Tax Exemption will expire, and the
project will start paying additional taxes beginning in FY11.



Tax rates applicable to the Downtown Urban Renewal District are projected to go down
over time, due to the Oregon statute that says that certain urban renewal plans may only
collect tax increment on permanent tax rates or bonds and levies approved by voters prior
to October 6, 2001. In particular, bonded debt tax rates applicable to the Downtown Urban
Renewal District will be reduced as bonds approved by voters prior to October 6, 2001 are
retired.

The projections result in urban renewal tax revenues between FY2010/2011 and FY2017/2018
of approximately $14.5 million. Together with other revenues and existing fund balances, these
revenues will support the $13.6 million of increased maximum indebtedness plus the interest
on the debt to fund the Projects proposed under the 2010 Amendment. In addition to the
redevelopment projects, the revenues will be sufficient to pay for administrative activities,
including an allocation of central service overhead costs. Those costs are projected to increase
over time due to inflation at a rate of between 2% and 5% per year.
The Agency will also carry a reserve on outstanding bonds until those bonds are fully paid off,
as well as a balance equal to two months of operating costs each year, per City of Eugene
financial policy.
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Chapter 9:

Fiscal Impact Statement that Estimates the Impact of the Tax
Increment Financing, Both Until and After the Indebtedness is
Repaid, Upon All Entities Levying Taxes Upon Property in the Plan
Area

Taxing bodies that overlap with the Plan Area are affected by the use of tax increment funds to
implement the Plan. When a district is first created, the assessed value within the Plan Area is
established as the “frozen base.” This is a way of keeping the overlapping taxing districts
“whole” as of the date the urban renewal district is created. In theory, if urban renewal efforts
are successful, the value of the district will grow above the base. That increase is called the
“incremental value” or “excess value.” Property taxes from the overlapping jurisdictions
(schools, general governments, bonds) are then divided among the jurisdictions that continue
to receive taxes on the frozen base. The Agency receives taxes on the incremental value. This
has an impact on the amount of revenue that the overlapping jurisdictions receive, versus what
they would have received if there were no urban renewal districts in effect.
Impact on Tax Bills: In addition to the impact on the overlapping taxing jurisdictions, urban
renewal also makes individual tax bills look different. Urban renewal districts do not impose
new taxes; rather, they redistribute taxes from overlapping taxing districts to the urban renewal
districts. There are two basic steps to understand how an individual’s tax bill is affected by tax
increment financing in Oregon. The first step determines the amount of property taxes that the
urban renewal agency should receive, and the second step determines how the taxes are
accounted for on property tax statements.
The first step in determining how tax increment financing affects an individual’s tax bill consists
of applying the tax rates of the taxing districts (such as the city, county and school districts) to
the incremental value of the urban renewal district. That product is the amount of taxes that
the urban renewal agency should receive. The second step determines how to divide or split
the tax rates of the taxing districts so that when those “divided rates” are applied to all tax bills
in the City, the urban renewal agency receives its share, and the taxing districts receive the
remainder. As of December 2009, there were seven urban renewal districts in Lane County,
and the calculation is done for each of these districts.
The Lane County Assessor determines how the tax rates for the schools, city, and county should
get divided between the taxing districts and the urban renewal districts. As an example, the
City’s permanent tax rate is $7.0058 per $1,000 of assessed value. The Lane County Assessor
divides that tax rate into three pieces: $6.9056 goes to the City of Eugene, $0.0744 goes to the
Downtown Urban Renewal District, and $0.0258 goes to the Riverfront Urban Renewal District.
This calculation is done for each tax rate on the tax bill.
After taking the information from the Lane County Assessor about the division of tax rates, an
analysis can determine how an individual tax bill is affected by urban renewal division of tax.
For the median Eugene home that the Lane County Assessor calculated for FY2009/2010, this
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median taxpayer would essentially pay the same amount of total taxes before or after urban
renewal division of taxes. The difference is that the tax revenues are reallocated from the
overlapping taxing districts to the urban renewal districts. Table 7 in Exhibit E sets out this
calculation for the average taxpayer in Eugene. As can be seen, the before and after urban
renewal views of this taxpayer’s bill are within one penny of each other. That penny
represents the effects of truncation and rounding.
Impact on Tax Rates: Urban renewal nominally affects voter‐approved local option levies and
bonds because the affected district has less property value to levy taxes against, resulting in
slightly higher tax rates. Based on the FY2009/2010 tax rates, the estimated impact of this
slight tax rate increase from the Downtown Urban Renewal District is about $1.66 for the
average Eugene taxpayer, which represents less than 0.05% of the total tax bill of $2,938 in
FY2009/2010.
Impact on Overlapping Taxing District Revenues: For the overlapping taxing jurisdictions, a
share of property taxes from the “excess value” or “incremental value” is not collected by the
overlapping jurisdictions during the period of an active district, which reduces revenues. The
incentive for the overlapping districts to support urban renewal is higher property tax revenues
in the long‐run. When the district is ended, the overlapping taxing districts are able to tax the
entire value within the district. Under the theory of urban renewal, this value is higher than it
would have been if there had been no district in effect.
The estimated amount of urban renewal taxes to be divided over the remaining term of the
Plan (net of discounts, delinquents, etc.) is shown in Table 8 in Exhibit F. Only the permanent
tax rates of the overlapping jurisdictions are considered in this analysis because there are no
local option levies that impact the Downtown Urban Renewal District, and bonded debt tax
rates will be reduced from year to year until the existing bonds are paid off.
As can be seen in Table 8, in FY2009/2010, it is estimated that the City of Eugene would forego
about $810,000 of revenue because of the Downtown Urban Renewal District division of tax
calculation. In FY2017/2018 after tax increment financing is terminated, the City of Eugene is
estimated to receive $1,090,000 of additional tax revenue per year. Lane County is estimated
to forego $150,000 of revenue in the first fiscal year, and to benefit by $200,000 of additional
tax revenue per year after division of tax is terminated in FY2017/2018. The combined school
districts are estimated to forego $650,000 of revenue in the first fiscal year, and to benefit by
$870,000 of additional annual tax revenue after the division of tax is terminated in
FY2017/2018. The net financial effect on School District 4j from the existence of the Downtown
Urban Renewal District is positive after taking the impact on the local option levy into account.
This is described in more detail below.
The impact on schools from the division of tax calculation for urban renewal districts is largely
an impact on the state’s budget because schools are mainly funded on a per‐pupil funding
formula rather than by the level of property tax dollars generated within their boundaries. The
net impact of the Downtown Urban Renewal District on local schools is a loss of about $31,000
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per year (based on FY10) after accounting for the State’s system for school funding. The State
determines how much money must be allocated for the education of each pupil across the
state. If the money is not available from local property taxes, the State will make up the
difference. In FY10, the Downtown Urban Renewal District diverted $650,000 of local property
taxes that would have gone to education. The State made up the difference.
If the Downtown Urban Renewal District had not diverted those funds, the State would have
had the additional $650,000 to allocate as it chose. In other words, the State could have
chosen to allocate the money to education or to some other budgetary priority. Had the State
chosen to keep the money in education, some of that money would have returned to Eugene
schools based on the applicable statewide school funding formula. Under the formula, Eugene
School District 4j would have received about $20,000; LCC would have received about $10,000;
and Lane Education Service District would have received about $1,000.
As a result of the Downtown Urban Renewal District, the State provided a net $629,000 for
spending in Eugene. Without this increment financing, those funds would be used to fund
school districts throughout the state.
The Lane County Assessor conducted an analysis of the impact of the Downtown Urban
Renewal District on School District 4j's local option levy, and that analysis was reviewed and
confirmed by 4j School District finance staff. The analysis concluded that 4j is better off
financially if the Downtown Urban Renewal District continues to collect tax increment funds
than it would be if tax increment financing were terminated. The reason is that taxes that are
currently counted under the “general government” category for Measure 5 tax rate limitations
(i.e., the “school property tax dollars” that now go to urban renewal) would move into the
“schools” category. When that happens, the schools category of taxes must be reduced for a
number of individual properties within the City because schools are already collecting as much
as they can under Measure 5 limits for those properties. State law says that local option levy
proceeds are the first to be reduced in the event of compression. For FY10, the Lane County
Assessor estimates that the positive benefit to School District 4j from the existence of the
Downtown Urban Renewal District is about $137,000. These additional local option levy
proceeds are extra funds available for educational programs at School District 4j and are
outside of the state school funding formula. The overall net benefit to School District 4j from
the Downtown Urban Renewal District, after subtracting out a $20,000 net loss from the
division of tax calculation is $117,000.
Reduced Rate Plan: The Downtown Urban Renewal District is a “reduced rate plan” under the
statutes, which means that the property taxes that may be used to fund urban renewal
activities is limited to the permanent tax rates and any bonds or local option levies that were
approved by voters prior to October 2001. The projected tax rate used to generate urban
renewal revenues for the district will be reduced over time as bonds approved by voters before
October 2001 are paid off.
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Chapter 10:

Relocation Report

A. Requirement
An analysis of the existing residences of businesses required to relocate permanently or
temporarily as a result of Agency actions under ORS 457.170.
Response
No specific relocation activity is identified in the Plan. If urban renewal assistance results in
relocation requirements, a relocation plan will be developed for that purpose. Relocation
activities and assistance would be provided in accordance with ORS 281.045 through
281.105.
B. Requirement
A description of the methods to be used for the temporary or permanent relocation of
persons living in and businesses situated in, the Plan Area in accordance with ORS 281.045
through 281.105.
Response
No specific relocation activity to be initiated by the Agency is identified in the Plan. If urban
renewal assistance results in relocation requirements, a relocation plan will be developed
for that purpose. Relocation activities and assistance would be provided in accordance with
ORS 281.045 through 281.105.
C. Requirement
An enumeration, by cost range, of the existing housing units in the plan area to be
destroyed or altered and new units to be added.
Response
No specific existing housing units are proposed to be removed by actions of the Plan.
D. Requirement
A description of new residential units which are likely to be constructed within the Plan
Area.
Response
Some new residential units are expected to be constructed within the Plan Area.
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Chapter 11:

Appendix

Report Exhibit A:
Report Exhibit B:
Report Exhibit C:
Report Exhibit D:
Report Exhibit E:
Report Exhibit F:

Plan Area Map
Zoning District Map
Census Boundaries Map
Projected Revenues and Expenditures for the Plan Area
Impact of Urban Renewal on an Individual Tax Bill
Division of Tax Impact of the Plan on Overlapping Taxing Jurisdictions
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Report Exhibit A – Plan Area Map
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Report Exhibit B – Zoning District Map
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Report Exhibit C – Census Boundaries Map
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Report Exhibit D:

Projected Revenues and Expenditures for the Plan Area

Table 6
Totals
Resources
Property Taxes

FY10

FY11

FY12

1,730,000

1,920,000

1,960,000

2,070,000

2,120,000

2,110,000

2,140,000

2,170,000

-

-

4,250,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4,250,000

80,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

1,520,000

Debt Issued
DRLP Loan Repayments
BEDI Grant/108 Loan for Beam
Interest Earnings
Beginning Working Capital
Total Resources

FY13

FY14

FY15

FY16

FY17

FY18

FY11-18
14,490,000

6,700,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

130,000

41,000

23,000

33,000

32,000

41,000

51,000

71,000

81,000

373,000

8,002,351
16,642,351

4,546,000
10,947,000

1,037,000
3,210,000

1,005,000
3,298,000

1,056,000
3,398,000

1,424,000
3,765,000

1,818,000
4,199,000

2,237,000
4,668,000

2,690,000
2,961,000

4,546,000
25,179,000

Requirements
Tax Increment Expenditures - Under Existing Plan
Administration - Existing Cap

530,000

Downtown Safety Initiative

100,000

Library & Miscellaneous

2,608,343

Totals Existing Plan

3,238,343

330,000

330,000
-

330,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

330,000

355,000

360,000

55,000

60,000

65,000

70,000

75,000

1,040,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

8,000,000

Tax Increment Expenditures - Under New Plan
Administration - New Cap
LCC project

-

Farmers Market improvements

8,000,000
500,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

500,000

150,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

-

5,550,000

Debt Service & Issuance Costs

-

Intergvt'l Exps - Parking Debt

-

740,000

760,000

772,000

784,000

797,000

807,000

818,000

839,000

6,317,000

-

9,390,000

2,015,000

2,032,000

1,739,000

1,757,000

1,772,000

1,788,000

914,000

21,407,000

DRLP Loans Granted

2,360,000

190,000

190,000

210,000

235,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

190,000

1,585,000

Beam Project

6,500,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

12,098,343

9,910,000

2,205,000

2,242,000

1,974,000

1,947,000

1,962,000

1,978,000

1,104,000

23,322,000

Totals New Plan
Non-Tax Increment Expenditures

Total Expenditures
Debt Service Reserve
Other Reserves
Total Reserves
Total Requirements

-

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

900,000

-

-

4,546,008

137,000

105,000

156,000

524,000

918,000

1,337,000

1,790,000

1,857,000

1,857,000

4,546,008
16,644,351

1,037,000
10,947,000

1,005,000
3,210,000

1,056,000
3,298,000

1,424,000
3,398,000

1,818,000
3,765,000

2,237,000
4,199,000

2,690,000
4,668,000

1,857,000
2,961,000

1,857,000
25,179,000

Notes: Administration includes project legal and professional services, and project administration. Admin increase in MI for plan amendment is for years FY12-FY18 only.
Final year of tax increment collections would be adjusted downward based on amount needed to completely fund maximum indebtedness.
Total expenditures double-count a portion of the LCC project that's funded with debt, because total expenditures include both the payment to LCC and the repayment of debt issued to fund a
portion of the LCC project.
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Report Exhibit E: Impact of Urban Renewal on an Individual Tax Bill
Table 7
Comparison of Tax Bill Before and After Urban Renewal Reallocation
For Median Eugene Home in FY10 - 2009 Tax Year
Taxes Before

Taxes Billed

Urban Renewal
Reallocation
School Taxes

Taxes Directed to:
Taxing Districts

Downtown UR

After Urban Renewal
Riverfront UR

Reallocation

Difference

*

Eugene School District

$752.39

$739.20

$9.79

$3.39

$739.20

($13.18)

Eugene School District LOL

$237.67

$236.61

$0.00

$1.06

$236.61

($1.06)

Lane Community College

$98.09

$96.72

$1.03

$0.35

$96.72

($1.38)

Lane ESD

$35.37

$34.87

$0.36

$0.13

$34.87

($0.49)

$1,107.40

($16.11)

$1,094.17

($15.88)

$1,123.52

$1,107.40

$11.19

$4.93

General Government Taxes
City of Eugene
City of Eugene Library Levy
Lane County

$1,110.05

$1,094.17

$11.79

$4.09

$36.73

$36.60

$0.00

$0.13

$36.60

($0.13)

$202.70

$199.82

$2.14

$0.74

$199.82

($2.88)

Eugene Downtown UR

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$27.03

Eugene Riverfront UR

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$11.75

$27.03
$11.75

$1,349.48

$1,330.59

$1,369.37

$19.90

$13.93

$4.96

Bonded Debt Taxes
Lane County Bond

$18.67

$18.41

$0.19

$0.06

$18.41

($0.25)

Eugene Bond I

$52.08

$51.35

$0.54

$0.19

$51.35

($0.73)

Eugene Bond II

($0.49)

$136.17

$135.68

$0.00

$0.49

$135.68

Eugene 4J Bond I

$92.03

$90.43

$1.19

$0.41

$90.43

($1.60)

Eugene 4J Bond II

$128.67

$128.10

$0.00

$0.57

$128.10

($0.57)

LCC Bond

$37.12

Total Taxes

$37.00

($0.13)

$464.74

$460.97

$37.00

$1.92

$0.00

$1.85

$0.13

$460.97

($3.77)

$2,937.73

$2,898.96

$27.03

$11.74

$2,937.74

$0.01

Source: Based on tax rates per the Lane County Assessor, Levy Child/Parent Detail Report, Tax Year
2009, TCA 00400
Assessed Value for Median Home in Eugene

$158,447

Any slight differences of $0.01 are due to truncation and rounding.
* See Chapter 9 “Impact on Overlapping Taxing District Revenues” section for more information on net impact to
schools.
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Report Exhibit F: Division of Tax Impact of the Plan on Overlapping Taxing Jurisdictions
Table 8

Actual
FY10
District Division of Tax Revenue Impact *
School District 4J
Lane Community College
Lane Education Service District
City of Eugene
Lane County
Permanent Tax Rates
School District 4J
Lane Community College
Lane Education Service District
City of Eugene
Lane County
Incremental Value in the Downtown UR Dist.

Projected
FY11

Projected
FY12

Tax Increment Collections
Projected
Projected
FY13
FY14

Projected
FY15

Projected
FY16

Projected
FY17

Revenue to
Overlapping
Districts when
Tax Increment
Ceases
Projected FY18

$550,000
$70,000
$30,000
$810,000
$150,000

$600,000
$80,000
$30,000
$890,000
$160,000

$620,000
$80,000
$30,000
$910,000
$170,000

$660,000
$90,000
$30,000
$970,000
$180,000

$670,000
$90,000
$30,000
$990,000
$180,000

$690,000
$90,000
$30,000
$1,010,000
$190,000

$700,000
$90,000
$30,000
$1,040,000
$190,000

$720,000
$90,000
$30,000
$1,060,000
$190,000

$740,000
$100,000
$30,000
$1,090,000
$200,000

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

$4.7485
$0.6191
$0.2232
$7.0058
$1.2793

123,590,000 135,090,000 138,420,000 146,820,000 150,380,000 154,010,000 157,720,000 161,500,000

165,360,000

Notes: Property tax collections for all years is:
94%
Existing property values increase at 2% per year
Broadway Place tax exemption expires in FY11
Beam development is complete and pays taxes starting in FY13
Tax increment collections are projected to cease in FY17.
FY18 amount is what overlapping districts would receive in taxes after cessation of urban renewal tax collections

* Analysis does not include impact on School District 4J's local option levy, which currently benefits from the existence of the urban renewal districts. Additionally, the
impact on schools is really an impact on the State’s budget because schools are mainly funded on a per‐pupil funding formula rather than by the level of property tax
dollars generated within their boundaries. See Chapter 9 “Impact on Overlapping Taxing District Revenues” section for more information.
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ORDINANCE EXHIBIT C: Property Analysis Report
(5-21-10)
Urban Renewal Amendment
Documentation of Blighted Areas
The tax lots in the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan District were evaluated in the fall of 2009. A
description and photos of each of the properties in the District are provided below. Map identification
numbers have been assigned to individual tax lots as shown on the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan
District Map (Attachment 1 to Exhibit B). Properties have been assessed for characteristics of “blight”
as the term is defined per ORS 457.010(1).
ORS 457.010(1) defines “Blighted areas” as those “that, by reason of deterioration, faulty planning,
inadequate or improper facilities, deleterious land use or the existence of unsafe structures, or any
combination of these factors, are detrimental to the safety, health or welfare of the community. A
blighted area is characterized by the existence of one or more of the following conditions:
(a) The existence of buildings and structures, used or intended to be used for living, commercial,
industrial or other purposes, or any combination of those uses, that are unfit or unsafe to occupy
for those purposes because of any one or a combination of the following conditions:
(A) Defective design and quality of physical construction;
(B) Faulty interior arrangement and exterior spacing;
(C) Overcrowding and a high density of population;
(D) Inadequate provision for ventilation, light, sanitation, open spaces and recreation
facilities; or
(E) Obsolescence, deterioration, dilapidation, mixed character or shifting of uses;
(b) An economic dislocation, deterioration or disuse of property resulting from faulty planning;
(c) The division or subdivision and sale of property or lots of irregular form and shape and
inadequate size or dimensions for property usefulness and development;
(d) The laying out of property or lots in disregard of contours, drainage and other physical
characteristics of the terrain and surrounding conditions;
(e) The existence of inadequate streets and other rights of way, open spaces and utilities;
(f) The existence of property or lots or other areas that are subject to inundation by water;
(g) A prevalence of depreciated values, impaired investments and social and economic
maladjustments to such an extent that the capacity to pay taxes is reduced and tax receipts are
inadequate for the cost of public services rendered;
(h) A growing or total lack of proper utilization of areas, resulting in a stagnant and unproductive
condition of land potentially useful and valuable for contributing to the public health, safety and
welfare; or
(i) A loss of population and reduction of proper utilization of the area, resulting in its further
deterioration and added costs to the taxpayer for the creation of new public facilities and services
elsewhere.
A total of 152 properties are within the existing District boundaries. The Blight Findings Matrix
(Attachment 2 to Exhibit B) includes a row for each property, identified by Map ID number and tax lot
number. The Matrix includes columns relating to each of the nine criteria at ORS 457.010(1) with five
sub-criteria under (a). If a property was determined to meet a particular criterion from the
definition/criteria at ORS 457.010(1), it is indicated on the Matrix and the basis for that determination is
set out in this Property Analysis Report. The Matrix identifies each criterion met by a particular
property. In some cases, the Matrix indicates that a particular property does not meet any of the blight
Findings ‐ 1

criteria. However, in many cases, a property meets more than one criterion. For a determination that a
property is “blighted,” only one criterion need be met. The final column on the Blight Findings Matrix
includes a “Y” or “N” to indicate whether the property has attributes that make it “blighted” under the
definition/criteria at ORS 457.010(1). The determination of blight for a particular property is not an
indication that that property is slated for improvement or for demolition, but an indication of the
character of the area and substantiation of the need for reinvestment and improvement in the district.
While not every individual property is blighted (some properties have improved due to urban renewal
projects), taken as a whole, the City concludes that the urban renewal area is a blighted area. This
conclusion is supported by substantial evidence, as discussed below.
General Findings
ORS 457.010(1)(a)
The language in the statute that defines blight under ORS 457.010(1)(a) specifies that properties must be
unfit or unsafe to occupy for their intended purposes due to one or more of the conditions listed in ORS
457.010(1)(a) (A – E). The statute does not elaborate on what “unfit” or “unsafe to occupy” means, nor
does it state that the building must be literally unusable or uninhabitable. The City concludes that a
building that meets the criteria under (A) – (E) evidences conditions that indicate that the structure is
“unfit” for its intended purpose or “unsafe to occupy,” even if the building is in fact occupied and
otherwise habitable. These conditions are described below. Information for buildings on individual tax
lots was gathered primarily from visual surveys of the buildings’ exteriors and, in some cases, sources
familiar with the entire edifice.
ORS 457.010(1)(a)(A)
Properties identified on the Blight Findings Matrix as meeting (a)(A) were determined to have
structures that are unfit for their intended purpose or unsafe to occupy because of defective design
and quality of physical construction. This was the case with the following publicly-owned
properties in the District: 27, 45, 51, 84, 125, 143, 149, 151 and 152. These buildings were
considered blighted per this criterion due to seismic concerns. Information on these buildings has
been made available from City of Eugene Public Works, indicating that every public building built
prior to 1998 is out of compliance with current seismic code requirements. While every private
building built prior to 1998 is also likely out of compliance, it is possible that some of those
structures would meet today’s code. Without a detailed inspection for each structure, in most cases
it is not feasible to assess current seismic code compliance.
ORS 457.010(1)(a)(B)
None of the properties in the District were determined to have structures that are unfit for their
intended purpose or unsafe to occupy because of faulty interior arrangement and exterior spacing.
ORS 457.010(1)(a)(C)
None of the properties in the District were determined to have structures that are unfit for their
intended purpose or unsafe to occupy due to overcrowding and a high density of population.
ORS 457.010(1)(a)(D)
None of the properties in the District were determined to have structures that are unfit for their
intended purpose or unsafe to occupy due to inadequate provision for ventilation, light, sanitation,
open spaces and recreation facilities.

Findings ‐ 2

ORS 457.010(1)(a)(E)
Properties identified on the Blight Findings Matrix as meeting (a)(E) were determined to have
structures that are unfit for their intended purpose or unsafe to occupy because of obsolescence,
deterioration, dilapidation, mixed character or shifting of uses.
The properties listed below were identified under (a)(E) due to obsolescence resulting from a
dependency on steam (indicated in the property-specific findings, below). Steam dependency is a
factor because the Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB) has begun plans to decommission their
steam plant, requiring buildings on the steam system to convert to another heating source at their
own expense. Buildings relying on steam therefore demonstrate a condition of obsolescence. This
was the case with the following properties in the District: 5, 11, 20, 23, 24, 26, 27, 45, 46, 47, 48,
49, 50, 51, 61, 62, 65, 66, 75, 78, 79, 80, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 100, 102, 124, 125, 131, 132, 143,
145, 146, 149, 150, 151, and 152.
With respect to building conditions, each building has been given a rating in the property-specific
findings below, based upon the following scale:
“+”

New, near new, or well-maintained older buildings

“±”

Buildings needing rehabilitation (for visible damage or wear, structural cracks, seismic
upgrading, water infiltration, etc.) and improved maintenance (for peeling exteriors,
graffiti, broken windows, torn awnings, etc.);

“–”

Dilapidated buildings which appear to be beyond an ability to be economically
rehabilitated

A number of properties were identified under (a)(E) because they show deterioration or dilapidation.
Properties that have buildings with a “±” or “–” rating exhibit conditions leading them to be
unusable or uninhabitable, and were therefore found to be unfit for their intended purpose or unsafe
to occupy because of obsolescence, deterioration, dilapidation, mixed character or shifting of uses.
The following properties exhibited the characteristics listed above: 1, 2, 6, 11, 14, 20, 23, 26, 27, 45,
48, 50, 51, 60, 61, 63, 64, 65, 66, 69, 70, 71, 78, 80, 83, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 95, 97, 99, 100, 101,
121, 123, 125, 132, 143, 148 and 152. The specific conditions are indicated in the property-specific
findings, below.
ORS 457.010(1)(b)
None of the properties in the District are characterized by the existence of an economic dislocation,
deterioration or disuse of property resulting from faulty planning.
ORS 457.010(1)(c)
Properties identified on the Blight Findings Matrix as meeting (c) were determined to be characterized
by land divisions and sales that have resulted in lots of irregular form and shape and inadequate size or
dimensions for property usefulness and development. This was the case with the following properties in
the District: 70, 71 and 142.
ORS 457.010(1)(d)
None of the properties in the District are characterized by the existence of property or lot layouts in
disregard of contours, drainage or other physical characteristics of the terrain and surrounding
conditions.
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ORS 457.010(1)(e)
None of the properties in the District are characterized by the existence of inadequate streets and other
rights of way, open spaces and utilities.
ORS 457.010(1)(f)
None of the properties in the District are characterized by the existence of property or lots or other areas
that are subject to inundation by water.
ORS 457.010(1)(g)
Properties identified on the Blight Findings Matrix as meeting (g) were determined to be characterized
by a prevalence of depreciated values, impaired investments and social and economic maladjustments to
such an extent that the capacity to pay taxes is reduced and tax receipts are inadequate for the cost of
public services rendered. These properties were determined to evidence depreciated values due to an
analysis of the property’s improvement to land value ratio. Properties with a ratio of less than 4:1 were
considered depreciated. This ratio was utilized based on a comparison of analyses completed by other
communities in the state, including Springfield, Tillamook and Portland. Properties that are not
intended to be developed, such as public open space or public plazas, are indicated as p/p, although any
structures associated with those tax lots may be evaluated separately. Properties that are composed of
multiple ownerships (such as condominium units) were not considered for this analysis; for these cases,
an indication of n/a is shown on the Blight Findings Matrix. For a very limited number of properties,
adequate information was not available from the tax assessor’s office for this analysis; for these cases, i/i
is indicated on the Blight Findings Matrix. The following Map ID # met this criterion: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8,
9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 20, 23, 24, 25, 27, 45, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53, 54, 55, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68,
69, 71, 73, 75, 80, 81, 82, 83, 87, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 100, 108, 109, 112, 115, 116, 117, 118,
123, 124, 125, 127, 128, 129, 132, 133, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 146, 147, 148,
149, and 151. Information was not available for Map # 28, 29 and 70.
ORS 457.010(1)(h)
Properties identified on the Blight Findings Matrix as meeting (h) were determined to be characterized
by a growing or total lack of proper utilization of areas, resulting in a stagnant and unproductive
condition of land potentially useful and valuable for contributing to the public health, safety and welfare.
This determination was based on a review of the building’s vacancy (such as empty storefronts) or site’s
vacancy (such as undeveloped lots or surface parking lots). A property that has a 50% or higher
vacancy was determined to meet criterion (h), indicating that potential utilization of the property is less
than half its current utilization. The following Map ID # met this criterion: 4, 5, 11, 12, 14, 15, 52, 53,
54, 55, 66, 67, 68, 73, 75, 81, 82, 84, 92, 93, 99, 101, 108, 109, 115, 116, 117, 118, 127, 128, 131, 135,
136, 138, 139, 140, 142 and 144.
A comparison of the allowable development to the existing development is a further indication of the
lack of proper utilization of the area and indication of blight per ORS 457.010(1)(h). Nearly all of the
properties in the District are zoned C-3 Major Commercial, with a maximum allowed height of 150 feet.
Properties containing buildings having only a single-story (26 properties), as identified in the
descriptions below, present further evidence of underutilization of the property in the commercial core
of downtown.

Findings ‐ 4

ORS 457.010(1)(i)
None of the properties in the District are characterized by a loss of population and reduction of proper
utilization of the area, resulting in its further deterioration and added costs to the taxpayer for the
creation of new public facilities and services elsewhere.

PROPERTIES IN THE DOWNTOWN URBAN RENEWAL PLAN DISTRICT
The following are property-specific findings substantiating the General Findings, above.

Map ID# 1 and 2—Tax lots 11300 and 11200 of Map 17033114 (Firestone Tire): The building has
cracks in the exterior walls, especially on the north side. The building is single-story use. Improvement
to land ratio: 1.23 and .01; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 3 and 4—Tax lots 12000 and 11700 of Map 17033114 (Pacific Cascade Federal Credit Union
and DocuTrack Imaging): Single-story building. The building takes up approximately 1/3 of tax lot
117000; the remainder is surface parking and drive-thru access. Improvement to land ratio: 1.67 and .59;
Building rating: +

Map ID# 5—Tax lot 12100 of Map 17033114 (Wachovia Securities, Beecher Carlson and Mediation
Services): EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed for the property. Two-thirds of lot is surface
parking. Improvement to land ratio: 1.23 and .01; Building rating: +
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Map ID# 6—Tax lot 12800 of Map 17033114 (Lane Community College Downtown Center): Building
shows some wear and lack of maintenance (peeling exterior, graffiti) LCC has announced plans to build
a new downtown center and to vacate this building. Upper floors have very few windows. Improvement
to land ratio: 8.3; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 7—Tax lot 12900 of Map 17033114 (small commercial businesses including The Tattoo
Parlor, Emerald City Skates, The Pita Pit, and Willamette Street Market). Single-story building. One of
the storefronts is currently vacant. Improvement to land ratio: 1.18; Building rating: +

Map ID# 8 through 10—Tax lots 2000, 2100, 2200 of Map 17033113 (LTD Eugene Bus Station): Also
associated with Map ID #18, 19, 21, and 22. Bus station and related structures are in good condition.
Old police substation in Map ID #10 is currently vacant. Improvement to land ratio: 1.93, 2.88 and 5.05;
Building rating: +

Map ID# 11—Tax lot 5900 of Map 17033113 (McAyeal’s and The Shoe Doctor): Structure evidences
cracks in exterior walls, broken windows in the rear, loose debris, and graffiti. EWEB notes that steam
Findings ‐ 6

conversion is needed. Building is single-story and occupies approximately 50% of the tax lot, with the
remainder used for surface parking. Improvement to land ratio: .88; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 12 and 13—Tax lots 6000 and 6100 of Map 17033113 (Kiva and associated parking lot): One
tax lot is surface parking; the other contains the Kiva grocery store. The structure is single-story and
appears in good condition. Improvement to land ratio: .04 and 1.08; Building rating: +

Map ID# 14 and 15—Tax lot 6200 and 6300 of Map 17033113 (Formerly the Health Spa): Tax lot
6200 contains a vacant commercial structure, covering less than 50% of the tax lot, with the remainder
used for surface parking; tax lot 6300 is vacant and used as a surface parking lot. The predominantly
single-story structure evidences structural cracks; makeshift doors; graffiti; inconsistent surface painting;
stains on the structure due to defective downspouts; and signs of homeless use. Improvement to land
ratio: .18 and .04; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 16—Tax lot 6400 of Map 17033113 (Andreason’s Cremation and Burial Services): The
building appears to be in good condition and is fully-occupied with mixed-use residential and
commercial.Improvement to land ratio: 4.07; Building rating: +
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Map ID# 17—Tax Lot 6500 of Map 17033113 (Eugene Public Library): Library is in good condition
and well maintained. Improvement to land ratio: 27.57; Building rating: +

Map ID# 18, 19, 21, and 22—Tax Lots 2300, 2400, 2500, and 1901 of Map 17033113 (LTD Eugene
Bus Station): associated with Map ID #8, 9, and 10. Bus station and related structures are in good
condition. Improved public plaza; Building rating: +

Map ID# 20—Tax lot 1700, Map 17033113 (Downtown Athletic Club - Newberry Childcare and
offices): Old J.J. Newberry Co. building. Rust stains from tie-rods along the side of the building,
eroding brick work, and peeling paint. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to
land ratio: .3.2; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 23—Tax lot 1900 of Map 17033113 (McDonald Theatre building and associated shops):
Some visible cracks in walls (esp. on west side). EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed.
Improvement to land ratio: 1.15; Building rating: ±
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Map ID# 24—Tax lot 12700, Map 17033114 (Funk and Levis): notes that steam conversion is needed.
Improvement to land ratio: 2.83; Building rating: +

Map ID# 25—Tax lot 12600 of Map 17033114 (Harlequin Beads): Building appears in good condition.
Single-story use. Improvement to land ratio: 2.78; Building rating: +

Map ID# 26—Tax lot 12500 of Map 17033114 (Shaffer Building): Building appears in good condition
overall but window frames deteriorating and paint peeling. EWEB notes that steam conversion is
needed. Third floor appears vacant. Improvement to land ratio: 9.14; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 27—Tax lot 12300 of Map 17033114 (Overpark structure): Also associated with Map ID# 45.
Per City of Eugene Public Works, work required includes sealing exterior faces of walls, installing
replacement deck coating, upgrading the elevator. Structure not compliant with current seismic code
requirements. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Some vacancies evident. Improvement to
land ratio: 2.73; Building rating: ±
Findings ‐ 9

Map ID# 28 and 29—Tax lots 11500 and 11600 of Map 17033114 (Qwest Building): Upper floors
have very limited access to daylight, otherwise building is in good condition. Improvement to land ratio:
No information available; Building rating: +

Map ID# 30—Tax lot 11400 of Map 17033114 (Pearl St. garage): Structure is in good condition and
commercial spaces are fully-occupied. Improvement to land ratio: 6.92; Building rating: +

Map ID# 31 through 43—Tax lots 7401 thru 7413 of Map 17033114 (Private garage/Brushfire
Pottery): Structure appears in good condition; two commercial spaces are vacant. Improvement to land
ratio: information on individual spaces not available; Building rating: +

Map ID# 44—Tax lot 6900 of Map 17033114 (Key Bank building): Building in good condition.
Improvement to land ratio: 15.92; Building rating: +
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Map ID# 45—Tax lot 5800 of Map 17033114 (Overpark garage): Associated with Map ID# 27. Per
City of Eugene Public Works work required to repair and upgrade the structure includes sealing exterior
faces of walls, installing replacement deck coating, upgrading the elevator. Structure is not compliant
with current seismic code requirements. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Former Tiffany’s
Drugs store space is vacant. Improvement to land ratio: 2.35; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 46 and 47—Tax lot 5600 and 5700 of Map 17033114 (DAC): Building appears in good
condition. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 8.92 and 7.12;
Building rating: +

Map ID# 48—Tax lot 5500 of Map 17033114 (Shoe-a-Holic): Building evidences water damage on
exterior, missing bricks, cracks in marble façade, graffiti, exposed external wiring. Recent upgrades
completed to front façade only. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land
ratio: 2.06; Building rating: ±
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Map ID# 49—Tax lot 1600 of Map 17033113 (Harry Ritchie’s Jewelers): Building appears in good
condition. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 3.85; Building
rating: +

Map ID# 50—Tax lot 1800 of Map 17033113 (Actor’s Cabaret of Eugene/Poppi’s Anatolia): Singlestory building with cracking and missing downtown spouts and water damage, paint peeling. EWEB
notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: .97; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 51—Tax lot 2600 of Map 17033113 (Atrium Building): Per City of Eugene Public Works
improvements/maintenance needed on building include repair to skylights and elevator upgrade needed.
Structure is not compliant with current seismic code requirements. EWEB notes that steam conversion is
needed. Improvement to land ratio: 4.52; Building rating: ±
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Map ID# 52 through 55—Tax lots 5100, 5200, 5300, and 6600 of Map 17033113 (10th and Charnelton
Site): Surface parking lot and vacant subsurface lot. Improvement to land ratio: .04, .04, 07 and .00

Map ID# 56 through 59—Tax lots 16200, 16400, 16600, and 16900 of Map 17033113 (Broadway
Place - South): Also associated with Map ID# 103-107. Buildings are good condition. Corner space
along Lincoln is vacant. Improvement to land ratio: Information on individual spaces not available;
Building rating: +

Map ID# 60—Tax lot 6700 of Map 17033113 (Shawmed/Lord Leebrick). Single-story building in need
of rehabilitation (painting, sealing, canopy repair). Poor access to daylight (no windows on west or south
side). One empty storefront. Improvement to land ratio: .70; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 61—Tax lot 4900 of Map 17033113 (Diva, etc.): Single-story building. Roofline repairs
needed, awnings deteriorated or missing. One vacancy on western end. EWEB notes that steam
conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 2.19; Building rating: ±
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Map ID# 62—Tax lot 5000 of Map 17033113 (Bradford’s store): Single-story building in good
condition. West portion of store is vacant (approximately one-third of structure). EWEB notes that steam
conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 1.18; Building rating: +

Map ID# 63—Tax lot 2700 of Map 17033113 (Imagine Hair Salon): Building in need of maintenance
(paint peeling, siding pulling off in places). Improvement to land ratio: 3.6; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 64—Tax lot 2800 of Map 17033113 (Luckey’s): Single-story building. Awnings (glass and
fabric) need cleaning, sealing and repair; window frames peeling and deteriorating. Improvement to land
ratio: 2.09; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 65—Tax lot 2900 of Map 17033113 (Washburne Building): Building has surface cracking and
chipping. Awnings need repairs. One vacancy in building front. EWEB notes that steam conversion is
needed. Improvement to land ratio: 3.63; Building rating: ±
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Map ID# 66—Tax lot 1300 of Map 17033113 (Center Court Building): Building in considerable
disrepair, internally and externally. Needs major renovations to make it fit for occupancy. Building is
currently completely vacant. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio:
1.17; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 67 and 68—Tax lot 1400 of Map 17033113 (subsurface lot- old Woolworth’s Building):
Vacant development site. Improvement to land ratio: 0.0

Map ID# 69 through 71—Tax lots 5400, 5300, 4800 of Map 17033114 (Persian Rugs &
Imports/Farouz Salon): Irregular paint job in back, graffiti present. Map ID # 70 and 71 are inadequately
sized parcels; 70 has no right-of-way access. Improvement to land ratio: 1.98 (#69), 1.25 (#71)
(Inadequate information is available for #70); Building rating: ±

Map ID# 72—Tax lot 4801 of Map 17033114 (Kesey Square): Improved public plaza.
Findings ‐ 15

Map ID# 73—Tax lot 4900 of Map 17033114 (Formerly 20 East): Vacant single-story building,
exterior in good shape. Improvement to land ratio: 3.17; Building rating: +

Map ID# 74—Tax lot 5200 of Map 17033114 (The Broadway Building- Café Maroc, Adams Place,
Pacific University): Building in good condition. Rear commercial space vacant. Improvement to land
ratio: 4.75; Building rating: +

Map ID# 75—Tax lot 6200 of Map 17033114 (Summit Bank, other offices): Building in good
condition. Vacancy along Broadway. Approximately 50% of lot is dedicated to parking. EWEB notes
that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 1.6; Building rating: +

Map ID# 76—Tax lot 6800 of Map 17033114 (Ulum Group): Building in good condition. Improvement
to land ratio: 5.67; Building rating: +

Findings ‐ 16

Map ID# 77—Tax lot 6700 of Map 17033114 (La Follette Gallery): Building in good condition.
Improvement to land ratio: 5.19; Building rating: +

Map ID# 78—Tax lot 6500 of Map 17033114 (Wells Fargo/Oak St. Speakeasy): Concrete shell of
building has considerable staining, stucco peeling from upper levels. EWEB notes that steam conversion
is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 4.83. Building rating: ±

Map ID# 79—Tax lot 6600 of Map 17033114 (Passionflower/Pewter Rabbit/Eugene Professional
Building): Appears in good condition. Recently remodeled. EWEB notes that steam conversion is
needed. Improvement to land ratio: 9.42; Building rating: +

Map ID# 80—Tax lot 7500 of Map 17033114 (Quackenbush Building and Ambrosia): Front of building
in good condition; concrete in rear of structure recently sealed; brick work needs cleaning, repair and
repointing. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed for Ambrosia portion. Improvement to land
ratio: 3.62; Building rating: ±
Findings ‐ 17

Map ID# 81 and 82—Tax lot 7700 and 7600 of Map 17033113 (surface parking): Surface parking lot.
Improvement to land ratio: .04 and .04

Map ID# 83—Tax lot 2800 of Map 17033114 (Café Zenon and other shops): Single-story building.
Some cracks in the west wall, and stucco peeling. Improvement to land ratio: 2.53; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 84—Tax lot 2700 of Map 17033114 (Formerly City of Eugene Public Works): Vacant
building, for sale by City. In good condition, but not compliant with current seismic code requirements
per City of Eugene Public Works. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land
ratio: 10.53; Building rating: +

Map ID# 85—Tax lot 2900 of Map 17033114 (Parkview Place): Building in good condition. Building
occupies approximately 75% of lot, parking area accounts for remainder. EWEB notes that steam
conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 7.75; Building rating: +
Findings ‐ 18

Map ID# 86—Tax lot 3300 of Map 17033114 (Wells Fargo Building) Building occupies approximately
75% of lot, parking area accounts for remainder. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed.
Improvement to land ratio: 11.94; Building rating: +

Map ID# 87—Tax lot 3900 of Map 17033114 (Oveissi/Rowell Brokaw Architects): Building in good
condition. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 3.4; Building
rating: +

Map ID# 88—Tax lot 4000 of Map 17033114 (Fenario Gallery): Back side of building has
cracking/eroding bricks. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 5.24;
Building rating: ±

Findings ‐ 19

Map ID# 89—Tax lot 4400 of Map 17033114 (LCOG building): Some ground floor vacancies.
Brickwork in rear needs cleaning, repair and repointing. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed.
Improvement to land ratio: 10.2; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 90 and 91—Tax lot 900 and 1000 of Map 17033113 (Scan Design): Exterior siding pulling
from frame on the front of the building. Improvement to land ratio: 4.66 and 3.47; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 92—Tax lot 1100 of Map 17033113 (Taco Time Building): Cracking, staining from
downspouts, torn awning. Vacancy on corner of Broadway and Willamette. Graffiti on back of building.
Improvement to land ratio: 1.33; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 93—Tax lot 3400 of Map 17033113 (vacant former gallery): Appears vacant. Single-story
building with oxidizing roof, peeling exterior wall paint and substantial graffiti. Improvement to land
ratio: 1.75; Building rating: ±

Findings ‐ 20

Map ID# 94—Tax lot 3300 of Map 17033113 (Lazar’s Bazaar): Recent cosmetic upgrades. Single-story
building appears in good condition. Improvement to land ratio: 3.66; Building rating: +

Map ID# 95—Tax lot 3200 of Map 17033113 (John Henry’s): Single-story building with peeling paint,
graffiti on back. Improvement to land ratio: 1.93; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 96—Tax lot 3100 of Map 17033113 (formerly Lazar’s Bazaar): Single-story building in good
condition. Improvement to land ratio: 2.71; Building rating: +

Map ID# 97—Tax lot 3000 of Map 17033113 (Horsehead Bar): Single-story building. Roof repair and
maintenance needed; brick work needs repair. Vacancy along Olive St. Improvement to land ratio: 0.59;
Building rating: ±

Findings ‐ 21

Map ID# 98—Tax lot 4600 of Map 17033113 (Duvall Building-Law Offices): Recently remodeled and
in good condition. Improvement to land ratio: 3.45; Building rating: +

Map ID# 99—Tax lot 4700 of Map 17033113 (860 Olive St.): Vacant ground floor. Wood siding needs
repair, paint peeling in places. Improvement to land ratio: 8.43; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 100—Tax lot 4800 of Map 17033113 (Jameson’s/Glamour Girls & Guys): Paint peeling,
marquee cracked, window boarded, water staining. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed.
Improvement to land ratio: 2.10; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 101—Tax lot 4500 of Map 17033113 (former Symantec building): Vacant. Deteriorated
awning/broken windows, entries boarded up. Improvement to land ratio: 4.97; Building rating: ±

Findings ‐ 22

Map ID# 102—Tax lot 6800 of Map 17033113 (Enterprise Call-Center/ISTE): Building in good
condition, recently remodeled. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio:
5.45; Building rating: +

Map ID# 103 through 107—Tax lots 16100, 16300, 16500, 16700, 16800 of Map 17033113
(Broadway Place- North): Also associated with Map ID# 56-59. Buildings in good condition. One
commercial space is vacant. Improvement to land ratio: Information not available; Building rating: +

Map ID# 108—Tax lot 6900 of Map 17033113 (vacant- surface parking): Large surface parking lot
(private) occupying a full quarter-block. Improvement to land ratio: .06

Map ID# 109—Tax lot 4200 of Map 17033113 (vacant- surface parking): Surface parking lot associated
with Rogue Brewery and Starlight Lounge. Improvement to land ratio: .15
Findings ‐ 23

Map ID# 110—Tax lot 4100 of Map 17033113 (SCS Building- Law Offices): Building appears in good
condition. Improvement to land ratio: 7.20; Building rating: +

Map ID# 111—Tax lot 4000 of Map 17033113 (KLCC): Building is in good condition. Improvement to
land ratio: 4.54; Building rating: +

Map ID# 112—Tax lot 3900 of Map 17033113 (Shoe Repair business/Full House Poker/Former Police
Auditor): Single-story building in good shape. Vacancy on corner of Olive and 8th. Improvement to land
ratio: 2.57; Building rating: +

Map ID# 113—Tax lot 4300 of Map 17033113 (Starlight Lounge): Single-story building in good
condition. Improvement to land ratio: 4.10; Building rating: +

Findings ‐ 24

Map ID# 114—Tax lot 4400 of Map 17033113 (Eugene City Brewery): Single-story building in good
condition. Improvement to land ratio: 4.30; Building rating: +

Map ID# 115 through 118—Tax lot 3800, 3700, 3600, and 3500 of Map 17033113 (surface parking
lot): Large parking lot occupying a full quarter-block. Improvement to land ratio: .08 for each tax lot

Map ID# 119—Tax lot 700 of Map 17033113 (US Bank Center): Building in good condition.
Improvement to land ratio: Building rating: +

Map ID# 120—Tax lot 4600 of Map 17033114 (Cascade Title Co.): Building in good condition.
Improvement to land ratio: 12.46; Building rating: +
Findings ‐ 25

Map ID# 121—Tax lot 4700 of Map 17033114 (Park Blocks- South): Structures evidence cracking and
paint peeling from canopy covering. Improved public plaza. Building rating: ±

Map ID# 122—Tax lot 9400 of Map 17033111 (Tiffany Building): In good condition. Improvement to
land ratio: 8.64; Building rating: +

Map ID# 123—Tax lot 9300 of Map 17033111 (US Tae Kwon Do College): Some deterioration of
building (broken windows, cracks in structure on back side). Improvement to land ratio: 2.05 (Building
rating: ±)

Map ID# 124—Tax lot 9200 of Map 17033111 (Smeed Hotel Building): Appears in good condition.
Fully-occupied. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 3.10; Building
rating: +
Findings ‐ 26

Map ID# 125—Tax lot 16801 of Map 17033112 (Parcade): Also associated with Map ID# 143. Per
City of Eugene Public Works, walls and parapet need sealing, deck coatings need replacement, cracks
need to be sealed and seal along slab joints above ramps need to be resealed; not compliant with current
seismic code requirements. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio:
1.89; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 126—Tax lot 16100 of Map 17033112 (MJ Plaza/Mac Store): Building in good condition.
Improvement to land ratio: 4.81; Building rating: +

Map ID# 127 and 128—Tax lot 15900 and 16000 of Map 17033112 (vacant- surface parking): Large
surface parking lot (private) associated with MJ Plaza and occupying 1/8th of a block. Improvement to
land ratio: .06 and .06

Findings ‐ 27

Map ID# 129—Tax lot 15800 of Map 17033112 (M. Jacobs Furniture): Also associated with Map IDs
#141, 142 and 144. Building in good condition. Improvement to land ratio: 1.61; Building rating: +

Map ID# 130—Tax lot 15500 of Map 17033112 (Lane County Visitors Center): Building in good
condition. Appears partially vacant. Improvement to land ratio: 5.25; Building rating: +

Map ID# 131—Tax lot 15300 of Map 17033112 (Eugene Symphony/Logic Tools): Building is in good
condition. Upper floors appear vacant. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to
land ratio: 4.53; Building rating: +

Map ID# 132—Tax lot 15400 of Map 17033112 (Brennar’s): Awning needs repair, paint peeling,
exposed wood at top. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 2.10;
Building rating: ±

Findings ‐ 28

Map ID# 133—Tax lot 14900 of Map 17033112 (Studio B/Brennar’s Green Living): Building appears
in good condition. Improvement to land ratio: 2.73; Building rating: +

Map ID# 134—Tax lot 14800 of 17033112 (Cozmic Pizza/The Strand): Single-story building appears
in good condition. Fully-occupied. Improvement to land ratio: 4.23; Building rating: +

Map ID# 135 and 136—Tax lots 14700 and 14600 of Map 17033112 (surface parking): Large surface
parking lot (private) occupying 1/8th of a block. Improvement to land ratio: .02 and .02

Map ID# 137—Tax lot 15100 of Map 17033112 (Goodyear Tire): Single-story building in good
condition. Improvement to land ratio: .71; Building rating: +

Findings ‐ 29

Map ID# 138—Tax lot 15200 of Map 17033112 (vacant- access drive and surface parking): Parking
appears associated with Goodyear Tire store. Improvement to land ratio: .09

Map ID# 139 and 140—Tax lots 15201 and 15202 of Map 17033112 (mostly vacant- surface
parking/Dutch Bros.): Large surface parking lot occupying nearly a full quarter-block. Map ID# 139 has
drive-thru coffee shop located on a portion of it. Improvement to land ratio: .14 and .09; Building rating:
+

Map ID# 141 and 142—Tax lots 15600 and 15602 of Map 17033112 (M. Jacobs Furniture): Also
associated with Map ID# 129 and 144. Building in good condition and fully-occupied. Tax lot 15602 is
substandard and located at the rear of the building. Improvement to land ratio: 1.46 and .06; Building
rating: +

Map ID# 143—Tax lot 16800 of Map 17033112 (Parcade): Also associated with Map ID# 125. Per
Findings ‐ 30

City of Eugene Public Works, walls and parapet need sealing, deck coatings need replacement, cracks
need to be sealed and seal along slab joints above ramps need to be resealed; not compliant with current
seismic code requirements. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio;
0.0; Building rating: ±

Map ID# 144—Tax lot 15601 of Map 17033112 (surface parking): Also associated with Map ID# 129,
141, and 142. Surface parking lot associated with M. Jacobs occupies 1/8th of a block. Improvement to
land ratio: .06

Map ID# 145—Tax lot 9001 of Map 17033111 (Baden & Co.): Building in good condition. EWEB
notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 6.48; Building rating: +

Map ID# 146—Tax lot 9000 of Map 17033111 (Barber Shop/Attorney offices): Single-story building in
good condition. EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Improvement to land ratio: 3.50; Building
rating: +

Findings ‐ 31

Map ID# 147—Tax lot 8800 of Map 17033111 (Rock n Rodeo): Single-story building. Surface parking
occupies approximately 33% of lot. Improvement to land ratio: 1.18; Building rating: +

Map ID# 148—Tax lot 9500 of Map 17033111 (Butterfly Parking structure): Slightly above-grade
parking structure. Visible concrete deterioration, chipping and staining. Improvement to land ratio: .08;
Building rating: ±

Map ID# 149 and 151—Tax lots 7600 and 7700 of Map 17033111 (Eugene Conference Center):
EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Not compliant with current seismic code requirements per
City of Eugene Public Works. Improvement to land ratio: 2.38 and 2.12; Building rating: +

Map ID# 150—Tax lot 7601 of Map 17033111 (Eugene Hilton): Building appears in good condition.
EWEB notes that steam conversion is needed. Not compliant with current seismic code requirements per
Findings ‐ 32

City of Eugene Public Works. Improvement to land ratio: 14.37; Building rating: +

Map ID# 152—Tax lot 6400 of Map 17033112 (Hult Center and associated parking garage): Hult
Center in good condition, elevator upgrade required for parking garage, not compliant with current
seismic code requirements per City of Eugene Public Works. EWEB notes that steam conversion is
needed. Improvement to land ratio: 14.54; Building rating: ±

Findings ‐ 33
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Determination ofBlight

Location notes

(i) A loss of population and reduction of proper
utilization of the area, resulting in its further
deterioration and added costs to the taxpayer for the
creation of new public facilities and services
elsewhere.”

(h) A growing or total lack of proper utilization of
areas, resulting in a stagnant and unproductive
condition of land potentially useful and valuable for
contributing to the public health, safety and welfare;
or

(g) A prevalence of depreciated values, impaired
investments and social and economic maladjustments
to such an extent that the capacity to pay taxes is
reduced and tax receipts are inadequate for the cost of
public services rendered;

(f) The existence of property or lots or other areas that
are subject to inundation by water;

(e) The existence of inadequate streets and other
rights of way, open spaces and utilities;

(d) The laying out of property or lots in disregard of
contours, drainage and other physical characteristics of
the terrain and surrounding conditions;

(c) The division or subdivision and sale of property or
lots of irregular form and shape and inadequate size or
dimensions for property usefulness and development;

(b) An economic dislocation, deterioration or disuse of
property resulting from faulty planning;

(A) Defective design and quality of physical construction;
(B) Faulty interior arrangement and exterior spacing;
(C) Overcrowding and a high density of population;
(D) Inadequate provision for ventilation, light, sanitation, open
spaces and recreation facilities; or
(E) Obsolescence, deterioration, dilapidation, mixed character or
shifting of uses;

(a) The existence of buildings and structures, used or
intended to be used for living, commercial, industrial
or other purposes, or any combination of those uses,
that are unfit or unsafe to occupy for those purposes
because of any one or a combination of the following
conditions:

Taxlot

Map Identification number

Blight Findings Matrix: Attachment 2 to ORDINANCE EXHIBIT C (5/21/10)
ORS 457.010(1) Criteria:

Downtown Urban Renewal Plan District Tax Lots

1
1703311411300
X
1.23
Firestone Tire
Y

2
1703311411200
X
0.01
Firestone Tire
Y

3
1703311412000
1.67
Pacific Cascade
Y

4
1703311411700
0.59
X
Pacific Cascade
Y

5
1703311412100
X
1.60
X
Wachovia
Securities
Y

6
1703311412800
X
8.30
LCC
Y

7
1703311412900
1.18
tattoo parlor
Y

8
1703311302000
1.93
LTD ‐ Bean Buzz
Y

9

1703311302100

2.88

LTD

Y

10

1703311302200

5.05

LTD

N

11

1703311305900

12

0.88

X

Cleaners/Shoe
Repair

Y

1703311306000

0.04

X

Kiva Pkg Lot

Y

13

1703311306100

1.08

Kiva

Y

14

1703311306200

15

X

X

0.18

X

vacant

Y

1703311306300

0.04

X

Parking

Y

16

1703311306400

4.07

Ada Lee

N

17

1703311306500

27.57

Library

N

18

1703311302300

p/p

LTD

N

19

1703311302400

p/p

LTD

N

20

1703311301700

3.20

DAC

Y

21

1703311302500

p/p

LTD

N

22

1703311301901

p/p

LTD

N

23

1703311301900

X

1.15

McDonald

Y

24

1703311412700

X

2.83

Funk & Levis

Y

25

1703311412600

2.78

Harlequin Beads

Y

26

1703311412500

9.14

LCOG SDS

Y

X

X

27

1703311412300

28

1703311411600

29

X

2.73

Overpark

Y

i/i

QWEST

N

1703311411500

i/i

QWEST

N

30

1703311411400

6.92

Pearl St Garage

N

31

1703311407404

n/a

Parking Garage

N

32

1703311407406

n/a

Parking Garage

N

33

1703311407405

n/a

Parking Garage

N

34

1703311407402

n/a

Parking Garage

N

35

1703311407407

n/a

Parking Garage

N

36

1703311407403

n/a

Parking Garage

N

37

1703311407410

n/a

Parking Garage

N

38

1703311407413

n/a

Parking Garage

N

39

1703311407401

n/a

Parking Garage

N

40

1703311407408

n/a

Parking Garage

N

41

1703311407409

n/a

Parking Garage

N

42

1703311407411

n/a

Parking Garage

N

43

1703311407412

n/a

Parking Garage

N

44

1703311406900

15.92

Key Bank

N

45

1703311405800

X

2.35

Overpark

Y

46

1703311405700

X

8.92

DAC

Y

47

1703311405600

X

7.12

DAC

Y

48

1703311405500

X

2.06

Shoe‐a‐holic

Y

49

1703311301600

X

3.85

Harry Ritchie

Y

50

1703311301800

X

0.97

Poppi's/ ACE

Y

51

1703311302600

X

4.52

Atrium

Y

52

1703311305100

0.04

X

Parking

Y

53

1703311305200

0.04

X

Parking

Y

54

1703311305300

0.07

X

Parking

Y

55

1703311306600

0.00

X

Subsurface lot

Y

56

1703311316400

n/a

B'way Place

N

57

1703311316200

n/a

B'way Place

N

58

1703311316600

n/a

B'way Place

N

59

1703311316900

n/a

B'way Place

N

60

1703311306700

X

0.70

Shawmed

Y

61

1703311304900

X

2.19

DIVA

Y

62

1703311305000

X

1.18

Bradfords

Y

63

1703311302700

X

3.6

Imagine Salon

Y

64

1703311302800

X

2.09

Luckey's

Y

65

1703311302900

X

3.63

Washburne

Y

66

1703311301300

X

1.17

X

Centre Court

Y

67

1703311301400

0.00

X

Subsurface lot

Y

68

1703311301500

0.00

X

Subsurface lot

Y

69

1703311405400

X

70

1703311405300

X

X

i/i

71

1703311404800

X

X

1.25

72

1703311404801

p/p

73

1703311404900

3.17

74

1703311405200

4.75

75

1703311406200

76

1703311406800

77

1703311406700

78

1703311406500

79
80

Persian Rugs &
Imports
Persian Rugs &
Imports
Persian Rugs &
Imports

1.98

Y
Y
Y

Kesey Sq

N

VAC (Old 20 east)

Y

Adams Place

N

office

Y

5.67

Ulum Group

N

5.19

La Follette

N

X

4.83

Wells Fargo

Y

1703311406600

X

9.42

Passionflower

Y

1703311407500

X

3.62

Quackenbush

Y

X

1.60

X

X

81

1703311407700

0.04

X

Ambrosia Pkg

Y

82

1703311407600

0.04

X

Ambrosia Pkg

Y

83

1703311402800

X

2.53

Zenon

Y

84

1703311402700

X

10.53

COE Public
Works

Y

85

1703311402900

X

7.75

Parkview Place

Y

86

1703311403300

X

11.94

Wells Fargo

Y

87

1703311403900

X

3.40

Ovessi Rugs

Y

88

1703311404000

X

5.24

Fenario

Y

89

1703311404400

X

10.2

LCOG

Y

90

1703311300900

X

4.66

Scan Design

Y

91

1703311301000

X

3.47

Scan Design

Y

92

1703311301100

X

1.33

X

Taco Time Bldg

Y

93

1703311303400

X

1.75

X

vacant

Y

94

1703311303300

3.66

Lazar's Bazar

Y

95

1703311303200

1.93

John Henry's

Y

96

1703311303100

2.71

Lazars

Y

97

1703311303000

0.59

Horsehead

Y

98

1703311304600

3.45

Law Offices

Y

X

X

X

99

1703311304700

X

8.43

X

100

1703311304800

X

2.10

101

1703311304500

X

4.97

102

1703311306800

X

5.45

ISTE

Y

103

1703311316100

n/a

B'way Place

N

104

1703311316300

n/a

B'way Place

N

105

1703311316500

n/a

B'way Place

N

106

1703311316700

n/a

B'way Place

N

107

1703311316800

n/a

B'way Place

N

108

1703311306900

0.06

X

Parking

Y

109

1703311304200

0.15

X

Parking

Y

110

1703311304100

7.20

Law Offices

N

111

1703311304000

4.54

KLCC

N

112

1703311303900

2.57

Full House Poker

Y

113

1703311304300

4.10

Starlight Lounge

N

114

1703311304400

4.30

Eugene City
Brewery

N

115

1703311303800

0.08

X

Parking

Y

116

1703311303700

0.08

X

Parking

Y

X

Vacant
Glamour Girls &
Guys
Former
Symantec

Y
Y
Y

117

1703311303600

0.08

X

Parking

Y

118

1703311303500

0.08

X

Parking

Y

119

1703311300700

12.46

US Bank Center

N

120

1703311404600

4.48

Cascade Title Co

N

121

1703311404700

p/p

Parks Blocks

Y

122

1703311109400

8.64

Tiffany Building

N

123

1703311109300

X

2.05

Tae Kwon Do

Y

124

1703311109200

X

3.10

Smeed Hotel
Bldg

Y

125

1703311216801

X

1.89

Parcade

Y

126

1703311216100

4.81

MAC Store

N

127

1703311215900

0.06

X

Parking

Y

128

1703311216000

0.06

X

Parking

Y

129

1703311215800

1.61

M Jacobs

Y

130

1703311215500

5.25

131

1703311215300

X

4.53

132

1703311215400

X

2.10

Brenners

Y

133

1703311214900

2.73

Studio B &
Brenners

Y

134

1703311214800

4.23

The Strand

N

X

X

Lane County
visitors info
Eugene
Symphony

N
Y

135

1703311214700

0.02

X

Parking

Y

136

1703311214600

0.02

X

Parking

Y

137

1703311215100

0.71

Goodyear

Y

138

1703311215200

0.09

X

Parking

Y

139

1703311215201

0.14

X

Dutch Bros &
Parking

Y

140

1703311215202

0.09

X

Parking

Y

141

1703311215600

1.46

M Jacobs

Y

142

1703311215602

parking

Y

143

1703311216800

Parcade

Y

144

1703311215601

M Jacobs pkg

Y

145

1703311109001

X

6.48

Baden & Co

Y

146

1703311109000

X

3.50

Attorneys

Y

147

1703311108800

1.18

Rock‐n‐Rodeo

Y

148

1703311109500

X

0.08

Butterfly pkg

Y

149

1703311107600

X

2.38

COE

Y

150

1703311107601

X

14.37

Eugene Hilton

Y

151

1703311107700

X

2.12

COE

Y

152

1703311206400

X

14.54

Hult Center &
garage

Y

X
X

0.06

X

0.00
0.06

X

Total lots with Blight

105

Percentage of lots

69%

i/i: Inadequate information available from the tax assessor's office for the purposes of this analysis
n/a: information not available (typically due to tax lots with multiple owners for a single property)
p/p: Public plaza or LTD station (considered non‐blighted)

Attachment B
Summary of Council Discussions/Actions and Public Involvement
on Economic Development & Downtown
City Council’s discussion of downtown revitalization is part of a larger conversation on local economic
development actions. Part I provides a summary of discussions and decisions related to downtown
from the past year. Part II is a summary of public involvement on downtown revitalization and the
proposed downtown urban renewal plan amendments.
PART I
May 10, 2010: Council reviewed comments on the proposed ordinance to amend the Central Eugene
Project (Downtown) Urban Renewal Plan received from the public, Planning Commission, and
overlapping taxing districts. Council moved to direct the City Manager to bring back on May 24: (a)
the proposed ordinance, plan and report for final approval; and (b) a proposal for how members
would be chosen for the oversight committee called for by the UR Plan (passed 5:2 Brown, Taylor
opposed, Ortiz not present for vote but indicated approval prior to departure).
April 19, 2010: Council held a public hearing on the proposed ordinance. Thirty‐one individuals
spoke, including representatives from Eugene Redevelopment Advisory Committee, Lane Community
College, Lord Leebrick Theatre Company, Eugene Public Library Foundation, Eugene Association of
Realtors, League of Women Voters, PeaceHealth, Downtown Neighborhood Association, Eugene Area
Chamber of Commerce, and Downtown Eugene Inc. In response to a request, council extended the
comment period by 14 days to May 3 at 5pm (passed 7:0 Solomon absent).
March 8, 2010: Council reviewed four funding options for the downtown revitalization projects.
Council moved to forward to the Planning Commission and overlapping taxing districts the proposed
amendments to the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan, consistent with the draft plan and report
included in Attachments K and L (passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor opposed). Council also requested the City
Manager to complete the analysis on the financial impact on 4J and, should there be a financial
impact, to come back with ways to keep 4J whole, either through the exchange of services or through
financial help (passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor opposed).
February 22, 2010: Council resumed discussion of the remaining motions that were already on the
table from the February 10 work session and voted as follows:
1.d. Present to the Urban Renewal Agency Board for its review a proposed amendment to the
downtown urban renewal plan that would 1) restrict the use of tax increment funds and
increase the spending limit to pay for (i) the Broadway Place Garages’ debt, thereby freeing up
funds for additional police officers for downtown public safety and property crime reduction,
and (ii) not more than three other projects if their inclusion is approved by later motions, and 2)
terminate the downtown urban renewal district as soon as the projects are paid for or sufficient
funds are collected to fund those projects. In addition, present to the council, at the same time
that the City Manager brings forward a draft amendment to the urban renewal plan, an analysis
of both a local option levy and a general obligation bond, instead of tax increment financing, to
fund the specified projects. (Passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor opposed)

1.e. Bring back to council this spring a proposed ordinance requiring vacant properties to pay
Downtown Service District fees; and (Passed 7:1 Clark opposed)
1.f. Work with Downtown Eugene, Inc. and the Chamber of Commerce on partnerships and other
funding strategies with a goal of achieving $350,000 in revenue. (Passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor
opposed)
1g: Direct the City Manager to limit new annual expenditures for the downtown safety initiative
to $2.2 million. (Passed 7:1 Clark opposed)
2.

Include for the proposed downtown Lane Community College development at 10th and
Charnelton $8 million as part of a proposed urban renewal plan amendment, local option levy,
and general obligation bond, a portion of which can facilitate a public plaza or open space area
at that site and potentially a downtown public safety substation. (Passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor
opposed)

3.

Include as part of a proposed urban plan amendment, local option levy, and general obligation
bond, an additional $500,000 for improvements to the Parks Blocks to enhance that area for the
Farmers’ Market. (Passed 5:3 Brown, Solomon, Taylor opposed)

4.

If the VA pursues PeaceHealth’s Willamette Street site for a new VA Clinic, include the VA Clinic
as part of a proposed urban renewal plan amendment, local option levy, and general obligation
bond. (Passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor opposed)

5.

Pursue additional grant opportunities for steam conversion and electric vehicle charging
stations. (Passed 8:0)

6.

To look for all other possible sources of funding for the LCC project, aside from a GO bond or
levy and excluding the use of Facility Reserves, and including the Urban Renewal funds we
currently have. (Passed 7:1 Brown opposed)

February 10, 2010: Council reviewed the City Manager’s recommendation for downtown projects
and funding options. Council adopted three motions prior to postponing the remainder of the
discussion to February 22.
1. a. Use $100,000 of one‐time existing urban renewal dollars to purchase and install additional
lighting downtown and $100,000 of one‐time dollars (½ from telecomm and ½ from existing
urban renewal) to purchase automated behavior crime reporting software and cameras, but
only after the Council approves the Manager’s plan for number, location, use and on‐going costs
of the cameras, after considering the cameras expected effectiveness in deterring crime.
(passed 8:0)
1. b. Pursue use of Springfield jail beds to include the exchange for Springfield’s use of Eugene Fire’s
Training Center. (Passed 5:3 Brown, Taylor, Zelenka opposed)
1. c. Include in the Manager’s proposed FY11 budget $500,000 of the City’s HSC contribution for
partial funding of the downtown safety initiative, including additional services like Cahoots.
(passed 8:0)
Moved to postpone (Passed 6:2 Brown, Taylor opposed)

January 11, 2010: Council reviewed funding options and discussed connections between options and
seven specific projects.
December 14, 2009: Council reviewed eight specific projects to implement the four strategies for
downtown revitalization.
October 21, 2009: Council approved continuing downtown discussions according to a set
revitalization process and requested staff to return with specific projects and potential tools to
implement four strategies for downtown revitalization.
September 14, 2009: On September 14, council reviewed initial results of a downtown revitalization
survey conducted by Strategy Research Institute. Similar to the survey conducted the prior year for
the road bond, the downtown survey was conducted to provide specific information on the level of
community support for particular policies and actions under consideration. The full set of survey
questions, response percentages, and a sample cross tabulation by council ward were attached to a
memo for council dated October 1.
August 10, 2009: At a workshop, council discussed and categorized desired downtown outcomes
after reviewing a summary of the current downtown‐related policies, plans, and prior public
involvement efforts. Following the workshop, staff compiled councilors’ outcomes into collective
statements using the model from the City Council Consensus Workshop Report February 6‐7,
2009 prepared by Consensus Associates.
July 8, 2009: Council held a follow‐up work session on methods to reinforce existing programs and
businesses downtown and to create a series of stimulus actions to strengthen the City’s role in
community economic development. No formal action was taken; however, council did express
interest in talking about desired downtown outcomes prior to resuming discussion on the various
tools available for achieving those outcomes.
April 13 & May 27, 2009: Council completed an initial review of possible local stimulus actions on
April 13. On May 27, council approved actions on three economic development related items: 1) sale
of surplus City real estate for identified development projects, 2) initiation of amendments to extend
the expiration period for approved land use applications, and 3) consideration of an amendment to
the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan. [On November 9, council approved extending the life of
approved land use applications to help projects that may have stalled during difficult economic
conditions. The ordinance provides a one‐time, automatic three‐year extension for certain land use
applications that have already gone through a public process and been approved by the City. Council
received a memo on strategies for the sale of surplus property dated December 3.]
January 2009: Council unanimously approved a City of Eugene Mayor and City Council Economic
Development Statement.

PART II – Summary of Public Involvement on Downtown Revitalization & Proposed Downtown
Urban Renewal Plan Amendments
April 2010: As of April 29, www.vibranteugene.org had 1,247 visitors.
April 8, 2010: The Eugene Redevelopment Advisory Committee (ERAC) reviewed the proposed
amendments and voted in support of the proposed plan amendments. ERAC also indicated that,
given the proposed conclusion of the Downtown District, council should begin a process to identify
alternative program(s) and tools to support long‐term, desirable downtown improvements such as
new housing.
March 29, 2010: Planning Commission discussed the proposed amendments and adopted a motion
recommending council approval of the amendments based on the Planning Commission’s review of
the proposed new boundary and the four new projects contemplated in the Plan with respect to their
consistency with the City’s land use policies. The motion does not include consideration of the
financial aspects of the plan. (Passed 5:1 Warness opposed).
January 2010: Staff held two open house events to share information and gather feedback on the
potential projects (January 6 and 7) and gathered additional feedback through an online survey. The
LCC project received the most support. The downtown parking improvements project received the
least amount of support.
On January 28, ERAC considered the projects and supported a priority ranking of LCC, Business
Assistance & Housing, VA Clinic, and Safety, as the top four projects. Staff also presented the projects
to the Sustainability Commission on January 20 and attended the January 21 Downtown
Neighborhood Association meeting to provide an update on council’s progress.
November 2009: Vibrant Eugene website and surveys were promoted at First Friday Artwalk with an
incentive of Hult Center ticket drawing for survey respondents. The local KVAL news station held a
televised town hall on downtown revitalization and safety.
December 2010: ERAC met to review proposed downtown projects. The Vibrant Eugene website
added an online community discussion board (http://vibranteugene.activeboard.com/index.spark).
October 2009: Vibrant Eugene website (www.vibranteugene.org) was launched providing
information on downtown revitalization efforts and opportunities, an on‐line survey to collect public
input and a Downtown Eugene twitter (http://twitter.com/DowntownEugene).
ERAC reviewed the downtown revitalization survey results and the proposed downtown strategies of
jobs and redevelopment, safety, parking, and arts and amenities. The Planning Commission reviewed
the downtown revitalization public involvement plan and survey results.
September 2009: A random sample telephone survey on downtown revitalization was conducted in
late August and early September. Results from the survey mirrored the council’s desire to focus on
specific projects as part of a downtown revitalization plan. Survey results indicated that 86% of
respondents support the expansion of LCC’s downtown campus, 85% support a Veteran’s Medical
clinic, and 70% of respondents support matching grants to improve local businesses. After hearing a

specific list of potential downtown revitalization projects, 70% of respondents supported this form of
economic development, and 53% reported supporting subsidies for economic development
downtown. Other priorities for downtown revitalization mentioned in the survey included
adequate/free parking, greater police presence, and easing regulations/providing incentives for
locating businesses downtown.
August 24, 2009: The Planning Commission received an update on downtown revitalization and
reviewed a summary of downtown related plans.
July 2009: City Manager presented at a Downtown Neighborhood Association meeting.
Previous Years: The City has done public outreach on the potential redevelopment of downtown
including creating the Downtown Vision, Downtown Plan, and the West Broadway Advisory
Committee Recommendations.

Attachment C
School District 4j Financial Analysis

On March 8, the URA Board requested the City Manager complete an analysis of the financial
impact on School District 4j from the Downtown District continuing to collect property tax
revenue and, should there be a financial impact, to come back with ways to keep 4j whole, either
through the exchange of services or through financial help. The analysis was conducted by City
finance staff and the Lane County Assessor, and was reviewed and confirmed by 4j School
District finance staff.
The analysis concludes that 4j is better off financially if the Downtown District continues to
collect tax increment funds than it would be if tax increment financing were terminated. The net
benefit to 4j is about $117,000 annually from having the Downtown District in place.
Alternatively, 4j would lose about $117,000 annually and gain a one-time payment of $30,000, if
the Downtown Urban Renewal District were terminated. An explanation of the three impacts to
4j from Downtown Urban Renewal District tax increment collections are:
1. On-going Operating Funds = on-going gain of <$20,000 if the Downtown District were
terminated: The State determines operating budgets for each school district based on the
number of pupils. If the money is not available from local property taxes, the State will
make up the difference. In FY10, the Downtown District diverted $550,000 of local property
taxes that would have gone to 4j. The State made up the difference. If the Downtown
District had not diverted those funds, the State would have had the additional $550,000 to
allocate as it chose. Had the State chosen to keep the money in education, $20,000 would
have returned to 4j to be used for educational purposes based on the applicable statewide
school funding formula. The rest would have gone to other school districts around the state.
2. Collection Capability of the Local Option Levy = on-going loss of $137,000 if the
Downtown District were terminated: The County Assessor analyzed what would happen if
the Downtown District stopped collecting property tax revenue. The County Assessor’s
estimate is that 4j would lose about $137,000 of local option levy proceeds annually if the
Downtown District were to no longer collect tax increment funds. Local option levy
proceeds are extra dollars that 4j can put towards educational purposes that are not offset
under the state funding formula. The loss occurs because taxes that are currently counted
under the “general government” category for Measure 5 tax rate limitations (i.e., the “school
property tax dollars” that now go to urban renewal) would move into the “schools” category.
When that happens, the schools category of taxes must be reduced for a number of individual
properties within the City because schools are already collecting as much as they can under
Measure 5 limits for those properties. State law says that local option levy proceeds are the
first to be reduced in the event of compression.
3. Availability of One-Time Funds = one-time gain of $30,000: If the Downtown District were
to stop collecting tax increment, there would also be a return of any excess tax increment
funds collected by the Downtown District to the overlapping taxing districts. The estimated
gross amount to be returned to 4j would be about $1 million. Staff have confirmed with the

State that this would not represent additional money to be spent on education in 4j; rather, it
would go through the state school funding formula, and 4j would receive about 3% of the
total (or about $30,000) on a one-time basis. The rest would be split among school districts
across the state.
Legislation passed in 2009 places new limits on how much a municipality can increase
maximum indebtedness. That same legislation, however, also provides that those limitations “do
not apply to the extent the municipality approving a plan obtains the written concurrence of
taxing districts imposing at least 75 percent of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent
rate limits in the urban renewal area.” On May 19, 2010, the School Board for District 4J
adopted a motion, for purposes of that statute, concurring with the increase in maximum
indebtedness. Therefore, the new legislative limitations are not applicable to the proposed
maximum indebtedness increase.

Attachment D
Oversight Committee Proposal

The concept for the Expenditure Review Panel (ERP) for the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan is
part of Section 600 of the proposed Downtown Urban Renewal Plan, which calls for the City
Manager acting as the Agency Director to:
“convene not less than once each year a committee of such persons to prepare a report to the
Director on a) the activities of the Agency for the previous fiscal year, and b) whether the
Agency’s expenditure of tax increment dollars was limited to the projects authorized by the
Plan and the associated administrative costs authorized by the Plan. The Director shall
forward that report to the Agency Board upon its receipt.”
Fulfilling Plan requirement includes establishing a panel charter and member expectations
consistent with the Plan language, identifying panel membership guidelines, developing and
implementing a process to recruit and select members, providing staff support so the panel can
fulfill its charter, and assisting the panel in distributing its reports in a timely fashion. The City
Manager’s proposal for the form, function, and committee member selection process is described
below.
ERP Charter
• Prepare a report on the Agency’s use of Downtown Urban Renewal Plan funds and on
whether the expenditure of tax increment dollars was limited to the projects and the
associated administrative costs authorized by the Plan.
Expectations of ERP Members
• Have or develop a basic understanding of the projects, expenditures, terms, and requirements
authorized in the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan
• Prepare annual reports documenting the Urban Renewal Agency’s use of tax increment
dollars and noting whether the funds were used in compliance with the approved 2010
amended Plan. (The ERP reports would be separate and distinct from the reports prepared by
the City’s outside auditor.)
ERP Membership Guidelines
• Generally, strive to represent the richness of the community’s perspectives, neighborhoods
and population demographics
• Seek a balanced mix of constituent representatives*, including but not limited to:
1. downtown stakeholder(s) (property/business owner, resident)
2. representative(s) from the general public
3. member(s) with financial/accounting expertise
• Terms not to exceed the life of the Downtown District (approximately eight years)
• A long-term commitment to serve on the ERP is preferred but not required
* One person may be able to represent more than one interest (for example, a downtown resident
with financial expertise).

Membership Selection Process
Staff recommends the following process:
a.
Mayor compiles a list of individuals and recommends five for council consideration
in September.
b.
Council selects the committee no later than mid-October.
In the event of vacancies, the Mayor would appoint replacement members, striving to maintain a
balanced mix of constituent representatives.
Staff Support
Agency staff would be designated to support the work of the ERP with financial, technical and
legal expertise. Staff also would assist the panel with scheduling meetings and facilities,
preparing meeting agendas, taking notes at meetings, and other administrative functions deemed
necessary and appropriate by the Agency Director. This staff support would be paid for with
Agency administrative funds.
Reporting to the Urban Renewal Agency Board and the Community
As stated in the Plan, the ERP would prepare annual reports documenting the Agency’s use of
tax increment dollars. The report would be presented to the Agency Director, who will provide it
to the Agency Board. Staff would assist the ERP in compiling and distributing the report.
Timing
Staff recommends the following general timeline:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Mayor recommends individuals for council consideration – June 2011
Council selects ERP – no later than July 2011
ERP Orientation – September 2011
Materials delivered on prior year activity – October of each year
ERP meeting – November of each year
Draft report compiled by staff ratified by ERP – December of each year
Council receives report – January of each year (with the City/URA financial statements
for approval)

Attachment E
Plan Amendment Process Feedback Summary
State law requires a “substantial plan amendment” for council to increase the maximum
indebtedness or to increase the district boundary by more than 1%. The substantial amendment
process requires a mailed notification to all Eugene property owners; review by the Planning
Commission; notification to other impacted taxing districts; and a public hearing. The public
record (submitted written comment, copies of the notices, and Planning Commission minutes) is
in a binder in the City Manager’s Office. (Submitted written comment was also provided as an
attachment to the May 10 work session materials.)
Public Comment: A public notice was mailed to Eugene property owners on March 19. On
April 19, council held a public hearing on the proposed ordinance and extended the period for
citizens’ comments to May 3. Thirty-one individuals spoke at the hearing.
Planning Commission: The Planning Commission discussed the amendments on March 29 and
adopted a motion recommending “council approval of the amendments based on the Planning
Commission’s review of the proposed new boundary and the four new projects contemplated in
the Plan with respect to their consistency with the City’s land use policies. The motion does not
include consideration of the financial aspects of the plan.” (Passed 5:1 Warness opposed).
ERAC: The Eugene Redevelopment Advisory Committee (ERAC) reviewed the proposed
amendments on April 8 and voted in support of the proposed plan amendments. ERAC also
indicated that, given the proposed conclusion of the Downtown District, council should begin a
process to identify alternative program(s) and tools to support long-term, desirable downtown
improvements such as new housing.
Taxing Districts: The overlapping taxing districts (School District 4J, Lane Education Service
District, Lane Community College, and Lane County) were notified in writing on March 12 of
the proposed plan amendments and provided a copy of the plan and report. The School District
4J Board of Directors discussed the Downtown District on April 21 and May 5. On May 19, the
School Board adopted a motion, for purposes of the 2009 legislation that limits increases in
maximum indebtedness, concurring with the increase in maximum indebtedness.
No comments were received from Lane ESD. The LCC Board of Directors discussed the
proposed plan amendment and the Downtown District on March 17. Dennis Carr, Chief Human
Resources Officer, spoke on behalf of LCC in support of the proposed ordinance at the council’s
public hearing on April 19.
The Board of County Commissioners for Lane County (BCC) reviewed an urban renewal
presentation from the County Assessor on April 7 and discussed their response to the City on
April 13, 27, and 28. The Agenda Item Summary for May 10 work session includes the two
letters that the BCC submitted, dated April 9 and April 28. (Approval of the April 28 letter
passed 4:1 with Commissioner Stewart voting in opposition.)
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Revised Proposed Downtown Urban Renewal Plan with Tracked Changes Compared to March 8, 2010 AIS Version
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I. ADOPTION
Resolution
Number
Resolution
No. 257

Date
3‐Jul‐68

Purpose
Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan for the Central Eugene Project (the
Plan).

II. AMENDMENTS
Amendment
Number
Resolution
No. 1609
Ordinance
No. 19648

Date

Purpose

19‐Dec‐68

o

8‐Nov‐89

o

o
Ordinance
No. 20120

1‐Jun‐98

o

o
o
o
Ordinance
No. 20328

13‐Sep‐04

o
o
o

o
o

Modified the Plan to allow for additional projects as required by HUD
to receive additional federal funds.
Aligned the Plan with Metro Plan policies: strengthen the area's
position as a regional service center, maintain the Eugene central
business district as a vital center, incorporate principles of compact
urban growth, encourage retail and commercial development in the
downtown area, and promote the development of parking structures
in the downtown core.
Expiration set for FY10.
Responded to Measure 50 to a) include a maximum amount of
indebtedness and b) select Option 1 for the city‐wide special levy as
the method for collecting ad valorem property taxes for payment of
debts related to urban renewal projects.
Limited expenditure of new funds to completing existing projects and
construction of a new main library.
Removed the business assistance loan program.
Approved a plan to reduce district administration costs over the
following three years.
Expanded the projects for which tax increment funds could be used
Created a public advisory committee
Added the requirement for specific Agency approval of projects
greater than $250,000 (other than loans), and adding a limit of
$100,000 on the mandate for a public hearing in the event of a plan
change (applies to minor amendments that can be approved by the
URA without ORS 457.095 approval – Section 1200, C of the 2004
Plan).
Added the Downtown Revitalization Loan Program (DRLP).
Expiration set for 2024.

Proposed Downtown Urban Renewal Plan – MarchJune __, 2010
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URBAN RENEWAL PLAN FOR THE DOWNTOWN URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT

Section 100 – Introduction
The Downtown Urban Renewal District Plan (formerly known as the Central Eugene Project
Plan), was updatedrevised in 2010 forto limit the sole purposescope of two previously
approved projects, to remove the ability to initiate all other previously approved projects, and
to authorize one new project. The two previously approved projects are: (1) public parks,
public plazas, rest rooms, and open spaces, which will be limited to funding four new projects:
(1) infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks to provide better opportunities for the
Farmers’ Market; and (2) public parking and transportation facilities, which will be limited to
additional assistance for the Broadway Place Garages. The new project is assistance to Lane
Community College (LCC) for development onof the 10th and Charnelton Development Site; (2)
additional assistance in funding the Broadway Place Garages; (3) improvements to the Parks
Blocks to provide better opportunities for the Farmers’ Market; and (4) assistance with a
Veterans Affairs (VA) clinic, if the 12th and Willamette site is selected by the VA. No other new
projects will be . Except for these three projects, the Agency will not initiate additional projects
to be funded with tax increment dollars. after the date of this 2010 Amendment.
Upon the repayment or defeasance of debt related to these new projects and previously
approved projectsthe urban renewal projects specifically identified in the Plan, as amended by
the 2010 Amendment, the Downtown Urban Renewal District will be terminated, any unused
tax increment funds will be returned to Lane Country for redistribution to overlapping taxing
districts, and other assets and liabilities transferred to the City of Eugene.

Section 200 – Definitions
The following definitions will govern this Plan.
10th and Charnelton Site means the Agency owned property bounded by Charnelton Street on
the west, 10th Avenue on the south, and Olive Street on the east. The downtown public library
is directly across 10th Avenue from this site.
2010 Amendment means the update to the Plan that was completed in 2010.
Agency means the Urban Renewal Agency of the City of Eugene.
Broadway Place Garages means the structured parking at Broadway and Charnelton streets,
construction of which was partially paid for with urban renewal funds.
Downtown Plan The Policies inmeans the Downtown Plan wereas adopted by the Eugene City
Council in 2004 as a refinement of the Eugene Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan.
Plan means this Urban Renewal Plan for the Downtown District Urban Renewal Plan.
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Plan Area means the property included in the Downtown Urban Renewal District as more fully
described in Section 300.
Projects means (1) assistance to LCC for development on the 10th and Charnelton Site; (2)
additional assistance in funding the Broadway Place Garages; (3) improvements to the Parks
Blocks to provide better opportunities for the Farmers’ Market; and (4) assistance related to a
new VA Clinic, if the VA chooses the 12th and Willamette site. only the urban renewal projects
that are listed in Section 600 of the Plan, as amended by the 2010 Amendment.
Tax Increment Financing means a method of financing urban renewal projects as authorized by
ORS Chapter 457.

Section 300 – Legal Descriptions
The Downtown Urban Renewal District includes thatan area of approximately 7570 acres. The
Plan Area includes all of the land within the boundaries designated on the Plan Area Mapmap
attached as Plan Exhibit A and described as containing all lots or parcels of property, situated in
the City of Eugene, County of Lane, State of Oregon, bounded generally as described also in
Plan Exhibit B.

Section 400 – Goals and Objectives
A.

GOALS

The goals of the Plan are to:
1. Improve the function, condition, and appearance of the Plan Area through: [reordered
to match section 600]
a. Improved site for the Farmers’ Market;
b. Funding maintenance of critical parking assets;
c. Improved safety for visitors to locations and business within the Plan Area; and
d. Redevelopment of the excavated vacant lot at the 10th and Charnelton Site.
e. Redevelopment of an underutilized medical clinic for use by Veterans Affairs.
2. Eliminate blight and blighting influences;
3. Strengthen the economic conditions of the Plan Area; and
4. Enhance downtown’s role as the regional economic, governmental, and cultural center
and a central location for public and private development and investment.
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B.

OBJECTIVES

Development in the Plan Area has been intended to implement the adopted policies contained
in the Downtown Plan and to develop downtown as the heart of a livable, sustainable city. The
objectives for the 2010 Amended Plan are to ensure that: [reordered to match section 600]
1. The Farmers’ Market can continue to bring hundreds of employees and residents into
the Plan Area;
2. The Broadway Place Garages remain available and in good condition to support other
development and redevelopment in downtown and, at the same time, to enable
improvements to public safety downtown; and
3. LCC is able to redevelop the 10th and Charnelton Site with a building campus that will
bring thousands of people into the Plan Area; and.
4. Some local public funds are available to maximize the chances that the VA chooses the
12th and Willamette site.

Section 500 – Land Use Plan
The use and development of all land within the Plan Area shall comply with the regulations
prescribed in the City’s comprehensive plan, zoning ordinance, subdivision ordinance, City
charter, or any other applicable local, State or Federal laws regulating the use of property
within an urban renewal area.

Section 600 – Project ActivitiesUrban Renewal Projects
To achieve the objectives of this Plan, the Agency may undertake the following activitiesurban
renewal projects, and no others, with tax increment funds:

A.

PUBLIC PARKS, PUBLIC PLAZAS, REST ROOMS, AND OPEN SPACES: Park Blocks
Improvements for the Farmers’ Market [previously listed as project C]

Former Section 600 A.5 of the Plan authorized the Agency to participate in funding the design,
acquisition, construction or rehabilitation of public spaces, or parks or public facilities within
the urban renewal area, including but not limited to walkways and plazas and accessibility
improvements. Beginning with the effective date of the 2010 Amendment, the Agency will not
use tax increment funds to initiate any public parks, public plazas, rest rooms or open spaces
except the Park Blocks improvements for the Farmers’ Market that are described in the next
paragraph.
The Agency may spend up to $500,000 of tax increment funds, plus associated interest,
premium and other costs, on infrastructure improvements to the Park Blocks in order to make
that location more attractive and functional for the Farmers’ Market.

B.

PUBLIC PARKING AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES: Broadway Place
Garages & Public Safety Improvements

Former Section 600 A.6 of the Plan authorized the Agency to participate in funding the
acquisition and construction and enhancement of public parking and public transportation
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facilities within the renewal area. Prior to the 2010 Amendment, the Agency provided
approximately $2.5 million of assistance for the construction of the Broadway Place Garages.
After the effective date of the 2010 Amendment, the Agency will not use tax increment funds
to initiate any public parking or transportation facilities funding except the funding for the
Broadway Place Garages described in the next paragraph.
After the 2010 Amendment, the Agency may now spend up to $4.9 million of tax increment
funds (not counting payment of interest costs for the debt) to assist pay the principal of the City
in repaying the debt on obligations issued to finance those garages, or of Agency obligations
that are issued to refinance the City obligations, plus associated interest, premium and other
costs, provided that but only if the City agrees to a) continue to make the garages available for
businesses and residents downtown and b) enhance public safety in the Plan Area.
The proposed funding for the Broadway Place Garages serve and benefit the Plan Area because:
(1) The Broadway Place Garages provide an essential public parking facility that directly serves
the business, customer, and resident parking needs in the Plan Area, thereby supporting
continued redevelopment in the Plan Area; (2) The Plan Area is a parking exempt zone, and the
Broadway Place Garages relieve property owners in the Plan Area from the requirement to
provide imbedded parking in new and redeveloped properties; and (3) The additional funding
will allow the Broadway Place Garages to continue to provide these services to the Plan Area.

A.C.

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE NEW DOWNTOWN CENTERCAMPUS

The Agency may spend up to $8 million of tax increment funds (not counting payment of debt
issuance or, plus associated interest, premium and other costs), to assist LCC in the
development of a new downtown building for its programs, at the 10th and Charnelton Site.
Upon agreement by LCC and the City, the project may include a public plaza or open space area
at the site and potentially a downtown public safety station. The Agency already has approved
the sale of this site to LCC.
LCC is proposing to build a new 80,000 square foot, mixed‐use, state ‐of ‐the ‐art downtown
education facility. The education building is targeted for LEED Platinum certification. LCC is
also considering the construction of approximately 200 beds of student housing on the 10th &
Charnelton site.Site. The new, highly‐sustainable education building is expected to be a
teaching tool for LCC’s nationally recognized Energy Management program and to become a
model for sustainable development. The new education facility will secure LCC’s presence
downtown for several decades and will be a major activity generator for downtown. [Three
sentences moved to next paragraph.] The Agency may provide assistance with project related
costs for the new education facility and housing, including construction hard and soft costs, site
improvements, infrastructure, open space, green building features, art, and other project
related cost.
The LCC New Downtown Campus will serve and benefit the Plan Area because: (1) Existing
education programs and new programs to be included in the new building will draw thousands
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of students and visitors to the Plan Area each year; (2) New housing residents will generate
more activity in the Plan Area; and (3) This landmark building, coupled with the activity it
generates, will become a major anchor that will support adjacent retail and services in the Plan
Area, enhance the perception of safety by introducing high volumes of new pedestrian traffic in
the Plan Area, and attract new investments in the Plan Area.

D.

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES

Many of the Agency’s administrative activities are provided through a contract between the
City of Eugene and the Agency dated June 15, 2004. [Items were added to this section to more
fully match the contract.]
1. The Agency may retain the services of independent professional people or
organizations to provide administrative or technical services such as:
a. Project management;
a.b.

Preparation of market, feasibility, or other economic studies;

b.c. Preparation of design, architectural, engineering, landscaping architectural,
planning, development, or other developmental studies;
d. Provision ofPreparation of property acquisition appraisals;
e. Provision of special rehabilitation, restoration, or renovation feasibility and
cost analysis studies;
c.f. Provision of legal, debt issuance, accounting or audit services; and
d.g.

Assistance with preparation of the annual financial report required under
Section 800 of this Plan.

2. The Agency may acquire, rent, or lease office space and office furniture, equipment,
and facilities necessary for it to conduct its affairs in the management and
implementation of this Plan.
3. The Agency may invest its reserve funds in interest‐bearing accounts or securities.
4. The Agency may borrow money, accept advances, loans, or grants from any legal
source, issue urban renewal bonds and receive tax increment proceeds as provided
for in Section 700 of this Plan.

E.

EXISTING ACTIVITIES

The Agency may complete urban renewal projects authorized prior to the 2010 Amendment
(for example, the Beam Development project at Willamette and Broadway and downtown
lighting). The Agency may complete projects authorized prior to the 2010 Amendmentfunds.

Proposed Downtown Urban Renewal Plan – MarchJune __, 2010

6

The Agency also may continue to operate the downtown revitalization loan program.
(Downtown Revitalization Loan Program. All dollars loaned must come from the program
revenue in the loan fund and not from tax increment revenues.)

Section 700 – Methods for Financing the Projects
The Agency may borrow money and accept advances, loans, grants, and other legal forms of
financial assistance from the Federal government, the State, City, County, or other public body,
or from any source, public or private, for the purposes of undertaking and carrying out the
Projects authorized by this Plan.
Ad valorem taxes, if any, levied by a taxing body upon the taxable real and personal property
situated in the urban renewal areaPlan Area, shall be divided in accord with and pursuant to
Section 1c, Article IX of the Oregon Constitution and ORS 457.420 through 457.460, and used by
the Agency for the Projects authorized by this Plan.
The Agency shall adopt and use a fiscal year ending June 30 accounting period. Each year, the
Agency shall develop a budget in conformance with the provisions of ORS Chapter 294 and ORS
457.460, which shall describe sources of revenue, proposed expenditures, and activities.

Section 800 – Annual Financial Statement Required
A financial statement shall be prepared and provide information in accordance with ORS 457.
The statement shall be filed with the City Council and notice shall be published in accordance
with ORS 457.

Section 900 – Citizen Participation
The activities and projects defined in this Plan, and the adoption of amendments to this Plan
shall be undertaken with the participation of citizens, owners, tenants as individuals, and
organizations who reside within or who have financial interest within the Plan Area together
with the participation of general residents of the City. The Agency Director shall convene not
less than once each year a committee of such persons to prepare a report on: a) the activities of
the Agency for the previous fiscal year, and b) whether the Agency’s expenditure of tax
increment dollars was limited to the projects authorized by this Plan and the associated
administrative costs authorized by the Plan. The Director shall forward that report to the
Agency Board upon its receipt.

Section 1000 – Non‐Discrimination
In the preparation, adoption, and implementation of this Plan no public official or private party
shall take any action to cause any person, group, or organization to be discriminated against in
a manner that violates Section 4.613 of the Eugene Code, 1971.
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Section 1100 – Recording of this Plan
A copy of the City Council’s ordinance approving this Plan shall be recorded with the recording
officer of Lane County.

Section 1200 – Procedures for Changes or Amendments
It is the intent of this Plan that, except as provided in the following paragraphs, no changes will
be made to the Plan. The purpose of the 2010 Amendment is to authorize limit any new
project activities to the Projects, and once those projectsProjects are completed and the debt
on those projects is repaid (or tax increment funds have been accumulated sufficient to pay
that debt when due),defeased, to require that the division ofAgency will notify the assessor to
cease dividing taxes for the Plan Area cease.District.
ORS 457.085(2)(i), however, requires that an urban renewal plan include a description of what
types of plan amendments constitute “substantial amendments” which require the same
notice, hearing and approval procedure required of the original plan. The statute also
identifies two types that must be included as “substantial amendments” (increases in maximum
indebtedness and expansions of territory in excess of 1%). It is the intent of this Plan that, with
the exceptions listed below, there be no amendments, substantial or otherwise. Since the
statutes require a description of substantial amendments, the Plan defines all amendments as
substantial amendments, other than the following.
The following amendments will be treated as minor amendments, and may be made by
resolution of the Agency Board:
1. Amendments to correct clerical or similar errors; and
2. Amendments to respond to a decision by a court or state agency, if someone
challenges the 2010 Amendment and this Plan is remanded.

Section 1300 – Duration and Validity of Approved Plan
A.

DURATION OF THE PLAN

Taxes may be divided under this Plan only until the maximum indebtedness for the Plan Area
has been issued and paid or defeased, or the Agency has determined that it will not issue the
full amount of that maximum indebtedness, and all indebtedness that will be issued has been
issued and paid.repaid or defeased. When that indebtedness has been paid or defeased the
Agency will notify the assessor pursuant to ORS 457.450(2) to cease dividing taxes for the Plan
Area, and shall return any unused tax increment funds to Lane CountryCounty for redistribution
to overlapping taxing districts. However, this planPlan may remain in effect as long as legally
required to exist and until the Agency transfers any remaining assets and liabilities of the Plan
Area to the City of Eugene. As of the date of the 2010 Amendment, it is estimated that: the last
fiscal year for which taxes will be divided is FY2017/2018. FY2016/2017; and the District will
terminate after the financial audit for FY2017/2018 is complete and the Agency has approved a
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budget to transfer all remaining tax increment funds to Lane County for redistribution to the
overlapping taxing districts.

B.

VALIDITY

Should a court of competent jurisdiction find any word, clause, sentence, section, or part of this
Plan to be invalid, the remaining words, clauses, sentences, section, or parts shall be unaffected
by any such finding and shall remain in full force and effect for the duration of the Plan.

Section 1400 – Maximum Indebtedness
The sum of $33,000,000 was established in 1998 as the spending limit (maximum amount of
new indebtedness which could be issued or incurred from tax increment funds) under this Plan
after June 1, 1998. That figure was developed using the estimated project costs, plus a 5%
annual inflation factor.
The 2010 Amendment increased the maximum indebtedness amount by $16. 15 million, to a
total of $49.15 million. This is below the limits imposed under ORS 457.220 for the maximum
indebtedness increases allowed without concurrence of the overlapping taxing districts, which
would be a total maximum indebtedness figure of $67.7 million, as of March 2010. 13.6 million,
to a total of $46.6 million. The maximum indebtedness limit established by this Section 1400
does not apply to or limit:
1. The obligation of the Agency to pay interest on indebtedness issued or incurred under
this Plan;
2. Any indebtedness issued to refund indebtedness issued or incurred under this Plan, to
the extent that the refunding indebtedness does not exceed the principal amount of
the refunded indebtedness, plus the amount of the refunding indebtedness that is
used to pay costs of the refunding;
3. Funds to repay indebtedness existing on the date of the 1998 Amendment; and
4. Expenditures made from funds other than tax increment funds, such as loans made
from the Downtown Revitalization Loan Program.
Legislation passed in 2009 places new limits on how much a municipality can increase
maximum indebtedness. That same legislation, however, also provides that those limitations
“do not apply to the extent the municipality approving a plan obtains the written concurrence of
taxing districts imposing at least 75 percent of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent
rate limits in the urban renewal area.” Together School District 4J and the City impose at least
75% of the amount of taxes imposed under permanent rate limits in the Plan Area. On May 19,
2010, the School Board for District 4J adopted a motion, for purposes of that statute,
concurring with the increase in maximum indebtedness. The City concurred with that increase
in maximum indebtedness when it approved this Plan. Therefore, the new legislative
limitations are not applicable to the proposed maximum indebtedness increase.
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Section 1500 – Formal Matters
In compliance with ORS 457.085: no relocation provisions are included in this Plan because the
Projects in this Plan do not require relocating persons; and, no real property will be acquired to
carry out this Plan.
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PLAN EXHIBIT A: Plan Area Map [Boundary expansion map was replaced with this
existing boundary map]

Farmers’
Market
Improvements

Broadway
Place Garages

10th &
Charnelton Site

Library
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PLAN EXHIBIT B: Plan Area Description
Beginning at the southwest corner of the intersection of 11th Avenue and Charnelton Street in
the City of Eugene, Lane County, Oregon, commencing northerly along the west right‐of‐way
line of Charnelton Street to the point of intersection of the south right‐of‐way line of the alley
between 10th Avenue and Broadway;
(1) thence, westerly along the south right‐of‐way line of said alley to the west line of
Lincoln Street;
(2) thence, northerly along the west right‐of‐way line of Lincoln Street to the point of
intersection of the north right‐of‐way line of the alley between Broadway and 8th
Avenue if extended;
(3) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of said alley to the west right‐of‐
way line Charnelton Street;
(4) thence, northerly along the west right‐of‐way line of Charnelton Street to the
northwest corner of the intersection of 7th Avenue and Charnelton Street;
(5) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of 7th Avenue to the northwest
corner of the intersection of 7th Avenue and Olive Street;
(6) thence, northerly along the west right‐of‐way line of Olive Street to the northwest
corner of the intersection of 6th Avenue and Olive Street;
(7) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of 6th Avenue to the northeast
corner of the intersection of 6th Avenue and Oak Street;
(8) thence, southerly along the east right‐of‐way line of Oak Street to the northeast
corner of Oak Street and South Park Avenue;
(9) thence, easterly along the north right‐of‐way line of South Park Avenue extended to
the east right‐of‐way line of Pearl Street;
(10) Tthence, southerly along the east line of Pearl Street to the southeast corner of the
intersection of Pearl Street and West 11th Avenue; and
(11) Thence Wwesterly along the south right‐of‐way line of West 11th Avenue to the
point of beginning.
(12) a point being 12.00 feet easterly of the Southwest corner of the intersection of
West 11th Avenue and Willamette Street;
(13) Thence southerly running 12.00 feet distant and parallel to the westerly right‐of‐
way line of Willamette Street to a point being on the extension of the south line of a
tract of land sold by D.R. Christian and wife to Nathan G. Coleman by deed recorded
in Book B, Page 448, Lane County Oregon Deed Records;
(14) thence West 179.00 feet to the east boundary of Curries Addition to Eugene Oregon
as platted and recorded in Book 2, Page 71, Lane County Oregon Plat Records;
(15) thence South along said east boundary to a point being opposite of the Southeast
corner of Lot 3 of said Curries Addition
(16) thence West to the Southeast corner of said Lot 3 of Curries Addition;
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(17) thence West 60.00 feet along the south line of said Lot 3;
(18) thence South to the North right‐of‐way line of West 13th Avenue;
(19) thence West along said right‐of‐way line to the Northeast corner of the intersection
of Olive Street and West 13th Street;
(20) thence North along the East right‐of‐way line of said Olive Street to a point being on
the extension of the south right‐of‐way line of West 12th Avenue;
(21) thence West along the extension of the right‐of‐way line of West 12th Avenue to
the Southwest corner of the intersection of West 12th Avenue and Olive Street;
(22) thence South along the west right‐of‐way line of Olive street to the Northwest
corner of the intersection of Olive Street and West 13th Avenue;
(23) thence West along the North right‐of‐way line of West 13th Avenue to the Northeast
corner of the intersection of West 13th Avenue and Charnelton Street;
(24) thence North along the East right‐of‐way line of Charnelton Street to the Southwest
corner of lot 6, Block 2 of Ira Hawleys Addition to Eugene City as platted and
recorded in Book G, Page 512 Lane County Oregon Plat Records;
(25) thence East along the south line of said Lot 6 to the Southwest corner of Lot 5, Block
2 of the Ira Hawleys Addition to Eugene City;
(26) Thence North along the West lines of Lots 5,4 and 1 in Block 2 of Ira Hawleys
Addition to Eugene City to point 12.00 feet north of the Northwest corner of Lot 1
of Ira Hawleys Addition to Eugene City;
(27) Thence East parallel to the south right‐of‐way line of West 12 Avenue to the East
right‐of‐way line of Olive Street;
(28) Thence north along the east right‐of‐way line of Olive Street to the Northwest
corner of Lot 7, Block A of Dorris Addition as platted and recorded in Book R, Page
314 Lane County Oregon Plat Records;
(29) Thence East along the north line of said Lot 7 to a point being 7.00 feet east of the
Southwest corner of Lot 1, Block A of said Dorris Addition;
(30) Thence North to the North line of said Lot 1, Block A of Dorris Addition;
(31) Thence East to the Westerly right‐of‐way line of Willamette Street;
(32) Thence North along said westerly right‐of‐way line of Willamette Street to the
Southwest corner of the intersection of Willamette Street and West 11th Avenue.
(33)(12)
Thence West along the south right‐of‐way line of West 11th Avenue to the
southwest corner of the intersection of West 11th Avenue and Charnelton street
also being the point of beginning and there ending.
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5/27/2010

Downtown Urban Renewal
Plan Amendment
Budget Actions
City of Eugene Budget Committee
May 27, 2010
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Efforts to Address Downtown Issues
Broadway Garages/
Public Safety
Improvements

Downtown
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Plan
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Downtown
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Other
Downtown
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5/27/2010

Council Process
City Council Final
Action – May 24
Foster Vibrant
Downtown
&

Boost Local
Economy

P bli Hearing
Public
H i
UR Plan Amendment Initiated
Projects matched to tools
Tools
Open houses & on‐line surveys
Projects
Strategies
Survey results
Outcomes
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July 2009

Key Features
 Spending limit increased by
$13.6M to accommodate three
specific projects


LCC Downtown Campus



Farmers’ Market Improvements



Broadway Garages

 Annual review of tax increment
financing by community members

Farmers’
Market
Bwy
Garages

 Terminate District ~ FY18

LCC DT
Campus
Library
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Downtown Safety Initiative
• FY10 and FY11 Budgets:
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö

Downtown Work Crew
Automated crime behavior efforts
Additional CAHOOTS van
Additional police officers
Downtown lighting improvements

• Still being worked on:
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö
Ö

Remainder of Downtown Safety Team
Additional jail beds (potential swap with Springfield)
Downtown manager for Clean & Safe program
Modify business improvement district boundary & fees
Security cameras
Overnight facility for alcohol/drug abusers
Vacant building fee
Partnerships with other downtown businesses
6
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5/27/2010

Budget Changes
Downtown UR District
•Payment to LCC of $8 million
•Farmers Market Imps of $500K
•Bond Issuance Costs of $150K
•Debt Service Reserve of $1 mill
•Issue Bonds of $4.5 million
•Reduce Balance Available
by $5.9 million
•Transfer to Parking Fund $740K
for Debt Pmt on Bwy Garage

Lane Community College
•Intergovernmental Payment
of $8 million to LCC

Downtown
Urban
Renewal
Di t i t
District

City of
Eugene
Parking
F d
Fund

Lane
Community
College

City of
Eugene
General
Fund

City of Eugene Parking Fund
•Transfer of $740K from URA
(used for debt payment)
•Transfer $740K of Freed‐up
Parking Funds to City
General Fund

City of Eugene General Fund
•Transfer of $740K from
Parking Fund
•Hire Additional Officers
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Downtown Safety Team

2 Existing
Officers

2 Officers
Added in
FY11

7
Additional
FTE

1 sergeant
9 officers
1 CSO

Requested Action
Move to recommend approval
of the budget changes described
in this presentation to the City
Council

9

3

