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City of Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
Monday, October 21, 2019 – 2:00 pm - 4:00 pm
Sloat Room - Eugene Atrium Building - 99 West 10th Avenue
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Members
Members
John Barofsky, Dane Butler, Paula Farquhar-Stout, Isaac Judd, Pete Knox, Kaarin Knudson, Sarah
Pishioneri; chair, Scott Rogers; co-chair, Carmel Snyder.
City of Eugene Staff
Stephanie Jennings, City of Eugene
Teresa Kennedy, City of Eugene
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I. Welcome and Introductions
Ms. Jennings opened the City of Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee meeting at
2:06 p.m. She said that the nine committee members were selected by the city manager out of thirty-seven
candidates. In the final group eight different neighborhoods were represented as well as many different
points of view and opinions on housing.
Since it was the first meeting of the committee, Ms. Jennings thought it would be a good idea to go
around the room and have everyone introduce themselves and say what motivated them to join the
committee.
Isaac Judd said he was a relator and had also spent the last two years on the Housing Policy Board (HPB).
He was motivated to join the committee because he knew through his job how hard it is for someone to
get their feet under them in Eugene and he wanted to help. Mr. Judd said that as a committee and City,
they needed to expand how they looked at housing.
Sarah Pishioreri said that she had worked closely with the Eugene homeless population over the last three
or four years. She added that she lived in low-income housing herself and understood how it worked.
Dane Butler said he worked in the private sector as a local builder. He lived in the northeast neighborhood
and had been a part of the Construction Excise Tax (CET) discussion for years while it was being created.
Pete Knox said he lived downtown and had spoken on many land issues over the years. He has been
living in affordable housing in downtown Eugene. He understood the affordable housing population and
the struggles that people go through.
Kaarin Knudson said she was an architect with her own private practice in sustainable urban design and
taught at the University of Oregon. She is also on the Steering Committee for Better Housing Together,
which focuses on trying to fix the housing crisis in Eugene. Ms. Knudson was very involved in the
discussions and approval of CET and was motivated to help people find long-term housing.
Paula Farquhar-Stout said she grew up in Eugene and was involved with housing through the First
Congregational Church. She said that initially her church tried to get approved to house people on its
property, but that they were denied. By going through that process, Ms. Farquhar-Stout learned a lot
about the issues in Eugene housing.
Teresa Kennedy said she was a member of the City of Eugene staff who works with the Housing
Opportunities Team, Housing Policy Board, the Renters Protection Committee (RPC), the Eugene
Affordable Housing New, and more. She is motivated by her work in affordable housing and is excited
about the possibilities the impact of CET could make in Eugene.
John Barofsky said he was a restaurant owner in Eugene and over the years had been on several City
Boards and Commissions. He was on the budget committee for seven years, a planning commissioner for
a couple years, and had been on the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) committee. It was
through these boards and commissions that he was able to see the struggles of affordable housing in
Eugene. He was motivated to bring all the pieces of the puzzle he had seen together.
Carmel Snyder said she worked for AARP Oregon and was motivated by the need she had seen every day
in her career. She wanted to solve the issues that so many people in their city face.
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Scott Rogers said he worked at as the program director at the Eugene Science Center. He did his graduate
work on Section 8 housing vouchers, worked as a secretary for the Alachua County Housing Finance
Authority, and was the mayor the Charlestown, West Virginia. Mr. Rogers had always been interested in
affordable housing and wanted to be on the committee to help.
Stephanie Jennings said she was a member of the City of Eugene staff and had worked on housing issues
for the last twenty years, fourteen of those being in Eugene. She said she was motivated by how housing
was a foundation for everyone in the city and needed to be available to all.
Ms. Jennings asked those in the room if they would like to introduce themselves quickly.
Odette Oppe said she was a staff member for the City of Eugene and worked as a finance manager for the
Community Development division.
Skylar Yang said he was a real estate developer at Neighborhood Economic Development Corporation
(NEDCO) which is now known as DevNW.
Richard Guske said he had been involved in the affordable housing issue in Eugene for over thirty years.
Cliff Gray said he was a Eugene City Council Ward 7 candidate.
Martha Bryson said she was a part of Housing First Umpqua and has been fighting for affordable housing
in Eugene for the last thirty years.
Mike Kinnison said he was a member of the City of Eugene staff.
II. Role, Goals, and Outcomes for the Committee
Ms. Jennings wanted to break the committee up into groups of two to talk about what their best possible
outcomes and worst fears for the committee were. Committee members split into pairs and discussed both
topics for five minutes before rejoining.
Ms. Jennings thought they could start by running through everyone’s individual best outcomes.
Ms. Pishioreri said that it would be great if they could work to have affordable housing so that the people
working in Eugene could afford to live here. She also hoped that the City could partner with nonprofits to
install community land trusts in all neighborhoods. Mr. Judd agreed with her and added that they needed
to look for ways to create smaller lots/home sizes and allow for more housing opportunities.
Mr. Judd said that if they could get pilot programs going through the area it would also be a positive. Ms.
Knudson seconded that and added that they needed to do whatever was necessary to influence other
organizations and pilots to go through the area. She also thought they should push for more grass root
funding.
Ms. Barofsky told the committee that a good outcome would be fixing up the door fronts already in
Eugene. The City could promote new housing while also leveraging some funds to fix up existing
housing. Ms. Farquhar-Stout agreed with that idea. She voiced that they would hopefully get a clear idea
of the differences between prevention, shelter, and housing, as well as the ownership rights for each.
Ms. Pishioreri hoped that they could increase and improve the quality of affordable housing. She added
that just because someone was poor did not mean that they deserved poor living conditions.
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Mr. Rogers said that they should build more housing to account for the population. He stated that
realistically they would not see any real change after a year, so they needed to focus on putting plans in
motion.
Mr. Butler agreed that it would be almost impossible to have anything measurable by the time they were
done, but that they could hopefully impact already existing programs.
Ms. Snyder said that they just needed to make sure they see some momentum in the right direction.
Mr. Knox said that their focus should be on the variety of populations that are in their community
(disabled, single parent, etc.) and the different needs that they all have.
Mr. Rogers added that they should be careful stewards with all people’s money in mind.
Mr. Barofsky thought that eliminating any red tape barriers that currently stand in people’s way would be
a good step in the right direction.
Ms. Jennings thought they had a good list and said that they should now talk about their worst fears for
the committee.
Mr. Butler worried that they would not look outward to other cities that did CET programs first in order
to understand what they should or should not do.
Ms. Snyder feared that the CET money would become more City budget money and not go to those who
needed it.
Ms. Knudson said that they needed to make sure they continued to make steady progress as the months go
by. They do not want it to feel like it is too much handle and then have to make quick decisions.
Mr. Knox agreed and said that they do not want to have decision paralysis and end up with nothing done.
Mr. Rogers added, in a similar vein, that he did not want anything to go wrong in the implementation
phase and have programs or plans fall through.
Ms. Pishioreri voiced that they needed to address all tiers of affordable housing and worried that they
would neglect the voices of those in affordable housing.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout feared that if they, as a committee, did anything wrong it would be blamed on those
in affordable housing. She said that too often it is those living in poor situations who get the blame for
what others have failed to do.
Mr. Barofsky did not want to get stuck choosing between two worthy projects. With that being said, he
noted that this would inevitably happen because of the nature of the committee and that they sadly did not
have enough money to do everything.
Ms. Knudson thought, to fix that, they could establish clear criteria and stick to those when choosing
between projects.
Mr. Judd said, along the same lines, that they did not have enough money to do everything and at the end
of the committee they needed to be able to say that the funds went towards something that would not exist
without them.
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Ms. Jennings addressed a couple of the fears and the steps they had already taken to make sure they do
not come to fruition. She told Mr. Butler that staff had already looked at other cities CET programs and
informed Ms. Snyder that the money could only be used for affordable housing and therefore could not be
put into the city budget.
Ms. Jennings acknowledged that there are limits on their resources, but that staff had experience in
choosing between projects and following through to make sure they were implemented well. Also, the
committee would be able to make their own rules for the money since there are no federal restrictions on
CET.
Ms. Kennedy walked everyone through what was in their binders. There was information on board goals,
term limits (everyone was set at two years), meeting dates, and a list of all members with their contact
information. Ms. Kennedy directed everyone to the CET FAQ which might be helpful to understand the
basics of the tax. She also pointed out the CET Ordinance, which is less user friendly but is more detailed.
The binders also had guidelines for the committee, a City affordable housing program list, and the
Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan Executive Summary. Ms. Jennings added that they were currently
working on the 2020-2025 Consolidated Plan. She also said that there was a web page for the advisory
committee and included to City Council presentations relevant to CET.
Ms. Jennings informed the committee that they are not the only committee/board/commission that would
be talking about CET. She listed that HPB, RPC, CDBG, and the HOME Consortium Governing Board
would all be talking about CET. Ms. Jennings said that in an ideal world there would not be so many
boards overlapping on the same issue, but since there are, they might want some members of their
committee to go to meetings and report back any important information. Mr. Judd was already on HPB,
so he would naturally be the liaison for the group.
Mr. Butler asked, when looking at the HUD Area Median Income (AMI) for Eugene-Springfield handout,
which number listed they should be using. He referenced $43,000. Ms. Kennedy responded that they
should use the 100% of AMI amount as his reference was to 80% AMI. Ms. Jennings said that different
jurisdictions might have different percentages for their CET programs. Ms. Pishioreri clarified if they
were only looking at 100% or below. Ms. Jennings replied that that was correct and what Eugene City
Council had decided on.
Ms. Jennings said that they should elect a chair and co-chair at the end of the meeting or beginning of
next.
Ms. Jennings clarified that the committee was an advisory committee and would be giving staff their
thoughts and opinions. She wanted to make sure that everyone knew they would not be reporting directly
to City Council. Staff would be in charge of creating agendas and asking the committee for thoughts on
what they wanted or needed. The committee would give their advice and thoughts on which programs to
select and how to make programs better for the community. Mr. Barofsky mentioned that he was a
member of CDBG Advisory Committee and they also reported directly to staff. He explained, in more
detail, that staff would bring them projects they are thinking about working on and explain to the
committee how the CET funds would be used. The committee would then say which projects they think is
the best and staff will take their thoughts into consideration. Mr. Barofsky said that it is satisfying to see
the ground impact advisory committees are able to make. Mr. Barofsky mentioned that on CDBG they
were able to get funding for the Ya-Po-Ah Terrace remodel. Ms. Jennings added that they were able to
leverage 40% of what they put in.
Ms. Pishioreri asked what Ms. Jennings meant when she said they were able to leverage 40% from YaPo-Ah Terrace. Ms. Jennings explained that the building always received rent assistance, and that
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residents were only charged 30% of their income, making it affordable for those with low incomes. In
order to continue to receive the money, the building had to always refinance and update itself. The City of
Eugene provided $1.5 million of CDBG gap funding. The City negotiated with state and federal level
funding for two years to figure out a deal for Ya-Po-Ah Terrace. They also completed an extensive
environmental review, which took hundreds of hours of staff time. Ms. Jennings explained that with all
the work they had done they were able to the funds 40 times. Ms. Knudson clarified that the City put
forward $1.5 million dollars as part of the approximate $50 million deal.
Ms. Jennings distributed a packet titled, “Public Records, Public Meetings, and Ethics: What You Need to
Know.” She told the committee that the packet gave a good overview of basic committee rules and that
she would only go over some of them so it would be in their best interest to look everything over on their
own.
Ms. Jennings said that public meetings were just that: open to the public. With that being said, there is a
designated time for the public to comment, usually at the beginning of the meeting. Ms. Jennings said that
they had put the public comment on that day at the end so they could give the committee time to start and
get things moving. She also said that all emails that committee members send to staff are public record,
along with any hand-written notes. The City recommends that members of committees create a separate
email address or folder that they only use for City business. Ms. Jennings said that they do everything
they can to make sure there is transparency for the public.
Ms. Jennings thought it was important to briefly go over conflicts of interest, since it can be confusing.
She told everyone that if they had any questions that they should ask so they can all work together to
figure out a solution. Most of the time, nothing extra needs to be done, other than disclosing that there is a
conflict of interest.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout wanted to know if she could go to City Council to advocate for something, or if that
would be a conflict of interest. She asked if disclosing that she was on the committee was necessary. Ms.
Jennings replied that staff would talk to council about anything related to the committee, but that
individuals are able to state personal opinion as long as they disclose it as such.
Mr. Barofsky added that speaking on an issue not related to the committee was fine, but if the issue was
close to their interest then the individual should disclose that they are only speaking on behalf of
themselves.
Mr. Knox said that he had spoken at council in the past and just stated his thoughts as his own and had no
issue.
Ms. Jennings highlighted that there are some election law restrictions for committee members. While on
the job, during working hours, they are not allowed to campaign for or against a candidate, initiative,
policy, or anything else. Ms. Jennings told everyone to keep that in mind, since it was easy to forget.
Ms. Knudson inquired into what would be a conflict of interest related to housing policy for a home
owner. Ms. Jennings replied that if they do something that deals directly with someone and their home
then they should talk about it, but the committee was related more to business then owning/renting.
Mr. Barofsky added that if they are deciding on a house next to hers, that would be an issue, but cannot do
that if a part of a class like “home owner in committee.”
Ms. Pishioreri wondered how the committee made decisions and what would happen if there was a
disagreement on what to do between the committee and staff. Ms. Jennings said that at the end of the day,
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the committee was just making a recommendation, so staff would have the final say. She added that they
could tell council of the difference in opinion and why staff choose to go another way. To answer Ms.
Pishioneri’s other question, Ms. Jennings said that they will use Robert’s Rules of Order and use majority
ruling.
Ms. Jennings told the committee that there is a Eugene Affordable Housing Newsletter that they were all
added to. If interested, all the past issues are on their website. She said that they would also be providing
periodic updates to council.
Ms. Jennings said that CET is one of the two sources for the affordable housing fund. It went into effect
on July 1, 2019, and would have no net impact to builders for the first two years. The other part of their
funding was through City’s Council’s budget. Ms. Jennings said that they are expected to receive
$500,000 from the budget. With the two sources combined, staff is expecting the fund to be a million
dollars.
Ms. Jennings said that the City had not added any more staff yet to help manage the fund, so they need to
keep in mind that some programs are more staff intensive than others.
Mr. Butler asked if the .33 revenue was from CET or the council budget and wondered if the $500,000
from council budget was set. Ms. Jennings replied that the budget amount should be around half a
million, but budgets change so they have no real idea. She said she would update everyone when they
knew more.
III. Timeline and Future Meetings
Ms. Kennedy passed out the tentative meeting dates and times for the committee. She said that the content
and schedule were set up based on what Eugene City Council wanted them to talk about. Speakers would
be added when appropriate to give the committee more insight.
Ms. Kennedy pointed out that they had a meeting scheduled on December 18, 2019, called “Expanding
Housing Opportunities for Renters” and another meeting on January 28, 2020 called “Expanding
Homeownership Opportunities”. She explained that it is necessary to speak on renting and owning
separately.
On February 25, 2020, they would wrap-up and provide a recommendation to City Council for the
allocation of funding. Ms. Jennings said that they could not do any Request for Proposals (RFPs) or start
any contract process until they give a recommendation to council.
Mr. Barofsky asked if they would be required to spend money for that year, or if they could wait and
spend two million the following year. Ms. Jennings replied that council wanted to see the money used
soon, and that people in the community had been waiting for the funds as well. With that being said, she
stated that they could still recommend a postponement of spending funds. Ms. Jennings added that it
might not be bad to start off with smaller funding projects so they can work out kinks before big money
projects.
Mr. Judd asked if they were dealing with revolving loan funds. Ms. Jennings replied that they would talk
about that more when they started creating programs, since they deal with both loans and grants.
Mr. Judd asked if they were set in spending the CET revenue by the percentages that council wanted
(50% local affordable housing incentives, 35% affordable housing programs & incentives, 15% down
payment assistance). Ms. Jennings answered that the legislature had made those divisions as more of a
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background to start them off with, but all the money must be used for affordable housing in the
community.
Ms. Jennings said that she would be willing to talk to anyone outside of their meetings if they had any
questions or wanted to have a more in-depth discussion.
Ms. Knudson noted that CET is based on taxes so in years with less development, they will have less
funding. She said that those years would be the best time to spend. Ms. Knudson thought they should talk
about trust funds. Ms. Jennings let her know that they could give more information about trust funds and
talk about using them.
Mr. Barofsky asked why on the schedule on February 25, 2020 it said that they would make a
recommendation to not only council but HPB. Ms. Jennings said that they meant to take that off, and that
HPB would only be given the information on their recommendation.
Mr. Judd recommended Ms. Pishioneri to be the chair and Mr. Scott recommended himself for co-chair.
MOTION: Mr. Barofsky moved, seconded by Mr. Judd, to appoint Ms. Pishioneri to the position
of chair and to appoint Scott Rogers to the position of co-chair. The motion passed unanimously.
IV. Public Comment
Ms. Kennedy opened the floor to public comment.
Skylar Yang said that it was great to hear everything that the committee had talking about. He worked
finance for DevNW and was looking forward to seeing more funding for affordable housing. If possible,
Mr. Yang asked if the pubic could have a timeline in order to stay up to date.
Martha Bryson wanted it clarified that staff will be leading meetings and projects while also being the
link between the committee and the council. Ms. Jennings said that was correct, but that the city manager
would also be making recommendation to City Council. Ms. Bryson wanted to know some names of the
people in the community who had been looking forward to funding. Ms. Jennings replied with the names
John VanLandingham, Norton Cabell, and Jim Straub. She also said that the people at DevNW and Saint
Vincent de Paul were excited, as well as many other individuals who show up at meetings. Ms. Bryson
asked if the cap on residential and commercial CET was set at .33% for both. Ms. Jennings said that for
the first year it would be .33%, but then it would increase to .5%.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout thought it would be a good idea to put a copy of their binder out somewhere or make
it available at the front desk so the public could look through it. Ms. Jennings thought that was a good
idea and said that all the information would also be available on their website.
V. Adjournment
Ms. Jennings adjourned the meeting at 3:56 p.m.
(Minutes recorded by Lydia Dysart)
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Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan
Affordable Housing Strategies and Five-Year Goals: 2015-2019
Strategy

Priority Needs
Addressed

Possible Examples

Measurements

Increase the supply of
affordable housing
(Consortium HOME and
CDBG)

Renters, Home
Owners, Homeless,
Special Needs

Land Acquisition. Development of
new rental housing. Operating
Support for Community Housing
Development Organizations

Number of rental units constructed, reconstructed, acquired or
preserved
Number of CHDO’s Assisted
Housing for homeless added
Number of sites acquired
Homeowner housing added

Rehabilitate existing
housing stock affordable
to low-income persons
(CDBG)

Renters, Homeless,
Special Needs, LowIncome Areas, Home
Owners

Continue and expand publicly
supported rehabilitation and
accessibility improvements.

Number of rental units rehabilitated

Provide down payment
assistance for home
ownership (CDBG)

Home Owners

Assist low-income residents with
the first-time purchase of a home.

Households assisted with direct assistance to home buyers

Remove barriers to
affordable and supportive
housing (CDBG)

Renters, Home
Owners, Homeless,
Low- Income Area
Non-Homeless
Special Needs

Support programs that assure
housing opportunities are
provided without discrimination.
Support Housing Policy Board.
Update Fair Housing Plan.

Maintain Housing Policy board

Creating Housing Opportunities

Number of home owner units rehabilitated

Number of fair housing events
Maintain fair housing services
Update Fair Housing Plan
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Affordable Housing Strategies – Increase Supply of Affordable Housing: Housing Development
Affordable Housing Need
Access to safe, decent and affordable housing is a critical factor in creating stability and opportunity for
Eugene’s lower-income families and individuals. As documented in the 2015 Eugene-Springfield
Consolidated Plan, there are a total of 31,055 low-income renter households and 6,830 low-income
owner occupied households in Eugene.
More stock of affordable housing is necessary to meet community need. To this end, one of the five year
goals of the 2015 Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan is to increase the supply of affordable housing
through development incentives for affordable housing.
Strategy: HOME Funds for Housing Development
Federal HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funds are provided by HUD to the EugeneSpringfield HOME Consortium for the development of rental housing. HOME funds are used as a gap
funding source to make housing development financing possible. HOME funds can be used for
acquisition of existing residential or non-residential structures for conversion to affordable housing, or for
new construction. HOME funds are provided as a 0% interest or low interest loan for a 15-20 year
affordability period. HOME funded properties have an obligation to serve very low and low income
households, provide services to the residents, and maintain the property condition at a high standard.
The HOME Consortium monitors the properties annually to ensure compliance. HOME funds can be
combined with other programs to make development feasible. Locally funded programs are the Systems
Development Charge Exemption and the Low-Income Rental Housing Property Tax Exemption. The City
also uses federal Community Development Block Grant to acquire land that can be used for the
development of affordable housing.
Housing Development Activity
The Eugene-Springfield HOME
Consortium awards HOME funds
through a Request for Proposals. In
2018, Market District Commons
(Homes for Good) was awarded and
in 2019 River Road Affordable
Housing (St. Vincent de Paul) and
Commons on MLK (Homes for Good)
were awarded HOME funds for new
construction.

Market District Commons

INCREASE AFFORDABLE HOUSING: HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
PROGRESS TOWARD 5 YEAR GOAL OF 600

186

221
Completed

In Progress

193
Not Initiated
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Affordable Housing Strategies – Land Acquisition to Increase Supply of Affordable Housing
Affordable Housing Need
Access to safe, decent, and affordable housing is a critical factor in creating stability and opportunity
for Eugene’s lower-income families and individuals. Based on the 2015 Eugene-Springfield
Consolidated Plan, there are a total of 31,055 low-income renter households and 6,830 low-income
owner-occupied households in Eugene. Housing of all types has been identified as a priority need in
the Consolidated Plan.
The supply of rental units and homeownership units affordable to low-income households does not
meet the demand. As a result, the waiting lists for subsidized affordable housing units are long. The
community also has a significant homeless population. The 2019 Point-in-Time Count identified
2,165 people experiencing homelessness. Of those, 1,633 individuals were without shelter.
Strategy: Land Acquisition for Affordable Housing Development
More stock of affordable housing is necessary to meet community need. Through the Land
Acquisition program, the City acquires land suitable for the future development of housing
affordable to low-income persons. Acquiring an appropriate site is a difficult part of the development
process. A site must be affordable, zoned properly, the right size, proximate to jobs, schools,
transportation options and services, free of environmental contamination, and must access existing
infrastructure. Through this strategy, the City creates a steady development pipeline in areas of
opportunity across the city. The program has also supported the formation of a strong local network
of affordable housing developers by offering regular development opportunities.
Since the purchase of the first site in 1979, over 91 acres have been acquired for affordable housing
using a combination of federal and local funds. These properties have enabled construction of 922
units of affordable housing for low income households intentionally located throughout the City. The
24 development sites have supported homeownership and rental housing developments. The
developments are indistinguishable from
market rate developments and are often
admired for their high-quality appearance,
construction, and management.
The City aims to continuously identify sites for
future development. One of the five-year
goals of the 2015 Eugene-Springfield
Consolidated Plan is to increase the supply of
affordable housing through property
acquisition for future affordable housing
development. The five-year goal is to purchase
two sites.
Stellar Apartments
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Land Acquisition Activity
I NCREASE AFFORDABLE HOUSING: L AND ACQUISITION

PROGRESS TOWARD 5-YEAR GOAL OF 2 SITES

1

1
Completed

In Progress

The City of Eugene acquired vacant land at 1525 River Road using CDBG funds for the future
development of affordable housing. The site was offered through the 2018 Housing Request for
Proposals, and City Council awarded the property to St. Vincent de Paul’s 53-unit River Road
Affordable Housing proposal, later named Iris Place. In addition to the land, the City awarded housing
development funds and systems development charge fee waivers, in a coordinated allocation
process. The City plans to award a 20-year property tax exemption to the low-income rental housing
development. St. Vincent de Paul was awarded construction financing through the state.
Construction will begin in 2020.

1525 River Road Land Acquisition Site

Rendering of River Road Affordable Housing, now known as Iris Place

The City is currently in negotiations on a second property located downtown at 1059 Willamette
Street that would be targeted for low- and moderate-income rental housing.
Staff continually reaches out to community partners including faith organizations and schools to
identify potential sites. The types of sites being sought out include land suitable for multifamily rental
as well as land suitable for affordable home ownership or cottage clusters.
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Affordable Housing Strategies - Rehabilitate Existing Housing
Affordable Housing Need
Access to safe, decent, and affordable rental housing and homeownership units is a critical to
creating stability and opportunity for Eugene’s low-income families and individuals. Based on the
2015 Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan, there are a total of 31,055 low-income renter
households and 6,830 low-income owner occupied households in Eugene. As such, the
Consolidated Plan identifies housing needs of homeowners and renters as a priority.
City of Eugene households have high housing cost burdens and/or live in homes in need of repair;
78% of low-income renters and 76% of low-income homeowners experience a housing cost burden,
overcrowding and/or substandard housing conditions. Seven out of ten elderly renter households
have severe housing cost burdens. Furthermore, over 70% of Eugene’s housing units were built
before 1978, which increases the likelihood of lead-based paint hazards and rehabilitation need.
Strategy: Rehabilitation and Preservation
Continued efforts are necessary to preserve existing rental and owner-occupied housing to help
meet the need for affordable housing. One goal of the 2015 Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan is
to rehabilitate existing housing stock affordable to low- and moderate-income persons; including
350 rental units and 150 homeowner units in Eugene.
The Housing Rehabilitation Programs benefit low-income renters
and homeowners and have served thousands of individuals and
families in Eugene. Completed rehabilitation projects also benefit
neighborhoods by serving as catalysts to stimulate the improvement
of surrounding properties. Furthermore, the commitment of local
funds has enabled developers to obtain additional financial support
from other local, state, and federal sources.
The City of Eugene operates a Housing Revolving Loan Fund which
funds the Rental Rehabilitation Program in several ways. First,
renters with disabilities may apply for grant funding for accessibility
improvements to their unit. Second, private and nonprofit owners
of rental units may apply to finance various levels of rehabilitation at
below-market interest rates. Rental property owners can receive up
to $25,000 per unit for eligible rehab expenses. By enhancing the
units, tenants benefit by having a safe, high-quality place to live,
maintaining an affordable rent payment, and often see reduced
utility bills.

Wheelchair Ramp Installed

The Emergency Minor Home Repair program offers grants and loans up to $5,000 to very lowincome homeowners, below 50% area median income, to address critical repairs that affect their
health and safety such as electrical, HVAC, plumbing repairs and security concerns.
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Leaking roof replacement and accessibility improvements, such as ramps and grab bars, are also
eligible repairs and are offered as grants or loans, up to $10,000. Most homes serviced by this
program are in manufactured home parks.
Rental Rehabilitation Activity –
REHABILITATE AFFORDABLE HOUSING: RENTAL UNITS
PROGRESS TOWARD 5-YEAR GOAL OF 350 REHABILITATED UNITS:
EXCEEDS BY 194 UNITS

332
Completed

212
In Progress

Ya-Po-Ah Terrace Retirement Apartments
Ya-Po-Ah, federally subsidized Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) senior housing, is using $1,500,000
in CDBG funds to partially support substantial
rehabilitation of 212 units of affordable housing for lowincome seniors, including energy efficiency upgrades,
noise mitigation, and additional accessibility
improvements. These efforts also result in the ability for
the owner, Evergreen Union Retirement Association
(EURA), to preserve the HUD subsidy for future
generations of low-income seniors in Eugene.
Construction is underway and is scheduled to be
complete by the end of 2020. Residents will be
temporarily relocated offsite in phases through
construction. Once completed, Ya-Po-Ah Terrace will
continue to provide affordable senior units to the
community.

Ya-Po-Ah Terrace Retirement Apartments

Home Owner Rehabilitation Activity
In FY 2019, 20 households were assisted with $65,106 through Eugene’s Emergency Minor Home
Repair program, including accessibility improvements. Of these, 14 were occupied by people with
disabilities and 12 were occupied by elderly people.
Demand for the Housing Rehabilitation Programs
The demand for housing rehabilitation and preservation remains strong in Eugene and the need for
rental rehabilitation and home repairs is increasing as our existing housing stock ages. Increasing
construction costs and an increase in scale of work needed has become more evident. The Rental
Rehabilitation Program generates much of its funding through program income from loan
repayments. As such, any money put into the program will serve not just one unit, but many over
time. Several projects have expressed interest in being funded through this program.
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Affordable Housing Strategies – Down Payment Assistance for Homeownership
Affordable Housing Need
Increased access to quality, affordable home ownership opportunities and support to remain
homeowners is needed for low and very low-income people in Eugene. Based on the 2015
Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan, there are a total of 6,830 low-income owner occupied
households in Eugene. Of those, a significant majority have high housing cost burdens and/or live
in homes in need of repair; 76 percent experience a housing cost burden, overcrowding and/or
substandard housing conditions; 64% spend more than 30% of their income on housing costs;
and 40% spend more than half of their income on housing costs. Home ownership was identified
as a need in the Consolidated Plan, along with housing of all types.
Strategy: Homebuyer Assistance Program
Because of the difficulties that exist to become first-time
home buyers, Eugene implemented the pilot use of
using Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
funds for the Homebuyer Assistance Program in 2016.
Through this program, zero interest deferred loans of up
to $10,000 provided down payment and closing cost
assistance for low-income households acquiring their
first home within Eugene. Marketing and outreach were
conducted to inform lenders and realtors of the funding
availability, requirements and process for the program.
The assistance received by each household was modest, Home purchased with HAP Fund Assistance
but played a significant role in enabling people to
become homeowners. In addition to the benefit to the households receiving assistance, renters
also benefit as the units vacated by the new homeowner households become available.
Homebuyer Assistance Activity
DOWN P AYMENT AS SISTANCE FOR HOMEOWNERSHIP

PROGRESS TOWARD 5-YEAR GOAL OF 10:

6

4
Completed

Not Initiated

During FY 2016 and FY 2017, six Eugene households received $57,941 in CDBG funding to
become homeowners. While there was some success, significant challenges were encountered
with the program. Presently, there is a shortage of homes available for sale that are both
affordable and of sufficient quality to qualify for assistance using CDBG. On qualifying properties,
the ability to act as fast to close as the competition also presented challenges. This program in
on hold pending exploration of alternative methods for supporting homeownership that are
more appropriate and effective given the market conditions.
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Affordable Housing Strategies – Systems Development Charge Fee Exemptions
Affordable Housing Need
Access to safe, decent and affordable housing is a critical factor in creating stability and opportunity
for Eugene’s lower-income families and individuals. As documented in the 2015 Eugene-Springfield
Consolidated Plan, there are a total of 31,055 low-income renter households and 6,830 low-income
owner occupied households in Eugene.
More stock of affordable housing is necessary to meet community need. To this end, one of the five
year goals of the 2015 Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan is to increase the supply of affordable
housing through development incentives for affordable housing.
Strategy: Systems Development Charge Fee Exemptions (E.C. 7.725)
The State of Oregon enabled local governments to exempt affordable housing developments from
paying Systems Development Charges (SDCs) during the building permitting process. The City of
Eugene sets aside non-federal funds to cover the SDCs for qualifying developments. All local SDCs
are exempted through the program, except regional wastewater fees. For a single-family home, the
SDC exemption may be worth approximately $9,000. For a 50-unit multi-family housing
development, the SDC exemption may be worth nearly $300,000. The SDC exemption can also be
counted toward the required local match for state and federal funds provided to a development.
The SDC exemptions can be used for rental housing targeted to households earning 60% of the area
median income (AMI) or below; or for homeownership housing targeted to households earning 80%
AMI or below.
SDC Exemption Activity
The City of Eugene has provided SDC exemptions to homeownership developments such as Habitat
for Humanity houses, and Oregon BILDS, an award-winning design-build class at University of
Oregon. Recent multi-family rental developments receiving SDC exemptions were Emerald Village
(Square One), Oaks at 14th (HACSA), Bascom Village Phase II (HACSA) and Bascom Village Phase I (St.
Vincent de Paul).

Bascom Village Phase I multi-family affordable housing

Oregon BILDS received SDC Exemptions for
homeownership houses on Hope Loop
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Affordable Housing Strategies – Low-Income Rental Housing Property Tax Exemption (LIRHPTE)
Affordable Housing Need
Access to safe, decent and affordable housing is a critical factor in creating stability and opportunity
for Eugene’s lower-income families and individuals. As documented in the 2015 Eugene-Springfield
Consolidated Plan, there are a total of 31,055 low-income renter households and 6,830 low-income
owner occupied households in Eugene.
More stock of affordable housing is necessary to meet community need. To this end, one of the five
year goals of the 2015 Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan is to increase the supply of affordable
housing through development incentives for affordable housing.
Strategy: Low-Income Rental Housing Property Tax Exemption (E.C. 2.938-2.940)
The State of Oregon enabled local governments to provide property tax exemptions for affordable
rental housing targeted to households earning 60% of the area median income or below. Properties
must have been constructed after February 1990, or must be owned by non-profit corporations. The
City of Eugene and the local school district agree to exempt property taxes for qualifying
developments. All property taxes are exempted through the program for a twenty year period, and
may be renewed. The value of the LIRHPTE depends on the size, location, and the assessed value of
the development. The LIRHPTE can be counted toward the required local match for state and
federal funds provided to a development.
LIRHPTE Activity
The City of Eugene has provided LIRHPTEs to larger multi-family rental developments such as Stellar
Apartments (St. Vincent de Paul) and Bascom Village Phase I (St. Vincent de Paul), and also to smaller
developments such as Emerald Village Eugene (Square One), Polk Street Apartments (NEDCO), Delta
Court (Cornerstone Community Housing), River Road Apartments (NEDCO), and Youth House (St.
Vincent de Paul).

Bascom Village Phase I

Polk Street Apartments
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Affordable Housing Strategies – Remove Barriers to Affordable and Supportive Housing
Affordable Housing Need
Access to safe, decent, and affordable housing is a critical factor in creating stability and opportunity
for all Eugene residents. Historic, systemic and individual discrimination impact access to housing.
Additionally, barriers exist to developing affordable housing including costs of development, limited
supply of available land and land use restrictions.
Strategy: Remove Barriers
It is necessary to remove these barriers to provide fair and equal access to housing and true housing
choice. The City of Eugene works to remove barriers by engaging in policy analysis and
recommendations along with providing outreach, education, and assistance to community members
experiencing discrimination to address their complaints.
Barrier Removal Activity
Intergovernmental Housing Policy Board – The Intergovernmental Housing Policy Board (HPB) acts as
a forum for public input into the community issues related to affordable housing. It provides an
opportunity for dialogue, collaboration and exploration of low-income and affordable housing issues
in the city of Eugene and Lane County. The Housing Policy Board also makes policy recommendations
regarding affordable housing to Eugene and Lane County governments. The mission of the HPB is to
increase the availability of decent, affordable housing, for low- and very low-income families and
individuals in Lane County. In the past year, after significant research on potential local funding
sources, HPB made a recommendation to Eugene City Council to adopt a Construction Excise Tax,
which is currently under council consideration. In addition, HPB developed a survey for Eugene
renters to learn about their experiences in the current rental market. Survey findings are in the
process of being shared with council.
Fair Housing – The City of Eugene uses CDBG funds to contract with
Fair Housing Council of Oregon (FHCO) to investigate and enforce fair
housing complaints and provide fair housing education and outreach.
In FY 2019, twelve fair housing events were held including six trainings
for social service providers, affordable housing providers, boards and
commissions, community members, and City staff. Additional outreach
activities include participation in four listening sessions for Eugene
renters, where fair housing information and resources were discussed.
Staff also exhibited at a Housing Fair, informing college students of
their rights. Additionally, a special event was held in collaboration with
the Eugene Public Library to inform families with children about their
housing rights. The City of Eugene continues to collaborate with FHCO
to ensure improved communication and coordination.

Mayor Vinis at Fair Housing Storytime
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