Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
The role of Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee is to advise City of Eugene staff on: the
development of goals and programs related to the use of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources, the
allocation of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources, and review of specific project proposals to be
supported by the Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources.

Agenda
May 19, 2020, 9:00 am – 11:00 am
To join from a computer, tablet or smartphone:
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/784266125
To dial in using your phone:
U.S.A. (Toll Free): 1-877-309-2073, Access Code: 784-266-125

I.

Welcome and Introductions

Information

5 minutes

II.

Public Comment

Information

15 minutes

III.

Minutes Approval (February)

Discussion

5 minutes

IV.

Review Proposed Allocation and Recommendation
• Review of Priorities and Possible Uses

Info, Discussion

85 minutes

V.

Next Steps

Discussion

10 minutes

Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Members :
Sarah Pishioneri (Co-Chair) · Scott Rogers (Co-Chair) · John Barofsky · Dane Butler · Paula Farquhar-Stout ·
Isaac Judd · Pete Knox · Kaarin Knudson · Carmel Snyder
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Staff:
Stephanie Jennings, City of Eugene • 541-682-5529 • SJennings@eugene-or.gov
Teresa Kennedy, City of Eugene • 541-682-5767 • TKennedy@eugene-or.gov
This meeting is open to the public and is wheel-chair accessible. American Sign Language or Spanish interpretation can be
provided with 48-hour notice prior to the meeting. For the hearing impaired, assistive listening devices are available with 48
hours’ prior notice. The agenda and all background materials can be provided in alternative formats or Spanish with 48-hour
notice prior to the meeting. To arrange for any of these services please contact Teresa Kennedy at TKennedy@eugene-or.gov or
541-682-5767.
El lugar de la reunión es accesible para personas con discapacidad. A las personas sordas o con dificultades auditivas les ofrecemos
intépretes o sistemas FM de asistencia auditiva con 48 horas de anticipación. También se ofrecen intérpretes de español con 48
horas de anticipación. Materiales en formatos alternativos están disponibles a solicitud. Para disponer de estos servicios o para
mayor información, comuníquese con el personal de Teresa Kennedy, 541-682-5767.
For information about minutes, agendas, or materials, please contact Teresa Kennedy at TKennedy@eugene-or.gov or 541-682-5567.
Mail inquiries can be directed to City of Eugene Planning and Development Department, 99 W. 10th, Eugene, OR 97401.
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I. Welcome and Introductions
Mr. Rogers opened the Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee (AHTF AC) meeting at 9:02
a.m. Everyone present introduced themselves.
II. Public Comment
Robert Patterson, director of Emerald Ally and a candidate for Eugene Mayor, approached the committee.
He had looked at the TAC (Technical Assistance Collaborative) recommendation and thought that the
City had been bamboozled. He brought up that it had been 30 years since Ryan White had died and the
Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS Resources Emergency Act was created. Mr. Patterson stated that the
challenges that those with HIV/AIDS face kept many people on the streets, and the same could be said for
all illnesses. Portland State University (PSU) had published a 50-year forecast for Lane County. They said
that the population would continue to age and expand, and that special care was needed to protect those
groups.
Sarah Pishioneri arrived at 9:07 a.m.
Faye de Buhr, co-founder of Community Supported Shelters (CSS), approached the committee. Since
2013 she had worked with many people who had been unhoused. Ms. de Buhr voiced that only a small
few could access affordable housing and that the system was not geared towards those living on the
streets. She wanted to create a network of CSS co-owned units that were geared towards graduates of
their Safe Spot communities. There were currently three Safe Spot buildings in the area. The communities
were made up of homeless individuals transitioning back into housing. Ms. de Buhr said that they
required that each person get along with the rest of the community, take care of the unit, and have an
income. It helped those build skills to make them become more independent.
Kaarin Knudson arrived at 9:09 a.m.
III. Minutes Approval (December, January)
MOTION: Mr. Barofsky moved, seconded by Ms. Knudson, to approve the December 18, 2019
and January 28, 2020 minutes. The motion passed unanimously.
IV. Items from Committee Members and Staff
Ms. Pishioneri informed the committee that there was a group in town, the Lane County Housing
Navigator Meet-Up Collaborative, that was made up of informal housing navigators. She had asked them
to provide a proposal for the committee and she wanted to go over some of their statement. The group
was made up of individuals from many different organizations in the county.
There were four key recommendations the collaborative had for immediate intervention. The first was to
have more emergency, temporary, and sustained financial tools with low-barrier access to housed people
at risk of losing housing. The second was to increase opportunities for co-operative housing and land
development communities (new ownership models and access). The third was to build more boarding
houses (transitional boarding houses that could be for everyone). The last was to increase accessibility
and de-siloed support networks by increasing visibility and access for people who experienced disabilities
and a large aging population.
Their key recommendations were shaped to focus on being responsive to housing needs based on three
distinct rent target categories, which were identified as: $0-200/ monthly rents, $200-300 monthly rents,
and $300-1000 monthly rents. Ms. Pishioneri listed out the effective solutions that the collaborative
identified for each category.
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Ms. Pishioneri read off their conclusion which stated that “as stake-holders, participants, care-providers,
and community members [they] contended that the best practices for addressing the affordable housing
crisis in Eugene were solutions that increased agency, ownership, community centric visions, and dealienation.”
Ms. Pishioneri said that she would send out the spreadsheet they sent her which mapped out their
solutions in more detail.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout attended the last Renters Protection Committee (RPC) meeting. They had talked
about how tenants could lose housing through miscommunication with their landlords. She was interested
in the conversation they had about what landlords wanted from tenants. The RPC brought up the idea of
housing navigators who could help people get into housing. The issue was that there needed to be people
who helped tenants stay in their housing. Ms. Farquhar-Stout said that both tenants and landlords wanted
what was best for everyone.
Ms. Knudson shared that Better Housing Together, along with the AHTF AC, was looking for new types
of housing models. She shared that Kevin Cavanaugh had just completed a two-building project in
Portland called Jolene’s First Cousin. He said that rent in Portland had increased by 20% with no income
increase, which resulted in a climbing homelessness rate. Jolene’s First Cousin had a total of six units:
three retail spaces, two market rate lofts and one containing 11 rooms in a single resident occupancy
(SRO) arrangement. The rent was $428 a month and amenities were shared. Ms. Knudson shared that
there would be a 5% annual return and a percentage of potential refinancing in year ten for their investors.
She shared that this was their first project of this type and there were looking to do more.
Ms. Knudson thought that they should look at creating units with this model. She said that Jolene’s First
Cousin was completely crowdfunded and that might be something they would want to investigate. Ms.
Knudson emphasized that as they were coming up with units and they needed to keep opportunities to
leverage funds in mind.
V. Affordable Housing Trust Fund, Financial Report
Ms. Jennings reminded everyone that the city council had given them $500,000 from the general fund to
use alongside the construction excise tax (CET). She said that at that time the CET had accumulated
$200,335. Since it was the first year of the tax, they were expecting it to be lower since a lot of projects
already had their permits. Ms. Jennings noted that they would continue monitoring the CET income and
keep the committee updated on a quarterly basis. She reminded them that they would present their
allocation recommendations to city council on April 13, 2020.
Mr. Barofsky mentioned that they were originally expecting to have almost double the amount they had in
the first year. He asked if their estimation of $1,000,000 had been unrealistic. Ms. Jennings told him that
it was too soon to tell since large projects took a while to get their permits approved. She added that the
estimation was based off the money that CET would have generated during the previous year and it was
hard to predict the construction market.
Ms. Jennings reassured everyone that the funding they had was still a good amount to work with. They
would talk more about an allocation process at their next meeting in March.
VI. Consolidated Plan Community Needs Analysis
Ms. Jennings informed the committee that she had presented the Consolidated Plan to city council the day
before. She wanted to quickly go over parts of the presentation. Ms. Jennings explained that the
Consolidated Plan set the priority needs and strategies for the use of federal Community Development
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Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funds over a 5-year period.
She added that they put together an Action Plan every year that was more focused on annul budgets. The
current Consolidated Plan would expire June 30, 2020 and the next Consolidated Plan was due on May
15, 2020, before it went into effect on July 1, 2020.
There were many community engagement activities that they participated in to get feedback. On February
14, 2020, they had their Open House on the draft plan, where 130 community participants showed up. At
that event they had a strategy prioritization survey, which received 104 responses. Ms. Jennings shared
that the community seemed happy with the draft.
The proposed priority needs groups that they found were: renters, home owners, people experiencing
homelessness, non-homeless special needs populations, employment opportunities, and low-income areas.
Ms. Jennings explained that the needs were structured in broad categories so the yearly Action Plans
could target what they needed during that year.
The proposed affordable housing strategies were to: increase the supply of affordable housing, rehabilitate
existing affordable housing, create home ownership opportunities, and remove barriers to affordable and
supportive housing. Ms. Jennings presented some projects that were currently underway to show how the
City mixed funding.
Ms. Knudson encouraged staff to make sure city council knew about the fairing housing issues that they
were facing. She thought that city council should go through the fair housing training at a work session to
show that it was a priority. Ms. Jennings said that they could offer to do that.
Mr. Barofsky stated that he was on the Consolidated Plan Advisory Committee and he thought that the
consultants at the Cloudburst Group did an amazing job. He said that they really worked with them to
make sure the plan matched up with the needs in both cities.
Ms. Jennings said that the AHTF AC would be updated as the plan moved forward.
On March 2, 2020, the draft Consolidated Plan would be published. They would then enter a 30-day
public comment period before the final Consolidated Plan Advisory Committee meeting, which would
also be the joint Eugene-Springfield public hearing, on April 1, 2020. The Consolidated Plan would then
be presented to both city councils on April 27, 2020, before being submitted to HUD on May 15, 2020.
VII. Discussion of CET Uses in other Communities
Ms. Jennings introduced Lynne McConnell from Bend, Oregon. They had reached out to her to talk about
how Bend had worked with their CET for the last decade. Ms. McConnell informed the committee that
their two main forms of funding were CET and CDBG. She added that their yearly plan was to build a
hundred units. They had either hit or gone over that number for the last few years.
The Bend Affordable Housing CET was established in 2006 and served up to 100% area median income
(AMI). In 2018-2019 $1,445,000 funding was awarded to construct 242 units. During that fiscal year they
were also able to leverage $38,436,834.
Ms. McConnell explained that they did a lot of community engagement to help formulate their
Consolidated Plan goals. Their goals were to: improve infrastructures (including child care facilities),
provide support to necessary public services, homeownership, assist homeless with shelter and services,
and increase affordable rental housing production & preservation. She pointed out that these goals did
more than just address housing.
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Ms. McConnell directed everyone to the affordable housing costs and units by income level from Bend,
2015. She noted that it was out of date, but thought it would still be helpful for the AHTF AC to look at.
Ms. McConnell suggested that the AHTF AC define the word “affordable.” By doing that it would make
it easier for everyone and put all projects on an even field. She provided them with Bend’s definition.
Everyone was directed to look at a graphic that laid out how much households could make and what they
could afford with that amount. Ms. McConnell said that by framing their AMI that way they could see
how many people fell into those categories.
Ms. McConnell then went over their high priority list, which was influenced by their city council’s goals
and did not completely line up with their consolidated plan goals. The first was to increase the supply of
affordable rental housing that was available to moderate (100% AMI), low (80% AMI), very low (50%
AMI) and extremely low (30% AMI) income. The second was to increase homeownership opportunities
for 100% AMI, 80% AMI, and 50% income. The third was have more homeless shelter development. The
fourth was to have more land acquisition. The fourth was to increase infrastructure development in
majority low- and moderate-income neighborhoods. The fifth was to purchase and preserve existing lowincome housing. The last was to find permanent support housing for homeless individuals.
Ms. McConnell shared that their timeline was very quick, which worked in their benefit. Their public
request for proposals (RFP) process started on October 4, 2019 and city council made their final decision
around the beginning or middle of February.
Ms. McConnell recommended that the AHTF AC create loan terms so that projects could be provided
through specific terms. Bend had five categories that RFPs could be applied under: homebuyer assistance,
acquisition for land trust, acquisition/construction/rehabilitation/clearance of land/infrastructure 40 years
amortizing at 1%, acquisition/construction/rehabilitation/clearance of land/infrastructure 40-year interest
only for first 10 years amortizing at 3%, and shelters. Ms. McConnell shared that 95% of their funds
provided were through loans. This helped them recycle funding since they would receive payments that
went towards funding more projects. She mentioned that when Bend got Local Innovation Fast Track
(LIFT) funds, they had to reorganize their loan process.
Bend also had a list of what they looked for in a project, which they called scoring. Ms. McConnell said
that one of the most important points on the list was that a project has outside funds to leverage. She
explained that they were not capable of funding a whole project, so it was essential to be other sources.
Ms. McConnell emphasized that receiving a low score did not mean that a project would not get funding,
it just might mean they got less money.
Ms. McConnell went over some of the projects they had going on and explained their priority listing
technique. Ms. Knudson asked how many units were in Northwest Crossing. Ms. McConnell informed
the committee that Northwest Crossing was an energy efficient commercial area with affordable housing.
91% of units were not restricted to affordable. She could not remember the number of units, but knew it
was in the hundreds.
Ms. McConnell explained that unlike Eugene, Bend did not get a direct allocation of HOME funds. This
meant that to reach their goal of 100 units a year they had to leverage a lot. She said their main goal was
to be flexible in what they do.
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Ms. Jennings asked how many applications they received in their last RFP. Ms. McConnell replied that it
was around five. She added that the CDBG RFP happened at the same time, so a couple applications were
in both. They usually got more applications, which meant that they would have money left over.
Ms. Jennings asked if, when they did homebuyer assistance, they worked with a development
organization or funded a program. Ms. McConnell responded that they have organization apply and ask
for the specifics on what type of family they want to fund. With that being said, she clarified that a family
did not have to be picked out yet.
Mr. Barfosky knew that Bend had System Development Charge (SDC) waivers but did not know if they
were funded or waived and the City of Bend paid them. Ms. McConnell told him that they looked at
SDCs as buckets. They know they cannot raise enough funds to meet all need. With every waiver paid the
bucket fills, so by having some developments completely exempt the buckets would fill slowly. Ms.
McConnell shared that they gave out their first partial exemptions in 2015 to water, sewage, and
transportation. In 2017, they exempted all three SDCs and it was not competitive. Ms. McConnell said
that the process was not competitive and was a one-page application. In the first year, they received 99
applications, and last year they got 100.
Mr. Barofsky said that Ms. McConnell mentioned that based on scoring they only gave partial funding.
He wanted to know if this every resulted in a project falling through. Ms. McConnell said that it might
mean saving the money and applying for the RFP the following year, or finding funding elsewhere.
Ms. Knudson asked for the differences between tax exemption and SDC to be explained more. Ms.
McConnell said that tax exemptions were given out by class and SDC was a one off. Ms. Jennings added
that the SDC waiver had no backfill. Ms. Meyi-Galloway stated that they could also be capped, and
Eugene was currently at capped at $230,000. Ms. McConnell was unsure how much money they
exempted last year, but knew in the first two years it had been $1,000,000 total.
Ms. Knudson asked what their metric of 100 units was based on. Ms. McConnell told her that the number
predated her time but thought that the number was lowered during the recession. She noted that at that
time the City was the only one lending and that was mostly towards rehabilitation projects. Mr. Barofsky
asked if the 100-unit goal was just for the CET. Ms. McConnell responded that it included everything
(SDC, CDBG, CET). She mentioned that they employed density bonuses that contractors used.
Ms. Knudson wanted to know if the CET in Bend was also set at .33%. Ms. McConnell replied that it
was, but it covered all construction in the area. She mentioned that they had talked about rising it but were
still evaluating that decision.
VIII.
Next Steps
Ms. Jennings said that they still had to schedule their March meeting since staff needed more preparation
time. The next meeting would focus on a draft allocation and what an RFP would look like. She told them
to continue thinking about the buckets of funding they wanted and reminded them that city council had
the final say.
Mr. Judd thought it would be a good idea to put together a task force that could go through all the CET
information and help them create the criteria for projects. He felt unprepared to go into an RFP process.
Ms. Jennings clarified that they would be gathering information from other jurisdictions on how they
went through the process and that they would not be starting from scratch. They also had the guidance of
city council on where the money should go and how much will help guide them during the RFP.
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Ms. Knudson thought that they should use a timeline similar to what Bend had done. She said that it
would help them understand the landscape of how much money will be coming in and how to build the
system for city council.
Ms. Knudson asked how specific they had to be when they went to city council in April. Ms. Jennings
stated that they would talk more about that at their March meeting.
Mr. Barofsky said that it was important int their first year to come up with recommendations that city
council would not totally change in the future. He stated that they could not flush everything out right
away and would need more time to do so. Ms. Jennings reminded everything that in April they would just
be giving an allocation recommendation, and that anything further would be talked about later.
IX. Adjournment
Mr. Rogers adjourned the meeting at 10:59 a.m.
(Minutes recorded by Lydia Dysart)
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EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
Work Session: Proposed Use of Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Resources

Meeting Date: April 15, 2020
Department: Planning and Development
www.eugene-or.gov

Agenda Item Number: 2
Staff Contact: Stephanie Jennings
Contact Telephone Number: 541-682-5529

ISSUE STATEMENT
Eugene City Council and State Legislature both recognize traditional funding sources for
affordable housing—especially federal sources—have declined over time. The reduction in
resources available for affordable housing has challenged our community’s ability to meet the
housing needs of Eugene residents with limited incomes. To help address this issue, Eugene City
Council passed Ordinance No. 20609 (Attachment A) in April 2019 implementing a local
construction excise tax that will contribute to an Affordable Housing Trust Fund. The ordinance
went into effect on July 1, 2019. Eugene City Council also dedicated $500,000 in General Fund
dollars through Senate Bill 1 in December 2019.

During this work session, staff will provide a recommended allocation in accordance with the
guidance provided by council during the work session held on July 24, 2019. At this time, a total of
an estimated $800,000 in AHTF resources are available for allocation.
BACKGROUND
In 2016, Oregon Legislature passed Senate Bill 1533 authorizing Oregon cities and counties to
establish a construction excise tax. The law authorizes a city or county to tax new residential and
commercial buildings, additions, and alterations. A CET is a one-time tax imposed on new
construction where an established tax rate (percentage) is multiplied by the permit valuation of
the construction permit. The CET is assessed at the time building permits are issued.

On April 8, 2019, City Council passed an ordinance establishing a local CET. From July 1, 2019,
through June 30, 2020, residential and commercial projects will be taxed at .33 percent of the
permitted value of eligible improvements. Beginning July 1, 2020, and thereafter, the tax increases
to .50 percent. During the first two years, CET charges will be offset by a reduction in System
Development Charges and permit fees so that additional costs are not added to improvements
subject to the tax. The revenue generated through the CET will accrue in the City’s Affordable
Housing Trust Fund to support programs, incentives and services related to the housing of
households earning 100 percent of area medium income and below. In addition, the City intends
to designate $500,000 per year of City funds to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund. A fact sheet
regarding the tax and its implementation is included as Attachment B.
CC Agenda - Page 1
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On July 24, City Council held a work session discuss implementation of the AHTF including a
proposed timeline, advisory committee structure, and potential uses for AHTF resources. During
this work session, a motion passed directing that the vast majority of funds be used for direct
assistance to renters and homebuyers.

In October, the City Manager selected nine community residents to participate in the AHTF
Advisory Committee. Five meetings occurred between October and February and included
sessions on analysis of housing needs, renter housing development and assistance,
homeownership housing and assistance, and lessons learned from other jurisdictions. The
committee heard presentations from 10 guest speakers from area agencies, representatives of the
Renter Protections Committee of the Housing Policy Board, and from the City of Bend.

The Advisory Committee was unable to meet in late March due to coronavirus safety concerns. At
the same time, there has been a substantial shift in the housing market and conditions and
growing concerns regarding renter and homeowner stability. While significant additional federal
resources are coming through direct payments and other funding, there is a significant need for
renter assistance counseling and services as well as foreclosure prevention counseling in the near
term. In addition, existing affordable rental housing for low-income persons may need short-term
funding to maintain operations and critical resident services given expected delays and losses in
rental income. Lastly, additional city staff capacity is needed to quickly create and implement
entirely new programs in partnership with community agencies.

There is a total of $800,000 in AHTF resources available for allocation. This includes $500,000 in
General Fund dollars dedicated as a part of the Supplemental Budget process in December 2019
and an estimated $300,000 in CET revenue. The following potential allocation of AHTF resources
for consideration is based on committee discussions, recommendations from the HPB Renter
Protections Committee, recent discussions with affordable housing and social service providers,
and a staff assessment of current conditions.






Renter Counseling and Assistance - $225,000 – Expand nonprofit agency capacity to
provide renter counseling, hotline services, and support benefit applications to access
rental assistance funds to maintain housing stability and prevent homelessness.

Forclosure Counseling and Assistance - $225,000 – Expand nonprofit agency capacity to
provide foreclosure prevention counseling for homeowners in order to maintain housing
stability and prevent homelessness.

Operating Support/Rental Assistance for Existing Affordable Housing - $350,000 –
Existing affordable housing development typically have very limited reserves in order to
provide low rents for residents. Many residents of affordable housing also may have
greater health risks in the current environment. Project-based operating funds could be
used to pay for critical operating costs and resident services due to reduced rental income.
These resources would also provide an opportunity for agencies to adjust rents as needed
to maintain housing stability and prevent homelessness.

April 15, 2020, Work Session – Item 2
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Staff are continuing to work through how to administer this program as efficiently as possible in
order to maximize impact of the AHTF. It is anticipated that some administrative costs will be
shared by the AHTF.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION
April 12, 2017 Work Session - City Council received an introductory presentation on SB 1533 and
directed staff to pursue development of policy options for a CET in collaboration with HPB.

December 13, 2017 Work Session – City Council reviewed a set of recommendations from the HPB
for implementation of a CET. Council directed staff to continue engaging community stakeholders
on implementation of a CET.
April 9, 2018 Work Session – City Council continued discussion of options for a CET and directed
staff to return with a process for council consideration that would identify existing barriers to
housing affordability, availability and diversity of type.

January 14, 2019 Council Meeting – City Council directed staff to create a draft CET ordinance and
to schedule a public hearing.
February 19, 2019 Public Hearing – Thirty-four people testified at the public hearing on an
ordinance imposing a CET on residential and commercial improvements.

April 8, 2019 Council Meeting – City Council adopted an Ordinance Concerning Imposition of a
Construction Excise Tax on Commercial and Residential Improvements.

July 24, 2019 Work Session – City Council discussed next steps for AHTF implementation and
directed that the vast majority of funds be used for direct assistance to renters and homebuyers.
COUNCIL OPTIONS
1. Approve the allocation of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources as outlined in the AIS.
2. Amend and approve the allocation of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources.
3. Take no action.
CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION
Approve the allocation of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources as outlined in the AIS. Direct
staff to return to council when future funds are available for allocation. Staff will continue to work
with the AHTF Advisory Committee to explore possible uses.
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SUGGESTED MOTION
Move to direct the City Manager to allocate Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources as outlined
in the AIS and return to Council when future funds are available for allocation.
ATTACHMENTS
A. Ordinance No. 20609
B. Eugene Construction Excise Tax Overview and Frequently Asked Questions
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Staff Contact:
Stephanie Jennings, Community Development Division
Telephone:
541-682-5529
Staff E-Mail:
SJennings@eugene-or.gov
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Executive Summary
The Eugene-Springfield 2020 Consolidated Plan presents a strategic vision for housing and
community development for the period beginning in July 2020 and ending in June 2025. The
goals and activities outlined in the Consolidated Plan are based on priorities identified through
an analysis of community needs as well as an extensive community outreach process. This analysis
and subsequent refinements through further public input took place primarily from October 2019
through April 2020. The strategy laid out in this document relied on a snapshot of economic, housing
and social conditions using data available at that time. While data is limited, efforts have been
made to reflect the emerging impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. What is clear is that the
pandemic will have severe impact on the local economy, housing market, and welfare of the
residents of Eugene and Springfield. These changes will have the greatest impact on the low-and
moderate- income and other vulnerable residents that programs identified in the plan seek to
assist. Conditions faced by these residents and priority needs identified in this plan will remain
critical. Some concerns, such as housing and food instability, domestic violence, and the viability of
small businesses may be exacerbated. The strategies identified in this plan will continue to alleviate
some hardships faced by our lower income residents in the wake of the pandemic. The cities of
Eugene and Springfield will continue to analyze local conditions and strategically deploy the
resources identified in this plan, as well as new federal resources from the CARES Act that will be
made available in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.
The Cities of Eugene and Springfield must complete and adopt a Consolidated Plan every five
years in order to receive Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment
Partnership Program (HOME) and other grants from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). The purpose of CDBG and HOME is to advance the following statutory
objectives principally for extremely low-income, low-income and moderate-income residents:
•
•
•
•

Provide decent, safe, and affordable housing
Create suitable living environments (CDBG)
Expand economic opportunities (CDBG)
Expand the supply of decent, safe, sanitary and affordable housing (HOME)

In addition, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield must complete a One Year Action Plan (Action
Plan) for each fiscal year within the five-year period. The Action Plan describes the Cities’ annual
allocation process for specific uses of HOME and CDBG funds during a specific fiscal year. The
first Action Plan, for HUD program year 2020 will be completed and submitted to HUD along
with the 2020 Consolidated Plan.
The following summary of the Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan provides an overview of the
Consultation and Citizen Participation process, Community Profile and Needs, Priority Needs, and
a Strategic Plan. This document is a summary of materials submitted through HUD’s electronic plan
submission template.

Consultation and Citizen Participation
The Cities of Eugene and Springfield conducted extensive consultation with key partners, stakeholders
and community members in identifying Housing and Community Development needs from November
2019 through January 2020. The consultation process built on work that has been ongoing by
committees and boards that bring together a broad range of stakeholders. In addition to
consultations with stakeholders, the needs identified reflect information gathered through web-based
surveys for both service agencies and community residents, public forums to hear community members,
and input from the Consolidated Plan Advisory Committee.
Individuals representing government and policy makers, nonprofit organizations, affordable
housing providers, and other interested parties were invited to participate to ensure that as many
points of view as possible were heard. Over the course of one-on-one interviews and twelve small
focus group meetings, approximately 133 public participants and 21 city staff provided their
feedback in person.
Advisory Body Consultations
The assessment engaged several committees that are actively evaluating and addressing housing,
homeless, fair housing, and community development needs including:
Lane County Poverty & Homelessness Board
Intergovernmental Human Services Commission
Intergovernmental Housing Policy Board
United Way of Lane County Community Investment Steering Committee
Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
Eugene Planning Commission
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2

Eugene and Springfield, OR

Agency Survey
In addition to these meetings, online surveys were completed by 68 representatives from 38 agencies.
The responders noted that the greatest barrier to finding and maintaining housing in the cities was
rental costs and finding vacant units, and that creating additional affordable housing is the greatest
housing need. The responders also identified needs for housing rehabilitation and emergency repairs,
as well as accessibility improvements and down payment assistance. Preventing homelessness and
providing housing for homeless individuals was also identified as a high priority, and the homeless
population was identified as the population most in need of housing assistance and services. Survey
responses were received from the following agencies:
Applegate
Catholic Community Services of Lane County
Centro Latino Americano
Cornerstone Community Housing
Department of Human Services
DevNW
Ebbert Memorial United Methodist Church
Emerald Village Eugene
First Place Family Center
FOOD for Lane County
Head Start of Lane County
Here to Help Housing
HIV Alliance
Home for Good Housing Agency
Hosea Youth Services
Jennings Group Inc
Lane Council of Governments
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Lane County Health and Human Services
Lane Independent Living Alliance (LILA)
Looking Glass Community Services
Options Counseling and Family Services
Oregon Law Center
Relief Nursery, Inc.
ShelterCare
Sponsors, Inc.
Springfield Eugene Tenant Association
SquareOne Villages
St. Vincent de Paul Society of Lane County
Supportive Services for Veteran Families
White Bird Clinic
Womenspace, Inc.
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Information from the Public
Written Comments
Written public comments were accepted during the 30-day public comment period and were
incorporated into the Consolidated Plan.
Community Survey
A survey was developed to collect input from community members to identify priority needs and
collect information on conditions in the community. The survey was distributed on the internet and
through social media in both English and Spanish. Partner agencies also helped by distributing
the survey to their clients, where appropriate. A total of 216 responses were received.
Responders to the Community Survey identified the most needed services for both renters and
owners. For renters, responders identified top needs as ongoing rental assistance, security
Deposit assistance, and emergency rental assistance. For owners, responders identified
mortgage assistance, foreclosure prevention, and utility/energy payment support as the highest
needs. Responders identified mental health and addiction services and housing services as the
greatest social service needs. Respondents also identified assist human service agencies with
facilities acquisition or improvements as the most needed Community Development Need.
Open House
The Cities of Eugene and Springfield hosted an Open House on Affordable Housing and Community
Development, on February 12, 2020. Community members had the opportunity to learn about and
provide feedback on the draft priority needs and draft strategies for the 2020 Consolidated Plan.
The event was attended by over 130 community members, who were also asked to rank the
proposed strategies and to provide comments.
Resident Participation Plan
A requirement of the Consolidated Plan is to develop and utilize a strategy to achieve resident
public participation. This plan was updated in 2020 and is summarized here.
The Cities will continue to encourage participation by low- and moderate-income persons
throughout the community. Emphasis will be placed on reaching out to minority populations, nonEnglish-speaking persons, and persons with disabilities, in the preparation of the Plan. The Cities
will also notify and seek the participation of local and regional institutions and other
organizations, including businesses, developers, community and faith-based organizations, in the
development and implementation of the Consolidated Plan.

2020 Consolidated Plan
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The Cities will make vital information that pertains to the Consolidated Plan available to the
resident, public agencies and other interested parties on an annual basis. The information to be
made available includes the amount of assistance the Cities expect to receive, available unspent
prior year’s funds and related program income, the range of activities to be undertaken, including
the estimated amount of CDBG and other funds that will be expended on low- and moderateincome persons.
The Cities will provide interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the Plan
or on any amendments to the Plan. The Cities will consider any comments or views of interested
parties received in writing or orally, at any of the public hearings, or during the specified public
comment review period.
Meetings are announced through posting on City websites and in the Register Guard. All public
hearings are advertised in the Register-Guard Newspaper 14 days or more prior to the hearing.
For the development of the Consolidated Plan, one public hearing in addition to multiple public
meetings to obtain resident views regarding the proposed priority needs and strategies for the
five-year period.
Public meetings are held at times convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries in locations that
meet Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility standards. With 48 hours’ notice prior to any
public meeting, the Cities can provide the following services: an interpreter and audio equipment
for the hearing impaired; a reader to review printed materials with the sight impaired, and a
foreign language interpreter for non-English speaking residents.
Due to public health concerns related to the COVID-19 pandemic, the final meetings and public
hearings had to be held in an online format. Efforts were made to provide call-in options to
facilitate access for individuals with limited technology access.

2020 Consolidated Plan
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Community Profile and Needs
The Eugene-Springfield Consolidated Plan relies upon multiple forms of qualitative and quantitative
data as well as community input in order to identify housing, homelessness, and community
development needs and trends. This picture of need is the basis of the proposed objectives and
outcomes for the 2020 Consolidated Plan. In addition to the US Census, updated American
Community Survey (ACS) data and community surveys that provides the foundation for development
of the document, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield built on the work of several active committees
and recent studies that addressed housing, homeless and community development. The assessment
was also informed by additional consultations with city officials and other important stakeholders
such as the Intergovernmental Human Services Commission, United Way of Lane County, Lane
County Poverty & Homelessness Board, Homes for Good (PHA), and the Intergovernmental
Housing Policy Board.
In 2020, the regional economy has continued to diversify and improve, while at the same time leaving
many in the community still struggling to find jobs with wages to cover increasing housing costs.
There is a significant number of households who cannot meet the basic needs for food, shelter, medical
care and transportation. In addition, there are a growing number of seniors, persons with
disabilities, and others who are unable to work. These factors, combined with a very tight housing
market, have resulted in many households paying more than they can afford, and a growing number
of persons experiencing homelessness. It is important to note that the impacts of the COVID-19 are
too recent to be reflected in the data used for the analysis provided below.

Population Growth
The overall population has grown steadily in both cities since 2000, reaching a combined 223,958 in
2017. Population grew to 163,135 in Eugene (18% growth since 2000) and 60,823 in Springfield
(15% growth) in 2017.

Age Distribution
The population of Eugene and Springfield is aging. In 2000, people aged 60 to 75 accounted for
8% of the total population. This grew to 14% in 2017. For the same period, people under 45
accounted for 67% of the population in 2000, and this has dropped to 63% in 2017.

Racial and Ethnic Composition
Eugene and Springfield are becoming increasingly racially and ethnically diverse. Latino residents
are the fastest growing population, representing 10.2% of the population in the two cities, and this
population has grown 26.4% between 2000 and 2017. Approximately 21% of the population of
the cities are either Latino or minority race.
2020 Consolidated Plan
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Household Composition
As of 2017, family households still make up the largest percentage of households with 54% (Eugene
– 52%, Springfield – 59%), and of those, 10% of households is single female headed households.
There has also been a significant increase in single person households which now make up 45% of
all households. The largest growth in household type is non-family households which increased 57%
between 2000 and 2017. Average household size 2.33 in Eugene and 2.50 in Springfield.

Income and Poverty
Although growing, Median Household Income for both Eugene ($47,489) and Springfield ($41,700)
is lower than the US ($57,652) and Lane County ($47,710). Further, there are many residents in
both cities that are struggling, as evidenced by other indicators: 19% of Eugene residents and 28%
of Springfield residents receive food stamp benefits (SNAP), and 49% of students from the three
Public School Districts in Eugene and Springfield are eligible for free and reduced lunch. Low wages
also contribute to financial instability. In 2017, 21% of households in Eugene and 20% of households
in Springfield had incomes below the poverty level.

2020 Consolidated Plan
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Persons with Disabilities
In the Cities of Eugene and Springfield, about 32,438 people, or 14%, live with one or more
disabilities. The highest reported disabilities include ambulatory (8%), cognitive (8%), and difficulty
with independent living (7%).

Persons Experiencing Homelessness
The 2019 Point-in-Time Count (PIT) identified 2,165 people in Lane County experiencing
homelessness, a 32% increase from 2018 and 49% increase from 2016. Over two-thirds of this
population, or 1633 individuals, met HUD’s definition of unsheltered, which includes 411 persons
staying in “alternative to shelter” programs such as Dusk to Dawn, Opportunity Village, and
Conestoga Huts. The 2019 PIT count also found that 759 persons experiencing homelessness were
seriously mentally ill, 724 were chronically homeless, 525 reported substance abuse, 173 were
veterans, and 113 were families with children staying in a shelter. For FY 2018, Lane County
reported that 2,753 unduplicated individuals who were homeless received human services from one
or more agencies. During the 2018-2019 school year, the three public school districts in Eugene
and Springfield report 1,629 homeless youth, includes students who are staying with friends or
family. The reported number includes 482 homeless youth who were unaccompanied.

Persons with Special Needs who are not Homeless
Limited new data exists specific to non-homeless special needs populations in the cities of Eugene
and Springfield. There are numerous sub-populations in this community. Of those, there are some
that have both sufficient numbers and unique housing and service needs that warrant identification.
Those include the following: families with children, seniors, ex-offenders, people with HIV/AIDS,
victims of domestic violence, people with drug and alcohol addictions, people who are evicted or
foreclosed, people with physical and mental disabilities, veterans, youth and young adults, and
youth aging out of foster care.

Employment and Economy
Economic conditions in Eugene and Springfield have recovered significantly in the past decade, and
the region has emerged as a more diversified economy than it was during the Great Recession.
The number of jobs has grown steadily during the decade, and unemployment rates have remained
relatively low during recent years (below 6%). Wages have risen as well, although the loss of
manufacturing jobs still has tempered wage growth in the region.
In 2018, unemployment was 4.50%. Employment growth combined with retirements and declining
unemployment rates is creating a strengthening economy. As the economy continues to improve, the
labor market tightens, availability of skilled workers may create a challenge for employers.
Unemployment in the region has been decreasing but opportunities are limited for young unskilled
2020 Consolidated Plan
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workers. The new workforce of youth 16-24 years old accounts for 38% of the workforce.
Getting younger workers to work in skilled career opportunities will allow the younger workforce
to establish the experience and income that first jobs provide, a key workforce challenge facing both
cities. The workforce problems facing younger workers today may follow them well into the future
through lower lifetime earnings.
While there have been recent and significant job losses as a result of COVID-19, it is unclear how
sustained these job losses will be as social distancing measures diminish. It is apparent however that
many people with limited incomes are experiencing financial instability as a result of recent events.

Housing Units and Tenure
Together, Eugene and Springfield contain 97,224 housing units. The majority (61%) of the housing
stock is single-family units, with the remainder consisting of multi-family units (33%) and a small
share of mobile/manufactured homes (6%). This balance has remained relatively stable since
1990, although planners in both cities anticipate a gradual increase in multi-family housing to
accommodate future population needs. For rental households, 41% in Eugene and Springfield live
in 2-bedroom homes. Increasingly, homes with three-bedrooms are being occupied by renters,
climbing to 30% in 2017 from 25% in 2010. Renter households occupying studios and onebedroom homes has stayed relatively stable since 2010, edging up from 29% to 30%.
Eugene has recently shifted to a majority renter city, where 52% of households rented their home
in 2017. Springfield retains a slight majority of owner-occupied homes, where 51% of households
own and 49% rent.
Manufactured dwelling parks are areas where people rent or lease a space for their manufactured
home, which they may rent or own. A manufactured dwelling is a more affordable way for many
people to own a home or live independently in an environment for older individuals. About 5% of
the housing units in Eugene and Springfield are manufactured home park spaces, with nearly 40%
of the homes in three census tracts. These tracts are located in west Eugene, Glenwood, and midSpringfield.

Assisted and Public Housing
A variety of assisted housing developments are currently available and serving low-income persons
in the cities of Eugene and Springfield. There are at total of 4,452 assisted housing units in 113
developments in both cities, including projects subsidized with Section 8, Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits, or other project-based subsidies. Eugene and its urban growth boundary have a total of
3,516 units in 83 developments and Springfield and its urban growth boundary have 866 units in 28
developments.
2020 Consolidated Plan
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Homes for Good serves as the housing authority for the cities of Eugene and Springfield. There are
a total of 595 public housing units in Lane County with 383 of those in Eugene and Springfield, and
as of February 2020, 98.9% were leased. Additionally, Homes for Good has 3,065 total vouchers
(3,056 in use), of which 236 are designated as Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (192 in use).
For all voucher programs, 6% are held by households with one or more persons who identify as a
minority race or ethnicity.
Homes for Good maintains a waiting list for all their public housing units. There are approximately
1800 households on public housing waiting lists with typical wait times between 1 and 5 years. The
Section 8 waiting list was last opened in 2019 and 4,887 people responded to the online
application. At this point in time, 74% of families issued vouchers are able to lease a unit.

Housing Cost Burden
While wages and incomes have continued to rise in recent years, they have not kept pace with the
cost of both owner and rental housing in both cities. From 2010 to 2017, Median Household Income
rose 14% in Eugene and by 15% in Springfield.
Housing costs in the Eugene-Springfield area have risen more sharply since 2010, especially in
recent years. Median home prices have increased by about 130% between 2000 and 2019 in
both Eugene and Springfield, reaching $320,000 in Eugene and $270,100 in Springfield (Zillow
October 2019). Median Rental Rates have also increased substantially faster than incomes, if not
as dramatically as home values. Between 2010 and 2019, the median rental rate rose to $1,373
in Eugene (47% increase) and $1,181 in Springfield (58% increase).
As a result, many households pay more for housing than is affordable, or are unable to afford any
housing. Households paying more than 30% of household income are considered to have a ‘housing
cost burden’. A majority of all renters in Eugene (55%) and slightly under half of all renters in
Springfield (48%) are considered housing cost burdened, while a smaller but significant share of
all homeowners in each jurisdiction are also cost burdened (Eugene – 27%, Springfield – 29%).

Housing Conditions and Lead Based Paint
In the cities of Eugene and Springfield, approximately 60% (55,005) of the total housing units were
built prior to 1980 and may contain lead-based paint. Approximately 11,437 homes pose
potential lead-based paint hazards in the cities of Eugene and Springfield.
Despite the age of the housing stock, the physical condition of the housing in Eugene and Springfield
is generally good, as there are relatively few housing units (1,875) in the area that are considered
substandard according to HUD. Of those, 90% are rental units, and 59% are occupied by people
making 50% or less of the average median income. Based on input received during provider and
2020 Consolidated Plan
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public consultations, units available to low-income residents tend to have more significant issues, and
because of the scarcity of affordable low-income housing, residents are reluctant to raise their
concerns for fear of losing the housing.

Priority Needs
The purpose of identifying the community needs and trends, conducting surveys and meeting with
providers is to identify what the priority needs are for the low-and moderate-income households in
this community for the next five years. Listed below are the needs that were identified through the
analysis that have been identified as priority needs to address using HUD funds.

Renters
Rising rents has created a substantial gap in decent quality housing affordable to very low-, lowand moderate-income households in both cities. There are 21,535 such households earning less than
80% of AMI in Eugene, and 7,270 such households in Springfield, which make up 63% of all renters.
•

Renter households earning less than 80% of area median income (very-low, low- and
moderate- incomes): Over three quarters of these households spend more than 30% of
their income on housing costs (79% in Eugene, 74% in Springfield). Moreover, 54% of
these households in Eugene and 35% of these households in Springfield spend 50% of their
income on housing costs.

•

Renter households earning less than 50% of area median income (very-low and lowincome): A modestly greater share of these households also spend more than 30% of their
income on housing costs. However, the significantly more of these households pay more than
50% of their income on housing costs (Eugene – 68%, Springfield – 57%).

•

By April 2020, a growing number of residents have experienced a severe loss of income
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, raising the risk of housing instability and homelessness,
and potentially destabilizing existing affordable housing developments due to
interruptions in rental income.

Homeowners
Rising home values have also reduced the availability of quality housing affordable to low-and
moderate- income households. There are 7,390 owner households (23% of all owners) earning
less than 80% of AMI in Eugene, and 4,470 owner households (37% of all owners) in Springfield,
substantially fewer than the number of renters in this income bracket. Low, very low- and even
2020 Consolidated Plan
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moderate-income homeowner households need increased access to affordable homeownership
opportunities and support to remain homeowners. The high costs also reduce opportunities for
potential homebuyers.
•

A significant majority of low-income owners experience a housing cost burden, overcrowding, and/or substandard housing conditions (Eugene – 78%, Springfield – 59%).

•

Owner households earning less than 80% of area median income (very-low, low- and
moderate- incomes): A significant majority of these homeowners spend more than 30% of
their income on housing costs (Eugene – 66%, Springfield – 57%). Moreover, 41% of these
households in Eugene and 28% of these households in Springfield spend 50% of their
income on housing costs.

•

Owner households earning less than 50% of area median income (very-low and lowincome): There are 3,370 owner occupied households in Eugene, and 2,030 in Springfield
earning less than 50% AMI. Over three quarters (77%) of these households in Eugene and
over half (56%) of households in Springfield spend more than 30% of their income on
housing costs. 59% of these owner households in Eugene and 39% in Springfield spend
more than 50% of their income on housing costs.

People Experiencing Homelessness
People need access to housing and supportive services to prevent them from becoming homeless
and to leave homelessness.
•
•

•

•

•
•

The 2019 Point in Time Count identified 2,165 people experiencing homelessness.
Of those, 1,633 were unsheltered, 84 were families with children staying in a shelter, 841
were chronically homeless, 197 were veterans, 525 reported substance abuse and 759
were seriously mentally ill.
The 2019 PIT Count identified 145 unaccompanied youth, with 21 in Emergency Shelter (6
youth under age 18), 16 in Transitional Housing (6 youth under age 18), and 108
unsheltered (14 youth under age 18). A total of 26 unaccompanied homeless youth were
under age 18, 119 were ages 18-24.
Lane County reports 26 agencies with 170 projects in WellSky, a management information
system used to share information among service providers on services provided to at-risk,
homeless, or near homeless clients.
Lane County reported that 2,753 unduplicated individuals who were homeless received
human services from one or more agencies in fiscal year 2018.
The three public school districts in Eugene and Springfield report 1,629 homeless youth
during 2019, and this definition includes students who are staying with friends or family.
The definition of homeless for purposes of the Plan includes people who are “doubled-up”.
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Non-Homeless Special Needs Populations
People with special needs need additional support for housing and supportive services. This includes
families with children, seniors, ex-offenders, people with HIV/AIDS, victims of domestic violence,
people with drug and alcohol addictions, people who are evicted or foreclosed, people with
physical and mental disabilities, veterans, youth and young adults, and youth aging out of foster
care.
•

•
•
•

•

•

Special needs populations need additional support as it relates to affordable housing,
human services, employment opportunities, and accessibility improvements in housing and
public facilities.
In both cities, 49% of students in the three public districts are eligible for free or reduced
lunch.
One in seven Oregonians and one in five children in Oregon are food insecure.
Free local bus passes, gasoline, care repair, driver’s license, ID card or birth certificate fee
were all identified as difficult to access based upon feedback provided by the constituency
surveyed.
There is one domestic violence provider in Eugene. Records indicated there are minimal
domestic violence and sexual assault providers, with limited shelter space and housing assets
dedicated to survivors and those fleeing domestic violence.
In the Community Survey, respondents identified mental health and addiction services and
housing services as the greatest social services needs. Respondents also identified Assist
human service agencies with facilities acquisition or improvements as the most needed
Community Development Need.

Employment Opportunities
People who have low incomes, are unemployed or underemployed need a broader range of
employment opportunities, including self-employment
•

•
•
•

After Lane County lost 18,000 jobs between 2007 and 2010, employment has
continued to grow [back to pre-recession levels], currently peaking at 95% as of 2017. As
unemployment rates have declined in recent years, so too has job growth since 2016.
Workers in the Eugene Metropolitan Statistical Area had an average (mean) hourly wage
of $22.75 in May 2018, about 9 percent below the nationwide average of $24.98.
Not all sectors have returned to pre-recession levels, including financial activities,
construction, manufacturing, and information.
In 2019, the top three reasons employers found it difficult to fill vacancies were: (1) lack
of applicants, (2) unfavorable working conditions, and (3) lack of qualified candidates
(Hiring Challenges for unfulfilled job vacancies, May 2019).
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•
•

The loss of jobs combined with the subsequent recession, have widened the page between
employed wages and housing gaps.
Community Survey responders identified creating jobs in low-income neighborhoods as the
greatest economic development need.

Low-Income Areas and Areas of Slums and Blight
Geographic areas defined as areas of slums or blight or as low-income areas need additional
support for rehabilitation and public facility and infrastructure improvements.
•

•

There are several areas in this community that are or could meet the HUD requirement for
an area of slums and blight which would allow different uses of CDBG funds. These areas
could benefit from increased investments in the area. There are also specific properties with
deteriorated conditions that could addressed using CDBG funds.
There are several areas of this community that are characterized by 51% or more low- to
moderate-income residents, which can benefit from increased investments in this area.

Strategic Plan
As part of the consolidated planning process, priority needs were identified based on the needs
assessment, market analysis, stakeholder consultation, and input from residents. Next, strategies
and goals were developed to address these priority needs with the cities’ anticipated CDBG and
HOME grants, which will help leverage additional public and private resources.
Below is a summary of the strategies that have been identified that both meet priority needs and
are also eligible uses of HUD funds. A table following this section shows the relationship between
identified strategies and the priority needs of Eugene and Springfield for use of federal funds
received from HUD. During the public comment period in March 2020, nonprofit partners and
stakeholders reported concerns about residents already experiencing sudden and significant losses
of income due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Beyond the real threats among residents of housing
instability and homelessness, affordable housing agencies reported concerns about the
destabilization of existing affordable housing developments due to interruptions in rental income. As
a result of these comments, a fifth housing strategy — Provide Rent Assistance — was added to
provide an option to address housing instability among renters and preserve existing affordable
rental housing.
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Priority Needs
Priority Need

Explanation

Renters
Low- and very low-income
people need increased access
to quality affordable rental
housing as well as rental
assistance

•

Homeowners
Low- and very low-income
people need increased access
to affordable homeownership
opportunities and support to
remain homeowners

•

•

•

•

2020 Consolidated Plan

Comments

About three quarters of moderate- and lowincome renters spend more than 30% of their
income on housing costs (Eugene – 79%,
Springfield – 74%)
The majority of low-income renters spend
more than 50% of their income on housing
costs (Eugene – 68%, Springfield – 57%)

•

A significant majority of low-income owners
experience over-crowding, substandard
housing, or a housing cost burden (Eugene –
78%, Springfield – 59%)
A significant majority of moderate- and lowincome owners spend more than 30% of their
income on housing costs (Eugene – 66%,
Springfield – 57%)
A large percentage of low-income owners
spend more than 50% of their income on
housing costs (Eugene – 59%, Springfield –
39%)

•
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•

•

Between 2010 and 2019, the median rental rate rose to $1,373 in
Eugene (47% increase) and $1,181 in Springfield (58% increase)
Significant increase in need from 2013 to 2017;
• Many more moderate-income households spend more
than 30% on housing
• Many more low- and very income households spend
more than 50% on housing

Low-income households spending more than 30% of income
housing have increased in Eugene but remains steady in
Springfield
Low-income households spending more than 50% of income
housing have increased in both Eugene and Springfield

Eugene and Springfield, OR

Priority Need
People experiencing
Homelessness
People need access to
housing and supportive
services to prevent them from
becoming homeless and to
leave homelessness

Explanation
•
•

•
•
•
Non-Homeless Special
Needs Populations
Special needs populations
need additional support as it
relates to affordable
housing, human services, and
employment opportunities

2020 Consolidated Plan
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Comments

A total of 2,165 homeless individuals were
served in FY 2019 by agencies funded by
Lane County
The three public school districts in Eugene
and Springfield report 1,629 homeless youth
during 2019 (includes students who are
staying with friends or family)
The definition of homeless for purposes of this
Plan includes people who are “doubled-up”
Shortage of year-round low-barrier emergency
shelter beds, especially for single individuals
and victims of Domestic Violence
Lack of diversion and rapid exit services for
those exiting Permanent Housing
People with special needs including families
with children, seniors, ex-offenders, people
with HIV/AIDS, victims of domestic violence,
people with drug and alcohol addictions,
people who are evicted or foreclosed, people
with physical and mental disabilities,
veterans, youth, and youth aging out of foster
care
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•

•

Majority of the homeless population in Eugene (73%) and
Springfield (88%) are experiencing unsheltered homelessness
• Shortage of low-barrier year-round emergency shelter
and shelter beds in Eugene and Springfield
In 2017, one in four persons exiting permanent housing in Lane
County returned to homelessness
There are no youth-specific resources for transition-age youth
(18-24)
Due to low rental vacancy (3.6% in Eugene and 3.4% in
Springfield) and even lower affordable unit rental vacancy, the
Lane County Continuum of Care struggles with voucher or tenantbased programs

There were 32,438 elderly (over the age of 65) and 3,310 frail
elderly (that need assistance with daily living) in EugeneSpringfield (2017 ACS)
The disability rate is 13.5 percent in Eugene and 18.6 percent in
Springfield
Physical disabilities can include hearing, vision, cognitive,
ambulatory, self-care or independent living difficulties
In the Community Survey, respondents identified mental health
and addiction services and housing services as the greatest
social service needs. Respondents also identified assist human
service agencies with facilities acquisition or improvements as the
most needed Community Development Need
Eugene and Springfield, OR

Employment Opportunities
People who have low
incomes, are unemployed or
underemployed need a
broader range of employment
opportunities, including selfemployment

•

Low-Income Areas & Areas
of Slums and Blight
Geographic areas that meet
federal criteria as areas of
slums and blight or as lowincome areas and need
additional support for
rehabilitation and public
improvements

•

2020 Consolidated Plan

•
•

•

Job growth and low unemployment rates has
not yielded better wages for many younger
residents and workers lacking necessary skills
The new workforce of youth 16-24 years old
accounts for 38% of the workforce
Current low unemployment rates and
retirements in workforce has created demand
for skilled workers in some industries

•

There are several areas in this community that
are or could meet the HUD requirement for an
area of slums and blight which would allow
different uses of CDBG funds. These areas
could benefit from increased investments in
the area
There are several areas of this community that
are characterized by 51% or more low- to
moderate-income residents, which can benefit
from increased investments in this area

•
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•
•

•
•

The United Way ALICE report found that 58% of all jobs in Oregon
are low-wage (less than $20/hour), with contract positions (nonbenefited) increasing, a factor in job and housing insecurity
There is a need to increase high-wage and living wage career
employment opportunities for youth
Lower wages are exacerbating housing affordability for some
workers

Need to support low- and moderate- income neighborhoods
through public improvements such as infrastructure and public
facilities
Low-Income Areas have been mapped for both jurisdictions
Support currently designated slum/blight areas
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Affordable Housing Strategy
Strategy/Goal
Increase the supply of
affordable housing
(HOME and CDBG)

Priority Needs
Addressed
Renters,
Homeowners,
Homeless, Special
Needs

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

Measurements
Number of housing units
constructed, reconstructed, acquired
or preserved
Number of CHDOs assisted
Housing for homeless added

HOME
Consortium

400

Renters, Homeless,
Special Needs, LowIncome Areas,
Homeowners

Continue and expand publicly
supported rehabilitation and
accessibility improvements.

Provide down
payment assistance
for homeownership
(CDBG)

Homeowners

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

Households assisted with direct assistance
to home buyers

Provide rental
assistance for
housing stability
and homelessness
prevention (HOME)

Renters

Assist low-income residents to
remain in stable housing.

Households provided rental assistance

Remove barriers to
affordable and
supportive housing
(CDBG)

Renters,
Homeowners,
Homeless, Low Income Area
Non-Homeless
Special Needs

Springfield
CDBG

5

5

2
350

2
5

150

300

20

20

3
100

Number of sites acquired
Rehabilitate existing
housing stock
affordable to lowincome persons
(CDBG)

Eugene
CDBG

Number of rental units rehabilitated
Number of homeowner units rehabilitated

20

2020 Consolidated Plan

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

Maintain Housing Policy board

✓

Number of fair housing events

20

Maintain fair housing services

✓

✓

Update Fair Housing Plan

✓

✓
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Eugene and Springfield, OR

Community Development Strategy
Strategy

Support a human
services delivery
system to address the
needs of homeless
persons, special needs,
and other low-income
populations (CDBG)

Priority Needs
Addressed
Homeless,
Special Needs

Promote economic
development and
employment
opportunities through
the creation of jobs and
business development
(CDBG)

Employment
Opportunities

Make strategic
investments to improve
low- income
neighborhoods and
other areas of slums
and blight (CDBG)

Renters, Owners,
Homeless, Special
Needs, Low-Income
Areas and Slums &
Blight, Employment
Opportunities

Possible Examples

Measurements

Fund capital improvements to facilities
owned by non-profits.
Fund non-profit services through the
Human Services Commission.
Fund job training.
Fund housing stability counseling and
assistance.

Persons assisted with public facility activities

Provide below market financing to local
businesses creating or retaining jobs.
Provide micro-enterprise training,
and development opportunities.

Eugene
CDBG

20,000

5,000

100,000

60,000

Number of public facilities improved

5

2

Number of transitional or emergency beds
added

20

5

Jobs created or retained

150

5

Businesses assisted

25

1

150

5

Persons assisted with public service activities

Micro business trainees

Provide financing for activities which
eliminate slums and blight, including
acquisition, clearance, rehab and historic
preservation and economic development
activities, infrastructure and public facility
improvements.

Businesses assisted with façade treatment or
building rehab
Number of projects completed

1
2

19

2

Persons assisted with public improvement activity

5,000

2020 Consolidated Plan

Springfield
CDBG

5,000

Eugene and Springfield, OR

