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VINIS Lucy K; YEH Jennifer K; KEATING Matt; ZELENKA Alan; CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M;
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Supporting Eugene"s efforts to allow ADUs
Wednesday, May 12, 2021 12:52:50 PM
Eugene ADU Code Amendment - 1000 Friends of Oregon.pdf

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

]

Dear Mayor Vinis and Council,
Please see our attached comments for your consideration during today's meeting on ADUs.
Thank you,
Alexis Biddle
Pronouns: he/him/his
Great Communities Program Director
1000 Friends of Oregon
503.497.1000 - Ext. 413

Support a beautiful, bountiful Oregon for generations to come...join us today!
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May 12, 2021
Eugene City Council
C/O Alissa Hansen (AHansen@eugene-or.gov)
101 W. 10th Avenue, Suite 203
Eugene, OR 97401
RE: ADU code amendments
Dear Mayor Vinis and Councilors,
1000 Friends of Oregon is a non-profit charitable organization dedicated to working with
Oregonians to support livable communities. Our membership includes Eugene residents who
support the mission and values of the Oregon land use program. Among these values are the
provision of housing that meets the needs of all members of our communities.
Since 2018, Eugene has been out of compliance with requirements to allow accessory dwelling
units (ADUs) under state law. After litigation and subsequent legislative clarifications, it’s clear
that the City needs to allow ADUs on all lots with single family dwellings without excessive
siting and design requirements. The planning staff has done an excellent job in their
recommended code changes to bring the City into compliance and we urge you to adopt these
code updates. These amendments will not solve our housing crisis alone, but it is a critical step
that will help the City achieve its housing and sustainability goals.
Additionally, to support the development of more, and more affordable, housing options, we
encourage the City to adopt the following provisions:
•
•
•
•

Allow ADUs, consistent with requirements for single family homes, to have a maximum
height of 15’ at 5’ setbacks to allow for energy-efficient construction assemblies,
daylighting, and improved interior space of ADUs.
Increase maximum height for ADUs from 18’ to the AARP recommended best practices
of 25’ to allow for more flexible design opportunities.
Allow up to two ADUs per lot, as has been done in numerous other cities.
Waive SDCs for ADUs for five years.

Thank you for your service to your community and your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

Alexis Biddle
Great Communities Program Director, 1000 Friends of Oregon
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Paul Conte
SEMPLE Emily
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Approximately 15 households (1.3%) in S-JW and S-C/R-2 received notice of doubled density
Thursday, May 13, 2021 8:48:46 AM

]

Councilor Semple,
You asked planner Jeff Gepper to whom the City had sent notices of the proposed
ADU ordinance. He never answered your question ... for good reason, as you'll see.
For the public record: According to the City's notarized records: Approximately
FIFTEEN households in the S-JW Zone and the S-C/R-2 subarea were mailed
notices of the Code Amendment Land Use Action. The notice was mailed on April
13.
According to RLID data, there are currently over 800 unique addresses in the S-JW
Zone and over 300 unique addresses in the S-C/R-2 subarea.
The math is 15 out of 1,100 = 1.3% -- That's how "broadly" the notice went to
households that are about to have the surrounding density allowed to double.
Staff has admitted for the record that the notice was deficient because it
erroneously stated the draft ordinance was available for review.
"The second statement misled interested parties to believe that the proposed
ordinance is available for viewing, which isn’t accurate, yet. At this time, the
draft ordinance is still being vetted and finalized." -- April 15, 2021 message
from Jeff Gepper.
A link to the actual FINAL version of the ordinance citizens upon which citizens can
rely in their testimony was not available to the public until May 5, 2021. No
version of the ordinance has yet been posted on the City's "Planning and
Development Department Land Use Application" webpage, which is where code
amendments and other land use actions are normally made available to the general
public.
The City has neglected to send an updated and accurate notice to the required
parties, much less to the impacted residents and property owners.
I can assure you almost none of the residents and homeowners in the S-JW Zone and
S-C/R-2 subarea are aware that their zoning is about to be unnecessarily doubled in
density. How could they be?
As a secondary, but important legal issue, the CIty has also not met its legal
requirements for notice to DLCD.
I hope this helps inform the discussion.
Respectfully,
Paul Conte
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1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
541.344.2552
_________________

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

[EXTERNAL

Linda Kelley
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
ADU regulations
Thursday, May 13, 2021 11:03:28 AM

]

Good morning Mayor Vinis, city councilors and city manager;
I am writing with a view of both a climate and affordability lens. ADU’s are important, actually crucial, in
densifying Eugene in a manner that still keeps the small city feel without the construction of more large blocky
buildings. We clearly need more affordable and energy efficient housing that honors the people living in them by
creating a real sense of home, a space of one’s own.
We must create parameters that make sense. Why would we disallow ADU’s while permitting duplexes, quads, and
row houses, it doesn’t make sense.
If we can waive the SDC fees for 5 years, if possible tied to agreeing to some reasonable rent parameters, it could
make these ADU’s financially possible for homeowners and residents alike.
Not only do ADUs benefit the people living in them, they also are an excellent opportunity to support homeowners
many who are aging without a lot of resources themselves other than their small homes on large lots. If regulations
and possibly very low interest loans were available with a waiving of SDC fees, it could really help that population
out as well.
A side benefit could likely be that older people who may like or need some help could have younger people on site
willing to do that, this could help people “age in place” and enjoy their homes for longer.
Please do not listen to the NIMBY attitudes that are fueled with what could possibly go wrong and instead look at
the opportunities and benefits a well crafted piece of legislation can offer.
Sincerely,
Linda Kelley
WARD 1
Eugene
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Alice Parman
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Change in density for Jefferson Westside Neighborhood
Thursday, May 13, 2021 1:16:33 PM

]

This is testimony for the hearing on May 17.
As a longtime resident of the JWN, I am strongly opposed to the idea of effectively doubling
the allowable residential density of our neighborhood, as proposed by the Planning
Department without consulting our neighborhood association. I believe that density can be an
important factor in alleviating our city's housing crisis. I also believe that density should be
managed equitably. I live around the corner from 8th Avenue, which is lined with apartments
that fit well into the neighborhood. Many homeowners have built ancillary dwellings behind
existing homes without disrupting the character and desirability of our neighborhood. This
should be incentivized. But as seen on the slopes behind Hendricks Park and in the campus
area, when developers get their teeth into a neighborhood their goal is to maximize profits.
Million dollar homes, outsize multi-story apartment buildings renting at fancy prices are not
part of the solution to homelessness. Our neighborhood is working diligently to further efforts
to build truly affordable housing. Please support us in this effort without mandating greeddriven destruction of one of Eugene's most interesting and historic residential areas.
Alice Parman, 836 Taylor Street, Eugene 97402
541-342-3464
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

[EXTERNAL

Bill Aspegren
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
GEPPER Jeffrey A
Accessory Dwelling Ordinance Changes
Friday, May 14, 2021 10:31:33 AM
Request for Council Action on Accessory Dwellings.pdf

]

The attached document outlines some changes to the proposed accessory dwelling ordinance.
Please give these changes serious consideration prior to approving the ordinance.
If you have questions contact me.
Thank you,
Bill Aspegren
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May 14, 2021
To:
Mayor, City Councilors and City Manager
Copy: Jeff Gepper
From: Bill Aspegren
Subject: Changes to the Proposed Accessory Dwelling Ordinance plus Comments
After reviewing the proposed Accessory Dwelling (AD) ordinance and listening to the May 12, 2021 City
Council work session I am suggesting changes to the ordinance and have additional comments for your
consideration.
Changes to Building Size code in the area around the University EC9.2751(17)(c)5
The code in the proposed ordinance EC9.2751(17)(c)5, which applies to the area around the UO reads as
follows:

By eliminating the lot size requirement, the code completely changes the original intention, and does
not mitigate negative consequences.
Originally the code was written so the size of ADs was limited to no more than 600 square feet for lots in
the UO area between 7,500 square feet and 8,999 square feet. Lots 9,000 square feet and greater would
limit the size of ADs to 800 square feet.
In the proposed ordinance the code can be interpreted to allow an AD up to 600 square feet on any size
lot in the UO area less than 9,000 square feet and up to 800 square feet for lots 9,000 square feet or
more.
Since AD building size in the rest of the City is 10% of lot size up to a maximum of 800 square feet (see
EC9.2751(17)(a)1 in the ordinance), the code for the UO area should be consistent with the rest of the
city and maintain some semblance to the original intent.
EC 9.2751(17)(c)5 must read as follows to avoid interpretation conflicts:
Building Size For lots less than 9,000 square feet in area the total building square footage of an
accessory dwelling shall not exceed 10 percent of the total lot area or 600 square feet,
whichever is smaller. For lots at least 9,000 square feet in area the accessory dwelling shall not
exceed 800 square feet of total building square footage. Total building square footage is defined
as … (same as above)
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Using a percentage of lot square footage to define building size square footage has been supported on
appeal (See Moore vs City, Measure 49 claim) and is one of the few areas in which the legislation allows
Council discretion.
Limit Specific lots to only Internal Accessory Dwellings
The code should be written so all City lots less than 4,500 square feet (The legal lot for a single-family
detached house), all nonstandard lots, alley access only lots and possibly sloped lots and flag lots only
allow internal ADs. This avoids conflicts with the 50% lot coverage requirement, restricts ADs on
problem lots but does not prohibit having an AD on any lot with a detached single-family house. This is
again an area where the legislation gives Council some discretion. As part of the remand LUBA has
supported this approach, see below.
"As the city sees it, the maximum lot coverage standard may mean that a property owner will
not be able to develop its preferred detached or attached structure on the lot if the lot coverage
is already at or close to 50 percent, but could still develop an interior accessory dwelling in an
already- existing structure on the lot. The city points out that ORS 197.312(5) does not require
the city to allow all three types of accessory dwellings on every lot that includes a single-family
dwelling. Rather, ORS 197.312(5) requires the city to allow "at least one accessory dwelling unit
for each detached single-family dwelling," meaning the city is required to allow an "interior,
attached or detached residential structure." ORS 197.312(5)(a), (5)(b)(A)" LUBA No. 2020-015,
Final Opinion and Order” (page 9, lines 13-19 and page 10, lines 1-3)
This same requirement could be extended to lots where there are multiple single-family detached
houses on a lot.
One Detached Single-Family House, One Accessory Dwelling
Ensure that the code states explicitly that only one AD is allowed for each single-family detached house.
This must be clear and objective.
Legally Define a Structure as an Accessory Dwelling
When an owner decides to build an AD, the City must explicitly require that the owner record an
irrevocable statement that a particular dwelling is an "Accessory Dwelling". This will prevent them from.
later, calling the dwelling something other than an AD (e.g., a "cottage.") so they can build another AD
on the property.
Changes
The above changes are simple and have been vetted by LUBA. The changes are clear and objective. If
integrated into the proposed ordinance it will minimize opportunities for appeals.
Comment
LUBA punted when asked to define the terms “accessory” and “connection” as used in ORS 197.312(5).
LUBA basically said an Accessory Dwelling is just another building on the lot. This opens a can of worms
as to what is a single-family detached house. It certainly calls into question a lot with two houses on it.
The City needs to decide if in these cases one house is an accessory dwelling. Possibly limiting each
house on a shared lot to only internal ADs would help mitigate the problem.
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Conclusion
Please seriously consider the changes noted in this letter. Staff, Council, and many others, over the
years, have spent a great deal of time on Accessory Dwellings. Let’s get this done and done right. If it
takes a bit more time, fine.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Ria
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Comments for May 17 hearing on JWN rezoning, from Ward 1 resident
Saturday, May 15, 2021 10:04:08 AM

]

Dear council members,
I am a resident of Ward 1 writing to express my enthusiastic support for the upzoning of the
Jefferson Westside neighborhood from medium to high density.
I was born in Eugene, but have lived in several other west coast cities before returning here to
set down roots. I have seen firsthand how the housing crisis has affected cities like Portland,
Seattle, and the San Francisco Bay Area. These cities are becoming places only the wealthy
can afford to live in, and I fear Eugene may be on a similar path.
Upzoning the JWN area will allow for more desperately-needed middle housing options. So
many people are fleeing the more expensive larger west coast cities to move here—this is the
reality, and whether Eugenians are happy with this or not, it will continue to happen. Eugene
needs to keep up with the demand for housing in this city, and make sure that long-time
residents can afford to stay here.
Jefferson Westside is a perfect candidate for upzoning, with plenty of space for adding in
additional small homes. I urge the council to approve this upzoning measure.
Thank you,
Ria Anderson
Zone 1
577 W 10th Ave Apt 16
Eugene, OR 97401
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Rina H
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Comments for May 17 Hearing on JWN Rezone from Ward 1 / JWN resident
Saturday, May 15, 2021 10:04:04 AM

]

Dear Mayor, City Councilors and City Manager,
I am a resident of Ward 1 and the Jefferson Westside Neighborhood, and
am writing in support of the rezoning to increase density of my
neighborhood. I recently received an email from the neighborhood
association about this, and given the housing crisis our city faces and
the state law, I think it is more important to prioritize action rather
than bogging the process down in hearing from people with a vested
interest in keeping their neighborhood exclusive and less dense, thus
further increasing their home values. I think the increased density and
the process to change that is a reasonable change and reflective of the
action necessary to keep Eugene affordable and welcoming to all. My
partner and I have been trying to buy a home for over a year and have
been unable to due to the housing shortage.
Thank you for your consideration and keep up your efforts to make Eugene
more livable for everyone,
Rina Herring.
Ward 1
577 W 10th Ave
Apt 16
Eugene OR 97401
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Nancy Meyer
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; GEPPER Jeffrey A; ZELENKA Alan
ADU discussion
Saturday, May 15, 2021 3:40:49 PM

]

To the Eugene Mayor and City Council
Testimony for the May 17, 2021 Public Hearing on the Proposed ADU Ordinance
To the City Council,
I am writing in support of creating a consistent code for ADU’s throughout Eugene. My
concern is that changes have been made in the proposed ordinance that would allow an ADU
up to 600 square feet on ANY size lot in the UO area less than 9,000 square feet, and up to
800 square feet for lots 9,000 square feet or more.
This was not true of the original code – which had limits of no more than 600 square feet for
lots in the UO area between 7,500-8,999 square feet. And larger lots would limit the size of
ADU’s to 800 square feet. By using a percent of lot size to determine ADU building size for the
UO area makes the code clear and consistent with the method used in the rest of Eugene.
This would not prohibit the building of ADU’s on any lot in our neighborhood.  
Using a percentage of lot square footage to define building size has been supported on appeal
and is an area within the Council’s discretion.  
In addition, I would hope you would make sure the code clearly states that only one accessory
dwelling is allowed for each single-family detached house.  As you might have heard from
utility companies that have been working here for months, our infrastructure is aging. Loading
lots with multiple units will create additional strain.
Thank you for your consideration and effort to move towards city equity,
Nancy Meyer
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

Robert Haskett
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Thoughts Related to the May 17 Public Hearing on the Proposed ADU Ordinance
Sunday, May 16, 2021 9:31:14 AM

]

To the City Council,
We write to urge the City Council to create a consistent code for ADU development
throughout Eugene. We are particularly concerned with what seems to be the privileging of
increased density linked to that development in the UO area that would allow an ADU of up to
600 square feet on any lot up to 9,000 square feet, and an ADU of up to 800 square feet on
lots greater than that area. This would open up development beyond what would have been
allowed by a stricter set of size regulations, limits that if kept in place would still allow for ADU
construction in the UO area. We also hope that any city-wide regulations adopted by the
Council would clearly limit ADUs to only one accessory dwelling per each single-family
detached house.
We have several concerns about the looser regulations being proposed for our area:
The neighborhoods south and east of the UO are already among the densest in the city as far
as housing is concerned, and if one adds in the West Campus area that density increases. In
this way, our neighborhoods are already doing far more than most parts of Eugene in terms of
providing a diversity of housing options for residents.
It is highly unlikely that most (if any) of the resulting ADU construction in these neighborhoods
would increase the stock of affordable, middle housing units in Eugene. Years of experience
has shown that developers have and will continue to find ways to expand housing geared to
student rental rather than anything else around here. There is absolutely no reason to believe
that this will change in the future given the proximity of our neighborhoods to the UO campus
and its facilities. Giving developers the upper hand in our neighborhoods will not achieve the
results desired by the City in terms of housing stock.
We love our neighborhood and its diversity, but this comes with a price: noise, particularly
partying that is typically intense from Thursday through Saturday nights (such as the large
group of young men passing by our house last night around 11 pm who seemed to be
purposely shouting at the tops of their lungs as they went along); threatened parking
congestion, particularly if parking regulations are relaxed (neighbors who live next to a rental
unit already find it difficult to park in front of their own home because multiple cars owned by
renters next door seem to have Zone A parking permits); the frequent presence of young
drivers who do not obey speed limits or stop signs, or who fail to check for oncoming traffic
before they open car doors into the road; litter; uneven maintenance of rental properties,

2021 ADU Testimony - Batch 3

05/12/2021 (12:01p) to 05/16/2021

Page 14 of 16

depending on the integrity of landlords and/or rental management agencies, which can run
from very well cared for units to one down the street from our home whose front yard has
often been studded with trash and regularly has had cars parked on the lawn).
The neighborhoods immediately south and east of the UO have aging infrastructure of various
kinds (sewerage, electricity, etc.) that could quickly become overtaxed by loosely regulated
development.
Don't get us wrong, many of our neighbors who rent their homes are good citizens, but there
are always some who are not. Increased density over the last decade or so has only
exacerbated this issue, an escalation that will likely continue in our area as density linked to
relaxed zoning regulations and the like goes forward. We are not opposed to the increase of
ADUs in our area as long as this is done in a measured way that applies equally to every part of
the city.
Thank you for taking our message seriously.
Sincerely,
Robert Haskett and Stephanie Wood
2085 University St.
Eugene, OR 97403
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

[EXTERNAL

timarosa1
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Planning Dept. Proposals for Upzoning Chambers Special Area Zone (Ward 1)
Sunday, May 16, 2021 2:51:30 PM

]

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:
I own a home and reside in Ward 1, in the Chambers Special Area Zone, at 1226 Taylor Street. I have lived here
almost 7 years and enjoy the diversity and neighborliness, as well as home pride of the neighborhood. Although we
have our share of problematic strangers traveling through the neighborhood, the calm atmosphere allows enjoyment
by all. This is in spite of being surrounded by the busy streets of Chambers, 11th Avenue and 13th Avenue.
It is distressing to note that the Planning Department will submit plans to double the density of this area, from a
current maximum of 28.56 dwelling units per net acre to 29-38 dwelling units per acre. In addition, plans are to
double alley development and traffic, which is not overseen by the City, but rather is the responsibility of
homeowners to maintain.
The Planning Department’s proposals violate the current Metro Plan “Medium Density Designation.” Owners (and
only a few of them) were not notified of these plans or allowed comment until May 5. I just learned about this on
May 16!
I am alarmed at some of the developments that have recently occurred throughout Eugene, placing large projects
closely adjacent to high traffic areas, with no pleasing mitigation of loss of pedestrian access and or natural views. I
note THREE hotels placed very close to busy Franklin Blvd., unpleasant for occupants as well as travelers entering
the City. Also, the 35 Club Apartment project, surrounded by Highway 126 and Coburg road interchanges.
I urge these plans to be tabled until the owners and public have received proper notification and opportunity to
examine the proposals and submit comments to City Council.
Yours truly,
Tima Rabinovitch
1226 Taylor Street
415-686-4291
roseytim@gmail.com
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