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I.
CALL TO ORDER:
 Acting Chair Larry Medinger calls the April 6, 2007 meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. and asks for roll call. Present: Maggie LaMont, Stuart Liebowitz, Jeana Woolley and Acting Chair Larry Medinger.  Absent:  John Epstein, Scott Cooper and Chair Buz Ortiz.
Victor Merced introduces Tim McCabe, Senior Policy Advisor to the Governor on Economic Development and Housing, and liaison to the Agency.  

Tim McCabe explains that he came to the Governor’s office in August of last year, “on loan” from Pacific Power to advise the Governor on Economic Development.  He was the manager of Pacific Power’s Economic Development Department.  When the Governor was re-elected, he was asked to stay.  They also offered him the opportunity to have Housing come under his portfolio, which he was very excited about because he feels housing and economic development go hand-in-hand.  A lot of good things are going on in the Governor’s office around housing.  Particularly, the Co-Chair’s Budget, which infuses another $60M into housing.  He says he is very excited about the next two years, and four years beyond that, and having Victor on board is going to be great for the Agency.  
II. PUBLIC COMMENT: None
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Acting Chair Medinger asks if there are any corrections to the minutes. There being no corrections, the Motion was read:
MOTION: LaMont moves that the Housing Council approve the minutes of the February 23, 2007 Council meeting.

VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed unanimously. Members Present: LaMont, Liebowitz, Woolley and Acting Chair Medinger.  Absent:  Cooper, Epstein and Chair Ortiz.
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR / V.  SINGLE FAMILY REPORT:   Dona Lanterman, 
Single-Family Manager with the department, introduces herself and asks if there are any comments regarding the Consent Calendar. 
Maggie LaMont says that  when she looks at someone who makes $46,000, and they are getting a $293,000 loan, it concerns her that the mortgage payment is 44% of their income, and then when you add in taxes and insurance, they are going to be well over 50% of their income, which is a struggle for the family.

Lanterman says it is a statement on how expensive housing is, and that the department does keep it within the ratio guidelines and does not let them go beyond the underwriting guidelines.  Medinger points out that there were  55 loans last month, and Council is seeing only four of the most expensive ones.  Lanterman comments that the department’s  foreclosure numbers are really non-existent.  There are only two in foreclosure at the moment for the whole portfolio, which speaks to good underwriting tactics.  The department’s goal is not to get them into a foreclosure situation, but to prepare them for homeownership through training.  
MOTION: Woolley moves that the Oregon State Housing Council approve the Consent Calendar.
VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed unanimously. Members Present: LaMont, Liebowitz, Woolley and Acting Chair Medinger.  Absent:  Cooper, Epstein and Chair Ortiz
VI. SPECIAL REPORTS
A. What it Takes to Make Permanent Supportive Housing Work.  Sam Chase, Executive Director, Community Development Network, introduces Martha McLennan, Board Chair and Director of NW Housing Alternatives; and Robin Boyce, Executive Director of Housing Development Center, and says they will be teaming up to do the presentation.  

McLennan, explains that they are a non-profit that has been around for over 20 years and currently serves over 2,000 people.  Permanent Supporting Housing is housing that is affordable, provides comprehensive support services and its intended for a target population of people who are homeless or at-risk of homelessness and people who experience significant barriers to housing stability.  The non-profit housing providers throughout the state have been involved in Permanent Supportive Housing for years.  One of the things that the Community Development Network identified was that the public policy call for Permanent Supportive Housing was increasing and with that increase, they recognized that they needed to do some research to really determine best practices, do some policy education of our partners to make sure that they are doing Permanent Supportive Housing in a way that would be sustainable, and that would make their organizations and their portfolios very strong.  So with that in mind, the Community Development Network took on almost a year long project to research Permanent Supportive Housing.  They did that with funding from the City of Portland’s Bureau of Housing and Community Development Network and from the Corporation for Supportive Housing.  The process involved meetings comprised of individuals from the public sector, the financial sector, the non-profit sector, the property management sector, and the social service sector, trying to figure out how to put all the pieces of these kinds of projects together in the best way.  The steps in the process included analyzing resources and systems, looking at different models of doing Permanent Supportive Housing and best practices, problem-solving, and putting together a tool chest for practitioners.  The tool chest for practitioners is on the Bureau of Housing and Community Development website.  
Boyce explains that her agency is a non-profit that provides consulting services to affordable housing developments and asset management work.  She is also the treasurer of the Community Development Network Board, and has been on the Executive Committee of this process.  Her role in the entire process, and the role of the Housing Development Center, has been to provide technical support.  Within the contract they have done a lot of the financial modeling and a lot of the national research involved in this project.  What they are trying to do in the process is to make PSH more conscious; to talk about it both on a project level and on a policy level more consciously, as to what  it is going to take to be successful.  There are three components that are needed in order to make a successful project:  The capital up front; ongoing services; and ongoing rent subsidies.  One of the basic ideas of this is that the operating costs on Permanent Supportive Housing, almost by definition are higher than for regular rental affordable housing.  The additional components that they found both in national research and by surveying operating expenses of existing projects, is that there are higher maintenance costs, generally when addressing these populations.  There may be additional security costs depending on which population is being served, there have been generally higher vacancy rates nationally, and they are trying to work on that locally.  With higher operating costs, there are lower rent revenues, just by definition of who is being served.  Even though we talk about 30% units, they are really at 17%, 10%, or perhaps 0% MFI.  A 30% rent is more-or-less, depending on the unit size, able to cover the regular operating costs of a project and 17% is nowhere near what it costs to just cover regular operating expenses.  Typically what happens if you have a 50% unit is that you are able to, in addition to operating expenses, support some debt payment that allows you to use private debt and private participation in affordable housing developments.  Without the ability to cover debt payments, what you are looking at is a change in up-front capital sources needed to develop Permanent Supportive Housing.  
Typically their affordable housing development do include some resident services.  The difference with Permanent Supportive Housing is often there is also a needed component of clinical services; things that are more short term (alcohol/drug treatment, mental health treatment, or case management, particularly for families, such as diagnosis and referral for coordination of clinical care).  Those costs are typically not covered by the rent revenues of a property.  They look at how much it would cost to develop units with those services, in terms of public capital dollars, and how much it would cost for on-going rent subsidy to cover the difference between operating costs and services.   The question they have presented and are working on in Portland and with Multnomah County is how, from a policy perspective, do they assure the kind of revenue stream dollars that will provide on-going rent subsidies and services.
Chase discusses what it will take as a broader community to make sure Permanent Supportive Housing is successful.  He points out that a lot of non-profits throughout the state are working on homelessness all the way through the continuum to home ownership.  One of the things they wanted to make sure happened was that as they put more energy and time into doing PSH, that they not do it at the expense of the work that they are doing on multi-family housing, workforce housing, and home ownership.  They have three key areas of recommendations:  systems change; investment and leveraging of resources; and persistent political champions.  With regard to the systems change front, there is the alignment of housing and human service systems.  Whether you are looking at the local level or the state level there is a function of entities that focus on housing, and then there are the entities that focus on human services.  How do you really connect the services and housing together and have a common goal and mission between the entities?  Locally there is the state housing agency, the human services system, the local housing authorities, and local non-profits that are used to doing work the traditional way.  How do you align all those systems towards this common goal? That needs to be clarified and well coordinated as they move forward.  
One of the key pieces needed is resources.  On that front we are optimistic.  We feel very good about some of the local efforts.  For example, in Portland to raise resources and the commitments at the state level, there is a lot of momentum around the $100M housing agenda that has been very well supported by a lot of the legislative leaders.  There is the document recording fee, which would provide an on-going resource that could be used in a very flexible way and used for a lot of the strategies that have been outlined.  It is very encouraging that there is momentum and that the Housing Alliance agenda really recognizes some of the needs around the Permanent Supportive Housing agenda.  They need persistent political champions at the local level and within the state agencies to create a development process that is friendly to Permanent Supportive Housing and is aligned with other systems.  
Medinger asks if they have taken into account pre- homelessness.  McLennan says yes, and certainly within the whole continuum, that kind of eviction prevention and intervention before people go into homelessness is a critically important piece.  

Boyce adds that nationally the Corporation for Supportive Housing has been saying that there is a small segment of our population that takes up an incredible amount of resources within our state.  Those are the most chronically homeless that use our jails and emergency rooms and our service components.  If we want to create a more efficient system and free up some money to do some of these other very important objectives, we need to help get that group into housing first.  Chase comments that was a really good question, because it gets to the core of one of the messages they are trying to provide.  If we want to do the Permanent Supportive Housing, it would be short-sighted to just go straight to Permanent Supportive Housing and not have the rest of that continuum as part of the equation.
McLennan says that, in discussions about homeless, they typically talk about two different scenarios.  One is a person who is episodically homeless.  They experience an injury, an illness a domestic violence situation, an addiction, something that can be remedied in a fairly short period of time.  That type of family or individual needs a transitional amount of service.  There are also people who will need permanent services.  Issues that are affecting their life are going to require them to have very long-term supportive services, and that is a different scenario.  Certainly for people that are episodically homeless, the thing to do is to try to prevent them from becoming homeless to begin with and then to get them as quickly as possible back into a mainstream system with the economic support and structure that they need.  The people who will need the Permanent Supportive Housing are going to be in a different category of individuals.  One of the things they have found very interesting from a public policy level is the growing demand for services and operating expenses.  Housing has been a fairly independent system for years, but what Permanent Supportive Housing may call on us to do is to get much more engaged with the human service systems.  One of the conversations she thinks we need to start having is project-based services and getting the service systems to think about how they can align their services resources to the physical facility of the housing.  That is a piece that would help them have confidence going forward to know that if they take on the challenge of serving people with these needs, that three, four, five years from now they are still going to be getting the services they need to succeed, so that their failure in housing does not bring her organization or that project down.  
Liebowitz asks where the rental subsidies come from, and if they are basically project-based Section 8, and if that was a result of agreements with housing authorities.  McLennan responds that there are a couple of different sources:  McKinney, Shelter Plus Care within McKinney, and the Supporting Housing SHP program.  

Boyce explains that the Housing Authority of Portland has committed 50 project-based a year to Permanent Supportive Housing for the next three years.  Corrections is another avenue.  The whole premise of the Corporation for Supportive Housing nationally has been that you are doing savings in other systems, and one of the issues that we will need policy leadership on, is how do we see revenue streams from those systems?  As we shut down our mental hospitals and more of the nonprofits are being asked to take on people who might have otherwise been in mental hospitals, how do we make sure that the revenue stream is there to support the resident’s success?   The same with Corrections.  There are rent subsidies through the Corrections program’s Department of Community Justice in Portland, that provide some service dollars and some rent subsidies.
Liebowitz explains that the organization he works with in Roseburg specializes in special needs populations and finding funding for resident services in rural areas is very challenging and often problematic.  

Woolley asks if there are specific recommendations, or areas that she thinks Council could focus on to better serve these populations.  McLennan  says that one example they are at the very front of is in the Bridges to Housing project, a Permanent Supportive Housing for homeless families.  It requires a lot of private fundraising, and having conversations with DHS offices to say, “How do we get the case management services that you are providing to some families lined up to families that are in this Bridges to Housing project?”  That is the kind of linkage to say “okay, how does the TANF system relate to our housing system?”  Boyce adds that it is important to work on how to create an efficient rent subsidy system to put dollars in, and make sure people at 10% MFI, or 17% MFI, can be served.  Another is the continued alignment across the state with other agencies to think about how we discuss the alignment of clinical dollars within all the various state systems.  How do we make sure that those dollars, as we close down mental hospitals, putting other people in risk of homeless, come back in and align with our housing dollars?

Boyce says she thinks it is important to say that nationally a lot of the research was on homeless singles.  Based on service organizations that did large projects that were 100% Permanent Supportive Housing, they are trying to look at new models in Oregon that do mixes of populations and that serve families.  They are still learning what the operating costs are, and how they do efficient resident services.  They are trying to find out what is the right number and the population mix of chronically homeless with other populations.  Which populations work, which don’t.  Continued feedback and learning that together with Oregon Housing, is going to be important.

Woolley asks who in the state is representing those best practices, relative to any of the target populations.  McLennan explains that it is sort of project-by-project.  St. Vincent de Paul of Lane County is one that has done a fair amount of Permanent Supportive Housing and has some great project success.  There are some projects that may not do well financially, but the tenants are succeeding really well.  There are also projects that do well financially, but the tenants may not be succeeding because they may not be receiving the clinical services they need.

Woolley suggests it might be helpful, as they talk to people at the local government level, to have a couple of examples to point to that basically walks them through how they put the pieces together on a system-wide basis, to help people get past the big concepts and get down to understanding how the pieces specifically come together for a specific target population.

McLennan says they have given Council sort of a high level policy piece, and that they have been doing more detailed work sessions with practitioners, and would also be open to doing that with staff from Housing and Community Services.  
B. Marketing Strategy.  Dona Lanterman, Single Family Program Manager with the department, reports that the department’s marketing strategy is to visit the communities throughout the state and educate them about the department’s Bond program.  They have surveyed existing lenders to see what they need, what the department can do to help them, what the department can change in the way it does business.  One of the things the department has been asked to do is presentations directly to their companies.  They have had several presentations with existing loan officers who already know about the program, and also with new loan officers and Realtors.  They want to know different tips on how to talk about recapture tax.  The word “recapture” and the word “tax” scares everybody until we explain how it works.  The department’s goal is to basically train the trainer.  They use a Power Point presentation, which is on the department’s website.  They have seen almost immediate responses in reservations from the trainings. They have also been meeting with the housing centers and working with them on their ABCs of Homebuying classes and talking to them about what we can do to help them.  Dona also serves on the Loan and Underwriting Content Committee of Operation Home.  Their goal is to look at individuals from diverse backgrounds and look at why minority homeownership is down in the Portland area, and try to determine what they can do to make it easier for minorities in the Portland area to gain homeownership.  The department’s bond program is one of the programs that can make it easier.  It is a matter of knowing what programs are available, and it has been very enlightening and helpful to talk about the different ways of underwriting throughout the state.  The department has tried to make the website user-friendly for the lenders, which has all the forms, the current rates, and the homeownership brochure in English and Spanish.  
McCabe asks if the department tracks how many people have downloaded the PowerPoint presentation.  Lanterman indicates no, they have not tracked that information, but have received positive feedback from the housing centers who have used it. 
VII. OLD BUSINESS: 
A. Update on 4011 MLK Building. Shelly Cullin, Loan Officer with the Department, introduces Wayne Armstrong and Susan Asam, representing the 4011 Building, now known as the Shaver Green.  They are attending today’s meeting based on last month’s Housing Council meeting, to talk about the LEED Certification process and what they are going through with their Gold,  possibly Platinum, certification.  
Wayne Armstrong talks about where they are in the process.  Susan Asam gives an update on financing and distributes a packet containing an overview of the project, which is  85 units of workforce housing.  14 units will be Permanent Supportive Housing at or below 30% of median income.  They are working with Brightworks, a LEED certified consulting organization, to help them achieve what they hope is going to be a Platinum level building. They are at a point where they can achieve a Gold LEED rating and they are getting there primarily through their use of recycled materials, using a lot of concrete and steel, that has a lot of recycled content in it.  One of the things that came up in the last Council meeting was the cost of the LEED certification.  The certification itself, with the consultant fees, will cost the project approximately $90,000, which is basically able to be repaid through energy savings alone, over a 9 year period.  Most of the rest of what they are doing to achieve a Gold or, hopefully, Platinum rating, comes from doing things that they would normally do for the building anyway.  There are only a couple of items that push them over the top that are additional costs to the building.  For example, they have applied, through the Office of Sustainable Development in the City of Portland, for a green rated grant, which would be $200,000 if awarded.  If it is awarded it will help them get to Platinum through the use of an eco-group on the front part the building.  If they do not receive the award, they probably will not get to Platinum, but they can still get to Gold, but they won’t do the eco-group because they won’t have the funding source.  She continues with an overview of the criteria for meeting a LEED requirement and what it is they are doing to qualify.
Liebowitz asks if when you pay for the LEED certification if there is a savings in terms of what they charge for a larger project, as opposed to a smaller project.  Asam responds that it basically depends a lot on the complexity of the project.  In their particular case, because they were working with the consultant, architects, contractors and builders very early on, they were able to talk about the different systems in one room.  So it is more a consultant fee than it is actually is a certification fee.  Armstrong adds that to go through the LEED process they had to have a consultant take a look at the entire envelope of the building; look at the efficiency of the entire system, windows, heating systems, insulation systems, construction.  So that in a sense, the bigger the project, the more it will cost to do that review.  

Liebowitz asks if you can go through the LEED checklist without paying for the certification, and if there is any particular advantage of just going through the checklist without paying $20,000 or $30,000 for the LEED certification.  Armstrong responds that without the certification you don’t get the tax credits.  McCabe adds that the BETCs have to be verified and that the LEED process is actually the best verification you can get.  Armstrong says that without going through the LEED certification and having it LEED certified, you can’t take the approach of using the square footage of the building to get tax credits, you have to use the efficiency of the appliances.  Liebowitz asks if that would depend upon the size of the project as well.  Asam says absolutely. It is completely dependant on the size.

McCabe states that there is an enormous economic benefit to our state on the LEED certification.  Oregon far and away leads the way nationally on LEED.  The Armory is a good example.  They gutted it and then rebuilt within the existing structure and kept the façade and made it a Platinum LEED certified building.  Portland architects, engineers and individuals are in demand, and are now in Los Angeles doing the inner-city of Los Angeles because we are the only ones that have the expertise.  So my point is this:  It is bringing a lot of money to our state and a lot of recognition. He says he really applauds them for doing affordable housing around a LEED certification.  It’s a great thing.  Oregon leads the way with the Business Energy Tax Credits (BETC).  We initiated it and we are one of the only states that does it.  The BETC in most cases pays for the LEED certification.
Asam points out that the BETC credits they have calculated on the project right now, with the Gold certification, are about $168,000; with the Platinum, they are looking at almost $300,000.

Liebowitz asks about how to fill the financing gap between the cost of a LEED certification and the tax credits received.   Discussion follows about ways to fill the gap by savings on  heating systems, windows, etc.

Liebowitz states that one of his big concerns is global warming and that we are very fortunate to have a Governor who is, in his view, stellar when it comes to fighting global warming.  He says that if he had a message for McCabe to take back to the Governor it would be for additional funding and recognition by the Governor that affordable housing, and LEED, and fighting global warming, should be meshed together and communicated to the public as something that can and should be done.
Woolley suggests having a pool that would sell the tax credits to provide the dollars back to the non-profits for their extra costs to support affordable housing.  Armstrong says the whole process can be done without any additional cost if you start at the very beginning of the design process.  Woolley states that she believes the problem is that a lot of non-profits don’t have the expertise to think about materials and construction and that it would be helpful to have a  package available that talked about what they need to be doing in order to go through the list, and the things that they can automatically do just by choices they make in terms of how they design the project and how they use the site.

Liebowitz points out that in the rural communities, it does cost substantially more to build green.  Armstrong says that with smaller structures, the scale is much smaller and the costs are impacted more.
NEW BUSINESS:
A. Legislative Report.  John Fletcher, Senior Policy Advisor for the department, distributes the Policy / Legislative Update as of April 6, 2007, gives a brief summary of the tracking system for legislative bills, and summarizes the status of the bills listed on the update.

Woolley asks about HB 2795 (Prevailing Wage), with regarding to mixed-use/mixed-income projects, and whether there have been any discussions about averaging the wage.  Fletcher says he has not heard about any discussions along those lines.  He says there are some partners that are not pleased with the current language because it does not really facilitate mixed-income projects and, in fact, it will curtail our ability to do that.  

Woolley asks if there are things going on at the local level if this House Bill passes in some form.  For example, PDC has set up their own policy with the labor community, which BOLI is not necessarily a party to, and asks if he has any thought about that, or if that has been discussed during the hearing on the prevailing wage bill.  Fletcher says he thinks this is intended to be a statewide bill that will set the lines clearly and it will supersede other agreements that are in place.  McCabe adds that he knows the PDC is supporting this bill.  When you look at the prevailing wage in Multnomah County, the 60% is approximately $40,000.  So they can still build affordable housing utilizing that figure, but if you take this out into Tillamook, where the prevailing wage is $29,000, it is much more difficult to build affordable housing where 60% of it is affordable. 
Merced states that in answer to Woolley’s question, the PDC was actually involved very early in conceptualizing this bill, so it works perfectly for them.  The issue that Tim raised is that, in terms of some of the rural application of the prevailing wage, it prevents us from expanding our portfolio because of the wage issues.  So we are working with the language of the bill to make it work across the state, rather than just regionally.  The Governor does want to see at  least something come out of the session on prevailing wage, so that is why everyone is working very hard.  McCabe agrees and says it’s hard to strike a balance.  It’s going to effect economic development as well, and it will not necessarily qualify for prevailing wage.  He says that Victor and his Department have been working very hard in talking to the people that have crafted the bill, and it is not over yet.  There may be some ways to make sure that this has a minimal effect on affordable housing, because, in his estimation, the most important thing is that we minimize the impact affordable housing development. 
Discussion continues.

Fletcher explains that the initial hearing was held on SB 187 (the bill that would allow for the building of affordable housing relating to the Urban Growth Boundaries), and that there was opposition raised by a number of groups, and a work session has not been rescheduled.  
Medinger comments that he is next on the Agenda, but would like to supplement what John said.  Senator Bates was good enough to have his staff schedule a work session.  1,000 Friends, Housing Alliance, Homebuilders, and Bob Gillespie from the Department, were present, as well as Senator Bates and his staff.  They are going to have another session in two weeks, but the feeling is now that they are not likely to be able to have enough time to get the bill through, so all the parties are happy with it and can bring it back.  It really needs to have consensus to bring it back at this late date, and have it go on through committee.  They are working on it and he is talking with legislative counsel about possibly reworking the bill on the basis of yesterday’s discussion to bring back to the committee two weeks from now.  If it doesn’t make it through, it will have to wait until the next session.  One thing they are discussing that may be an easy way to get it off the ground on a limited basis is to authorize one or two pilot programs that would be available to one or two cities, not thinking metro area, but Ashland and Bend, or Bend and Newport.  

Fletcher continues with his briefing.

HB 576 would require state buildings or buildings that use state funds to meet green building standards/LEED standards.  This bill is a work in progress.  He has talked briefly with the department’s staff architect about what this would mean for the department’s projects, and his initial assessment is that, at first blush, it appears, it would indeed increase the costs of our projects to meet that LEED standard.  There could be another amendment that would allow us to meet perhaps the Enterprise Green Building standard.  Then perhaps there is another clause that could allow us to put overlays on particular projects that could adapt that standard to meet the special circumstances of a project.  So there might be ways to adopt standards for green building that aren’t going to impact us from a cost perspective to the same degree.  The trade off, of course, is there is a public interest for green building sustainability.  If that comes at too high a price, then the trade off might be that, with the same amount of resources, build maybe a lesser degree of affordable housing.  Those are trade-offs that are a little different for our agency than it might be for other state buildings, because we have an interest in trying to meet affordable housing needs as widely as we can.  

Medinger states that if this is a full employment act for LEED consultants, he would very much hope that if we are going to start making this mandatory, that it comes without the mandatory consultant fees.  Woolley says the other thing that she thinks would be important to communicate is that you are going to have to differentiate between rehabs and new construction, because some of the buildings that are basically conversions, or they are maintaining and we are providing additional dollars to maintain, those buildings will never meet LEED in the way that they need to.  Some, because of their style of construction, their mechanical systems, etc., will not be able to be upgraded to the point to qualify for all of the credits you need to get certified.  Liebowitz states that this bill really gets back to the original point that he made, that green building does cost more money.  

VIII. REPORTS:
A. Report of the Chief Financial Officer.  Nancy Cain, Chief Financial Officer for the department, distributes a copy of the Co-Chair’s budget, and a one-page comparison of the Governor’s Recommended Budget (GRB) to the Co-Chair’s Budget.  The funds from SB 38 seem to be a high priority and appear to be included in the Co-Chair’s budget.  In addition, it does appear that almost everything that was included in the Governor’s Recommended Budget is included in the Co-Chair’s Budget, with the exception of positions related to the Food Policy Council. She points out a $59,600,000 difference.  John had mentioned the $70M difference that SB38 was projected to bring in.  That is the current full biennium projection at this point.  When the Housing Alliance started talking about the $100M affordable housing dollars, it was projected to be $60M, so that is how we get to the $60M versus the $70M.  There is actually a third amount, which is the actual 07-09 budget amount, fiscal impact which will be around $45M, because if the fees go into effect, they will not start occurring until January of 2008, so that first biennium will only have three quarters of the amount.  There is also a small supportive housing proposal designed to address the needs statewide.    It would be about $16M to other areas of the state.  
In our debt management area, we did sell Elderly and Disabled bonds, the largest portion of which were for the Emerald Pointe development.  Our rate on that is at 5.97%, which is a better rate than what we had been underwriting at. The department also priced some residential single-family bonds, and the department will be able to maintain its current rate at 5.5% for the rate advantage, and 6% for the cash advantage. 
B. Report of the Director. Victor Merced reports that the department is in a holding pattern right now with the Ways and Means process, and talks about the potential impact the cigarette tax and the corporate minimum could have on the $100M initiative.   A big victory for the department was when we appeared in the Co-Chair’s budget.  He says he thinks the fact that we appeared in the Co-Chair’s budget is a credit to a lot of the pre-work that we did before the session.  
The Housing Conference is on April 24-25.  The Governor is the keynote speaker at the luncheon on Tuesday; Treasurer Edwards is the keynote speaker at the Tuesday evening reception; and Speaker Merkley is the keynote speaker at Wednesday’s closing luncheon and Excellence Awards.  Registration is going well and we have a lot of sponsors.  

The CRD recruitment for the Community Resources Division Administrator has been reopened for recruitment. The Central Oregon RAD, Kim Manie-Oskoii, accepted a job with the Housing Authority in Central Oregon, so we are also recruiting for that position.  
He attended the Merlo Station groundbreaking, which, when developed, will be a great project.
The department will be opening a new office in Portland, and leasing office space on the bottom floor of the Sitka building located in the Pearl District.    
Acting Chair Medinger adjourned the meeting at 12:13 p.m.
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