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I.
CALL TO ORDER:
 Meeting Chair Maggie LaMont calls the December 7, 2007 meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. and asks for roll call. Present: Scott Cooper (via phone), John Epstein, Maggie LaMont, Stuart Liebowitz and Council Chair Larry Medinger (via phone).  Absent:  Francisco López and Jeana Woolley.  
II. PUBLIC COMMENT: None
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Meeting Chair LaMont asks if there are any corrections to the minutes.  Meeting Chair LaMont stated that she had a question regarding declaring the conflict of interest.  Although in the voting it did show Mr. Epstein’s conflict of interest, she said she believed  that according to state law they are to be declared prior to discussion. It did not reflect that in the minutes and she thought that should be corrected and shown.  
The Motion was read:
MOTION: Epstein moves that the Housing Council approve the minutes of the November 2, 2007 Council meeting, subject to the suggested amendment.

VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed. Members Present: Cooper (via phone), Epstein, LaMont, Liebowitz, and Chair Medinger (via phone).  Absent:  López and Woolley.  
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR: Dona Lanterman, Single Family Program Manager, asked if there were any questions regarding the loans submitted.  Chair Medinger said he had a question about how things are going and whether or not the recent news about subprime loans was affecting the department.  Lanterman said that as far as the agency is concerned, they have not seen an increase in regards to foreclosures, and foreclosures are still very low in the agency with this program.  As far as the sub prime, at this point the department is not being affected by it because we do not have subprime lending.  Chair Medinger said he wondered if there was some kind of bounce in the industry in general.  Lanterman said no, other than the fact that what the subprime mortgage is doing allows the department to have a better, more marketable product.  She explains that in the past the department had been able to do 80/20s in the marketplace.  Because we have a 97% program the 80/20s are non-existent.  If anything, our programs become more viable because of the subprime market.  The subprime market problems do not directly affect our program.   

Epstein says this might create a marketing opportunity for the department to ensure that everyone is aware of our program.  Crager states that we still believe and know that we have a very strong program to offer to low-income individuals.  From an entire state standpoint, we are still seeing relatively low total foreclosures in the state, and that is something that we continue to watch.  Lanterman adds that foreclosures in Oregon overall tend to be lower.  

Crager says that one of the things they had talked about is if there were a situation where there was a large need, what could the department do, and the conversation has come up about taxable bonds.  Although not a big fan of the idea of issuing a bunch of taxable bonds in an uncertain market, one of the federal initiatives is to potentially waive some of the requirements of the tax-exempt bond program to enable the department to help individuals that would have been impacted by the subprime.  They would still have to meet underwriting standards, but they would be able to waive the first-time homebuyer requirement, as well as potentially the income requirement.  He says he thinks that is a better approach because you have a program that is readily available.  
Lanterman explains that the department’s program has seen a huge increase in performance and needs, and they are conducting trainings throughout the state in 2008.  They have several banks and lenders that are much more active now and are voluntarily coming to the department.  

Epstein says he doesn’t know if the department has a mailing list of people, but he would make sure that everyone knows the department still has this program in place.   He also suggests that on the single family loan document the names of the people be dropped as a privacy issue.  The city is fine and the incomes are important to know, just remove the names.  LaMont says that sounds like a good suggestion, and in the future the names should be removed on the report.   She says she does have a question on number two -- the cost per square foot is a little high and the living square foot is a little low – and wonders if it has a basement.  Craig Tilotson says the basement area is 720 square feet, so it has a full basement.
MOTION: Epstein moves that the Oregon State Housing Council approve the Consent Calendar.

VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed unanimously. Members Present: Cooper (via phone), Epstein, LaMont, Liebowitz and Chair Medinger (via phone).   Absent:  López and Woolley. 
V. SINGLE FAMILY REPORT:  Dona Lanterman, Single Family Programs Manager, asks if Council has any questions on the Single Family Report.  LaMont comments that it looks like the department is probably going to exceed in number and amount of loans it has done for the year.  Craig Tillotson, Loan Specialist, says he was asked last month about whether the department would break the 2006 production record, and it has.  He says things can change quite rapidly.  For example, in November they purchased $33.6M in loans for 202 single family loans.  There were five purchase dates in the month of November, rather than four.  They are experiencing a big boost at the end of the year. Crager asks if the recent drop in rates helped.  Tillotson explains that every time rates drop they are always getting pressure from lenders to see when the department is going to drop its rates.  Crager asks when the last drop in the interest rates was.  Tillotson explains that it was October 22, 2007.  The department offers two different interest rates:  5.125%, the Rate Advantage Option, which is the best rate we can offer on a 30-year fixed rate loan.  The other rate, 5.625%, which is the borrower’s choice, is called the Cash Advantage Option.  Because they are paying a premium on that interest rate they get some cash back at closing -- 3% of the loan amount.  That is not a second loan and the borrower does not have to repay that.  
Cooper says there was mention at the last meeting about doing some follow-up work in the coastal counties to try and figure out why there are gaps related to lenders not participating in the program and asks what has happened with that.  Tillotson explains that this week they had a meeting with some of the Wells Fargo representatives who cover the northwestern part of the state.  They believe they can make some contacts in Clatsop County, and there is one lender who will start producing out of that county.  Cooper says great, and asks about Lincoln and Curry Counties.  Lanterman says they had a roundtable discussion recently in Lincoln City with realtors and lenders.  Part of the problem is that the inventory is weak in Lincoln County for affordable housing.  The education in process is what needs to happen in some of these counties and they are working on that every month.  Crager adds that next week the Executive Team is continuing its road trips around the state and they will be meeting in Lincoln County.  He has made a note to have some conversations with community leaders about this issue.  LaMont asks that with all of the devastation that has happened in the coastal counties, if that is an opportunity for the department to provide some assistance.  Merced says yes it is and explains that the department is part of the Governor’s recovery cell, which he will talk about later in his report.    
VI. SPECIAL REPORTS:  
A. Integrating Food into Affordable Housing.  Roberto Franco, Director’s Office Liaison, explains that he wants to put into context why our agency and housing is tied to food and hunger, as well and what implications that may have for some of the programs.  There is evidence and research that shows there is correlation between hunger and housing.  We do know there are families and individuals that make choices between rent and food.  We also know there are individuals in households that qualify and receive food boxes that also struggle with the ability to pay rent, or do not have adequate housing.  A lot of our partners in the housing industry are doing food distributions.  Some of the them with better structure and fundraising are able to participate in summer meal programs, and after school snacks for the children.  Some, who partner with the HeadStart programs, have nutrition and diet education programs.  In the department’s policy with regard to affordable housing and services, housing is the means to provide stability for families.  Other service programs have a better impact than if they did not have the housing.  We are not a food or nutrition program agency.  The housing that we provide financing for does provide that first step. In the resident services requirement for the housing funding programs, we do ask sponsors to come up with ways they can help facilitate access to services.  We are not asking them specifically what they should or should not do.  Many of them have taken on food and nutrition as one of the important elements in the support and services that they provide.  That is where the opportunities are for the department to think about other ways and encourage our partners to make hunger a priority in the services requirement.  A lot of the housing that we finance includes a community room, and a lot of them have large, and in some instance, underutilized community buildings that can be incorporated into a well-established resident services program.  Some of the housing sponsors have partnerships with the food banks.  Those that have partnered with the HeadStart programs, have kitchens and meals for the children.  Some of the residents could be included in a lot of the programs.  Some of the housing projects could become sites.  One of the struggles with the summer meals programs is the lack of sponsors.  There are not sufficient organizations that are taking on the responsibility of establishing in their communities a summer meals program.  Hunger takes a lot of partnerships.  We do not ask our housing sponsors to take on the resident services by themselves.  In this regard, our department works with the Oregon Hunger Relief Task Force and the Department of Education in promoting a lot of food and nutrition programs.  Mr. Merced is the chair of the Interagency Council on Hunger and Homelessness, so there are opportunities for the department to explore.  Franco introduces Patti Whitney-Wise and explains that she will give some examples of models to either replicate or at least present to the housing partners when they apply for funding.

Whitney-Wise says she was here earlier this year to talk with Council about hunger in Oregon and the ties to housing, and is delighted to be invited back to explore more fully how we might connect hunger and housing.  She says she has taken the liberty of working with her staff on a very rough draft of a potential flyer that links hunger and housing together.  She distributes materials on the various programs offered through the Hunger Relief Task Force.  She explains that OregonHelps.org is a website where a person can enter in a few facts about their income and it will list all of the potential programs they are eligible for, including food stamps, housing assistance, energy assistance, etc.  Some brochures tie programs together, and others focus on seniors.  Some of the flyers they use in the schools link school meals and food stamps.  There are programs that can be run within a housing complex; information about the summer food program; outreach tools; USDAs guide on how to start a summer food program; the after school meal and snack programs.  She explains that on some of the programs the area qualifies, not the children, so you do not have to take income eligibility from the kids on either summer or after school meal and snack; instead you qualify the area. If it is an area where the school has 50% or more of kids eligible for free and reduced priced meals, the whole area qualifies.  A housing project could be looked at if they serve a low income population, making that project eligible for summer food.  It brings together the entire housing complex, helps to create community, encourages families to eat together, and encourages families to eat better.  There are not a lot of opportunities for kids after school and this can be an anchor for those programs.  In many instances, the after school programs are not doing the snack, they are going right to the meal.  That meal reimbursement is over $2 per meal.  It is a matter of becoming the site, not the sponsor.  Another benefit includes kids not being alone in their homes.  In apartment complexes you get the same kids coming because they live right there.  Often the resident parents make great volunteers to help with the programs.  Some examples of successful apartment-based feeding programs include the New Columbia and Arbor Glen.  The New Columbia was closed down and rebuilt with a mix of housing.  As the complex reopened, they worked together with Parks and Rec and the on-site housing folks to put a summer food program in place for those children during the summer.  They have over 200 children a day.  In the urban areas you have the partnerships.  Portland Public Schools provided the meals, Parks and Rec provided activities, and the housing authority helped provide some of the supervision.  Arbor Glen, a mid-size apartment complex, has become a year-round feeding site, with a dedicated resident services coordinator.  The school district is sponsoring a summer food program and they are operating as a site.  They have 20 kids a day coming to their after school meal and snack program.  The community room has a book bin, clothes closet, bread drop off, and computers for its residents.  For most of the kids it is their second living room and a welcome escape from an empty house when school is out.  She explains that to start one of these programs, OHRTF is available to help navigate the pitfalls of how to get started. There is an application process and an information meeting that the residents need to go to.  She asks Council if they would be interested in working with OHRTF in developing some kind of an outreach tool.
Epstein comments that it all sounds great and asks if it would be possible to provide information on how to bring social services to a project by way of linking to conferences.   He also suggests putting a page in the CFC application to make applicants aware of the idea of brining social services to a project. He suggests connecting with school districts and making a community connection.  Merced says that is a great idea, and points out that there are other programs like the Boys and Girls Club, which has a community kitchen, and where kids are taught to eat healthy meals.  He says other community elements can integrate the food component.  

LaMont says she thinks the brochure is a very good idea and thinks it should go out, not just for new applications, but for existing projects that are in the portfolio.  She suggests that the e-mail list would be an easy way to distribute it.  Crager explains that one of the things the department is doing right now in terms of revamping its conference is to determine what are more appropriate educational tracts.  The Oregon Food Bank is represented, and Patti will help determine what that session should look like.

Cooper comments that it seems to him that one of the things we ought to do is canvas some of our development partners and see what their take might be on this.  He says he appreciates the program, but also does not want to do anything that would discourage more people from getting into this arena.  Merced says that’s a good idea.

B. Governor’s Economic Revitalization Team Cluster Development.  Tim McCabe, Governor’s Economic Development Policy Advisor, explains that there is some confusion about the title of this agenda item.  Initially when the Governor took office he formed what was called GERT  (Governor’s Economic Revitalization Team).  At that time, the Oregon Economic Community Development already had a team of individuals which were business development officers, and which were cluster oriented.  This cluster group was started before Governor Kulongoski took office.  He now has the Economic Revitalization Team (ERT).  There are six throughout the state who work with communities to help them when businesses are coming in to identify the departments that need to be involved, such as transportation and economic development.  From the cluster side of things, that is all done out of the Oregon Economic and Community Development Department.  Oregon is known nationwide for its cluster development approach.  What we have done is to identify more than just who our major employers are, but also identify all of their suppliers, spin-offs, and start-up companies that started as a result of the major employers being there.  We identified the first cluster growth in Oregon.  Having done that, we took a look at the rest of Oregon.  With wood products being a declining industry, it still is one of our major employers and still what we consider a cluster.  Other clusters that are less well known are motor home and motor coach manufacturing.  The reason we identify clusters is that all of the clusters face the same issues, and the top issue is workforce development.  What we have done around the cluster is to help develop a nationwide cluster strategy, and we are developing it exclusively for Oregon.  The Governor’s Association did a competitive benchmarking for Oregon, showing who our major employers are, showing companies that are on the rise, and which ones are on the decline.  We are also looking for those new companies and technologies that are on the horizon.  An example is solar manufacturing.  We managed to land Solar World to build their largest manufacturing plant in North America to build solar panels.  We were recognized because of the Governor’s Renewable Portfolio Standard committing to 25% of our usage in Oregon through renewables by the year 2025.  We saw that as a marketing tool, so we identified four other companies.  We are negotiating with one company in Japan, another in Germany, and two others in Europe to locate plants and facilities in Oregon.  We have sited four silicon manufacturers, and we are trying to grow a cluster.  People tend to think clusters are all in the same area, but that is not the case in Oregon.  We are going to all regions of the state and taking a different approach.  We are identifying the needs of the regions, the businesses in the region, and the commonalities they have.  We are considering those as a cluster.  The businesses may not be in the same industry, but they have the same needs, such as workforce, infrastructure, research and development capital.  So we have developed a bottom up strategy, as well as a top down.  We will try to identify four new clusters that we think are conducive to Oregon.  
Merced asks if health services are considered  a cluster.  McCabe says they are a necessity, but they do not consider them a cluster.  They are a major employer.  

C. Housing Needs Assessment.  Bill Carpenter, Information Services Division Administrator, and Natasha Detweiler, Research Analyst, and Betty Markey, Housing Resources Manager.  Carpenter distributes a handout and explains that the department has performed a housing needs assessment, which is a proposal to replace the way the department does the Consolidated Funding Cycle (CFC).  Currently in the CFC the department receives applications for all sorts of projects which go through a rigorous evaluation process before awards are made.  The department wants to move to a data-driven process that allocates the scarce resources to where the greatest needs are.  Using Workforce Housing as an example:  Referring to all 36 Oregon counties, there are 98 Oregon cities that have a population of 5,000 or more.  For counties that do not have cities with that population, they used 1,000 as a population.  The 98 listed are the largest communities in Oregon.  Brookings has the greatest need for workforce housing based on their data.  There are index values where the state averages equal to the 1.0.  Numbers over 1 indicate places that have higher need for workforce housing than the state average.  Numbers under 1 are the communities that have less need than the average.  Cascade Locks is at the bottom of the scale, and compared to the state they have the least need.  However, that is not to say that any of these do not have need for workforce housing.  They are measuring them relative to the state average.  They are defining workforce as renters who make 30% to 60% of area median income, and who are paying 30% or more of that income on housing.  
Epstein comments that the data is what salaries are versus rents. Cooper asks if this data captures a point in time based on the census and the community survey.  Carpenter says yes.   Cooper states that it then has not captured any of the housing price increases that occurred in 2005 and 2006.  Carpenter says that is correct for the non-MSA areas.  Detweiler explains that all of the communities, cities and counties that did have 2006 data have an asterisk next to them, so you can identify which has more current information.  As time moves forward, there will be more current data available through the American Community Survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau.  

Cooper states that one of his concerns with using the data in the CFC context is that we could find ourselves telling a community that they are not as eligible as another, based on data that is seven years old.  Carpenter says that is certainly true. However, the department has a process as part of the application where if communities believe our data is wrong, or they have better data sources, they are welcome to submit that information and we can incorporate that into a recalculation.  We want the best data that communities have so that we can make this as accurate as possible.  Markey explains that this is just a starting point and the department will be updating it constantly, and there will be an appeal process.   Cooper says he believes that is a pretty subjective process.  Carpenter states that for what it is worth, he will make a personal commitment that they will look at it as objectively as possible.  He says he has a talented staff and they will review the applications and make their best data-driven judgments.

Markey says they are hoping to roll this out with the Fall 2008 Application, so they do have a lot of work that needs to be done before then.  They are taking it to the technical advisory group that is represented by equity investors, lenders, housing authorities, CDCs, etc., who have been helping revise the application.  They are aware we want to have part of the scoring process based on needs and they will be giving them this information and getting input from them.  They are also talking to the different entitlement communities within the state to get their input, and they welcome any of them who have additional data that they can provide.  

LaMont asks if they are looking at doing this in lieu of a needs assessment, or are they still looking at rental surveys and needs assessments.  Markey explains that this is more for identifying needs.  For instance, for tax credit projects, to show demand for a particular project they will still have to do their market assessments. Our goal is to have something available for the special needs by county.  

Liebowitz states that census data has always been problematic until you get four or five years down the road.  By the time the 2008 CFC application is rolled out, and you are looking at this type of census data, you are two years out for the next census.  He says it seems like the department ought to look more closely and give greater weight to individual communities that do their own studies and less weight to the census data.   Carpenter replies that he would say that old census data is not very valuable, particularly in the more populous parts of the state because they tend to have more growth.  Fortunately, the 10-year census cycle has been largely replaced with the American Community Survey,  which is done on a constant basis.  By 2010 we will have current data by census track for the entire state of Oregon, so the data is getting better.   Markey says that if communities do have more updated information, the department is willing to look at it and compare it to what we have.  This data is only for workforce, but the department is also looking at other things, such as special needs housing within communities.  A lot of that information is newer and they have received it from DHS.  
Chair Medinger comments that oftentimes it seems to him that a lot of the documentation is about the workforce that lives in the community, to the exclusion of the people who have been forced out of the community and into a commuter network.  He asks if they are looking at the actual workforce that is working in a community, rather than those that live in the community.  Carpenter says that is definitely an issue.  What they can currently measure is the workforce that lives in the community.  They looked at a number of sources of commuting data, but were unable to determine how to integrate it with the census data on workforce.  Detweiler adds that, in terms of trying to identify a way to incorporate a person’s ability to live near where they work, there has been no standard created to measure that.  What they are looking to do in the next phase of prioritizing or quantifying workforce is exploring other creative ways to get to that information.  Combining employment numbers and commute times into a clear variable became too much of a challenge in this timeframe.

Chair Medinger says this is a huge problem in his community and that it remains unaddressed.  That is another variable to consider, including all the impacts on transportation systems and the planet in general.  Detweiler explains that by looking at the percent of the population that are housing burdened in the community, it is reflecting the scale of the problem.  If you look at the indices, Ashland and Seaside are at the top.  While this is not the ideal measure, this is a valuable proxy for measuring an area’s affordability.  Carpenter adds that ODOT has begun a survey process where they have randomly selected a subset of the population and have equipped their cars with GPS systems.  They will be producing data on where people actually drive, when, and how far.  He is on that committee and as that data becomes available he will try to use that to tackle the commuting data issue.

Liebowitz asks if employer surveys would be practical for large employers to find out where employees are coming from.  Carpenter says he thinks that is an excellent idea.  He has also thought that if we could get major employers to give us breakdowns of their staff by the zip code of their home address, that could be another way to get at that information.  Detweiler comments that for looking at workforce housing, that is probably an ideal source of data because something like the census is data collected where they reside.  

Cooper asks how this takes into account capacity and readiness to proceed.   He says that as we get outside those areas that have experienced builders and developers, we often find that although the need may be lower, we need to move on getting a project done.  Markey says that is an excellent point and that this is just one criteria the department will be using in evaluating applications.  Starting with the Fall 2008, needs and readiness to proceed are two of the highest things that they want to see.  They want building projects that are ready to go, with sponsors who have capacity to develop, so that the department’s resources are used as soon as possible.  
Cooper asks what the role of the Housing Council is in making a final decision about this and if they are simply advisory.  Merced explains that the department makes that decision.  He says what we are seeking from Council is feedback in its advisory capacity to the department.  The department is not going to be happy until it has an airtight case in terms of data collection and how this information is put together.  His hope is that we do not have an appeals process that gets bogged down because people are challenging our data.  We want to make this information as airtight as possible, as consistent as possible, and certainly address all the needs that we have heard throughout the state in terms of workforce housing.  Cooper asks if this is required to go out for formal public comment.  Markey says no, it is not.  We are making it available to our technical advisory group for comment.  We are also taking it to the major entitlement communities who, through their consolidated plans or other studies, have determined what needs are.  

LaMont comments that she thinks if the information is current, it would be a good tool for the small communities that are looking to try and put together their housing needs.  When she looks at the one with regard to special needs and the ranking on it, that would be one that would be helpful.  Crager states that she has just hit an excellent point, that part of this information is meant to help communities.  

Carpenter addresses the special needs groups and explains the packet of charts for each county, which includes a data table and graph.  The graph shows the county percentages and the Oregon state averages.  In order to put this together, they identified all of the special populations the department serves.  Then they prioritized them based on the percentage that have housing available.  He explains that even if a county exceeds the state average, it does not mean that there is not a significant need in that category.  LaMont asks if the farmworker statistics for Baker County include the farmworker family numbers.  Carpenter says these are household counts for permanent and seasonal employment in the agricultural industry, and it does not include part time or migrant farmworkers.  Detweiler adds that it is not assumed that 100% of these populations would be in need of affordable housing.  The number came from the agricultural census.
Cooper asks what their intent is for how they would use this data in terms of revising the CFC process.  
Markey says they will have an area on needs.  They are taking about 20% of the points in the CFC and having that in a self-scoring that the applicant will do.  The rest of the points will be based on the review done by the department.  This is one of the areas where the applicant will self-score and when they are doing their development, they will see whether it is a high priority.  The points will be distributed based on where it ranks in need.  If it is a project that has mixed needs, then it is set up with a weighted-average formula.  

Cooper asks that with regard to workforce housing, if the department gets a rural community that is willing to build an ex-offender housing facility, or an HIV/AIDS facility, will they be turned down because they do not rank high enough on the scoring at that point.  He says there are some forms of housing that we fight all the time to try and build, against community opposition, and you have to be able to strike when the opportunity presents itself.  He says he is concerned that we are moving into a system that mathematically eliminates the possibility of building this type of housing in many parts of Oregon.  Crager explains that a portion of the CFC would be on readiness to proceed, so in the situation where perhaps a project is not as highly ranked, certainly there are other portions of the application that are being factored into the CFC evaluation.  Markey says there is another way of looking at it.  Workforce is one area, special needs is another, and the third area is general affordable housing.  They are looking at that based on the department’s performance measures, where they want to see a certain percentage of the units being affordable to households over 50% of median income.  Those projects that come in under affordability that are going higher than what we have been seeing on our performance measures, will also be a high priority.  

Carpenter comments that in the examples given, he is not sure there is a county in the state that does not rank high on HIV/AIDS.  Released offenders are also ranking high.  Homeless would rank high as a policy choice.  The areas where rural counties may have problems are likely in the elderly population.  LaMont asks if consideration is being given to the baby boomers becoming elderly.  Detweiler responds that is certainly something they need to put increased focus on as they look forward.  They find a high percentage of homeowners among that group.  

Crager says that, using Baker County as an example, looking at the special needs, HIV is at the top and chronically homeless is at the bottom.  He asks, from a CFC standpoint, if he were a developer and he had the capacity to do housing for the chronically homeless, and he wanted to do five units or fifty units,  how would that be evaluated in the scoring process.  Markey replies it would be in two areas.  One, on meeting the needs, and the other on demand.  If you propose more units than are needed, you are not going to rank as high. Crager adds that they have tried to be as proactive as possible, and the data tries to point out the needs in the area.  

Carpenter goes on to explain that the department has two performance measures that the CFC helps address.  One is that 50% of our units go to special populations, and the other is what percentage of our units go to various average median incomes.  Our target is that 93% of the units we build go to 60% and below average median incomes;  58% go to 50% and below;  23% go to those making 40% and below; and 10% are at 30% or below.  Any proposals that come to us that meet or exceed these targets would have a need rank of “high” in the CFC scoring.  
Cooper asks that with this new process, if a developer with a poor track record with the department and a questionable project, proposing to do units in a high needs community in a high needs area, would rank higher than someone with good experience and a good record with the department;  is it a guarantee that they would get the award?  Markey says absolutely not.  The needs is just one of several areas of criteria that they look at on projects.  They will look at sponsor capacity, readiness to proceed, resident services, financial viability, how well they meet the program requirements, market assessment, and so forth.  Cooper asks what percentage of the scoring is going to be tied to the ranking.  Markey explains that for the needs, at the moment they are looking at a 200 point system, but this is not final; 30 of those would be based on need.  If blending populations, it is a mathematical formula.  Carpenter adds that it is a weighted average.  Cooper asks what the point spread is in a typical CFC round between low ranking projects and high ranking projects.  Markey says it usually depends on the round that comes in and what the competition is and that, unfortunately, it is the limited resources that make the difference.  The last few rounds have had projects that rank 90% or higher.  Cooper asks if they are very closely bundled, if the need could push it in one direction or the other.  Markey says it is possible.  The way they are approaching it from the three different areas, most people could qualify with a fairly high score.  The goal of the department is to try and fund those projects that are the greatest need in the community that are currently not being served.  Crager says that, to Mr. Cooper’s point, if an applicant has a bad track record with the department, has done bad projects, and has shown that they are not able to meet the requirements of the program, they would fall down below the other projects.   Markey says that if an applicant totally fails in one area, they probably should not be considered.   

LaMont says that other states have gone through this same process and use self-evaluation for the applications, and asks if they have looked at any of those samples in developing the new CFC application.  Markey says they pulled applications for a lot of different states and decided not to go 100% self-scoring.  Chair Medinger states that he wants to reiterate that he hopes they get some type of scoring, or high needs scale, associated with communities where the commuter situation is driving a large number of people out of town.  He gives the example of one of his 75-unit assisted living facilities in Ashland, which has over 100 employees.  One of those employees actually lives in Ashland, and all the rest commute into Ashland.  Carpenter says that is certainly the reason they included the workforce index, because they recognize that problem.  If people commute within a county, they have made a good attempt at capturing that.  He says he is concerned about cases where there are people commuting across county lines because they do not have a good measure for that. Detweiler adds that the impact of the workforce index is that the data, in many ways, reflects that concern.  If you look at Ashland, almost 74% of the renters are burdened.  What that means is that in order to live in Ashland at that income level you are going to be severely burdened.  They want to be progressive in identifying other ways to hone in on the degree of the problem.  

Liebowitz says that he lives in Douglas County, which is a large county geographically.  You can live in Douglas County, but have a shorter commute to another county.  He cautions that, while they have the impact on the finances of workers who have to commute, they are almost comparing apples to oranges between a person living in Roseburg and working there, and a person living in Canyonville and commuting to Roseburg, as well as the environmental impact, which he is very sensitive to.  Detweiler states that she appreciates that, and that was one of the walls that they ran into.  Chair Medinger says he feels that one of the keys to that is to step back and evaluate where they are getting their data sample.  If they are getting data from employers, they are getting a sample that takes the commute into account.   

Merced says this will be one of many iterations of this analysis, and they will be coming back on a regular basis to update Council on the suggestions that were made today.  
D. NOAH – OHCS Bond Program Briefing.  Lynn Schoessler, Housing Finance Section Manager, and Bill Van Vliet, Director of Network for Oregon Affordable Housing (NOAH).
Schoessler explains that, during the course of the last year, they had mentioned to Council the ongoing effort they were pursuing in trying to create a bond placement program with NOAH.  One of the first deals may be presented to them next month in relation to that agreement.  This is a work-in-progress.  They have taken the course of trying to create a program, while also trying to process a project through the system.  They are coming up with new standards and ways to approach this that make sense.  The bottom line is the least possible borrower expense related to a bond deal.  They are focusing on small deals where they know the transaction expenses are inordinate compared to a larger size deal.  They know that private placements are less expensive than public offerings, and they hope that standardized documents will cut down on the legal fees as well.  Preservation seems to dominate the conversations, and he is looking to NOAH to be the auxiliary workforce that they need to help the department continue to process as many loans as possible.  
Van Vliet gives a brief background, explaining that they were formed in 1990 under the leadership of the Oregon Bankers Association (OBA) to finance affordable housing projects around the state.  They are a nonprofit consortium of banks, and twenty-one banks fund their permanent loan program, which is their primary loan program.  They also operate a smaller predevelopment loan program.  Under their permanent loan program, they currently have a credit line with those banks of nearly $119M.  Their cumulative production is 112 loans ($130M of loans funded), which helped finance 5,100 units.  They launched their predevelopment loan program in 2004, recognizing there was a need for additional capital on the front end of projects.  They initially funded that with nearly $3M in the form of equity equivalent investments from their member banks.  They have also benefited from $1M PRI from the Meyer Memorial Trust, which has been extremely helpful for them to boost their ability to fund more projects.  NOAH is also a Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI), which is a designation under the US Treasury.  They receive funding of nearly $1.4M that they allocate towards predevelopment lending.  They are working on a third program and have a fourth program to deal with the preservation of projects.  8,000 units statewide are at risk with some of the expiration of the federal funded rental assistance projects.  They will be forming a new fund that will provide some acquisition financing for those units.  They are here today to talk about tax exempt bonds, which will be up and running, hopefully by the end of this year. The fund is targeted at private placements of tax exempt bonds, which will be placed directly with their member banks.  
One of the things they realized is that they have a network of banks with capital available to invest, so they want to pool that capital and form a fund to purchase bonds directly.  Each bank will own a prorata share of each of the bonds.  NOAH will act as the agent and will administer the program on behalf of the banks.  One of the barriers to using this type of financing is the cost of issuing the bonds and getting these projects closed.  Usually it has been limited to the large transactions.  One of the goals they are trying to accomplish is to not compete in that market, but drive the cost down so that smaller projects can work with tax exempt bond financing to open up a greater variety of projects over a wider geographic area around the state.  By using the tax exempt rate they can get lower financing into the projects.  They also gain access to the 4% non-competitive tax credits.  One of the important things is that right now there is a desperate need for more affordable housing financing resources.  One resource that is underutilized is the bond cap allocation and the 4% tax credits that go with that.  They see potential uses in a number of ways for this product.  One of the uses is for the conversion of the Section 42 tax credit projects that are reaching their 15-year period and need to convert out of their limited partnerships.  Their first project is a new construction project.  There are also going to be traditional acquisition rehab opportunities.  They will work hand-in-hand with the construction lenders.  The lenders will be paid off by NOAH’s permanent loan, using the bond to finance that loan.  From NOAH’s standpoint, they are looking at the same real estate underwriting that NOAH has been doing since 1990.  He says the department has been a very valuable ally to them in the development of the program.  The cost savings will come from a predictable outlet for the private placement of these bonds.  They are working to standardize all of the documents, which will help minimize the legal fees.  There will be fewer people participating in each transaction, which will help keep the transaction costs down.  There are some fee concessions that they have negotiated within the program.  There will be a lower issuer fee.  NOAH is taking a reduction in its typical origination fees, and there will be some consolidations and management of fee levels in some of the traditional fees that the state has charged.  The process is similar to any conduit program.  Sponsors apply through the department, NOAH will become involved and, if they are selected by the borrower,  they will underwrite the loan with department staff.  These loans will be approved by NOAH’s bond committee, which consists of their loan committee members, and then it will go through the department’s approval process. The construction lender will lead off by purchasing the bonds and obtaining their own credit approvals.  There will be a draw down basis during the construction loans.  NOAH will purchase those loans when construction is complete and the project has stabilized.  Then NOAH will perform the ongoing loan servicing and asset management functions.  A variety of borrowers will be eligible, experienced nonprofits, for profits, and government entity developers. 
The target market for these bonds will be between $1M - $7M transactions.  He thinks the majority will be in the $3M range.  They will use standard underwriting terms: 1:15 debt coverage in most cases.  Some of the terms can change depending on the make-up of the transaction.  They will look at about an 80% loan-to-value, and amortization up to thirty years.  For rates they will use the Bloomberg AAA 10-year, plus a spread on that.  The rate gets set when they issue their commitment.  Their program is modeled closely to a program that is offered by the loan consortia in California.  They have been generous with providing information and documentation and have adopted most of their structure.  Section 42 projects will mostly refinance.  NOAH will charge a 1% origination fee, which is reduced from their normal fee.  The department will charge an issuance fee of one-half point, with a minimum and maximum amount.  They will have yield maintenance language during the first seventeen-year period; then the borrowers can repay at that point, or take the rate adjustment for another thirteen years.  One of the more recent changes, and a powerful tool for affordable financing, is being able to use bonds and the OAHTCs together.  OAHTCs can factor in by using the bonds only during construction and then paying them off.  The other way is to layer them.  They are in the final stages of underwriting NOAH’s first transaction, and are also working on finalizing the bond documentation and bank participations.  Bond transactions are more complicated and cost more, and there will need to be some gap financing somewhere.  This is not solving all of the resource issue, but making the gap considerably smaller.  
Schoessler adds that this is subject to the Treasurer’s approval, and they have been working closely with the Treasurer’s office.  They are working through details and the Treasurer’s office has endorsed the concept and is very supportive.  The concern has been the pricing index.  They have done comparative analysis and the pricing they propose is within three basis points of the other deals that have occurred on the same date.  The chief analysis being carried out right now is the perspective of risk assessment.  The Treasurer’s office very clearly views our bond issuance as the state’s money, even though it is conduit and the liability is passed along to the lender. One of the twists of this program is that we are going to have a construction lender purchasing the bonds initially, and then transferring them to NOAH.  The idea of a construction lender differing from the permanent lender is a pattern of the future.  
Chair Medinger says this is a prime explanation of the process and what they are involved in, and congratulates them for their efforts.  Epstein says that what is great about going to smaller bonds is that this program will allow some of the bond transactions to actually move to smaller communities.  
Schoessler adds that they have done bond transactions that have benefited projects in smaller communities, but have had to wait and group several small projects together.  They hope in this process they can be more timely and take advantage of the current market.  Crager points out that they could not have done this without the partners, and he appreciates all the work that Bill and Joni Hartman have put into this.  One of the unique or different things is the approach with the State Treasurer, who is looking at the risk that is associated with this.  With regard to OAHTCs, the Housing Council has taken a position in terms of advocating to the Governor and the legislature for more support to the OAHTCs through an increase in the limit.  
Crager  asks Van Vliet to share with the Council his thoughts on the OAHTCs and how banks are perceiving the use of them, as well as any complications or recent legislative actions put on the OAHTC.  Van Vliet says he has been pretty candid.  There are some concerns around the OAHTCs.  With this program, they are capitalizing with a group of banks, and one of the questions they put out to the banks, since it had never been done before, was would they accept, if deemed feasible, layering the OAHTC on top of the bonds?  Conceptually, the answer was yes.  He has had two of his largest bank members come back and say, for a variety of reasons, that they are at a point where they do not need any more of that credit.  Tax credits are a popular means of funding programs.  As part of the corporate restructuring in the last legislative session, there was a change in the way multi-state corporations apportion their income.  The result was that a lot of banks are apportioning a much smaller percentage of their income to Oregon, so Oregon taxes are significantly reduced.  That has had a dramatic and direct effect on banks taking advantage of OAHTCs.  It has been a very powerful tool used to address affordable housing.  It has achieved tremendous affordability, and it is incredibly efficient.  When will we reach the peak of what the banks’ ability to use that credit is? There is a risk in that there may be a limit.  Epstein says there are still a number of people who use them and are proposing an increase in allocation.  That increase is still needed and appropriate.  
Schoessler says another interesting phenomenon that is occurring is serious consideration in the marketplace of what is the best tax credit to purchase.  The indicator he heard is that the Oregon Tourism Council was authorized in the last session for 110% tax credit, so they are becoming very attractive.  
E. Expiring Section 8’s.  Lynn Schoessler, Housing Finance Section Manager, reports that
preservation of affordable housing is dominating the conversations around the state. The banks and legislature are concerned about it.  The rent subsidy contracts, which are federal subsidies, are approaching the end of their contract period, and the department is trying to get those renewed.  The importance of that is the Section 8 subsidy is the deepest subsidy that is available,  and there is nothing else the department offers that matches the level.  Rural development has a comparable program, called Rental Assistance. What we are nervous about is the loss of those subsidies throughout the state.  What is a risk in the departmental loan with our uninsured Section 8 portfolio is that, if the contracts are not renewed, we could lose 122 affordable projects, or some 4,000 units.  Rural development has an additional 200 projects and some 6,400 units with subsidies, so immediately at risk statewide are some 10,000 units of subsidies.  We encourage existing owners to renew their subsidy contract, and we work with them a year in advance of their contract expiration.  If the owner is not interested in renewing, we try and find a buyer for that property and an owner that would renew that contract.  As we look at projects whose contracts expire a year from now, we have dealt with about 1,000 units in the state.  82% of those have been retained.  Our goal is 85% retention.  We are ambitious compared to other states.  In the legislative session we received two significant tools that would help address preservation.  One was the Preservation Fund, which gave us $8M to use to fill financing gaps.  The other was the more liberal use of the OAHTCs to use on preservation projects without having to demonstrate the pass-through benefit.  312 units were recently saved.  Clay Tower was another 300 units saved.  We have another $50M in applications in hand, which is over 1,000 units.  We know there are more projects out there.  Bottom line we have only half of the units’ fate determined.  Through the course of the next five years, we will be dealing with the balance of those units.  We need the additional resources, and that is in part what the Housing Alliance agenda is pursuing.  There is a group of folks that have convened in Portland, comprised of the Meyer Trust staff, Wells Fargo Bank, Northwest Housing Alternatives, NOAH, the City of Portland’s Bureau of Housing, and some nonprofit organizations.  They identified three things that need to happen in order for the state to be ahead of the curve.  First, to get a data base of information so we know what is going on.  As a department we have financed the contract to have that data base constructed, and that should be up and available in January.  Second, we recognize the need to have administrative and technical staff that can help project sponsors understand their options, and help potential project purchasers understand the project financing packages available.  Third, the resources to do permanent financing takes years to assemble.  Owners who want to sell are not that patient, so a large holding fund is being assembled.  Meyer Trust is putting forth $4M into the fund to acquire projects.  He is working on a grant to the MacArthur Foundation, which has a $150M agenda nationwide to address preservation, to get additional funding.  The hope is to have a $50M revolving pool. They are progressing with those three things fairly rapidly.  
Chair Medinger asks if there are any other resources, besides the OAHTC, that the banks can use.
Schoessler explains that the primary strategy is to preserve the 9% low income housing tax credits for the projects that actually need them the most.  What they have been trying to do is use the bond cap and associated 4% to the maximum opportunity, with a small supplement of cash through the preservation fund, or the trust fund.  OAHTC is at its limit.  They still have the state’s annual allocation of 9% tax credits, but that is never adequate.  They are restricted in how much they are going to be able to accomplish.

LaMont asks if Rural Development and HUD have any money they can contribute to the refinance of the projects.  Schoessler says that HUD does not have any money available to contribute. Rural Development has made a concession on their existing debt service that is possible to link in.  Shelly Cullin, Loan Officer, adds that there is no new money.  They are doing what they can on their side to minimize and help.  Merced states that one other point is that one of the things we certainly ought to applaud is the $50M goal of the public/private partnership.  The Governor has encouraged all state agencies to continue to push forward and he wants to congratulate NOAH and the folks that have worked on this.  The other is that he recalls from one of the conversations that the acquisition or preservation fund will be made available to nonprofit and for-profit developers, but also for land acquisition holding costs, which is one of the eligible uses.  Schoessler agrees and says the Meyer award has broad flexibility.  It is based upon addressing long-term housing in the broadest context.  METRO is also focusing on that and we have committed $1M of the department’s funds to be a part of that.  Epstein comments that the face of the agency is out there as a participant in these new creative ways, which is great.  
Cooper disconnects to attend another meeting.  
VII. OLD BUSINESS:  None
VIII. NEW BUSINESS:

A.
2008 Housing Council Dates.  LaMont says that all of the dates are good except that she has a conflict with the one in July.

MOTION: Epstein moves to approve the 2008 Housing Council meeting dates as presented.  
VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed. Members Present: Epstein, LaMont, Liebowitz and Chair Medinger (via phone).  Absent:  Cooper, López and Woolley.
IX. REPORTS:
A. Governor Board & Commission Member Training Report.  Maggie LaMont, Council Member, reports that she had the privilege of attending a training in September that the state put on for new or reappointed board members.  Some of the things they went through in the training were the budget process, how to propose legislation, how to conduct hearings, the Governor’s priorities, and open meeting and ethics rules.  She gives a brief overview of each area and comments that one of the main areas of interest was the budget process and the importance of Council to review the budget.  Crager said he will work on getting a format that is easier to interpret.  LaMont says another area of interest was the ethics training.  Crager states that the department recently had a training by the ethics commission about the law changes and asks if Council would like to have an update.  Merced states that it may be important to have Ron Bersin, the Executive Director of the Ethics Commission, talk about the distinction between an  advisory board versus an appointing body like DEQ or ODOT.  LaMont comments that sometimes the roles do get confusing, so that would be helpful. 
B. Housing PLUS Briefing.  Roberto Franco, OHCS Director’s Office Liaison, reports that Housing PLUS is an initiative of the department to create permanent supportive housing statewide for homeless persons in Oregon. The mandate is to create 150 units in this biennium, with lottery backed bonds.  Housing PLUS is based on the concept of permanent supportive housing.  That means that individuals can stay in the housing as long as they qualify and comply with the lease requirements.  There is a system in place that can facilitate access to the various services that they may need.  Some of the services include treatment programs, access to benefits, and employment opportunities.  Housing PLUS also includes rental assistance.  It is a package of three components: permanent housing, supportive services, and rental subsidies.  In the initial undertaking of the program, it has taken various divisions within the department to come up with the guidelines on how to roll it out.  The department has also taken the program to housing authorities and community action agencies to get feedback.  Housing PLUS will target a very specific subpopulation of the homeless.  Initially we had talked about a very broad definition of who could qualify to live in the housing.  It needs to show that it is a better way and approach in providing housing and services to those that really need it the most.  Because of the lack of permanence in housing and appropriate support, individuals revolve through the cycle of homelessness and utilize a lot of other services that create costs in other system services, such as hospitals, police contacts, jails, foster care, and shelter systems.  With that in mind and based on the feedback, the working groups decided the priority population would be those in chronic homelessness, such as people who have been in and out of the shelter system; lived on the streets for a long time; folks that come out of jail repeatedly; individuals with high needs.  The high needs include mental illness, substance abuse, HIV/AIDS, domestic violence, and so on.  It is a combination of those elements, the length of homelessness, and the need for services.  The emerging evidence in the concept of permanent housing is that it does avoid other costs in the systems.  The funding process for the $16M is to utilize the CFC beginning this spring.  In between the spring and fall cycles we will do Request for Proposals for smaller projects and targeted rural areas.  Because the funds are limited, there is a ceiling on how much Housing PLUS funds can be put into a project:  $90,000 per unit, project funding gap, or total unit cost to do the project.  Sponsors and applicants have to utilize other department programs or other funding sources in their jurisdictions.  That is also true with the support services and rental subsidies.  For the construction and development the range is $11M, which leaves $5M for support and services.  The projection for rental subsidies can only cover about four years of operation.  What they are presenting to the partners is that it is necessary to bring other resources to the table for the rental subsidies and the services, so they can make them last for four years, and hopefully longer.  The rents are set at 60% of median income.  Housing PLUS does not establish an income restriction because various parts of the state have different needs.  They are using the priority population description.  Most of the individuals that would fall under the priority program have little to no income.  There is an affordability period of twenty years.  This is true for projects that receive only funding from Housing PLUS, and target only homeless persons.  There will be projects that have mixed funding and will also provide service to different populations.  Housing PLUS requirement and affordability are tied to other funding programs.  So if developers are using LIHTC or HOME funding of thirty years, they would follow that thirty year period. 
Chair Medinger signs off to attend another meeting.  
Franco continues:   Regarding the housing subsidy, the amount we are able to provide into a project or per unit can help subsidize or pay the rental subsidy up to 100%.  Some of the funding for the support services could be used for incidental move-in expenses, rental application processing fees, background check fees, security deposits, etc. Housing PLUS units are subject to the department’s compliance and monitoring to ensure that the housing units that are funded are serving the intended population. Crager comments that the department is in no way saying that temporary or transitional housing for the homeless is not important.  There may be a perception that we are putting an investment into permanent supportive housing, but the legislature expects these resources to be used for permanent supportive housing.  We have data and outcomes that show that this method is better.  It shows bigger savings, getting people off the streets, and reductions in recidivism.  Hospitals and law enforcement are big supporters of this plan, which is outcome driven.  He says that, while the department wants to use this as a pilot program, this was what the legislature and Governor endorsed as a way to do business going forward.  
Crager says he also wants to mention urban versus rural.  The department was asked to do a program statewide, so when they initially put this money out in the CFC they want to know how the dollars are distributed.  There are $4M in the CFC and, based on the results in this initial funding, they would target RFPs.  Lastly, he wants to mention rent subsidy versus permanent supportive services.  These are lottery backed bonds, and the money has to be tied together with a project.  There are capital expenses and need for services and rent subsidy, and it has to go together.  The services and subsidy piece will be funded through taxable bonds.  If a project comes in with services in place, and they need the capital and operating subsidy, the department will have the flexibility between services and subsidy.  
Franco states that the department has been clear with its partners that it is not intending to replace or undermine the role that temporary or transitional housing plays.  The question has been asked:  what happens after four years?  What we have discussed and are telling the partners is that if the resources decline the sponsor, with the department’s approval, can roll those units into the general low income housing profile.  

Liebowitz comments that when this all started, it was his impression that the definition of homeless was broader than what HUD was offering, and asks if that is still the case.  Crager says he is correct.  Originally the definition was very broad.  The legislative staff  has had a chance to look at this as well, and the department is trying to put a priority towards people that are experiencing homelessness on a continued basis.  The yardstick is the continuous episodes of homelessness.  Liebowitz asks where transitional housing fits into the definition.  He says if he wants to build permanent housing and someone is living in transitional housing and they have had several years of transitional housing, and have been homeless before, how would that fit?  Crager says that would meet the definition.  Franco says it is the repetitive nature of homelessness that would count.  Crager explains that the concern on the part of the legislature was more for people that have a crisis that recently occurred, who have been stable in the past.  Liebowitz says it is more about getting shut out of the rural definition that he was worried about.  It is unclear on the rental subsidy portion how this can be long term.  It seems that rural areas are being “set up to fail.”  After four years, it seems an unfortunate scenario to set up.  Franco says the department has recognized that.  

Crager states that it was frustrating for the department when it had a $30M package that went to $16M and did not provide the operating subsidy that was needed for the long term.  The department is working with DHS to invest in this program.  One of the problems is that DHS has specific populations, so they are trying to figure out a way to attach some of those service monies to that as well.  Then you can get the services taken care of and you can put more money towards the operating services.  Merced says the department is not above going back to the legislature in 09-11 to request additional resources to carry those projects beyond the initial four years, and he is working with the Oregon Community Foundation to get a $1M service grant to attach to the projects the department is developing.  

Franco says there is the expectation that because it is supportive housing, during the first two years with intensive support, individuals could qualify for other types of rental assistance.  The stability is what is necessary in order to access services to which they are entitled.  

C. Report of the Chief Financial Officer, Nancy Cain.
· The budget unit has prepared a budget report called “Baby Bud,” which is a summarized version of the budget, and is easier to transmit electronically.  She suggests that perhaps for a future meeting they could present a summary on the various stages of the budget.  They are now beginning the 09-11 budget cycle.  Generally legislative concepts are due around mid-April.  
· November was a busy month for the department.  It issued $17.9M of draw- down bonds.  Last month she reported that the single-family program was slightly over $90M.  That money is going out quite quickly, and they are hoping it will last until April for the next bond issue.  The Shaver Green development is due to close today, which was slightly under $9M.  Clay Tower closed last week, which was over $24M in conduit financing.  
· They are expecting the official audit report next week.  The private activity report and requests are due next week, which will be approximately $250M.  Historically OHCS has received most, if not all, of the roll-over dollars, and this year the department will have some competition for those.  
Epstein states that for the budget explanation, it would be helpful to have an explanation of where the department gets its revenue; how much from the legislature and how much OHCS self-generates from programs; and what programs generate.  How much is public funded versus private funded.  Cain says that one of the reports in the budget has a summary that is a revenue report that lists each of those.   Epstein says he would also like it to include an explanation of how the department funds itself and where it comes from.  It also helps to identify risk. What is federal, what is state?  Merced explains that 1% of  total resources comes from the legislature, and overall the department is at $2.2B.  Cain comments that the department also looks at how much of operating funds versus program funds are administrative.  Crager says it would be important for the Council to see that broken out.  They have received questions in the past from the legislature about the department’s revenue sources, and he thinks the more the Council knows about that, the more they can be an advocate in educating the legislature. 
D. Report of the Deputy Director,  Rick Crager.
· The month of November was a traveling month, with trips to Washington DC, Eastern Oregon, the coast, Eugene, etc. 
· Regarding the research report Council heard about earlier today, he says he wants to compliment the research staff.  The department has wanted to start using data and research information to give a better idea of what the true needs are and how to be proactive.  The data is not perfect, but he wants to compliment the staff for their work.  The discussion of needs is a tool that will continue to get better.  We want to be able to get better information as we refine the tools.  Needs is the key identifier for the CFC cycle.  
· Next Friday, the Governor is going to be meeting with our Homelessness Advisory Council, which is the council that is developing the state’s 10-year plan to end homelessness.  He is going to be visiting with the Council for nearly an hour to have a conversation about the strategies that are being put forward.  The strategies are due to be released in January, which is good timing with the February session.  The Governor is interested in the homelessness issue; he endorses a permanent supportive housing model; and he has seen the results that are occurring in Portland.  He also recognizes the need for flexibility.  The Executive Team road trips around the state have been very valuable.  The different strategies and issues as it relates to homelessness is different everywhere you go.  
· He says he will provide Council with a copy of the Housing Alliance agenda, which is an idea for creating a short term preservation pool, and they will be requesting $4M to fund that.  The agenda gives some additional information on how it would be used and the strategies behind it.  The balance of the request of $750,000 is specifically for the area of homelessness.  This is not an OHCS proposal, but rather Housing Alliance.  The department does support it and has been a part of the discussion.  
· The department had contracted with CASA to do a comprehensive assessment of the needs of people that reside in manufactured parks, and the assessment is   in final draft.  They are trying to take the findings and recommendations and figure out how to better serve that population.  The department administers the Manufactured Dwelling Park Community Relations Team, which is essentially for the purposes of dispute resolution between owners and tenants.  They are discovering that people are not aware of this service, so they may have some potential modifications on how we contract that out instead of an in-house service.  There seems to be more interest in getting information and referrals.  The highest need is for tenants to learn how to buy their own parks, and he will share that once they have the final assessment.  
· The department has been working closely with Habitat for Humanity.  Victor has asked him to see if there are opportunities to work more strategically with them.  The department is working on a potential program that would enable resources to go to Habitat to help local affiliates purchase land.  
E. Report of the Director.  Victor Merced 
· Habitat for Humanity:  Habitat’s focus is on providing homes for poor persons, and they do not target minority populations.  However, about 60% of the homes Habitat builds are for minority families.    Given the mandate of the legislature and our desire to serve more minority families, and the fact that Habitat already serves that population without targeting them, one of the things we are going to do is make the resources available to communities that have high concentrations of minority populations.  That way you do not target, but the outcome will be that you serve the population.  
· Disaster Recovery:  The recent storm and flooding on the northern coast has prompted the Governor’s Revitalization and Recovery Team to respond.  He and Bob Gillespie have been part of the cabinet level discussions about ways the department can help the communities of Clatsop, Tillamook and Columbia Counties.  Some of the things they have done and offered in terms of working with the Department of Corrections, Red Cross, and some of the other first responders, is to take 10,000 pounds of food from the Oregon Food Bank to the food pantry in Vernonia.  They also identified over 240 tax credit units that are available within a 50-75 mile radius for folks that need to relocate while repairs are being made to their homes.  The Governor has declared this a disaster, and he has asked the President for a declaration that this is a natural disaster.  They helped the Governor draft a subsequent letter detailing the kind of exemptions the department is going to need from the President in order to make its rental assistance resources available to those communities. We are making good progress.  He says Bob was at this morning’s meeting and asks if he has anything to add.  Gillespie says there are some updates as far as helping to design a process so we can get the people housed that have been displaced.  We have identified $50,000 that is being put in immediately for rental assistance in Columbia County.  The Oregon Food Bank is sending $30,000 each to Tillamook and Clatsop Counties.  Merced says he is impressed with the level of coordination and response by all the agencies.  The Department of Corrections was able to coordinate inmates and work crews to those towns to go in and clean up and provide meals. The Oregon Food Bank, the Red Cross, the National Guard, the State Police, and Fish and Wildlife have all mobilized trucks, water, and people to help clean up.  It’s been pretty remarkable.  Gillespie states that the recent TOPOFF exercise really helped pave the way for the response that we are getting this time.

· Road Trips:  The Executive Team visited Cannon Beach, Scappoose, St. Helens, Eugene, Corvallis, and more.  A lot of communities have offered to advocate for us either this session or the next one in terms pushing forward our initiatives or budgets.  The department has been getting good feedback and good press, and it has been a good exercise for the department to have done.  
· OAHTCs:  The Housing Council members have all signed off on a letter that the Council will send to the Governor on the OAHTCs,  asking for $3.95M in additional resources.  Letters are also going directly to key legislators and leadership, and Council members are being asked to provide whatever leadership they can in that regard.  Crager states that, in his conversation with Tim McCabe relating to this letter, the Governor is very supportive of the Council making the request.  However, Tim emphasized that the Governor is looking at the next session as the legislators time, so the more the Council can identify legislative champions or someone to carry a bill, or show overall support, that would be good.  OHCS has been asked to be neutral.    He says that John Fletcher and Carol Kowash did a wonderful job in terms of gathering the information needed for the letter.  
X. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:  Merced says he heard today the desire to hear an Ethics Commission presentation, and that Stuart asked him about the status of the Enterprise Foundation Green Building initiative.  After a couple of months we will invite them to come back and give Council an update.
Meeting Chair LaMont adjourns the meeting at 1:25 p.m.
/s/ Larry Medinger                   2/22/08

/s/ Victor Merced                                2/22/08
Larry Medinger, Chair
  DATE

Victor Merced, Director                  DATE
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