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Victor Merced, Director, introduced Karen Clearwater, the new Regional Advisor to the Department for the Southern Oregon region.

I.
CALL TO ORDER:
 Co-Chair Maggie LaMont calls the January 25, 2008 meeting to order at 9:10 a.m. and asks for roll call. Present: John Epstein, Co-Chair Maggie LaMont, Stuart Liebowitz, and Jeana Woolley (via phone).   Absent:  Scott Cooper, Francisco López, and Chair Larry Medinger.  
II. PUBLIC COMMENT: None
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Co-Chair LaMont asks if there are any corrections to the December 7, 2007 Minutes. There being no corrections, the Motion was read:
MOTION: Epstein moves that the Housing Council approve the minutes of the December 7, 2007 Council meeting.

VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion failed for lack of a quorum. Members Present and voting in favor: Epstein, Liebowitz, and Co-Chair LaMont.  Abstaining:  Woolley (via phone) because she was not present at the December 7, 2007 meeting.  Absent:  Cooper, López, and Chair Medinger.
Approval of the December 7, 2007 Minutes will be carried forward to the February 22, 2007 Council meeting. 

Co-Chair LaMont asks if there are any corrections to the January 4, 2008 Minutes. There being no corrections, the Motion was read:
MOTION: Liebowitz moves that the Housing Council approve the minutes of the January 4, 2008 Council meeting.

VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed. Members Present: Epstein, Liebowitz, Woolley (via phone), and Co-Chair LaMont.  Absent:  Cooper, López, and Chair Medinger.
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR: Dona Lanterman, Single Family Program Manager, and Craig Tillotson, Single Family Loan Specialist.  Lanterman points out that there are eight loans that are greater than 75% of the program purchase price limit of $170,000.  One of the eight is from Lake Oswego, with a cost per square foot of $253.25, and a purchase price of $312,000.  It has a basement that is not reflected in the square footage.  
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: Epstein, Liebowitz, Wooley (via phone) and Co-Chair LaMont.  Absent:  Cooper, López, and Chair Medinger.
V. SINGLE FAMILY REPORT:  Dona Lanterman, Single Family Programs Manager, and Craig Tillotson, Single Family Loan Specialist.  Lanterman gives an update on the residential loans for 2006 vs. 2007.  For 2006, there were 1,171 loans, for a total of $179,507,435; the average loan being $153,000.  For 2007, there were 1,381 loans, for a total of $227,155,739.  The average loan amount went up a little over $10,000.  In comparison, in 2006 the bond program was suspended for a short period of time.  In 2005 1,195 loans were closed, for a total of $160,924,543.  She points out that the loan balances are quite a bit higher and moving upwards for the state.  She also points out that the department did not have any loans in Clatsop, Gilliam, Sherman, or Wheeler counties last year. Those counties are the target counties for this year to see what can be done to stimulate growth in those areas.  She says that some of the counties are small and it could be just the movement of property there.   Clatsop County is a challenge due to the higher priced properties.  
Epstein says that at the last meeting there was a discussion about what we anticipated would happen in the mortgage market, in light of the subprime issue, that might create an opportunity for the department to expand its program, especially with first time home buyers that may have more difficulty, and asks if the department is proceeding with that.  If the department is seeing an increase, and if the department is marketing more.  Lanterman states that the department is seeing a big increase because of that.  She says the market is very confusing right now, and they have a lot of training opportunities that they are conducting every month throughout the state.  They are focusing on affordable housing centers, and their marketing efforts are much stronger.  She says the program itself is much more lucrative than most because the 80/20s are gone.  

Epstein asks if our program is as fluid as the market on moving down its rates.  Lanterman says no.  The department actually has an advantage over the market, and it is more stable.  The market can hurt the department if it drops deeply.  She explains that the department does have bonds that it sells and it has to stay within what that costs the department.   She says we are very close to the market for the first time in a few months.  

Vince Chiotti, Regional Advisor to the Department states that two months ago he was asked about Clatsop County.  He says he met with a developer last week, who is building 20 houses in the $220,000 range.  They discussed the program and he discussed this with the department’s single-family program staff.  He says we can actually help people buy homes who are living there.  

LaMont states that she has been looking at some of the counties in her area of the state, and she knows the department has increased the effort in rural counties.  Baker County went from one loan to eight loans;  Union County went from eight loans to twenty-six loans; Wallowa County did not have any loans; and Grant County had two loans.   She says she wants to acknowledge that the department’s outreach is working.  

Crager says he would like to respond to Mr. Epstein’s question about the department’s ability to reduce rates, and whether it is able to keep up with the market:  “Typically, as we issue bonds we have 0% dollars that enable us to be able to blend, and if we have a fixed rate on a bond sale we are able to blend down.  That is something that, as an agency, we are going to need to look at very quickly.  With the market moving all around, my concern is that we need to make sure that the program is marketed well.  One of those ways may be in terms of rate reductions.     
On the high cost of housing on the coast, there was a question at a prior meeting by Mr. Cooper related to being able to enable more people to qualify on the coast and he used the example of what we had done in certain parts of the state.  We had raised the level to relate to the area median income as opposed to the state median income.  The question was if we could do that in other areas of the state.  The answer is no, we cannot. The fact is that we are already at the state median income level in those areas.   The area median income is actually below the state level.”  
Lanterman refers to a handout and points out that in Clatsop County people can borrow up to $381,526, so it is not the dollar amount, it is the affordable housing that is in that area, so it does give them a little leeway.  They are all targeted.

Tillotson refers to a handout containing income limits, and explains that in Clatsop County, the one to two person household could earn up to $70,680; three or more could earn up to $82,460.  In either case, regardless of household size, the maximum purchase price is $381,526.  Target areas are designated areas that were determined to have the level of income in relation to housing costs that were at such a level that this could be under the IRS code, designated as an area where it would have a higher purchase price limit and also waive the first-time homebuyer requirement.  This year was the first year that we have made an accommodation for a higher income level, as well in those target areas.  Generally, targeted areas will not change, except for every ten years after the census is taken, and we are given a new list of census tracts that are specifically designated around the country, and Oregon in particular, as target zones.  However, we had many targeted areas that we were allowed to continue to use, and they were grandfathered in because of our own work back in the 1980s.  Target areas also have the benefit of waiving the first-time homebuyer requirement.  Normally, we consider a first-time homebuyer as someone who has not owned and occupied a primary residence in the past three years.  Target areas are those where individuals could be a homeowner today, sell that home, use the equity to buy another home and, as long as they have disposed of their interest in the prior residence, they are still eligible under our program guidelines.  
VI. SPECIAL REPORTS:  
A. Overview of Shelter Needs in Central Oregon Region.  Kim Mani-Oskoii, Development Director with Housing Works in Central Oregon.  Mani-Oskoii acknowledges and thanks the department for taking such an active role in the quest to end homelessness in the State of Oregon, and for participating in the Ending Homelessness Advisory Council.  She says she knows there has been a lot of work and data collection that has been put into coming up with the strategies for the Governor’s 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness, and that the Housing First model is a proven model that has been successful throughout the nation in urban areas.  That being said, she says she wants to call Council’s attention to the rural communities in Oregon, and the lack of infrastructure for shelter and emergency shelter within that area.  Specifically, in the Central Oregon area where they have been dealing with a lot of rapid and extreme growth over the last several years.  Redmond is the fastest growing city in the state.  With that growth, issues have arisen that one may find in a more urban setting, such as homelessness.  She says there have been several recent articles about the homeless in Central Oregon, and the concern has increased with the harsh weather that they have been having.  She states that the Housing PLUS model does not seem to address the needs in those rural areas where there are not emergency shelters, or fledgling ones at best.  There seems to be a strong need for funds to create that infrastructure.  Not just the bricks and mortar, but services along with that to move people through the continuum of housing.  The continuum is to take people from the streets or “couch surfing” to the emergency system, and then into transitional and then permanent housing.  It does not mean going back to a more traditional system.  It means that there are steps to this most difficult process.  Emergency shelters’ infrastructures are a very important part to that process.   She says she wants to encourage Oregon Housing and Community Services to consider funding, in addition to the Housing PLUS program, the basic needs of infrastructure for those areas where an emergency shelter system is not in place.  Without that first step it would be like asking those cities with shelters already in place to shut down and only offer permanent supportive housing.  
Merced comments that the goal of permanent supportive housing is one that incorporates the community need, participation from the local providers to see which is the best way to serve the population, and in many ways that is a train that has already left the station.  That is happening all over the country.  All the data shows that this is where communities need to go in order to resolve the homelessness issue.  He asks what she means by “infrastructure in these communities.”  Mani-Oskoii says there are not dollars in these smaller communities to even bring the bricks and mortar in to create those emergency shelters. It would be up to the communities to be able to create the on-going operating income, and that is not what they are concerned about.  They are concerned about the basic ability to acquire the structures to create the system, and then have it in place so they can move through that continuum.  
Crager states that, in terms of development money for bricks and mortar for emergency shelters, the department has traditionally not funded emergency shelters due to the nature of the dollars themselves, with tax credits and HOME.  He asks what she has seen, in terms of other communities that she has talked to, about the funding of emergency shelters.  He says the trend to go to permanent supportive housing is a model that is proving to reduce costs and produce positive results.  There will always be need for emergency shelter.  He asks what she has found from other communities in terms of actually funding the bricks and mortar.  This agency would have to create a new funding source to be able to do that kind of work.  Mani-Oskoii says that what she has seen mostly has been larger cities who are able to issue bonds to be able to do things like that.  Smaller cities like Bend, Redmond, or Eastern Oregon, would not be able to issue bonds large enough to create that kind of income.  Crager explains that the dollars the department has available in the form of tax credits and HOME are not eligible for use for emergency shelters.  The Trust Fund and HELP dollars would be the only flexible areas.  HELP is going to be gone by 2013, if not sooner.  He says that what we are talking about is a need for a new revenue source.  

LaMont asks Mani-Oskoii if they are looking at going back to the legislature and asking for additional monies for shelters.  Mani-Oskoii says that is one of the ideas being discussed and, at a minimum, that is what they would hope for.  Crager asks if she can talk a little about their efforts as it relates to permanent supportive housing.  He says there are resources available in Housing PLUS that are both service and sticks and bricks.  He asks that, if the department had dollars to dedicate to permanent supportive housing, why they would not want to make that particular investment, as opposed to a shelter.  Mani-Oskoii responds that they certainly do, no question about that.  It has proven that it has worked well in cities, not to say that it would not work in central Oregon, and they have plans to invest in that.  A lot of it has to do with the beginning of the continuum and to get them out of the cold weather.   Crager states that, using the example she gave, many communities look to moving that homeless person directly into permanent supportive housing, as opposed to a shelter, and asks where she is at with that philosophy.  Mani-Oskoii answers that, with some acceptance and some non-acceptance.  She says she is not so sure that people coming right off the street and placed into permanent housing may be the right thing. It all has to do with the services that go along with that.   
B. Forever Home Foster Care for Children.   Jim Seymour, Executive Director, Catholic Community Services, and Jennifer Rosales and Matthew Rains, residents. Seymour says that he appreciates the opportunity to come before the Council and says he  took the time to read the department’s Vision and Mission statements, and feels they fit the Forever Home project and, in particular, the Community Homes.   He explains that in Oregon there are 630,000 children and youth, and 11,000 are living in foster care.  Of all the children living in foster care, 15%, or approximately 1,600, do not have viable families trying to reclaim them, and no viable adoption plan.  Out of that group they break it down a little more to get to the population they are trying to target -- the population of kids in foster care, with no family, and no adoption plan.  Within that there is a group that have bonded with a foster parent who has agreed to never give up on them, and they plan to keep them until they turn 18.  They think that is about one-third of the kids, so there are about 1,100 kids in the system that are just bouncing around from home-to-home.  They do not have a stable place to live, and their housing need and other needs are not met.  They know from the research that they have done that when kids have a nurturing, stable home, and success at school, they tend to thrive in the community.  That is what they are all about.  He says this is a passion for him because he grew up in a home with a father who had been terribly abused as a boy and young man.  His father promised he was not going to pass that on to his family.  It was a promise he was not able to keep, and he spent time growing up with his grandparents.  He shares some personal stories about growing up with his grandparents, and says that what it taught him was that no matter how much a kid is suffering, all it may take is a smile.  Living with his grandparents gave him the sense of stability that he needed to keep going forward.  When he started in this work 35 years ago, he was trained to expect that fathers were often times not going to be present in the homes; today it is very different.  Then, few women were in the Marion County jail and no women were in the Polk or Yamhill County jails.  Today, there are 85 women in the Marion County jail; 35 women in the Yamhill County jail; and 87% of them are mothers.  
In their research they saw that 80% of kids in foster care came out of 20% of the neighborhoods, so they contacted the faith community leaders, the business community and civic leaders and asked if they would be willing to sponsor the kids from their neighborhoods that were taken into protective custody.  What they heard everywhere was “yes.”  What local people do not want are social service programs built in their community that bring outside people with serious problems into their neighborhood.  When you say “these are children that were taken into protective custody from your neighborhood would you stand alongside of them?” -- we hear “yes.”  So they go into those neighborhoods, purchase a home, get the neighborhood leaders to come together and help them select a foster parent that will move into the community home for children, and they understand this is the children’s home.  The foster parent may at some point decide to quit fostering, but the home is still there.  They can put down roots in the neighborhood and their school.  Their goal over the next three years in Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties, is to grow.  They currently have four houses with twenty kids, and the focus is on success at school.  He introduces Matthew Rains and Jennifer Rosales, residents of the homes.
Rains says he is 18 years old, is on the Forever Home Youth Council, and has lived in the Keizer Community Home for 11 years.  He joined the council because some improvements were needed and it needed opinions from the youth.  He is a senior at McNary High School, and he will graduate at the end of this term.  He says he looks forward to going to college to become either an automotive specialist or returning to work for Catholic Community Services.  When he was younger, he and his sister were abused.  He lived with his mother until he was 3 years old, and then he lived with his grandmother until he entered foster care in 1997.  He was in two different homes and they could not handle him, so he moved into the community home.  He was there for a year and nine months and was then released to his grandmother.  When his grandmother’s health started to fail, he requested to go back to the community home, or he would have been sent to St. Mary’s in Portland.  He says the community home has showed him a lot of support, and that is why he asked to return.  In the last couple of months he says he has had his ups and downs like a normal teenager, but he has started to change because they do not deserve it and neither does he.  He says he looks forward to graduating and going on to a better life.
Rosales says she is 17 years old and a junior at Sprague High School.  She has been in 13 different schools, including four different high schools.  Next year she will be graduating early.  She moved into the girls group Forever Home in South Salem, where there are four girls.  She has moved around to ten different homes, which includes foster homes.  When she was younger and in elementary school and middle school she pushed away from people because she knew she was going to be moved again.  Coming to the Forever Home, she now has more friends.  She recently invited friends from school to her birthday, which was a big step for her.  She says she is now more social, and more of a go-getter.  She is on the Forever Home Youth Council, and is becoming more of a public speaker because she is also on a behavioral health council advisory board, so she speaks a lot.  When she was seven she was in a car accident with her mother, who was brain damaged from her injuries.  When she was eight she moved into her first foster home, and she moved a lot because she got into trouble. She says she moved into the home in August, is now happier, loves her foster parents, and her grades have improved.  She got straight A’s last year.  In her home there is an eleven year old, two seventeen year olds, and one eighteen year old.
Epstein asks what age bracket is served.  Seymour says it is open, but typically they look at kids coming in at eight, nine, or ten years old, and young teenagers.  

Merced adds that this program is a national finalist for a half a million dollar grant from the prestigious Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, and they will be conducting a site visit in April.  Epstein asks if the department has provided funding for this.  Merced states that the department provided some rehab money for one of the homes for girls in Salem.    
C. Portland Economic Opportunity Initiative.  Lynn Knox, Economic Opportunity Program Manager, Portland Bureau of Housing & Community Development, explains that the Economic Opportunity Initiative came about starting in 2003, and until that time the bureau’s primary objective was the playspace revitalization of blighted areas, as are most urban CDBG departments.  The department is funded primarily by the urban CDBG, but also with general fund support for various projects.  Their strategic planning process in 2003 found that, even though they had done a pretty good job of addressing that blight, and creating affordable housing even in the 90s when there was a strong economy, the poor really minimally benefited.  There were the same number of poor people.  They heard a lot from the community about needing to follow the movement of poverty which had really dispersed in the city of Portland.  They could not use a neighborhood based approach anymore if they were going to target their resources to the very poor.  The input from the community was that this was what they wanted them to do.  They targeted people at 50% of median income and below.  What the community said was that they needed to target the resources to the very poor, but stop spreading them so thin that they did not really help anyone.  There was the belief that government was all about politics and politics was all about spreading the money to every single interest group or audience possible to try to make everyone happy.  They did not want to just create nice neighborhoods for people to continue to be poor.  The Portland Economic Opportunity Initiative was created with a goal of increasing participants’ income by at least 25% within three years.  Everyone gets three years of service and they need to have received a 25% income increase.  They are achieving much better than that for most individuals.  They wanted to have a program that built on the assets of discreet, low income populations.  What they found in the best practices study, is that people who are poor are not all the same.  Their routes to success and income building have to be different and have to be based on the assets that they bring to the table and the commonalities that they have.  They needed multiple approaches brought into a system that used best practices.  They all had core elements or best practices, but they focused in a way that was appropriate for multiple different groups and career goals for low income people.  By creating a system, they found that they could leverage additional benefits, because in those other cities where they had one great program, they did not have the ability to go to a large bank and ask for additional funding, or a large health care provider for services.  They currently have 35 projects, which serve 1,900 participants.  There are 16 adult workforce projects; 11 youth workforce projects; and 8 micro-enterprise projects.  That breaks down to about 1,500 participants in those workforce programs, and 400 small business/micro-enterprises in those eight serving organizations.  One of the key things that they found in best practices is, although they are using the routes to income building that are traditional within the community of workforce, the programming design and the elements of best practices had to be different when working with very low income people.  They had to be comprehensive.  They had to address the whole person, family, the barriers to employment and work success that come with a history of being low income, and all the challenges that life presents for those individuals.  They are now annually graduating around 450 participants who have increased their incomes by 25%.  They are just experiencing their first year of rolling graduations, so by the end of their fiscal year, July 1, they will have their first class, which is about 450 participants.  Subsequent classes will be larger because they have gradually added projects.  
Merced asks, in terms of bringing in additional resources, if any of the participants accessed the IDA program that is available to low income households in Portland.  Knox says absolutely.  They, in fact, brought the workforce and education IDA program to Portland.  It is housed in one of their projects and serves all of the participants for all 35 projects.  They have arrangements with one of their providers who is the micro-enterprise IDA provider, and they have an arrangement with the housing center that provides homeownership.  That is one of multiple leveraged resources that is an integrated part of the system.  One of the things they found in the best practices study is that when you are dealing with a tool like IDAs, on its own, it is not much, but when it is joined with occupational skills training, personal support, ESL, and assistance to the family, then you have real impact.  
She goes on to share some personal stories of some who have gone through the program.  She says the common link between those individuals is that they are all part of this initiative.  They have needs that are often similar. They all offer this comprehensive set of support services, so they can share insights.  They provide strong long-term mentoring and coaching relationships that are central to best practices.   Having a personal relationship with someone who believes in them and is being a cheerleader, is central to the success of the participants.  In implementation they are consistent with that theme.  It is about relationships for them as the staff of the city with their 35 projects.  They have participants identify things that they, as city staff, need to work on for them.  Their job is to find the resources and connect them to the projects.  They all have that common need, reporting, resource development, and standards that give funders more confidence in what they are doing.  The budget of the program looks large, but it is really only $8,200 per person for the entire three years.  Cost is front loaded at the beginning because of training.  They have been able to attract some important foundation and local United Way support because of the uniqueness of the system.  The return on investment is enormous for the community.  52% of the participants are people of color.  The rest include many people with English as a second language.  Their leverage has been broad.  They have a credit repair project that provides in-depth one-on-one assistance to get credit scores up.  In the last year there have been multiple national proposals to cut poverty in half in 10 years, and other comprehensive efforts that approach this problem, including a shift in public opinion and interest.  The clear outcomes, measuring incomes on a quarterly basis over three years, seems to impress folks the most.  They have received some national recognition, and they have received a grant to assist other communities in replication of this program.  The City of Duluth is the first offspring and is up and running, and it is a nice demonstration of the ability for this type of model to be flexible for a small city or a larger urban community like Portland.  They have waiting lists with every single one of the projects.  At this point, they are only funded to serve 6% of the need in the City of Portland.  They are hoping that the Council will continue to build the program in the next year because they think they are making a big ripple in a small pond.  

Vince Chiotti asks what the portion is of the total CDBG award.  Knox says its 12% of the bureau’s total resources, which includes CDBG, some general fund, HOME, and HOPWA, but she does not know the percent of CDBG.  It’s small.  She says she thinks the whole CDBG award for the city is around $12M, so 20%.
Merced says he is impressed with the numbers.  He says he is wondering if she would be interested in being a panelist at the department’s housing conference this year.  This is the first time in many years that the agency is collaborating with community action agencies to put together a housing and poverty conference, and he thinks having this information available to participants would be an opportunity.  Knox says yes, and she is glad to hear the department is doing that combined effort.
John Czarnecki states that he lives in Portland and has seen some really good results from the programs.  He asks how she sees the programs for immigrants, if they are keeping pace with the rate of immigration, and how she sees the programs growing.  Knox says that the initiative overall serves 6% of the need.  In terms of the penetration into the immigrant communities, she thinks it is probably about the same ratio.
LaMont asks how they select who is going to participate, is it going down a list, or are there other qualifications?  Knox says that each project develops their own mechanism of assessment of people’s appropriateness for the programs.  Usually there is a trial period where they get the opportunity to participate in some initial activities.  If they meet that challenge, they will be welcomed into the project.  To be able to get into that queue it is on a first come, first served basis.  There is no publicity.  They have not sought any kind of articles in The Oregonian or television coverage because they do not want the lists to be longer than they are.  
VII. OLD BUSINESS:  None
VIII. NEW BUSINESS:  None
IX. REPORTS:
A. Inclusionary Zoning Update.  John Fletcher, Senior Policy Advisor with the department, introduces Bob Rindy, Policy Analyst and Legislative Coordinator for the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), and distributes a document entitled Land Use and Affordable Housing.   He says that in the last session, SB 187 was an attempt to do some legislative fixes to help affordable housing with the UGB.  It did not get support from various groups.  Since then DLCD and OHCS have had some meetings and discussions to try and figure out how to address some of the issues.  DLCD reports that many of the issues can be addressed through rule making and will not necessarily need statutory changes.  What the DLCD wants to do in the next few weeks is to pull some of the housing partners together to talk about what they have in mind for rule making, and to see if they are interested in working on an advisory group.  This is so they can shape their rules and maybe make some significant changes that would help on the land use and affordable housing issue.  They would like to call that work group together soon because in March LCDC has a scheduled meeting that will approve DLCD’s proposed legislative concepts for 2009, and they are also going to appoint the advisory group to help on rule making.  They would like to touch base with housing partners before that meeting.  Then the plan would be to work on those rules throughout the summer.  If there are some things that come about as a result of that workgroup that requires some statutory changes, that can be ironed out.  The Housing Alliance is working on some other proposals.  They are trying to think about 2009 as well, but in a broader sense.  To get their arms around what they think are the most important issues, they have called together what they have called some industry dialogue, and invited some private sector people together to meet with the Housing Alliance people.  One of those meetings has already taken place and they plan to have another one after the session, in March.  At the first meeting there was a discussion with the builders about the affordable housing and land use issue.  There was a preliminary indication that there might be a willingness on the part of builders to look at this issue and to see what could be done. 
Crager asks for clarification about the Housing Alliance’s purpose versus the advisory group.  Fletcher explains that the Housing Alliance group was not about land use, or that issue.  They were one of many in that meeting.  They wanted to find out what their members supported for initiatives in the 2009 session.  Crager states for clarification that the DLCD is not involved in the industry dialogue with the Housing Alliance.  He says that Chair Medinger was confused by this also and felt they were being excluded.  Fletcher says no.  This was a different group.  As far as the department, we want to work with DLCD and help this initial housing workgroup come together.  The plan is that OHCS staff and Housing Council members would be welcome on the advisory group.  Crager asks if the advisory group would be primarily for the rule making purposes.   Fletcher says to think of this in terms of an 80%/20% solution.  The rulemaking will be 80%.  The statutory legislative fixes are going to be a minor part of this, so within authority of the rules they can do a lot of the changes that would be helpful.  The legislative concept is still going to be there.  To get things rolling on the legislative concept part, even though it is just the smaller part, we need to meet the timelines that the Governor’s staff and DAS have set up.  The plan is that the department will work with DLCD to submit a placeholder for the statutory changes that might be needed on this issue.  That will go in by April.  He says he will continue to work with the workgroup to be able to get more clarification on what the concept needs to look like.  
Epstein asks for a refresher on SB 187.  Rindy explains that their bill did have as a major component changes to the law regarding urban growth boundaries.  Cities could more easily bring in land.  They did not anticipate it would be a great deal of land, but land that would be of a special kind, dedicated and available only for affordable housing.  There were a lot of details to work out, and they felt it would be best to work those out through rule making.  The concept was pretty bare bones.  There were some statutes that impede us.  Homebuilders will be part of the workgroup that was mentioned earlier.  It was controversial, and it had opposition from the chair, as well as opposition from cities, counties, farmers, 1,000 Friends, and other groups that were concerned about changing legislation that impacts farmland.  They want to work with those groups in a workgroup.  They believe they can shape this in a way that will alleviate a lot of their concerns.  Crager says that, from a statutory standpoint, it sounds like their concern is maintaining that particular tract of land if it was dedicated to affordable housing for a long term.  Rindy says that is the one thing they are aware of, that they have to change.  He says he is concerned there may be some other statutes that they could identify as they go along.   They are also discussing a policy option package to ask the legislature for authorization for a new position on the DLCD staff that would be a housing planner.   LaMont states that the City of Enterprise is interested in including inclusionary zoning as they try to deal with their workforce housing, and it is good to hear it is moving forward.   
B. Report of the Chief Financial Officer.  Nancy Cain reports the following:

· Earlier in the month the department received $190M of carry-forward private activity bond authority.  She explains that agencies get an annual allocation, and the bond committee also receives an allocation.  At the end of the year any unused allocation is returned to the Private Activity Bond Committee, who then allocates those remaining balances as carry-forward.  Carry-forward is very desirable because, unlike our annual allocation where we must use the annual allocation within the calendar year, the carry-forward allows us three years to use it.  This year we asked for $225M.  At the time we request the carry-forward allocation, we have to designate whether we will use if for our multi-family program or our single-family program.  We chose to use it for the single-family program this year because, even though our multi-family volume has gone up, we have carry-forward from previous years we have designated for multi-family.  The single-family program also has draw-down bonds available.  The department may not use this year’s carry-forward until year three.  
· A new underwriter was selected for both the single-family and multi-family programs, and there has been a slight change in structure.  Merrill Lynch was moved from multi-family senior manager to single-family senior manager.  Citigroup Financial went the opposite direction.  Bear Stearns, who was our other co-senior manager on our single-family portfolio, stayed where they were at.  It was a very competitive process.  Morgan Stanley and Bank of America were also interviewed.  Edward Jones was added as co-manager, and Morgan Stanley was moved up to co-manager.  
· Mortgage market rates are responding very quickly to the Federal Reserve reductions.  Because of the conditions that the department operates under, and where we are in our bond issuance process, we are not in a position to respond as quickly.  The reservations that we are taking right now will probably be purchased with bonds yet to be issued.  We anticipate pricing of $105M issue on February 11, with a close of February 26.  She says to give Council an indication of the uncertainty in the bond market, they had the department’s financial advisor do an estimated mortgage rate twice yesterday.  In a matter of hours, the rate increased 25 basis points, and the market is expecting up to another 50 basis-point reduction.  The department will analyze and react competitively.  
Crager comments that Mr. Epstein had mentioned earlier in terms of the word “compression” and the department’s ability to continue to be able to provide a good program in light of the market.  He says it is difficult to try and stay competitive and profitable with a flat bond market, and asks what opportunities there are from the standpoint that 0% money has been created in the past to be able to help blend down some of those rates.  He thinks since the market is going down, for the department to still make people aware that we have a good program, it is going to have to look at some form of rate reduction.  Cain says she thinks the department will have to use some of the 0% money.  The department has been fairly successful in creating quite a bit of 0% money.  That is done for a number of reasons to have those funds available for special projects, and now is a good time to start utilizing those dollars.  Crager states that the department will need to do that to continue to push the residential loan program.  He asks if Mr. Epstein has any perspective.  Epstein asks how much revenue we get out of the single family program.  Crager says 1-1/8% on all loans.  Epstein asks what that represents of the gross revenue.  Cain says that recently it hasn’t been much.  Last year, the department made $5M.  Epstein asks if there aren’t several  bonds right now that the department has been swapping.  Cain says that is one of the things that is creating the volatility in the mortgage rate is that the swap market is so uncertain.  Epstein asks if the bonds are covered.  Cain states that the department has some unhedged variable rate debt, and they did not issue into swaps to hedge, but they have some naturally occurring hedges in the department’s investments that vary.  
Epstein asks if she is locking in the spreads before going to market.  Cain says that they do lock in the spreads, but what is happening is that those spreads and the housing bond market are not dropping.  Epstein states that the mortgage market is dropping, but the market the department is selling into is not, that is putting a squeeze on the spreads, so all the corporate buyers are upset because the stock market is a mess, and also buyers of bonds are concerned about the financial wherewithal right now.  Cain says the department is also tainted with selling housing bonds, so the market and the word “housing” brings up all kinds of fear.  
Crager adds that there are two parts to this.  There is the part for the future, with the bond sale coming up.  The other is the current bonds that are out there and the money that we are currently spending.  We do have some resources that enable us to blend our money down and still be able to maintain the spread that we need to keep.  
Merced says that Mr. Liebowitz needs to leave the meeting, and he would like to make an announcement before leaving.  Liebowitz explains that three years ago OHCS funded Grandview Homes, which was the first family housing for homeless and chronically mentally ill in Douglas County.  It was the first project that he is aware of that combined continuum of care and funds for construction, as well as HOME and a myriad of others.  An application was submitted for the Fannie Mae Foundation Maxwell Award for that project, and his organization was selected as one of the four finalists.  Others were in Pittsburg, Chicago and Madison, Wisconsin.  His organization was just notified that they had won, and he thanks the department.  Merced adds that there is a monetary award associated with that.  

C. Report of the Deputy Director.  Rick Crager reports that one of the big issues is that Council has taken an active role in the upcoming legislative session and opportunities to increase resources as it relates to the Oregon Affordable Housing Tax Credits (OAHTC).  He thanks the Council and its leadership with regard to that.  He says there is a crisis at hand and he appreciates Council’s leadership role.  Mr. Epstein was terrific, as well as Larry Medinger and Scott Cooper, when they testified before the House Revenue Committee. Chair Barnhart, who they had previously met with, chaired that group, and it was very well received.  John Fletcher and he had been given some leeway by the Governor’s office to help the Housing Council in educating the Revenue Committee.  They did not take any position.  All were receptive to what the State Housing Council was suggesting.  They saw in the hearing a lot of interest in potentially raising that cap in the upcoming hearing.  The State Housing Council proposed a $4M increase, from $13M to $17M.  To be able to make this work there will need to be a bill.  It is too late to introduce any new bills into the session; however, there is an opportunity to make amendments if there is a broad enough relating clause within a specific bill.  There are two legislative concepts that will become bills that have been identified as the vehicle.  Chair Barnhart has interest in amending those to increase the OAHTC from $13M to $17M.  It is not official.  We are also scheduling meetings with Housing Council members to meet with the Senate Revenue Committee, as well as leadership.  In the discussions we have had, we have also been talking about the Housing Alliance proposal, which is a $2,750,000 request.  There has been some confusion from the legislature as to what this is versus the $4M OAHTC request.  In the face-to-face discussions they understand that both really go together.  One is an interim solution and then the long-term solution.  The State Housing Council supports both efforts, and both are necessary and needed.  Ken Rocco, Legislative Fiscal Officer, will be putting both the Housing Alliance and the State Housing Council on the agenda for Ways & Means to be able to come and provide an explanation together.  This is something the Council should be very proud of.  
D. Report of the Director.  Victor Merced thanks Mr. Epstein, Mr. Cooper, and Chair Medinger for the great job they did before the Revenue Committee. It was very well presented, very articulate, very clear about what the needs are, and how the tax credits were going to be used.  He says he thinks we got a welcoming reception.  He says he wants to state on the record and congratulate Ms. Woolley for her Walnut Park project in North Portland.  Woolley says this project is part of the reason she has been a little scarce.   Merced states that it is a redevelopment project in North Portland that has needed significant investment over the years.  It was highlighted yesterday in the news, as well as in The Oregonian.  
He adds that we have a financially healthy agency, and we are doing a lot of business.  There were some concerns about where the agency was going financially.  He says the department has done some belt-tightening and everyone is looking forward to a very good year.  From the single family side, the department has invested $227M, and served 1,381 households.  The goal for this year is to serve 1,500 or more.  Of those that we served last year, 16% were minorities, and 10% were Latino.  He says he is very proud of those numbers.  On the multi-family side, the department has invested close to $100M, and created or preserved 1,188 units.  30% of those units were new construction.  Today, the Portland office opens, and in another month or so we may have a Housing Council meeting at the Portland office.  

X. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:  Merced asks for ideas about who Council would like to hear from in the coming months.  The following suggestions were made:

· LaMont suggests an ethics presentation;

· Crager suggests presentations on Homelessness in rural areas, Permanent Supportive Housing, and working closely with the central and eastern part of the state. 
· LaMont says that if there are some rural communities that do have a successful plan, she would be interested in listening to what they have to say.  Crager suggests considering Lincoln County and having Commissioner Bill Hall and his group come and talk about their 10-Year Plan they adopted.  LaMont says it may be helpful to invite Central Oregon Housing Authority, because they are asking “how do I do it?”  Crager adds that the Ending Homelessness Advisory Council is working towards a summit in the early summer that would bring communities together to start their plans, by listening and learning from those who have already done it.   
Co-Chair LaMont adjourns the meeting at 12:15 p.m.
_/s/ Maggie LaMont                 2/22/08

/s/ Victor Merced                               2/22/08
Maggie LaMont, Co-Chair 
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