Draft work in progress Draft

CFC SPECIAL NEEDS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

PURPOSE

The purpose of this Needs Assessment is to identify gaps in the provision of Special Needs and
Affordable Housing statewide. This assessment is to be done on a county, and local, level in
order to establish priority lists for the administration of OHCS Consolidated Funding Cycle
funding along the lines of the populations served.

PHASES

This Needs Assessment will be conducted in phases. In this first phase the structure of the
needs assessment will be established and recommendations for improvements in future stages
of the needs assessment will be made. In this way, the results from this needs assessment are
not to be considered finalized, but rather having used the best current information. As future
phases of this assessment are implemented, the number of assumptions made will be lessened.

PROCESS/STAKEHOLDERS:

OHCS HoUSING STAFF: monthly meeting were held with OHCS housing staff including Bob
Gillespie, Betty Markey, Vicki Massey, and Information Services’ Bill Carpenter. Issues
regarding the definition of populations served through the CFC process, access to accurate
data, methods of prioritization were discussed.

CFC TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP: monthly meetings with CFC stakeholders statewide were
held in order to address the re-working of the CFC application. From July through November
the CFC needs assessment was included in the meeting agendas. The CFC TAG assisted in
identifying the special needs groups that were to be included in the assessment, data resources
for these populations, gave feedback on methodological presentations, assisted with the
definition and parameters of the workforce population.

OHCS RESEARCH STAFF: weekly updates and strategy sessions were held with OHCS research
staff including Bill Carpenter, Richard Bjelland, Andi Howell, Melissa Torgerson, Lisa Joyce and
Natasha Detweiler is the primary researcher.

QUESTIONS / COMMENTS: Contact Natasha Detweiler, Oregon Housing and Community Services
— Natasha.Detweiler@state.or.us 503.986.6741
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POPULATION TYPE AND SOURCE SUMMARY:

- Elderly

- Frail Elderly

- Physically Disabled
- Homeless

-  Farm Workers
- HIV/AIDS

- Workforce / Family

Special Needs / Affordable Housing Groups

- Psychiatrically Disabled / CMI

- Chronically Homeless
- Alcohol and Drug Recovery

- Domestic Violence Victims
- Released Offenders

Affordable Housing Groups

- Workforce / Family

- Elderly

- Frail Elderly/Disabled

- Physically Disabled

- Psychiatrically Disabled / CMI
-  Developmentally Disabled

- Homeless

- Chronically Homeless

- Alcohol and Drug Recovery
- Farm Workers

- HIV/AIDS

- Domestic Violence Victims

- Released Offenders
- Affordable/Special Needs
Housing Inventory

Census 2000, 2006 ACS

Census 2000, 2006 ACS

2007 DHS Report

2007 DHS Report

2005 DHS Housing for Mentally Ill Study

2006 DHS Report

2007 OHCS One Night Shelter Count
2007 OHCS One Night Shelter Count
2005 DHS Alcohol and Drug Housing
2002 Agricultural Census

2004-6 DHS Count

2006 DHS DV program data

2000-06 Data from Department of Justice

OHCS properties (DISH, LIPS, APM)

Oregon Housing Authorities

Rural Development Authority

Metro — Affordable Housing Inventory for
Portland Metropolitan Area (in process)
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DATA SOURCES / METHODS:

For all needs groups, except Workforce Housing, the geography examined was the County
level. This was done for several reasons: data on special needs groups is largely not available
beyond a county boundary; in general the market area that special needs populations draw their
residents from goes beyond that of a small city, instead drawing residents from area across
counties. The county is therefore a relevant level on which to gauge need for special needs
housing.

The city level was used in the case of workforce housing, in part because the data was
available. It was also identified as a need group in which location does play a critical role. The
idea of workforce housing is both that housing should be affordable and that households should
be able to live near where they work. Looking at the closer detail of cities became a way to
include location information.

The overarching method utilized for these special needs groups (except the workforce) was to
identify a population count for the special needs housing group and utilize data on unit counts
by needs group from the OHCS affordable housing inventory. In this way it was possible to
calculate the proportion of each need group that has housing available to them.

It is important to point out that not all of the populations identified as being in a particular special
need group are necessarily in need of affordable housing. As such, the unit count of the need is
inflated in all groups except for the Homeless groups. In addition it is also notable that many
unit counts are duplicated out of the necessity of cross populations. For example the units
attributed to the Frail Elderly and Elderly populations are duplicated. The same is true for the
Homeless and Chronically Homeless. As a result, summing all of these populations does not
equal the whole.

Below is a detailed summary of the data value, source, definition, explanation, and future
recommendation for each of the housing need groups identified in this needs assessment,
followed by the OHCS Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory Methodology.

- WORKFORCE / FAMILY AFFORDABLE HOUSING
o Data Value:

= Rent Burden for households earning 30-60% County Median Income in

comparison to the State value.
o Definition:

» Workforce is defined, for the CFC target populations, as renter
households earning between 30 and 60% median income. 30% was
established as the base value as the population earning 30% median
county income was deemed to be a working household based on
minimum wage calculations. This is a subsection of a traditional
Workforce population that is specifically relevant to populations served
through CFC funding

= Workforce Index for the CFC is a measure of housing burden (spending
more than 30% of income on gross rent) for renters earning between 30
and 60% county median income within each city and county relative to
the statewide values. The ability for people to live in a particular area is
reflected in this data as when there are high rates of housing burden for
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this income group it can be said that the area lacks in housing that would
be affordable to this population group.

o Data Source:

2000 Census tables P53 and H73
2006 American Community Survey tables B19013 and C25074

o Explanation:

Created a Workforce Index to gauge need for affordable housing for the
workforce population by creating a ratio of the Percent of 30-60% county
median income renters who are rent burdened in each city and county
with the statewide value.
Use of housing burden variable is currently the standard measure used in
the research and analysis of workforce housing issues.
Geography for Workforce Index
e Counties
o Cities with populations over 5,000 — if a county had no cities with
populations over 5,000 the top three most populous cities with
populations over 1,000 were included
o City data was included (in addition to county) as the primary
market area for Workforce Housing.

o0 Future Recommendations:

There were challenges in finding data that specifically gauges the location
of work and availability of surrounding housing options. Future rounds of
CFC workforce prioritization should expand on this index and identify
ways to integrate employment and commuting data.

Explore methods for more directly incorporating information regarding
locational choice / ability for a household to live nearby their work. While
many of these variables were explored, within the time frame available no
feasible methods were identified. The current standard for gauging
workforce need is using rates of housing cost burden. Aside from
affordability, the other key factor defining workforce housing is the ability
to live near where you work. It would be advantageous to build
employment and housing availability factors into one workforce housing
measurement. While this will require significant research effort to
accomplish this, it would improve the state’s approach to the analysis of
workforce housing statewide.

-  FARMWORKERS
o Data Value:

Total Farmworkers (Seasonal and Full Time). Does not include Migrant
Farmworkers

In ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with a Farmworker
population allocation

o Definition:

Farmworkers who work full time (more than 150 days) and seasonally
(less than 150 days). The Agricultural Census identifies farms that use
Migrant farm labor, but the population count used does not include
estimates of the Migrant population.

For the data source used a farm is considered to be “any place from
which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were produced and sold, or
normally would have been sold, during the census year.”

o Data Source:
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2002 USDA Agricultural Census
http://www.nass.usda.gov/census/census02/volume1/or/st41 2 007 007.
pdf (12/07)

2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory

o0 Explanation:

There are three available sources for Farmworker information: the
Oregon Employment Department’s Covered Employment and Wages, the
2002 USDA Agricultural Census data, and a 2002 Farmworker
enumeration study conducted by Alice Larson
(http://www.ohcs.oregon.gov/OHCS/ISD/PPR/docs/FWICEnumerationstu
dy.pdf (12/07)). The OED data covers only those farmworkers that are
covered by unemployment insurance. This means that the majority of
farms / farm workers are not identified (82% / 32,000 farms are too small
to be covered by unemployment insurance). The two remaining sources
use differing methodology and categorize the farmworker population in
different ways. The enumeration study sought to identify those who were
deemed to be “migrant” farmworkers vs those who are “seasonal”. The
Agricultural Census identified “full time” farmworkers and “seasonal”
farmworkers. The data from the 2002 Agricultural Census for “Seasonal”
farmworkers (total: 95,506) was found to be roughly comparable to the
“‘Migrant and Seasonal” farmworker data from the enumeration study
(total: 99,923). (Additional information and definitions at the OHCS
Farmworker Information Center:

http://www.ohcs.oregon.gov/OHCS/PPR _FarmworkerInformationCenter.s
html (12/07))

All of these resources were taken into consideration for identifying a
reliable resource for farmworker data to be used in the CFC needs
analysis. The 2002 Agricultural Census data was identified as the main
resource due largely to the fact that there were several counties (Gilliam,
Lake, Harney) that were stated to not have any Migrant and Seasonal
Farmworkers in the enumeration study, as well as several that had
significantly fewer farmworkers identified in comparison with the
Agricultural Census (Deschutes, Grant, Klamath, Sherman, Wheeler, etc).
These factors indicated that the standardized USDA Agricultural Census
would be the most uniform and defensible resource of farmworker data.
In using the total number of farmworkers as an indicator of the scale of
farmworker housing need within each county it has been assumed that
the market will address an analogous proportion of need across each
county. These numbers are comparable across counties. Similarly the
number of farmworker units in the Affordable and Special Needs Housing
inventory reflects the housing that has been specifically designed for
farmworkers. While it is clearly the case that many farmworkers would
qualify to reside in general affordable housing developments, it has been
assumed that that proportion would be similarly applied across counties.

o0 Future Recommendations:

12/10/2007

Continue the expansion and detail of farmworker data values

Expand the detail of farmworker housing categorization in the Affordable
Housing database to more accurately address and define service
capacity. Housing needs for seasonal or migrant farmworkers (dormitory
style) versus the housing needs for full time farmworkers with families
(traditional homes / apartments) should be incorporated into this analysis.
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» Look into partnering with farmworker housing service providers to identify
additional resources of farmworker housing, and enumeration.

- ALCOHOL AND DRUG RECOVERY
o Data Value:

= Total population in Alcohol and Drug Treatment

* |n ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with an Alcohol and
Drug Rehab population allocation

o Definition:

» The total population for the ADR group was drawn from the Housing
survey which was sent to all Community Mental Health programs
statewide and represents an unduplicated count of the adults and children
served in public alcohol and drug treatment services throughout the 2003-
2004 fiscal year.

o Sources:

= 2005 DHS - “Results of the 2005 OMHAS Housing Survey” table C1

= Published July 2006

» http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/addiction/publications/05survey-results.pdf
(12/07)

= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory

0 Explanation

= Data for the ADR population was drawn from the 2005 DHS ADR and
Mental Health Housing Study. Several variables were reported for the
ADR population in this report including the total population in treatment,
the number in structure and specialized residential service facilities, and
the number of unmet housing needs for both adult and children in alcohol
and drug recovery. As this data was based on DHS survey of the centers
statewide, there are some counties where there are unknown data
values. A competing source of information for gauging the need for ADR
housing was from the 2002 County data books
(http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/addiction/data/main.shtml#ad (12/07)).
However, the 2005 DHS housing survey provided the most current and
relevant information to identify the gap in housing for those in alcohol and
drug recovery.

» This data value (total number of people in Alcohol and Drug treatment) is
being used as a proxy to indicate the relative scale of need for affordable
Alcohol and Drug treatment — not to specifically identify how many people
are in Alcohol and Drug treatment and in need of affordable housing.
This assumes that an analogous proportion of the ADR population will be
able to obtain housing through the market vs through subsidized units.
OHCS recognizes that this is not necessarily the case, and that further
exploration should be done in order to identify what portion of the ADR
population are in need of affordable housing so that more accurate
approximations of unit counts can be identified. It is additionally notable
that this count is for those served in public, not private, treatment
programs.

0 Future Recommendations

» The use of total number of people in Alcohol and Drug treatment
programs is not an ideal tool to identify the need for affordable ADR
housing as it does not take individual financial capacity into consideration.
In addition, it is not a data source that is renewed regularly. It would be
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important to work with DHS to identify other data collection methods to
improve the data quality and the timely collection and provision of this
information.

- ELDERLY
o Data Value:
= Number of people over 65 with incomes from 0-60% Median County
Income
= In ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with an Elderly
population allocation
o Definition:
= Seniors over 65 years of age and earning 0-60% Median County Income.
o Sources:
= 2000 Census tables P53 and P55
= 2006 American Community Survey data for those counties with data
provided tables B19013 and B19037
= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory
o0 Explanation
» The use of the number of people over 65 with incomes from 0-60%
County Median Income is the target population for affordable housing
served by the majority of the rental housing programs. By calculating the
proportion of the elderly population that is being served with units from
the Affordable Housing inventory; the scale of the elderly housing gap is
identified. This does not mean that all people over 65 in this income
range would be in need of affordable housing.
0 Future Recommendations
= This measure is ideal in that these low income seniors are those that
would qualify for much of the affordable housing financed through the
CFC. Challenges are in the provision of timely data at this level of detail
(age, income, housing cost). The majority of the counties (though
minority of the state population) do not have data more current than the
2000 Census. Itis recommended that as updated county data is released
through the American Community Survey that these values are
substituted for current data.
» As detailed data becomes available, it would be useful to identify senior
populations by tenure when possible.

- FRAIL ELDERLY
o Data Value:
= Number of Physically Disabled individuals over 65
» |n ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units designated as Assisted
Living Facilities (ALF) or Residential Care Facilities (RCF)
o0 Definition:
= People over 65 with Disabilities who: have In-Home care; are in adult
foster care, residential care, assisted living, or a nursing facility; or are
personal care clients
o Sources:
= 2007 DHS Client data book for Seniors/Physically Disabled
» Published June 2007
= http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/spd/data/clients/countydata 0706.pdf (page
38, 12/07)
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= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory
o0 Explanation:

» These data values identify the number of seniors (over 65) who are
receiving assistance through in home care, a residential facility, or
personal care assistance. This does not indicate the individuals need for
affordable housing but is a relevant indicator.

0 Future Recommendations

= There is not uniform reporting of the ALF and RCF status for affordable
housing. It is recommended that future data collection work with DHS to
get their active list of ALF and RCF properties along with information
regarding unit affordability.

- HOMELESS / CHRONICALLY HOMELESS
o Data Value:
= Total Number Homeless Households (sheltered and turned away) +
Affordable Homeless Housing Units
= Total Number Chronically Homeless Households (sheltered and turned
away) + Affordable Homeless Housing Units
» In ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units/Beds with a Homeless
population allocation
o Definition:
= This utilizes the household count from the One Night Shelter Count which
attempts to enumerate the statewide homeless population through local
jurisdictions and shelters.
= To be chronically homeless the householder needs to have been
continuously homeless for a period of a year or more or had at least four
episodes of homelessness in the past three years as well as having a
physical or mental disability.
o Sources:
= 2007 OHCS One Night Shelter Count
= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory
o0 Explanation:
= The households who are in housing units with a Homeless population
designation need to be added to the number of people identified through
the One Night Shelter Count to identify a total Homeless population which
includes those that are already receiving housing services.
0 Future Recommendations:
= As OHCS continues to identify new ways to count and address the issues
of Oregon homeless populations it is important for the needs analysis to
follow suit. In addition, when a homeless household receives services
resulting in a home their status as homeless changes which contributes to
this analysis. It is therefore recommended that future work on
homelessness identify possible service related databases which may
currently track this information.

- DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED
o Data Value:
* Number People with Developmental Disabilities Service Clients
» |n ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with a Developmental
Disability population allocation
o Definition:

12/10/2007 Page 8 of 15



Draft

work in progress Draft

Number of adults and children identified by DHS as being
developmentally disabled service clients.

o Sources:

2005 DHS — “Results of the 2005 OMHAS Housing Survey”

e Published July 2006

http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/spd/data/clients _dd/dddata 0608.pdf
(12/07)
2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory
2004 Population Estimate — Portland State University Population
Research Center

o 2004 used as it corresponds with data year

o0 Explanation:

o Future

The number of people who are developmentally disabled service clients
are the people who would likely be qualified to live in housing allocated
for the developmentally disabled population. This does not take into
consideration the financial or housing needs of this population, but rather
is serving as a proxy for it.

Recommendation:

Continue to identify current resources for data on the number of people
with developmental disabilities. It would also be useful to identify the
financial capabilities of this population and the number of developmentally
disabled currently being served in affordable housing programs.

As the housing database continues to be developed it would be beneficial
to identify whether, when developmentally disabled are the target
population, if they are being utilized in this way. As DHS monitors many
of the housing units allocated for people with developmental disabilities it
would be advantageous to partner with them in this effort.

Clarify when unit counts indicate a housing unit, versus a bed in a group
home.

- PSYCHIATRICALLY DISABLED / CMI (CHRONICALLY MENTALLY ILL)
o Data Value:

Number Mentally Il served in Community Mental Health Programs
In ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with a Chronically
Mentally Il population allocation

o Definition:

The total population for the CMI group was drawn from the Housing
survey which was sent to all Community Mental Health programs
statewide and represents an unduplicated count of the adults and children
served in Community Mental Health Programs throughout the 2003-2004
fiscal year.

o Sources:
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o0 Explanation:

= Data for the CMI population was drawn from the 2005 DHS ADR and
Mental Health Housing Study.

» This data value (total number of people in Community Mental Health
Programs) is being used as a proxy to indicate the relative scale of need
for affordable CMI housing — not to specifically identify how many people
have a chronic mental iliness and are in need of affordable housing. This
assumes that an analogous proportion of the CMI population will be able
to obtain housing through the market vs through subsidized units. OHCS
recognizes that this is not necessarily the case, and that further
exploration should be done in order to identify what portion of the CMI
population are in need of affordable housing so that more accurate
approximations of unit counts can be identified. It is additionally notable
that this count is for those served in community, not private, mental health
programs.

0 Future Recommendations

» The use of total number of people in Community Mental Health programs
is not an ideal tool to identify the need for affordable CMI housing as it
does not take individual financial capacity into consideration. In addition,
it is not a data source that is renewed regularly. It would be important to
work with DHS to identify other data collection methods to improve the
data quality and the timely collection and provision of this information.

- PHYSICALLY DISABLED
o Data Value:

= Number of Physically Disabled individuals over 65

* |n ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with a Physical Disability
population allocation

o0 Definition:

= People under 65 with Disabilities who: have In-Home care; are in adult
foster care, residential care, assisted living, or a nursing facility; or are
personal care clients

o Sources

= 2007 DHS Client data book for Seniors/Physically Disabled

= Published June 2007

= http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/spd/data/clients/countydata 0706.pdf (page
38, 12/07)

= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory

o0 Explanation:

» These data values identify the number of people under 65 who are
receiving assistance through in home care, a residential facility, or
personal care assistance. This does not indicate the individuals need for
affordable housing but is a relevant indicator.

0 Future Recommendations

» Housing units specifically for the disabled population can serve a wide
variety of households. It is recommended that in developing the housing
database, information be gathered regarding the characteristics of the
population that resides in the housing units.
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- DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
o Data Value:
= Three year average (2004-6) Domestic Violence Adults
* |n ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with Domestic Violence
population allocation
o Definition:
= Number of adults (households) reported by community agencies
statewide
o Data Source:

= DHS Domestic Violence Statistics reported to OHCS

= Reported by Service Agencies for 2004, 2005, 2006

= 2006 Population Estimate — Portland State University Population
Research Center used to allocate populations from agencies that serve
multiple counties

Explanation:

» Using the average number of adults serves as a proxy for households as
they would in general bring their children with them. However, it is
understood that this may not always be the case. It is also not possible
using this data to identify the households that are in need of temporary
assistance only versus those that need permanent affordable housing.

0 Future Recommendation:
= Continue to work with DHS to identify data that is unduplicated for this
population.

o

- HIVIAIDS
o Data Value:
= Total HIV/AIDS Cases
» |n ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with HIV/AIDS
population allocation
o Definition:
= Number of people reported for each county with HIV / AIDS
o Data Source:
= HIV/AIDS Reporting System — extracted 2/27/07
= http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/ph/hiv/data/docs/OregonSummary.pdf
= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory
o0 Explanation:
= Does not take into consideration the financial capacity to pay for housing,
but is information that is uniformly gathered statewide.
0 Future Recommendation:
» |dentifying the number of people who are in need of affordable housing
within this sub group would greatly aid in identifying the need for housing
with the HIV / AIDS population designation.

- RELEASED OFFENDERS

o Data Value:
» Six year average (2000-6) release by county
» In ratio with Number of Affordable Housing Units with Released Offender

population allocation

o Definition:
» Offenders released into the county in which they offended

o Data Source:
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= Department of Justice, direct reporting to OHCS

» Releases into each Oregon county in 2000 - 2006

= 2007 OHCS State Affordable and Special Needs Housing Inventory

o0 Explanation:

» Does not currently include information on what percentage of the
released offender population are in need of affordable housing. It is often
the case that offenders return to live with family where they would not
need housing assistance.

0 Future Recommendation:

» OHCS should continue to work with the Department of Justice
researchers to gather more detailed information regarding released
offenders’ housing plans and related needs post release.
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AFFORDABLE AND SPECIAL NEEDS INVENTORY

PURPOSE

The special needs and affordable housing inventory was put together, and used, to query unit
counts for the CFC population groups to identify areas where a gap exists in affordable housing
provision.

SOURCES
- OHCS Housing Databases

o DISH

o LIPS

o0 PROMIS

o HDS

0 Online Inventory Document

- Oregon Housing Authorities

Clatsop County Housing Authority
Coos-Curry Housing Authority
Housing Works (Bend area)
Jackson County Housing Authority
Josephine Housing Council
Klamath County
Lane County Housing Authority
Lincoln County Housing Authority
Linn-Benton Housing Authority
Malheur County Housing Authority
Marion County Housing Authority
Mid Columbia Housing Authority
North East Oregon
North West Oregon
West Valley
Salem, City of
Umatilla County Housing
- Rural Development Authority
- US Dept of Housing and Urban Development
- METRO Affordable Housing Inventory

O0OO0O0O0O0OO0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO

METHODS
Properties were queried out of all OHCS databases and merged using project name, address,
project number fields to identify duplicate entries.

INVENTORY DATA VARIABLES:
- Project Name
- Project Number / Unique ldentifier
- Project Address (Street, County, City)
- Total Unit Count
- Affordable (Subsidized/Regulated) Unit Count
- Population Served
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POPULATIONS SERVED:
- HOM (homeless)
- ELD (elderly)
- ADR (alcohol and drug recovery)
- PD (people with physical disabilities)
- CMI (people with a chronic mental iliness)
- HIV (people with HIV / AIDS)
- DD (people with a developmental disability)
- FW (farmworkers)
- EO (released offenders)
- DV (domestic violence victims)
- FAM (family / general population)
- NATV (Native American)
- ALF (Assisted Living Facility)
- RCF (Residential Care Facility)

OHCS PROPERTY DATABASES

At OHCS, the DISH database is the most inclusive resource for property information as it has
most all project information from the time of project inception. After a project is developed, or
approved, they are transferred into either the Asset and Property Management departments
database (Promis and HDS), or remain in the Loan Information Processing System. Exceptions
to these transfers are the OHCS group home projects financed with Elderly Bond Funds that
were used to finance the Community Integration Project. CIP was created to develop alternate
housing options for those with developmental disabilities following the 1999 closure of the
Fairview State Training Center which had housed up to 3,000 people with developmental
disabilities. (http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/dd/housing.shtml (12/07)) Once these CIP projects
are funded and developed the management and oversight of these CIP homes is assigned to
the Department of Human Services Community Housing Department.

HDS is the new APM database and is actively maintained; Promis is the old APM database and
was maintained until approximately September 2007. As APM oversees, and certifies, these
developments the most current (and verified) unit counts are maintained here.

OHCS has created it's own Unique Identifier number that is assigned to each project entered
into DISH. Other project numbers are utilized as well: loans have their own numbering system
(though are usually also assigned an OHCS number), properties in Promis can be queried using
both OHCS numbers and alternate Project Numbers, properties in HDS use only one identifier.
The HDS identifier is the OHCS number unless it is a HUD project in which case the HUD
identifier is used. What this means is that it is not possible to use these identifiers alone to
merge the master DISH data to the updated information from the remaining databases. In order
to merge them it is often necessary to use the project names and addresses, which are
generally not standardized or permanent, to update information and to identify duplicate data.

One area where the difficulty merging records across databases is problematic is with the
specification of the housing units for a particular population group. This information and the
number of total units / affordable units data is often included in the DISH database entry,
however as this information is often only from the first fund application through development the
information cannot be considered updated or reliable. HDS and Promis usually do not include
the population served and have only one unit count. It appears to be inconsistent as to whether
the unit count is that of the entire development, or those that are regulated. Therefore, these
multiple data sources need to be combined to build accurate information for each property.
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DATABASE RESOURCES & HIERARCHY

Given the limitations in the current data organization at OHCS; data regarding populations
served and unit counts were used from HUD, Housing Authority, Rural Development, and Metro
when available. For those properties that did not have a duplicate entry in the supplemental
databases — the best effort was made to identify population served and numbers of units
through HDS, DISH, Promis, and LIPS. In some cases population type was derived from the
intended use of the property at development, often included in the name. For example: all of
the projects with CIP in the name indicated that they were developed to house people with
developmental disabilities; projects with ALF in the name are Assisted Living Facilities
understood to house the elderly; those that are NCGC are Non CIP Group Care facilities whose
populations were identified primarily through DISH.

Active/lnactive project status was used from the HDS database, and projects that became
inactive were marked in the database. However in some cases HDS a project will be identified
as Inactive if APM changes the identifying number creating multiple entries for one project. It is
therefore possible for the project name to be on both the Active and Inactive project lists.

Project activity reported by HUD was used to verify any possible conflict. Project activity is not
consistently maintained in DISH. In addition, all projects that submit an application for funding is
included in DISH, regardless of whether they received that funding, so the data query has to
specify funded projects.

FUTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

One key difficulty encountered in putting this database together was the separate listing of
OHCS properties. Once a project is passed off onto other departments (whether that be loans,
APM, or DHS) the data connection is broken. In future data configuration it is recommended
that OHCS projects consistently be referred to by their OHCS project number, in addition to
documenting the alternate (HUD, Loan, etc) identification number. Project information should
be able to be queried from all data sources in one including information from all key steps of
project application, development and management. In this way — one query would be able to
result in a list of active properties with unit counts stated in initial application and unit counts in
follow up specified from follow up property management etc. In addition, when a project
changes ID numbers — that change should have documentation in the data system so that it
need not be duplicated. Additional focus should be paid to the categorization of units by beds
vs living quarters.

It is necessary to gather information from Oregon housing authorities, rural development, and
HUD. By indicating in the database which properties were initially reported by those agencies —
to gather follow up information it would be advantageous to send the current property list from
this inventory to the corresponding agencies so that any changes in unit counts, populations, or
property inventory could be updated.

It is also recommended that a methodology for updating the official Affordable & Special Needs
Housing Inventory is created as a straight forward “to do” list to ensure that it is documented as
being updated, and that the information is consistently collected resulting in more accurate,
unduplicated project information.
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