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1. Welcome and Introduction
A. How we chose the TAG Team

· We tried to get a good cross representation of folks that participate in the CFC not only as applicants, but also as other partners in the development of housing around the state. 

B. Expectations of Team Members

· We want people who are willing to challenge the department and question the process.
· As a group, you will have the ability to be instrumental in determining how the CFC process will look in the future.
· We are open for suggestions.
· Even though this is all targeted towards Fall 2008, the changes we will need to make to the application, get the application published and get information out to our partners is an aggressive schedule. We hope that your schedule will allow you to participate through the whole process. 
· You should be a conduit for other people to bring their ideas to these meetings and pass meeting discussions on to them. 
C. Use of the OHCS web site for posting Team’s progress

· We intend to put the progress of the process on our web site. We want this process to be as transparent as possible. The minutes, summaries of the suggestions etc. will be posted regularly. 
2. Objectives for the Finished Product

A. Fall 2008 CFC Application Revision Objectives proposed by OHCS work group

· We really want to maintain the integrity of the CFC process and continue to make sure it stays objective.
· We are also trying to get some input on projects that let us make rational funding decisions. What should we be using to make that decision when there isn’t enough money to fund all the projects?
· We are looking at maybe a process based more on public purpose; actually meeting the need of the community and maybe prioritizing the need.
· We would really like to simplify the application and the process and limit the cost of applying. We must identify what makes a good application. 
· Explore options like self scoring and a web based application.

· There is a second group working on cost containment and the objective for that group is to look at ways to curtail the cost of the projects. This group will come up with suggestions that may then come back to the TAG group to be implemented as part of the CFC process.

· TAG Suggestion: as part of the objectives we would want to look at creating a system which allows for fluctuations in the amount of available funds. 

3. Input to Improve the Application and Review Process

· More Transparency in the process;
· Ability to self assess the application
· Points given to community need for the project
· Points given for readiness to proceed

· Threshold criteria is one step and then a second level of evaluation

· More importance for local funding

· Don’t limit the number of projects from one area

· Make sure that all information being asked for is really needed to make an award

· A better defined point system

· More importance for projects that can keep the per unit cost down

· Create more clarity in the relationship between numbers and narrative 
· Streamline the application.   

· Reduce the amount of work that is needed upfront to screen the application for further review and develop a queuing process
· Don’t want to see too much weight put on local resources for rural projects where local resources are not available

· Want to see the underwriting limits of 3-4-5 for income, expenses and vacancy be more realistic at 2-3-7
· Want to see the LIHTC limits raised to accommodate the need for larger projects
· Increase the cap and go back to the regional allocations so there is a more fair spread of money around the state
· Connect the trends that we see out of APM to use in underwriting new projects
· More credit for projects that bring in outside resources

· Want to see the allocations based on the percentage of population that are rent burdened 

· Want more funding rounds for LIHTC
· Credit for being the only developer for a region and to serve special populations that meet community needs
4. Initial Concept

A. Presentation

· We have a somewhat accurate data base of what has been funded around the state. What we don’t have is a description of the needs of populations. The state needs to first look at what we have produced in a given area and probably go geographically by counties, and in the larger metropolitan areas we may need to get subsets of counties: Here’s what’s been produced and here is the population that has been served. Then we hire a research analyst who will be able to tell us what the populations are in those counties in relationship to the number of units that have been produced so we can begin to make a comparison between the number of units that have been produced and the number of people in the population. There are two ways to analyze that data: you could look at the population regardless of its size or you could look at the gross numbers. We would have to balance the equation between the gross numbers and also the percentage of that population. If we did that by area of the state we could say: in this specific area, probably county area, the number one need is “blank”, and have a list of populations and go two, three, four, five or however far down we get.

· The proposal we have been thinking about is look at the populations that people are serving. If elderly is number eleven and work force housing is number two on the list of priority needs and you choose to do elderly you are making the decision even though it’s the  number eleven on the list in the area. But then when we go around the state, look at the areas and take the number one applications; look at the number one needs first. Everyone that is one gets reviewed. Then go to two’s, then three’s and four’s until we eventually run out of the resources. So that is a little bit of the concept, but is not finalized. We are still looking for comments and ideas.

· There is an internal group working on this and some of the issues we came up with in our brainstorming sessions were:

· How can we factor in the need for the project, not the market, but the need in the 
community?
· We need to be moving towards using technology that is available to us. We need 
to use our web site better; we need to come up with an online application, need 
online self scoring or computerized self scoring, automatic entry of data in our 
database and automatic generation of reports.
· We need to have some way to set aside high ranking projects that don’t get 
funded because we’ve run out of money so they don’t have to compete again. 
· We need to ask more questions in the application about the type of construction 
and the impact that construction has on the total project cost.
· Current application has too many questions which require narrative responses.
· Would like to create a threshold section. Developing a threshold process would 
do two things: applications that are not ready to proceed, aren’t complete, or 
don’t meet funding program requirements, would be rejected up front instead of 
going through the whole review process and second, those projects that pass 
through would be submitted to one more test. The test would be what is the need 
in the community?
· Then the second piece of the process would be the full application where we look 
at everything in more detail. 
B. Team’s comments/concerns/ideas regarding the proposed Concept

· How often are you going to update this information on needs of populations? That is a lot of information that is going to change constantly.
· Should we move towards this approach, things we have already said that need to be considered are the number one marriage between considering Asset Management needs and underwriting because you’ll be looking at the most difficult to house, but make sure you pay attention to that as well as the level of subsidy.

· If you want to have leveraged funding, by putting these readiness to proceed thresholds as criteria a lot of applications will fall off.
· Don’t want to see a burden come onto the state by having a pre-application because that is a lot of extra work, but knowing the threshold issues we can self judge or maybe the RAD can go through this threshold with us. 

· What is the timeframe between the threshold and the actual application? Our concept was one application with two sections and we look at the threshold section first.
C. Team’s comments/concerns/ideas regarding determining the needs priority list 
· Will this be by region, county? It will be by county.
· What source are you going to use to gather that information? There isn’t really a specific source. We would have to go to variety of sources that would give us the most definitive information.
· I think if you do it by county may not demonstrate that in some really urban areas and some really rural areas within a county you will have some really different needs. You have already separated out the urban areas from the rural areas. If you do look at this kind of data I would suggest you do that as well.

5. Housing Conference: April 24 – 25, 2007

A. Session: Status of CFC Revision

· This will be part of one of the CFC sessions as an update to the process at the Housing Conference. We will probably give an update at the Miller Nash conference.

6. Recap the meeting

A. Agree on objectives and focus of the new application and process (No Discussion)
B. Agree on next activities for the work group

· Possibly have OHCS staff review our discussion and come back with some ideas that we 
could possibly agree on. 
· Would like to see you come up with how to deal with threshold issues; on whether it’s a 
self assessment threshold, whether the RAD helps us go through the threshold and what 
the items are.

· Where is readiness to proceed? Is it in the threshold?

· Possible threshold items: project concept, community need, general financial feasibility, 
site control, huge programmatic flaws. 
· Define readiness to proceed.
· Define criteria more specifically. What are the performance standards that we have to 
meet?
C. Set date for next TAG Team meeting(s)

· TAG Team will meet monthly. 
· Send out a couple of options for dates for the next TAG Team Meeting.
Meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m.
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