Fall 2008 CFC Application Revision 
TAG Team Committee Meeting

March 15, 2007
9:30 a.m.
TAG Team Members Present:
OHCS Staff Members Present:

Amanda Saul
Maggie Johnson
Betty Markey

Betty Tamm
Phil Hedrick
Bob Gillespie

Bill Van Vliet
Richie Weinman
Carol Kowash

Catherine Kes
Ruby Mason
Jack Duncan
Jennifer Gates
Sonja Hart
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Mike Andrews
Terri Silvis
Vicki Massey
TAG Team Members Absent:
OHCS Staff Members Absent:
Janet Byrd
Monica Elgert
Darcy Strahan
Joni Hartmann
Sophia McDonald
Lisa Rogers
Steve Fulton
Recorder: 
Mark Rozgay
Will White
Sarah Dornon
1. Cost Containment Committee Update – Bob Gillespie
· The Cost Containment Committee met for the second time. We have a lot of things to go through on our list of topics we want to talk about and we didn’t get very far on the list because of a lot of general discussion. Ed McNamara brought an example of early-on decisions that can impact the cost and he did a comparison of two projects; one on a smaller, less expensive sloping site versus a site that costs more but you didn’t have to expend the cost to go vertical. His analysis showed how spending more for the land upfront ended up costing the project less in the end. A lot of what can be done in the way of cost containment is to make those types of decisions early and use that type of analysis. 


Much of the discussion we had in this meeting was the need to provide for the affordable 
housing 
development community training on deal points and decisions you can make early on that will 
save costs. We talked about who would be good to do this. Some of the groups that were 
suggested by the Cost Containment group are the Urban Land Institute, The National 
Development Council, IREM, (I think that is more property management related). That’s the 
second 
message that’s 
coming from the Cost Containment group: for this Department to take the 
initiative to find those organizations that can come in and say, here are the things that you need 
to consider as you are doing a development early on that will save you cost later. 

Another suggestion that came out of the meeting is to limit the number of project funding sources 
in a project. HOME and LIHTC both increase the costs of a project. If a project can get more 
funding in one area and not keep layering all the funding sources, that then may be a way to do 
some cost containment. So we will add that back to the list and go back and re-examine that. 

The Cost Containment group is working parallel to this TAG group. They will make suggestions to 
be incorporated into the CFC, which will come back to the TAG Team to be discussed further and 
then be incorporated as appropriate. 
2. Proposed Concept Update – Vicki Massey 
· Went over the Proposed CFC Application Revision and Process Concept. 
· After the last TAG meeting the internal work group met and talked about what was discussed 
at the TAG meeting. Agreed that both the TAG group and the internal group felt a briefer, less 
costly and less time consuming application was needed. So the internal group took the discussion of the TAG Team and worked on the concept they already had and presented the results. (Review of the concept paper: Proposed CFC Application Revision and Process) 
· The group discussion comments and concerns about the concept paper were:
· How do you know how many projects to select in the first run? Do you award so many more 
than you think you are going to fund? All projects will still be ranked and funding reserved for 
the top ranked applications.
· There will be a tiered waiting list.
· There still has to be enough in the preliminary application to make ranking possible? Yes.

· The focus of the application will be: ready to proceed, meets an acknowledge need, and 
financially feasible.

· In the first step, are you envisioning when you are talking about necessary information (which 
you haven’t defined yet and your still working on), would that look like more of a checklist? I 
believe so. We will need to identify department underwriting criteria, department architectural 
criteria. 
· You may not have to have very much in the way of architectural plans. Correct. 
· You’re talking about looking at reduced plans? Are you actually going to require reduced 
plans? The minimum of what we want to get down to is: you have a site, how you place 
buildings on a site, what’s a typical unit going to look like, and give us some elevations. 
· Some portions of the application may be self-scored. Could you explain more on how that 
would work? In order for it to still be competitive, for us to be able to do the ranking we really 
want to have some control ourselves over the scoring. So there would be some items that 
would be self scored and you would know when you submitted the application what score you 
had received. And then there would be other items, such as the underwriting criteria, which 
we would keep as a scoring item for us. 
· In the interest of the transparency and the conversation we had last time about developers 
coming in numerous times and not understanding why their project didn’t prevail and another 
one did: even if it is not a check the box but there is judgment that can be applied and still 
maintain the transparency, I think that would be important so that you can back the decision. 
· You can be challenged on process if you deviate from your established process. But I don’t 
think anyone can challenge your judgment if you can defend your consistency.
· How do you control the consistency of less seasoned reviewers? We hold an internal training 
once a year before the spring CFC applications to go through every single scoring item and 
talk
about it as a group and get consensus on it. Each application is reviewed by four people. 
Those four people get together in a Team Review and talk about their individual observations 
and the Team comes to a consensus for the final ranking.
· I like the idea of some of the areas being self scored and respect the need for the department 
to have some judgment, but I’d also like to be able to then retain on our side some room for 
judgment. So if you start narrowing the boxes too much that doesn’t give us the flexibility to 
defend why this project can’t support any debt or something like that. 
· You talk about the two step process. How much comes in the first packet and what should be 
expected in the second packet? The internal work group will work on that and bring a draft 
application to the next TAG meeting.
· The circumstances beyond control: it seems to me that we use the RADs in the beginning, 
then they go away. Is there an opportunity to bring a RAD back in or is that the appropriate 
person to talk to? It could be. We really want to blend the lines between internal and external 
staff so there’s more interaction going on. Always keeping your RAD informed is important. 
· The conversation around the two step process amount of time seems to relate to the policy 
decision about switching the major tax credit round from fall to spring. 
3. AOCDO Peer Group Comments – Amanda Saul, Betty Tamm, Jennifer Gates, Terri Silvis
· Seems to be a lot of support within AOCDO. Not a lot of negative for what we are trying to do. More of a wait and see.
· AOCDO wants to be a good partner to assist OHCS to handle negative feed back and defend funding decisions.

· Some negative reaction to the idea of creating a hierarchy of community needs.

· Some observations and general discussion of the growth of this application and how it got to be so unwieldy.
· In general they are supportive of the fact we are trying to rework the CFC application process.
· Are there portions of the changes that could be implemented before we go through the QAP process? 
· Not to have an upper cap on LIHTC.
4. Other Comments Received by TAG Team Members
· No other comments.
5. Review of TAG Team Comments from 02/21/07 Meeting – Betty Markey
· Summarized the CFC Proposed Revision & TAG Suggestions from the 02/21/07 meeting. 
· Comments from the TAG group:
· Changing your underwriting guidelines to 2-3-7 percent vacancy will put more 
pressure on projects to need more than the $700,000 LIHTC limit. 

· Concern with rising costs and the $700,000 LIHTC cap. Fear we’ll end up building multiple 
inefficient projects, 
because the number of units are driven down to stay within the cap, but 
your operating expenses become high at that inefficient level.

· Multiple projects by the same developer: outside of Eugene there are not many developers 
for the area. So if someone wants to do a project in Cottage Grove or Florence, which is a 
positive thing, it’s probably somebody who is doing a project in Eugene. The restriction puts 
them in a really tough position, because Eugene has a fair amount of resources that are put 
into a project.
· The limitation by RAD Region doesn’t make a lot of sense. I understand you want to have this 
LIHTC cap, but maybe having it as an Urban/Rural cap.
· Concerns with more scoring weight for projects that bring more of a higher percent of other 
resources.

6. Recap the meeting

A. Agree on next activities for the work group
· Need further discussion on the timeline regarding the 75 days.
· Threshold Readiness to proceed definition.

· Have a Draft Application available for the next TAG Team meeting.
B. Set date for next TAG Team meeting(s)
· The next scheduled TAG Team meeting is April 19, 2007.
Meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
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