Fall 2008 CFC Application Revision 
TAG Team Committee Meeting

April 19, 2007
9:30 a.m.
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1. Revisit CFC Proposed Revision Policy Discussion – Betty Markey
· The Department hasn’t made any decisions on any of the policies because we haven’t had time to discuss them or to take them to senior management. We would like to open it up for discussion if anyone has any additional items or comments on any of the following proposed policies:
· Don’t limit the number of projects from one area – ($700,000 limit)

· More scoring weight for projects that can keep the per unit cost down.

· Raise the LIHTC limits ($700,000 cap) to accommodate the need for larger projects.

· More importance for local funding or best leveraging of funds; more credit for projects
 
that bring in outside resources. (Pro)

Don’t want to see too much weight put on local resources for rural projects where local 


resources are not available. (Con)

· Base the regional allocations on percentages of population that are rent burdened.

· Switch the major tax credit round from Fall to Spring.
· Comments regarding proposed policies:
· It seems to heavily favor cities over rural areas. 
· Not seeing a lot of difference between costs per sq ft per unit with larger projects in larger 
areas and smaller projects in smaller areas. 
· Would like to see a separate line for cost per unit of OHCS Resources in the Pro Forma.
· The per unit cost, a certain piece of that is a function of local zoning. 

· As other costs increase the number of units you can get in a tax credit project is going down if 
the cap isn’t changed.
· Maximum cost per unit instead of cap on total project, but a cap on a unit allocation.
2. Cost Containment Update – Betty Markey 
· Last week at the Cost Containment meeting we went over a lot of the items that the Department looked at. Months ago the Department started to look at cost containment and we initiated limiting the maximum square footage on units. We’ve taken a list of possible cost containment moves to the Cost Containment team and are currently reviewing them. An interesting idea is to put out an RFP sometime and use some of our resources and invite our partners to come in with a creative approach on what they could do to contain costs. We’d follow those projects and maybe come up with some future models to follow.

The Next meeting will be about architectural standards, the minimum that will be required for the 
CFC application to limit costs up front to apply, and to make sure we have clarified the 
architectural standards so everyone knows the minimum design standards they must meet. 
3. Project Development Timeline – Betty Markey
· We had talked about coming up with a timeline of a project. We were doing it for Cost Containment for the fact that we were approached to switch the large tax credit round from Fall to Spring round. So we looked at a variety of projects to see from time of funding reservation with the Department how long it takes to get to the point where you can start construction. We discovered there were so many variables and so many issues that could happen locally, we really couldn’t come up with an average timeline. It went from about 9 months to 20 months. From the discussion from Cost Containment most of the partners there felt if the awards were done sometime in the Spring it would still take a year from then to start construction. 
4. Proposed Application Update and Readiness to Proceed Definition – Vicky Massey
· The proposed application, which is only half of the total application as we have it at the moment, includes: General Project Information Section, which is not a scored section; a section for Need in the Community, this section is blank because we have not figured out this information yet; Readiness to Proceed Section, which will be a self-scored area. It’s a big area. It covers a lot of substance of the application. We are trying to make it totally self-scored so that when you provide it to the Department you know where you stand with your application. The other half of the application is the Market, Financial Feasibility, and the Programmatic Compliance Sections. Those sections the Department will score. We’re just beginning to work on that piece. 
· Jack Duncan went over the proposed application:

· The Data Summary is just general information about the project and will not be scored. Not 
much was changed here. A lot of this is replacing the narrative part that asks you to tell us about the project. 
· The section: “What The Reviewer Should Know About This Project” asks you for your 
input, your narrative part to tell us about the project. We will be limiting the number of 
pages 
for this section and would like to ask you what is a reasonable number of pages.
· Need In The Community section has not been completed yet but we will be looking at 
getting input from the RADs, how to incorporate preservation projects and how to incorporate 
group homes. All we know at this point is that it’s important to us to be able to incorporate 
how this project is needed in the community as a opposed to market.  Which populations are 
the most underserved? We do not know if this section will be a scored or not.
· Readiness To Proceed section will be self-scoring where parts of it could be pass/fail and 
these are the things we thought were needed: Site Control, Zoning Approval, OHCS 
Environmental Review Checklist, Architectural Requirements, Status of project Sources, Cost 
Estimates, 
Development Team, Partnership Formation for LIHTC Requests, Scope of 
Rehabilitation Work Identified. 

· General Comments regarding the proposed application:

· Number of internet stations in the community room; why do you care? How many do you 
want? Can it just be a yes or no question? It’s not how many we want. We just want to know 
how many you will be providing. 
· Under Project Features and Amenities, need to clarify that this is information only and all 
these items do not need to be included in your project. 
· The consensus from the group regarding the limited number of pages for the “What The 
Reviewer Should Know About This Project” section is 3 pages.
· Site Control - concern that the Options and Sales Agreement must be valid through specific 
dates.
· Need specific definitions on the different status’ of project sources.
· Is it even possible to score sources of funds?

· Concern with not getting full points when using a staff person to do Cost Estimates instead of 
paying a 3rd party, to do it even though they are qualified to do so.
· Concern with scoring Development Team.
· I don’t think the application discusses or analyzes Past Performances. Does that 
factor 
in? Yes it does, but we don’t know how it will factor in, in the future. 
6. Recap the meeting – Bob Gillespie
A. Agree on next activities for the work group
· Present Application to RADs and HRS
· Work on what will be included in the 75 days.

B. Set date for next TAG Team meeting(s)
· The TAG Team meetings will be scheduled every 3rd Thursday of every month from 9:30 – 12:00. The next scheduled TAG Team meeting is May 17, 2007.
Meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
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