Fall 2008 CFC Application Revision 
TAG Team Committee Meeting

July 19, 2007
9:30 a.m.
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1. Introduction of Natasha Detweiler – Vicki Massey
· Natasha Detweiler was recently hired to research the Need Study piece for the 
application. She is 
here today to listen to our discussion and tell how she is going to do her research.
2. AOCDO Survey – Sophia McDonald
· Sophia McDonald – AOCDO is a membership organization 
of nonprofit community development 
organizations. It’s really important to us that we include all of 
our members in decision making as 
much as possible. 

We did a conference call a few weeks ago to talk about what was happening with the CFC 
and to get feedback. There was a limited amount of people who were able to 
attend. So we were 
thinking may be it would be good to do a survey. 

We put together this survey and hopefully everyone had a chance to read it, especially the 
beginning part. I think it gives a little bit more of a background of what our intensions were. So we 
were hoping today that people wouldn’t mind looking over this and giving any feed back about the 
survey and actually was hoping this would be something that came from not from AOCDO 
necessarily, but from the TAG Team as a whole and that we could send it out sometime in the 
next week or two so we can get some input and consider that at the next meeting. So with that I 
am happy to answer any questions or take any comments about how this looks.
Comments from group
· In general it’s good. We have sort of decided what kind of components we are going to put in 
the application, although we don’t have the application finalized. We have looked 
at areas to 
simplify and come up with information we are going to ask. We are getting to 
a point of trying 
to decide how we are going to evaluate. This brings up some areas that 
we can look at 
especially in need that we might be able to target. 
· There are a lot of questions. Will it give us all of the answers that we want or 
not? Maybe 
more simplification would help.
· Biggest problem that we are going to have in reviewing applications is that we get a lot of 
good applications. No matter what path we go down we are going to end up with twice as 
many good applications then we have funding. The information that I would like to 
get from 
the TAG or anyone else is what areas do you think we should be looking at from that 
critical 
position? 

· What concerns me about our group here and a survey is: no matter how hard we try 
to 
standardize something there is always an exception somewhere along the line. There has 
to be some kind of process by which that is includable in the scoring criteria somewhere 
along the way.
· Need to be able to retain some subjectivity.
· This is a good idea, but I don’t know if some of them are quite as important as others.

· Looking for what the high priorities should be.
· When you use the points sometimes it’s really hard to tabulate the results and if you ask 
people instead to rate very important, important or not important its’ easier to be able to 
understand.

· Should ask the question about local participation.

· This maybe a work tool for the TAG Team. More 
simplified survey going out to the partners 
would be easier.

· Some areas that were put on here that are federal or state statute. They have to be done to 
satisfy regulations.
· The department will take this survey under advisement, but doesn’t mean we will adopt it.
3.
Defining Population Types – OHCS, All

· When we first were talking about the “Need”, one of the things we were discussing was trying to 
come up with a need based on populations and for each community, grouping them into what we 
see as the top need in an area and having different populations based on the 
Information. 


Natasha is here to talk about her approach to get that information. We first want to start with 


identifying the population types. We pulled 
information on what we have in our database and 


what we see as 
being the population types. We want to get information from the TAG group. Are 


there other ones that we do not have on the list? 


Comments and possible additional population types (italicized is OHCS comments)
· Will this be incorporated perhaps in the Consolidated Plan, the one you typically go back to? 


If these kinds of needs could be presented there, then that could be incorporated into the 


document. I think that would be a good planning tool for the community to use. We could 


probably do that. When we gather the information I know Natasha will be talking about it. We 


will also be looking at other communities and their plans, needs, priorities and studies that 


they have done.
· It seems that each community now does a little bit of this type of planning and they rank 


needs. It seems that should be taken into consideration that it shouldn’t be a top down thing 


that the state decides. Assure the community 
has some input. We don’t want to be the 


dictator and we will be getting that information from 
a variety of different sources. The first 


thing we want to do was see if we are missing any 
population on which we should get 


information.
· What about frail elderly? They are a bit different than independent elderly.
· What about veterans?
· Possibly including immigrants. 
· Are you looking for a list of possible or a list of populations that would be identified or 



acknowledged by the state? We’re trying to come up with a way of measuring the unmet 


need to make a decision on funding. 
· We don’t really want to concentrate all extremely low-income households into one property or 

area. We have found that mixing up the project and adding some higher income, meaning 


50% median is better than having all extremely low-income. 
· We’re looking at general population versus some of the more special needs.

· If work force is another one then as the TAG we need to define what is work force.

· Suggest adding Youth (17 – 21), singles and couples. 
· Some of these populations naturally fall into groupings. 

· Ask the communities if there are any unusual unmet needs in their area. 
4.
Identifying “Need” – Vicki Massey / Natasha Detweiler
· Natasha passed out the Research Plan for developing the Housing Needs Assessment. She 
gave an overview of the assessment that is being done and the different steps in general terms 
that we are taking and discussed a number of data sources. 


Comments from group
· This model would say that in Bend 20 to 40 year olds at 50% area median income should be 


renting in apartment buildings, but that same crowd of folks in Burns should be owning single 


family homes. Kind of. It would say in Bend 80% will be renting in a five or more multi-family 


housing. 10% in a duplex and another 5% are owning single family home. So it breaks it out 


for each cohort so if there are 49 cohorts and so it breaks it out into each of those housing 


types depending on the type of city and community.
· Where did this come from? It came from analyzing a lot of census data all across the state for 

different kinds of communities, counties. The methodology is available on the OHCS website 


under the Housing Needs Model.
· Is this a description of what is in Bend versus what is in Burns? It’s a description of what is 


needed. Within this model you also input what is there already.
· What about a city for example that may not have a lot of low-come people, but may have a lot 

of low-income service industry jobs. So it would be help for those low-income people to 


actually live in the city to be close to their jobs. It sounds like it’s missing that component. 


Yes, in terms of it looks at who actually lives there and not looking at who you would ideally 


live there.
· Natasha – The foundation is this model. So far what I have done is gone through that model 


for all of the 
cities, or all of the incorporated areas with more than a 1000 people, which is 


150 cities, 
jurisdictions in Oregon and for all of the counties. And may be bringing it to the 


county level 
will get more to what the actual proportion is of each of these population groups 


and may be that distribution could be brought down more to the city level. 


The base line was to use census data from this point it’s from 2000. What I am looking for 


now are more resources to get more current, accurate and detailed information for both the 


housing side and population side. Each of those different factors will be adjustments that 


we will make to the model. 
· Will this be updated annually? That is the idea. The methodology is designed so it’s able to 
be updated. 
· Will you be looking at economic data, like wages in the area or major employers? The way 
this model works is that it’s based on the people not the economy. So the people are a 
reflection of the economy. The idea is to fund projects that address some of the big needs 
that are may be going unmet. 
· Vicki – There are a couple of options of how we are looking at scoring. We are envisioning 
that we will group the top needs and then group the middle needs and so on according 
to what Natasha’s research shows. If your project serves one of the populations in the top 
priority you will get more points then you would if it served one of the lower populations. We 

are 
looking at this in one of two ways:

· One would be that the score be added to your accumulated score and you would be ranked according to whatever that score was.

· Second would be that “Need” would not be reviewed and the applications would then be scored and ranked. All the applications that scored let’s say 90 points and above would then be equalized and then looked at where they fell in the need. If we did that, that might be an opportunity for those projects that scored well, but had their own “Need” that didn’t meet the “Need” that OHCS had already established as a “Need” to prove to us that yes there was a need. 
· What happens if the “Needs” are established by the state doesn’t match the local priorities? We will be contacting other communities and looking at their consolidated plans, and other communities that may have different housing needs. That will be another source we will be using for data. 
· How do you determine if a population is a Need? Is it based on the number of people that need housing in a particular category or based on a percentage of people served? We’ve asked the same question of our selves and we have not yet decided which approach to take.
Defining Work Force Housing

· Attended a conference where they said work force housing without subsidy was 80% – 140% Area Median Income (AMI). This was private people doing it without subsidy.
· At city council meetings and other places I have heard the concern that the range between 80% - 200% AMI. It’s difficult for them and nothing is available for them.
· Seeing a lot of workers in the 50% - 80% AMI working full time.
· There are existing restrictions on the funds in the CFC that cannot be changed. Like tax credits. You can only go up to 60%. So we need to come up with a definition of work force housing that fits within what funding sources we do have.
· The CFC definition should be focused on types of work force housing that can’t be done with Bonds. 
· The CFC realistically is the 50% - 60% or 45% - 60% AMI that you would call work force housing.
· What is the nature of work force housing challenges in different communities? What can be addressed through the CFC process? 
· Perhaps utilize rent burdened in the definition.
5. 
Recap the meeting – 
A. Next TAG Team Meeting
· The next scheduled TAG Team meeting is August 16, 2007.
Meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
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