Fall 2008 CFC Application Revision 
TAG Team Committee Meeting

August 16, 2007
9:30 a.m.
TAG Team Members Present:
OHCS Staff Members Present:

Amanda Saul
Mark Rozgay
Bob Gillespie
Karen Clearwater
Betty Tamm
Mike Andrews
Betty Markey
Vicki Massey
Catherine Kes
Sonja Hart
Darcy Strahan
Natasha Detweiler
Jennifer Gates
Sophia McDonald
Jack Duncan

Lisa Rogers
Stephanie Jennings

Maggie Jonsson
Steve Fulton


TAG Team Members Absent:
Recorder:
Bill Van Vliet
Phil Hedrick
Sarah Dornon
Janet Byrd
Richie Weinman

Joni Hartmann
Ruby Mason

Komi Kalevor
Will White

Monica Elgert
Terri Silvis

1.
Update regarding Draft CFC Application – Vicki Massey 

· The internal work group met with Betty and Bob and got their input. We will be taking the 
application to the RADs and HDRs next Thursday to get their input. We will make any 
adjustments and get the application out to the TAG group so you will have a chance to look at it 
before the September 20th meeting. The focus of the September meeting will be to go through 
the application, answer questions and take suggestions.


2. Questions for TAG Team and Group’s Discussion – Vicki Massey
· Can you form the legal entity before you apply?
· You can, but you eliminate competition between investors.

· You can have a proposed investor at time of application, but I am going to do an RFP.

· If you ask an investor to hold their price longer, they’re liable to give you less of a price.

· You can easily RFP for your investor and pull everything together.
· If we had a self-score question that gave points for having a letter of interest, is that valid? Yes
· How to self-score sponsor capacity? Should we score on performance: i.e. project brought in on 
time, on budget?
· Should the department track negative performance for a limited period of time that effects future applications? Yes, if it’s only for a limited period of time.
· Consider consultant capacity, if there is one.
· How to self-score development team?

· Put a qualifier for how you are going to decide how to select your development team as part of the application.

· Tie-breaker criteria.

· We will revisit the tie-breaker criteria once we look at the scoring criteria. I do have 4 suggestions, which are:

1. Award the application that is in the area that has not had a CFC project funded in the last 2 cycles or which has not had a CFC project of this type funded within the last 2 cycles.
2. The application that has the best use of energy conservation tools.

3. The application that has the lowest total project cost per unit.

4. The project that is anticipated to break ground the soonest.
3. Results of AOCDO Survey – Sophia McDonald
· 27 people responded to the survey, Nine were AOCDO members, 4 were nonprofit developers, 4 were Housing Authority; 5 total responses from governmental funding agencies, of that 2 of those were participating jurisdictions, 3 of those were funding organizations or government agencies; 2 from consultants and 2 from the other category.
· Some of the big things we were looking at were 1) the weighting criteria, 2) when you get through the threshold criteria and then there is some kind of rating of the applications and,      3) the tie-breaker. That is how we were looking at that kind of middle tier and how people would like to see the application scored. The other thing we were asking people was how would you prefer the Department look at community need? The last thing was as the Department is looking at how to evaluate the second tier, that you will give some weight to the top 5 things that are on the survey. We also would feel more comfortable talking about the tie-breakers once we know what the scoring would look like. 
4.
Update on Need Analysis – Bob Gillespie / Natasha Detweiler
· Natasha – At the last meeting I talked about doing the Housing Needs Model on all the 
different communities with more than 1,000 residents. A handout is distributed with data on 
these cities based on census information. I have received and 
assessed all of the assessor 
data bases from 30 of the 36 counties. I am working on 
processing all of that information. I will 
be updating the census data with more real time information. 

Regarding Workforce housing this is just the first step in this process. We’re researching what 
percentage of the renter population are rent burdened in terms of the workforce 
population and 
dividing that out so this the 60% – 80% of median income and 80% - 120% of 
median income. 
This is essentially from the population side of things. It’s looking at whose living 
there and who 
is rent burdened. The other way I am analyzing it is looking at the rent distribution in each of 
these cities and determining how much of that 
housing can people between 60% – 80% or at 
60% median income afford, which 
will look different from these numbers.  In terms of defining 
workforce housing it sounds like we should be looking at 30% – 60%.
5.
Definition of Workforce Housing – Bob Gillespie / Vicki Massey
· Vicki – The Department has come up with a definition of workforce housing. I think what I will 
do is send it out by email to the group so everyone has a chance to think about it and respond 
with comments.

· Workforce Housing definition – workforce housing rental index looks at the percentage of 
market rate rentals where renters at 60% of AMI would have to pay 30% or more of their 
income on rent and utilities and would be considered rent burdened households. 
6. Next TAG Team Meeting  
· The next scheduled TAG Team meeting is September 20, 2007.
Meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m.
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