Fall 2008 CFC Application Revision 
TAG Team Committee Meeting

September 20, 2007
9:30 a.m.
TAG Team Members Present:
OHCS Staff Members Present:

Amanda Saul

Maggie Jonsson
Bob Gillespie
Vicki Massey
Betty Dominguez

Lisa Rogers
Betty Markey
Natasha Detweiler
Betty Tamm (by phone)
Phil Hedrick
Darcy Strahan
Roz Barnes 
Bill Van Vliet 

Sophia McDonald
Jack Duncan
Tony Penrose
Jennifer Gates

Stephen Fulton


Janet Byrd

Terri Silvis


TAG Team Members Absent:
OHCS Staff Members Absent:
Catherine Kes

Richie Weinman
Karen Clearwater
Joni Hartmann 

Ruby Mason

Komi Kalevor

Sonja Hart
Recorder:
Mark Rozgay

Stephanie Jennings
Sarah Dornon
Mike Andrews

Will White

Monica Elgert


1.
Progress Report on Needs Research – Natasha Detweiler 

· Natasha distributed a handout of the Special Needs Population Research – Draft County 
Information. She is refocusing on 60% AMI and below and the special needs income 
populations in housing.  The next thing she is working on in terms of special needs 
populations 
is creating an inventory of all of the specials needs in affordable housing statewide. 
2.
How “Need” will be factored into the scoring – Vicki Massey
· We are looking at “Need” being factored in two ways. There is a self-score for the “Need” 
categories. Need would then be addressed after all the applications were scored and ranked. 
The top ranking applications would be ranked again according to which “Need” category they 
served. 

Comments
· Why would you self-score “Need” and then score it again at the end? 
· You either need to score them or not score them. You’re already getting the “Need” bonus 
points in the scoring criteria and why that would get thrown out at the end for a project that 
scored less than you after the fact when you already got 
bonus points just to get to that point. 
You need to honor the point scoring system or not include it at all. 
· General consensus is only scoring it once. 
· Need might be one of the tie breaker criteria.

3.
Review of Application – All 

· Current Application vs. Proposed Application handout
· The end result is that the same information is still there, just has been moved around.
· There are items that you had to historically submit to us as additional documentation that will not need to be submitted with the application. 
· The blue highlighted information is new. The green highlighted information is where you will notice cost savings. The yellow highlighted information is changes.
· Proposed Draft Application
· All the instructions have been taken out of the application materials and a separate instruction section created. 
· The application is the original blue pages, the instructions section, then the application piece then the proforma and all the programmatic forms. Everything that you need to read will be moved to the front of the application.
· In the instructions we will be able to tell you which sections are information only and which ones are scored.
· At the end of the project we will be asking for a certification that the green building was done, similar to what we currently require for weatherization activities.


Comments

· Put a section up front in the instructions about how the application is scored.

· After each heading put the amount of points for that section.

· In one place or after each question say what needs to be attached.

· Is there any way when you enter something once it could carry over to another section if needed so we don’t enter the same thing more than once? It depends on the operating program we use to format the application.
· Move the application submittal check list to the front of the application.

· Concerned with awarding points to green building.

· Utilize green building as a tie-breaker.
· It’s an unfunded mandate with a cap on our resources.
· Self-Scoring Section

· Three different scenarios have been given. Two have been based on a 100 point scale and one is at 150 points.
· There will be the self-scoring section, which is what you score, and then there will be the OHCS scored section and the two scores will be combined.

· Some of the weighting of the different self-score sections have been based on looking at the AOCDO survey. 
· Seeing Need and Cost as the two big areas.
· Self-scoring will be 50% of the overall score.
· Scoring of committed sources would be based on the total project cost.



Comments

· Look at the percentage of each section of the overall score.

· Under the non-OHCS funds you are giving points. What would those include? We did a 


survey of all funded projects in the last 2 years and looked at non-OHCS sources that 


were committed at time of application.
· If you start giving bonus points for committed sources, everyone’s motivation is going to 


change. Lenders are not going to want to give hard commitments at this stage. Should 


exclude certain sources from this.  Lenders and tax credit investors would not be 



included.
· Need to define commitment.
· Materials to be submitted with the Application & within 75 Days Post- Award handout

· This is a draft of what materials will be required with the application and what will be submitted within the 75 day period. 
4.
Next Activities – Vicki Massey

5.
Next TAG Team Meeting

· The next scheduled TAG Team meeting is October 12, 2007.
Meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
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