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I.
CALL TO ORDER:
 Chair Buz Ortiz calls the June 29, 2007 meeting to order at 9:15 a.m. and asks for roll call. Present: Scott Cooper, John Epstein, Maggie LaMont, Stuart Liebowitz, Larry Medinger, Jeana Woolley and Chair Buz Ortiz.  
II. PUBLIC COMMENT: None
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Chair Ortiz asks if there are any corrections to the minutes. Epstein asks that page 23 of the packet, lines 13-15  (page 21 of approved Minutes), be amended as follows:   
You can also give someone a five year guarantee that ratchets down the amount of the guarantee over that time period.  Secondly, under the statement that reads “standards that loan guarantees be securitized to the extent feasible,” (delete:  his view is the department should get it.) Epstein proposed the loan guarantee should always be securitized.  These guarantees are shoring up permanent lenders.  There is nothing to say you can’t come back to Council if needed and ask for an exception.   
Epstein also asked that the Minutes reflect that he left the meeting prior to the Motion being read.  
MOTION: LaMont moves that the Housing Council approve the minutes of the June 1, 2007 Council meeting, as amended.
VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed.  Members Present: Epstein, LaMont, Liebowitz, Woolley and Chair Ortiz.  Abstaining:  Cooper and Medinger, as they did not attend the June 1 meeting.
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR:  Dona Lanterman, Manager of the Single Family Program, asks Council if they have any questions.  Epstein asks if the department needed to raise its threshold to 75% of the area purchase price.  Lanterman says yes.  Epstein comments that it used to be a set limit.    
MOTION: Wooley moves that the Oregon State Housing Council approve the Consent Calendar.

VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed unanimously. Members Present: Cooper, Epstein, LaMont, Liebowitz, Medinger, Woolley, and Chair Ortiz.    
V.
SINGLE FAMILY REPORT:  Medinger comments that, being from Jackson County, he is glad to see that Jackson County proportionately has a high usage of the program, given the obviously desperate lack of connection between income and housing prices.  He says he hopes that if there is anything the department can do to increase that usage because of the obvious need, that would be great.  He points out that Rouge Valley CDC is not very active and asks if there is anything that can be done.  Cooper asks about the activity in Lincoln County and whether or not there is an outreach problem or an education problem with the local lending institutions.  Lanterman says there is a problem with affordable housing in Lincoln County and that it’s a combination of the fact that there is very little affordable housing, and there is a need for more outreach.  She and the RAD for that area are currently working on a package to take to that area to do more outreach.  She says she will provide more information next month.  

Crager notes that the reservations have really ramped up in the last several months, and asks if she knows what that looks like in terms of loan volume for the month. Craig Tillotson, Loan Specialist with the Single Family Program, says he doesn’t have a complete listing of all the loans purchased in June, but that the first week in July they will be purchasing at least $9M worth of loans, which amounts to over 50 loans.  He says a lot of that is because of the increase in volume of reservations. He says the department has approximately 500 active reservations in the pipeline.

VI. SPECIAL REPORTS:
A. Preservation of Manufactured Parks.  Peter Hainley, Executive Director, CASA of Oregon, distributes a status report detailing the activities of CASA of Oregon.  He reports that CASA has been in business for about 20 years. Their primary mission is to develop affordable housing for farmworkers, and they have extended their mission to include affordable housing in other programs for other low-income populations.  Their primary activities, other than farmworker housing, are offering Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) through a 30- member collaborative throughout the state of Oregon.  At this point they cover most areas of the state except for the northeast, southeast and the central Oregon coast.  Betty Tamm at Umpqua CDC, covers Douglas, Coos and Curry Counties.  They also have a certified financial institution at CDFI which offers loans on the projects they develop, as well as other projects throughout the state.  They also have the I’m Home Program.  
Hainley reports that manufactured housing represents the largest stock of affordable housing throughout the state.  There are two trends leading to closures:  1) they are being sold for redevelopment; and 2) that infrastructure is causing cities and counties to close them down.   CASA has 1,325 manufactured parks with 67,000 spaces.  Two-thirds are in less than 70% of national median income; 46% are seniors.  A couple of years ago John VanLandingham lead a group to try and start detailing the issues of the closures of manufactured housing parks.  New Hampshire has a very successful program, which they have been running for about 25 years, of selling parks to the residents, with the residents owning and managing them.  CASA has a technical assistance contract with the New Hampshire Community Loan Fund to assist them with the program.  New Hampshire has a model whereby they go into the parks, teach the residents what it takes to form a cooperative, set-up the legal structure, and help them negotiate the path to finance the purchase of the park.  CASA has applied for money through CFED and a matching grant through OHCS.  The primary partner working on the legal side is the Community Development Law Center.  They are conducting research to put together the legal structure that will be needed for setting up the cooperatives.  CASA’s hope is that it can set up a program that will allow the residents to buy their communities, own and operate them for the long term, thereby protecting them as affordable housing.  The idea is to provide on-going education, and to be able to assist the residents in the event they want to buy their park.  If they are unable to buy their parks, then assist them in finding other avenues for them to continue living independently, either through getting them to the CAP agencies, the housing authorities, or the CDCs.  They also want to promote the preservation of manufactured housing parks as an affordable option, as well as how to go about creating new manufactured parks, and convincing the planners in the state that it is a good option.   
CASA has targeted five parks.  One is in McMinnville that they are currently looking at to purchase.  They have had a number of meetings with the residents and they should know in the next week or so if they are prepared to start organizing themselves into a legal structure.  They tried to break the program down into various workable pieces, and they established a number of work groups:  Land Use – how to promote parks, preserve parks, and new parks.  Advocacy; Organizing; Financing; NOAH – secondary financing loan product to use for purchases; Legal – working to put together the legal framework and some draft documents for the purchase and organization of the cooperatives.  CASA’s role is to develop the capacity of residents to purchase the park, legal structure, financing, infrastructure development, and then construction management for the infrastructure, and the potential for bringing in some new structures.  They understand that many of the units in the parks are probably sub-standard, and they will need to develop a loan product that will also assist them in being able to purchase new units.  The key to ensuring that this program continues forward is the on-going assistance in board development, capacity building, and management of their assets.  
CASA has been working with OHCS, through the Manufactured Dwelling Community Relations Program (MDCRP), which provides mediation services, assistance to residents in understanding what their rights are, and providing mediation between residents and owners.  They also provide some information and referral.  CASA has developed a strategic plan and is hopeful that they can then find the resources in the community to get the capacity to provide some of this assistance to their residents.  
John VanLandingham, a legal aid lawyer with the Lane County Law & Advocacy Center, says he increasingly spends his time advocating for landlord/tenant law changes, or affordable housing in Salem at the legislature.  He says he also volunteers on a state commission, and is the Chair of the Land Conservation and Development Commission.  He reports that in 2005-2006, 31 parks closed in Oregon.  Under current law, when a park closes the landlord has only to give a 365-day notice and not provide any financial assistance to help the tenants move.  It costs between $15,000 and $25,000 to move a home to another space.  Many of those homes cannot be moved because they are too old, or too feeble to withstand a move.  Some homes cannot be moved because the residents cannot afford the upfront money to move them.  Some cannot be moved because there is no place to move them to, either because of lack of vacancies or because some parks won’t take older homes or single-wide homes.  “Older” might mean only six years and a landlord can set the standard.  There is no defining law.  He says the  reason for the park closures is because of the real estate market.  This is occurring in other parts of the country also, including parts of the country that do not have land use planning, such as Las Vegas and Idaho.  It is also happening with golf courses.  Parks and golf courses have similar characteristics -- they are large, flat, easily developable, and often urban development has moved out to the same area, and the market is ready to take them over.  
He says this is a complicated and controversial issue because the park landlords view any interference with their ability to close as an interference with private property rights, and they are not eager to allow it.  In New Hampshire, the state law requires a closing landlord or selling landlord to give 60-days’ notice to the tenants and the state housing finance agency.  The Community Loan Fund will then send an organizer out door-to-door to invite the tenants to a meeting, at which the Community Loan Fund explains what their rights are and tries to encourage them to form a cooperative.  If they agree to form a cooperative, then they will help them do that, and will also help them borrow the money to compete in the purchase of the park.  They are trying to put together a competitive price offer to the landlord to buy the park.  It is voluntary and the landlord could choose to not sell to them.  In the 25 years that New Hampshire has been doing this, they have succeeded with about 80 parks.  If they make a successful bid they have a pool of private lenders they work with, and banks now are competing to do it.  They have developed their own fund, which covers about 80% of the purchase price, and they finance the other 20%.  The fund started with $300,000 and is now up to $40M.  The other 20% will be financed at a very low interest rate, along with the member share purchases.   Members in the coop have to buy a share and the Community Loan Fund will finance that purchase.  The package includes infrastructure improvements because a lot of parks have water, sewer, and road issues that need to be improved.  
He continues a discussion of developing new parks and legislative efforts.

Medinger comments that this might be a fertile field for legislation that already has a precedent about minimum densities.  In other words, the population in these parks is part of a city’s available land calculations. Many cities have minimum, as well as maximum, density levels, and one must stay within the parameters of those densities.  It might be interesting to take an existing density like a mobile home park to plug into the mix.  For example, for a park with 100 units, with a very high density, they could not go less than that without providing the same number of units, which would probably turn out to be in the affordable housing mix.  VanLandingham says he is not aware of any city in Oregon that now zones for parks.  He thinks you could, but most are zoned commercial, industrial and residential.  Residential includes the densities that Medinger described.  Conceivably you could do that in the future for new land that you bring in.  
Woolley asks for an explanation of why it takes $15,000 to $20,000 to move a unit and what is involved in the process.  VanLandingham explains that there are required permits and the property taxes must be paid current.  Most of the cost involved is to break down the home, prepare it for moving, move it, remove all the contents from the home, connect to new utilities and hook-ups at the new site, put it all back together, seal it, repaint it, and move the contents back into it.   There is a state law that requires local governments to allow mobile homes to be placed on single family sites; however, most cities discriminate against manufactured homes and do not allow that.  State law requires it, but allows local government to have conditions, and often the conditions are that you have to have a foundation, pitched roof, attached garage, shake exterior, and all those things are going to add to the cost.  If you move into a park you are going to have to pay what is referred to as a “park package,” in which you have to provide amenities, such as a porch to make it look nice.

Woolley asks what made it possible in New Hampshire for the residents who formed a coop to only pay $400 for their share.  VanLandingham explains it’s the cost of the money for the 80% mortgage, and the cost of the 20%.  The Community Loan Fund basically funds the 20%.  Hainley adds that it’s also the financing structure.  There is a first and second, and also a payment that they need to make which comes up to be $16,000.  They do not use the same type of secondary financing that we are proposing to use.  VanLandingham says that the prices they are talking about are the prices to buy into the entity that owns the park.  The rents are comparable.  It’s just the cost to buy into the entity that is so different.  Woolley asks if the entry fee into the coop is financed in either case.  VanLandingham says that it is. 
Epstein asks if the New Hampshire model was funded and whether it was with general funds or floating bonds.  VanLandingham explains that they are a CDFI and their funding has come through equity investments from banks and other interested parties.  They have had a fair amount of direct equity from folks like the Ford Foundation.  They also have provided monies to RCAC which they then will loan out to the coops.  He says that is why they are working with RCAC.  They have met with the Ford Foundation to see if they would be interested in their CDFI.  They will only invest if the CDFI has a substantial amount of its capital as equity,  20% - 25%.  They currently have 22%.   He says they have built it up over a 25 year period, and we are trying to do this in a shorter period of time.  
Woolley asks how much money he thinks they need, given the magnitude of the problem, to get the fund started, and what the minimum amount is that they would need to get started.  Hainley says they put a proposal together and submitted it to the Governor for his budget to try and do five parks per year.   They determined they would need to hire three staff, if CASA was to be the entity (two to organize, one to do the finance side), and they would need to capitalize their loan fund, or find other funds to be able to provide the secondary financing.  He estimates they would need a hundred thousand dollars, just for CASA.  He says there are other pieces that need capacity building, such as the resident association, which needs to have capacity to be able to go out and educate residents in advance of them going out to try and organize them.  VanLandingham adds that if they figure that a typical park to buy is $2-$4M; 20% of that is $400,000 to $800,000.  They represented to the legislature that they hoped to buy one to three parks this biennium.  The market has cooled.  They have seen three closures since the start of this year. They are hoping there will not be that many closures this biennium, so they are not going to get too many opportunities to buy.  Woolley asks if it would be a couple million dollars.  VanLandingham says yes.  

LaMont asks what percentage of the residents purchase.  Hainley says that in Corvallis it was 80%.  LaMont asks if it is the same in New Hampshire, that not everyone has to buy in.  Hainley says yes, but he thinks it is higher there.  
Chair Ortiz comments that it sounds like they have a monumental task in front of them.  
Medinger asks if he can take a moment to talk about SB 187, which is not on the Agenda.   Chair Ortiz says yes.  Medinger says the department is very interested in pursuing SB 187 in the coming legislative session,  and that Senator Bates has told him he thinks he can take it back in February and that it will pass.  However, there needs to be a lot of groundwork done with Thousand Friends and all the stakeholders, and they would like to work with DCLD and LCDC and try to do a better job of presenting the bill.  VanLandingham says the DCLD and LCDC are interested also.   He says they will need to work with the cities who opposed it.  Medinger says they are thinking of running it as a pilot program. VanLandingham says that some of the pushback on SB 187 was to wait for the big review of the land use program, which was defunded, so they are not sure where it goes now.  Medinger asks if a work session could be scheduled in the near future with someone from his department to talk about actual wording and strategies.  VanLandingham replies yes.  Medinger says there are a lot of people that need to be at that meeting.  Merced comments that that is a good point and he thinks looking back on what could have been done differently with regard to SB 187, he thinks the department could take a more proactive leadership role.  He says it goes with Judge Cooper’s philosophy about having a much more muscular approach to legislative advocacy
VII. OLD BUSINESS: 
A. Cascadia Village. Jack Duncan, Regional Advisor to the Department, introduces Jim Moorefield, Executive Director, Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services. Duncan explains that they are presenting a progress report of the rehab moneys awarded by Council for Cascadia Village.  Moorefield talks about the merger process with Linn County Affordable Housing and says it has been a complex process.  During the last year, Cascadia Village money was used to pay down principal on the loan and then start making a series of repairs.  There is approximately $17,000 left and they are putting together work plans on what to do with that money.  Some of the improvements they have made are to the laundry room, community room, parking lot, sewer lift station, and deferred maintenance on the units.  The other big change was the reorganization of the property management to hire on-site managers.  He says they did see vacancies and turnovers go down.  In the last five months since they took over the asset management, the debt-coverage ratio has been almost 1.2, so it is performing and doing what they hoped it would do.  

Woolley says it would be helpful in the future when these types of reports are given to have a report outlining the amount of money awarded and a summary of what the problems and issues were with the property, and the status of how much has been done and what the moneys were used for. 
Moorefield says they were awarded $200,000; $125,000 of that was used to write down the principal on the loan; and $75,000 was basically to address deferred maintenance; and all but $17,000 has been spent on the list of work items.  Woolley says she wants to know what percentage of the work items have been done.  Moorefield comments that a small number of items remain to be done.  Woolley asks if any of the department people have been out to look at the units to see what was there when they started.  Duncan says that since the moneys were awarded the Asset and Property Management people have been out and one of the reports indicated that everything was progressing, but he has not seen their final report.

Woolley comments that it seemed like part of the issue with this property was that there was a lot of vacancy and asks what the vacancy rate was in the beginning and what it is now.  Moorefield says he does not remember, but it was losing money and now it is improving and has turned around.  Vicki Massey, Housing Resources Assistant Manager, says she would be happy to take responsibility to make sure that a synopsis of the original request gets passed out to the Council members.  Woolley says she would appreciate a report that references current status versus the original request.  

Cooper adds that his recollection of this particular project, aside from the condition of the property, was the system that let the property get into this condition in the first place.  The discussion was what was going on with the department’s compliance system.  The core issue was what was being done to protect the department’s assets and reputation.  Woolley states that the report should cover all of these issues.  

Crager suggests having Vicki, as well as Carole Kowash, come to the next Council meeting and talk about the progress as it relates to the $200,000, and the monitoring that has been associated with doing that.  Merced comments that a written report is also needed.  LaMont says she would also like for staff to include financial figures.  

VIII. NEW BUSINESS:
A.
Sponsors Inc., Predevelopment Loan and Seed Money Advance Request.  Debie Zitzelberger, Loan Officer, introduces Ron Chase, Executive Director of Sponsors, Inc., Jim McCoy, Consultant, and H. Jack Duncan, Regional Advisor to the Department.  She reports that the proposed project will be located in Eugene, and is designed to assist ex-offenders with transitioning back into the community after release.  The project will be located in an ideal area that meets the needs for the target population.  Sponsors, Inc. has requested the funds to assist them with site acquisition and other eligible predevelopment activities.  The property will be security for the loans, and the department will hold the Trust Deed on the property.  The property value provides 100% security for the combined principal amount of the loans.  The proposed primary repayment of department loans will be from the equity investors’ first pay-in, currently estimated to be June or July 2008.  The Department currently has funds available for these loans, but if approved there will be inadequate funds in the department’s pool to fund any further projects until that account is replenished with repaid other loans.  The target population is men released from Oregon correctional facilities, back into Lane County.  Almost all of Sponsors’ clients are released from prison, unemployed with few, if any, financial resources, with poor credit and rental histories, and generally will be extremely low income at the time they enter Sponsors’ programs.  In addition to these two loans, Sponsors has applied for and met all the program requirements, and have received an unsecured market study loan in the amount of $7,500 from the Department.  Those funds will be used to acquire an appropriate market study in anticipation of Sponsors applying for the Consolidated Funding Cycle this Fall, which requires the developer to include a market analysis in the application.  Sponsors will be required to execute a commitment letter, promissory note, trust deed, and loan agreement for these two loans.  Sponsors has provided two viable repayment plans and adequate security for the principal amounts of the loans, and both plans meet program requirements.  The Finance Committee reviewed the request on June 26 and, after discussions regarding recent issues that have come up in the National Council of State Housing Agencies (NCSHA), have made some modifications to the motion.  Debie distributes an amended write-up, and explains that the write-up contains an amended recommended motion and an added narrative about the Finance Committee discussion.  The issues that came up basically deal with HUD Fair Housing and whether the general population of ex-offenders meets the tax credit definition.  She says the department has talked about it and is getting responses from HUD Fair Housing to address the issue.  She says the funds will not be released until the department receives the responses.  She recommends that Council approve the modified loan request.
McCoy clarifies that the Housing Authority of Lane County would serve as the consulting entity and he would be the person doing the work.  He says this kind of project is so important to their local community that they are willing to extend their expertise into this area, even though there are some wrinkles that are a little different in the family housing that they normally do.  He says they know enough to be able to help Ron get the job done.  
Cooper asks if there is any Lane County money going into the project.  McCoy explains that Lane County typically has only one source of money that it provides to affordable housing, and that is the Lane County Road Funds.  The City of Eugene, however, is allocating some system development charge assistance and some HOME funds.

Chase says that within their operating budget about 70% of it is Lane County Community Corrections money, which is grant and aid money that is passed out from state corrections through Lane County, and about 70% of their operating budget comes from that pool.  

Discussion continues about county moneys being allocated to affordable housing.  

Epstein asks if a project like this can support any permanent debt and if the tenants can pay rent.  Chase says they pay very little rent.  The way they will support the program is that they are going to consolidate three existing locations, which are all rentals in old and dilapidated buildings into this one site.  They are currently spending about $120,000 per year to rent those three facilities.  That is part of their community corrections budget and is the basis of the money they are using to convert those rent payments into mortgage payments.  Epstein asks how many beds there will be, and McCoy says 62.  Chase adds that most of the units will be doubled up.  About 20% of them will be single.    
Liebowitz asks if they have received any feedback from the neighbors.  Chase says yes and explains that they have seven buildings in six locations.  Their agency policy is that when they locate a site, they speak to the city councilor of that ward, go to the neighborhood associations, and personally go door-to-door for several blocks to talk to neighbors about what to expect and what to do if there are any problems.   People generally were not comfortable with it, but their agency has a good reputation, and they knew who they were, what they were doing, and were willing to give them a chance. 
Woolley asks if this meets the Fair Housing regulations.  Lynn Schoessler explains that the tax code calls for tax credit properties to be open to the general public and that this is a new issue for the IRS, and that we will need to get a ruling that this target population fits within the broader definition from HUD.  Cooper asks what the rush is to approve the loan before getting the ruling.   Zitzelberger explains that the request is for a predevelopment loan to assist with purchasing the property.  If the ultimate ruling is unfavorable after disbursing the funds, Sponsors has provided an appropriate backup repayment plan to repay the department’s loans.  

MOTION: Woolley moves that the Oregon State Housing Council approve a Predevelopment Loan in an amount not to exceed $316,220, at a proposed interest rate of 6.45% per annum, and a Seed Money Advance Loan in an amount not to exceed $32,500, at a proposed interest rate of 0% per annum, for maximum terms of two years, to Sponsors Inc. for the purchase of the proposed project site and associated predevelopment activities.  This approval is contingent upon Sponsors providing an acceptable written documentation to the Department staff from HUD Fair Housing that the project meets the Fair Housing regulations in marketing the project to the general population of ex-offenders and that Sponsors provide acceptable written documentation to the Department staff from the equity investor of their continued interest in financing the project.
VOTE: In a roll call vote the motion passed unanimously.  Members Present: Cooper, Epstein, LaMont, Liebowitz, Medinger, Woolley, and Chair Ortiz.
Cooper says he almost considered voting against this motion because of his concern about their not being local money put into the project.  He says he thinks Council is opening itself to criticism by legislators and the public that they use “other people’s money” to do projects to benefit the local community.  He believes borrowers should make an effort to get local community dollars to show local support before they come to the department for money.  Woolley asks if there is any reason they couldn’t go back, in terms of making a contribution to the project.  Crager says at this point there are estimated resources for the entire project development which includes the City of Eugene.  Zitzelberger adds that this is very preliminary and it is pretty normal for a predevelopment loan request to not even have equity investors, and it is not unusual to see a lot of other funders come into the process after approval for the predevelopment.  Cooper says he is then asking to change “normal.”  He says he realizes that is how we have done it, but he thinks we are opening ourselves up to criticism by doing it that way.  Dollars are tighter and scrutiny is getting tighter.  If these projects are important to the communities, then the communities need to invest in them.  Woolley comments that she thinks it is a higher level discussion, and it needs some political pushing from the state level in conjunction with the sponsors for each of these projects as a concept.  Crager adds that a discussion should not only be with the sponsors, but also with the county commissioners.  Merced suggests that the discussion start with the Finance Committee on every single project. 
IX. REPORTS:
A. Legislative Report.  John Fletcher, Senior Policy Advisor, reports that the legislature has concluded and that it was a very good session for the department.  SB 5517 included $8M above the department’s regular base budget for preservation of Section 8 housing; $16M additional for homelessness and supportive housing, and the accompanying services.  A $2M restoration package was also included.  There was an agreement to use CIF money differently so that it can be used for loans and not be used in the same program as it was before. HB 2140 (Prevailing wages) passed.  In terms of affordable housing, it does not cover every project that we would like to do, but it did provide some exemptions for revenue bonds, so the bonding the department does is exempt.  The grants that we do, if they exceed $750,000, may not be exempt under some conditions.  Liebowitz asks if that is a total of all grants, or per grant.  Fletcher says it is the cumulative total.  Crager adds that this particular bill confused things more than they already were.  So one of the things the department is going to do is to work with the DOJ to try and get some kind of road map of how all this works.  Fletcher says that another important item to remember is that all the tax credits are not included as public funds, so the revenue bonds and the tax credits are not public funding, but other grants would count towards the $750,000.
Woolley asks which funding sources will be affected. Crager says it would be the Trust Fund, HOME dollars, any additional preservation money, HELP, and Public Purpose funds.  Discussion continues and Fletcher says he will prepare a matrix for the next Council meeting that will explain how it will work.  Cooper asked that a memo be sent out to the partners, housing authorities, non-profits, and Council members about the new rule.
Fletcher reported that HB 3551 (Document Recording Fee) had a lot of support throughout the session, but fell four votes short.  
B. Report of the Chief Financial Officer.  Nancy Cain reported that it was an active month, with $90M being issued for the residential loan program on July 31.  Of the $90M, $30M will be variable interest rate bonds, which was done in order to get the interest rates down.  Interest rates are rising and the department needs to increase the interest rates on its mortgage rates, and the variable portion will hopefully minimize that.  The department has been conducting interviews of financial advisors.  The department has renewed the majority of its work with its current financial advisor, Caine Mitter and Associates, and they are also going to enter into an additional agreement with another financial advisor firm, CSG, who has special experience with multi-family, and the department plans to use them for more special projects.  The audit of the department’s Enterprise Funds and some federal funds will begin shortly.  One of the changes in audit standards has been a requirement that the governing boards be notified and included in communication with the auditors.  They have asked that perhaps next year a member of Housing Council be at the entrance conference.    Crager adds that one of the things that came out of the department’s budget, was the addition of an internal auditor function.  One of our thoughts is to have an independent audit committee, of which perhaps a Housing Council member would sit on, as well as some other outside partners.  

Merced asks the Chair if he might interrupt before proceeding to the next agenda item.   He says this is Chair Ortiz’ last board meeting as Council Chair and he would like to take a few moments to thank him for his many years of service.  On behalf of the Department and the Council he presents him with a plaque and thanks him for his years of service and says it has been an honor to work with him. Chair Ortiz thanks everyone and says he feels like this has completed a circle.  He says that many years ago, in the early 50s, his family lived three months in subsidized housing.  Forty years later he got involved in creating a non-profit organization to help create affordable housing, and serving on this Council has closed the loop for him.  He says the thing that he most appreciates is working with the Department, which has extremely dedicated staff and directors.   “It is phenomenal what you folks do.  I just want to thank you for what you do.  Of course, the Council for volunteering and the energy that they bring to these meetings has been rewarding for me.  I will miss coming down here.  It’s now Larry’s turn.  Thank you very much.”
C.
Report of the Deputy Director.  Rick Crager gives a brief background of the OIG audit of the Section 8 HUD program and reports that the department is in the final phases of negotiations and he should be able to give a final report at the next Council meeting. He says that it was a good legislative session and gives a brief summary of the outcome.    He reports that a Cost Containment Committee has been established.  They took some projects and came up with the following:  acquisition rehab, about $97,000 per unit; homeownership was around $165,000, and new construction was about $198,000.  That does include the land, not just the building.  The committee is trying to determine how to push that cost per unit down, and establish a performance measure.  
Medinger says he has gone through an application cycle twice, and it was an eye-opener about what people go through and all the partners they work with.   It creates the allusion to the legislature that the money has a big reach.  The hidden cost of all that is the cost of putting all of it together in the application.  Each one of these applicants are having to go through that and pass that cost on.  Discussion continues regarding developer fees and architectural standards and design issues pushing the costs up.  
Chair Ortiz points out that non-profits have to get funding from different sources to be able to make the project affordable and they have to go through all of the hoops.  Woolley adds that the lower income population you are serving, the more pieces of financing you need, which makes the deal more complicated, with more legal and administration, and they take longer to put together.  LaMont comments that a lot of that upfront cost is the fact that you’re buying down the amount of rent -- if you looked at where the rents were for profits over the long term and then you looked at where the rents were for low-income housing – to her that justifies why you have to go through the additional cost of getting tax credits.
Crager says this is a big issue that the department is going to have to work on.  Woolley asks if Crager has a baseline that he could provide Council.  Crager says he would be more than happy to provide the information that Lynn and he have put together.  

Cooper states that one of the things he thinks is lacking is a report on achievement department wide.  Crager says he agrees and says that Lisa Joyce is in the process of preparing an Annual Report for the department.   Epstein suggests having a one page report on a quarterly basis that lists the highlights by bullet points.   Woolley says it would be important to at least go back this last biennium because of the change in dollars that the department got so they could show the difference in the increase in service that is generated by those dollars -- people served, units built, etc.  Crager says he hopes to have it by December of this year.  Cooper adds that it is important to push the level to the regional, if not county level, because one perception he deals with in rural Oregon is that this is an urban program and this is an urban agency.  He needs the data to be able to refute that. 
Crager says that one other item that the department needs to work on with regard to the budget is that the department was asked to look at some of the functions within the department as to whether or not they belong.  The areas that were targeted were the Oregon Commission on Voluntary Action and Services, Individual Development Accounts Program, and Manufactured Dwelling Park Community Relations.    
Strategic Planning.  The department is in the process of looking at the entire process.  One of the concerns is current plan versus forward thinking.  We want to be more proactive in developing the plan going into a session, and to include our partners and Housing Council to get more external input.  The current mission and vision is also being revisited.  
Ending Homelessness Advisory Council (EHAC).  EHAC is very close to developing a statewide 10-year plan.  There is local momentum through counties, such as Multnomah, Lincoln, Marion and Coos.  The Council is trying to determine how to remove barriers to end the problem of homelessness.  

D.  Report of the Director.  Victor Merced says this was the most successful legislative session the department has had in a long time.  The department was well respected.  Housing was part of the discussion of every legislative committee, and there were several articles in the newspaper.  The department’s profile has been raised.  The Ways and Means Committee raised the issue of programs being out of the Department’s realm.  He says he does not take that lightly because he thinks as we become more visible in our approach we need to be careful about mission-creep.  This is a way to discard those things that really do not belong within the department.  The Strategic Planning exercise is a way to get a clearer vision and mission for the department, and more resources for the vulnerable populations that we serve.  The tie to the human element to what we do is something we need to work on.  We need to look at bringing more of the human understanding to what we do.  This department does not have land use planning expertise and so we are looking at bringing in a position in 2009-2011.  We were asked a lot of questions this session about the real estate housing picture in general.  We do not have someone with that kind of background in the department, so we are considering adding an economist in 2009-2011.  We are expanding and reconfiguring the RAD system.  We are considering adding Junior RADs to help the RADs become better and more productive.  Internally there is a need for training and staff-development within the department.  One of the weaknesses within the department is the number of people we are able to call on to testify before a committee.  A longer-term vision is around green building and sustainability.  One of the things we need to talk about is where does that fit into our budget discussions.  If we are to become more efficient in terms of how we build housing, at the same time we have an obligation to our environment and the needs of our communities.  At some point in 2009-11, we will need to put together a task force to look at those issues.  We did hire a new Human Resource Director, Ron Meek.  There is an upcoming training conference for housing councils and housing finance agency board members in Cour d’Alene, Idaho.  The department was appointed as a member of the Governor’s 15 member re-entry council, which is the blue ribbon task force/commission that will look at ways to ease the transition of folks that are leaving prisons into their community.  He thanks Buz Ortiz for his leadership and steady guidance during his service on the Council.
E. Report of the Chair.  Buz Ortiz says he wants to dovetail on what Victor said.  As one that has been in those shoes, of having to live in a safe, affordable house that his parents were able to provide when he was young.  It really makes a difference in the development of the family.  It does a lot towards self-esteem.  It allows the parents to provide for their children.  It breaks the chain where children have to be a part of the salary structure.  When they can continue with their education.  It’s an investment in those children that pays back.  
X.
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:  Lynn Schoessler, Housing Finance Manager, gives a brief orientation on a loan guarantee that will be presented to Council next month for Sandhill Apartments in Seaside.   The affordable housing in Seaside is being recognized as very attractive to convert to inexpensive condos, and the service sector population is now needing to find other areas in which to live.  The owner of the project was considering converting to condos, but is sympathetic to retaining it as affordable housing if it can be done by August 1st.  Enterprise Foundation has a predevelopment fund that has a $2M limit.  That $2M limit buys the project in its entirety and also provides a bit of money for the housing authority to do some due diligence.  At present, they are going through the due diligence and they will have the loan guarantee ready to present at the July 27 Council meeting.  Enterprise will be putting in the $2M and they are financing 100% of it.  This exceeds their underwriting guidelines of 80%, so they are looking for a loan guarantee that will be in the 20% - 25% range.   Vince Chiotti says that in a two month period, Seaside lost 21% of its apartment housing stock to condos, so the fact that we will be able to save these 32 is necessary.  Schoessler says that what they seek will not be extraordinary -- it will be within the program guidelines.  
Chair Ortiz adjourned the meeting at 1:00 p.m.
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