Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
The role of Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee is to advise City of Eugene staff on: the
development of goals and programs related to the use of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources, the
allocation of Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources, and review of specific project proposals to be
supported by the Affordable Housing Trust Fund resources.

Agenda
February 25, 2020, 9:00 am to 11:00 am
Atrium Building, Sloat Room
I.

Welcome and Introductions

Information

5 minutes

II.

Public Comment

Information

5 minutes

III.

Minutes Approval (December, January)

Discussion

5 minutes

IV.

Items from Committee Members and Staff

Information

5 minutes

V.

Affordable Housing Trust Fund, Financial Report Information

10 minutes

VI.

Consolidated Plan Community Needs Analysis

Information

30 minutes

VII.

Discussion of CET Uses in other Communities

Information

30 minutes

VIII.

Review of Possible Uses and Discussion of
Priorities

Discussion

25 minutes

IX.

Next Steps

Discussion

5 minutes

Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Members :
Sarah Pishioneri (Co-Chair) · Scott Rogers (Co-Chair) · John Barofsky · Dane Butler · Paula Farquhar-Stout ·
Isaac Judd · Pete Knox · Kaarin Knudson · Carmel Snyder
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Members:
Stephanie Jennings, City of Eugene • 541-682-5529 • SJennings@eugene-or.gov
Teresa Kennedy, City of Eugene • 541-682-5767 • TKennedy@eugene-or.gov
This meeting is open to the public and is wheel-chair accessible. American Sign Language or Spanish interpretation can be provided with 48hour notice prior to the meeting. For the hearing impaired, assistive listening devices are available with 48 hours’ prior notice. The agenda
and all background materials can be provided in alternative formats or Spanish with 48-hour notice prior to the meeting. To arrange for any of
these services please contact Teresa Kennedy at TKennedy@eugene-or.gov or 541-682-5767.
El lugar de la reunión es accesible para personas con discapacidad. A las personas sordas o con dificultades auditivas les ofrecemos intépretes
o sistemas FM de asistencia auditiva con 48 horas de anticipación. También se ofrecen intérpretes de español con 48 horas de anticipación.
Materiales en formatos alternativos están disponibles a solicitud. Para disponer de estos servicios o para mayor información, comuníquese
con el personal de Teresa Kennedy, 541-682-5767. For information about minutes, agendas, or materials, please contact Stephanie Jennings at
SJennings@eugene-or.gov or 541-682-5529. Mail inquiries can be directed to City of Eugene Planning and Development Department, 99 W.
10th, Eugene, OR 97401.
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I. Welcome and Introductions
Ms. Pishioneri opened the City of Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Council (AHTF AC)
meeting at 9:01 a.m. Everyone present introduced themselves. She noted that staff had added some time
to the community presentations and discussion on the agenda.
II. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
III. Minutes Approval
Ms. Knudson noted that some information from their discussions had been left out of the minutes. They
had talked about gathering information from Lynne McConnell from Bend, or Jim Long formerly from
Bend, and staff from the City of Tigard. She was worried that since it slipped from the minutes that it also
slipped from their action item list. Ms. Jennings reassured her that it made it onto their action item list.
Ms. Knudson shared that their discussion of the timeline for the committee was also left off.
MOTION: Ms. Pishioneri moved, seconded by Ms. Farquhar-Stout, to approve the December
18, 2019 minutes as amended. The motion passed unanimously.
Ms. Jennings said that they would have the Minutes Recorder go back and fill in that information and
they would have a new version of the December 18, 2019, minutes at their next meeting.
IV. Items from Committee Members and Staff
Ms. Knudson said that they needed to continue gathering information on barriers that were in their
community. She thought the best way to do that would be to look at what other cities were doing. Better
Housing Together was working on researching housing action plans and housing advocacy. Ms. Knudson
had met with Meyer Memorial Trust after the last meeting and learned a lot about what they were doing
for affordable housing in the area. As a committee, they needed to open doors for more projects and try
and get the maximum number of units with minimum cost. She talked to Michael Parkhurst and realized
they were leaving out many probable solutions and priority populations.
Ms. Pishioneri reported that she and Mr. Knox went to the last Renters Protection Committee (RPC)
meeting. They talked about renter education, deposit assistance, and rent assistance. Limited emergency
financial assistance and support to keep people in their housing were some ideas they had identified. Ms.
Pishioneri had also met with housing navigators in the community. They were putting together
suggestions for their targeted communities for AHTF AC to look at, specifically low to no income
households. She stated that they needed to talk to people in the situations they were discussing and those
who were helping them.
Ms. Jennings said that City Council would have a work session about the old Lane Community College
(LCC) building at 1059 Willamette Street on January 29, 2020. They would be discussing the Option to
Purchase the building with the intent to turn it into housing. The units would be priced half market rate
and half affordable housing rate. She mentioned that the project would be funded through Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds since they were more flexible. Ms. Jennings said that it was an
exciting opportunity since it as the type of project they had had trouble making. She stated that this was
just the first step in the process, and that if they approved the purchase it would be followed by a request
for proposal (RFP).
Ms. Farquhar-Stout inquired into what the affordable rate meant. Ms. Jennings replied that with CDBG
funds affordable housing was for 80% average median income (AMI). That number was fit to support
those working a minimum wage job. Ms. Farquhar-Stout wondered if there would be family housing. Ms.
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Jennings responded that they did not yet have those details since council wanted to keep things flexible
for the RFP.
Ms. Jennings said that they were still working on the consolidated plan. There would be a community
open house on February 12, 2020 from 4:00 p.m. - 6:30 p.m. at Whirled Pies. Staff would be present at
the event, but it would be informal. City council would be looking at the consolidated plan draft on
February 24, 2020 and would approve it in April.
V. Community Presentations
a. Overview of Oregon Policy – Home Ownership Opportunities
i. DevNW
Karen Saxe and Emily Reiman from DevNW approached the board. Ms. Reiman explained that they were
an organization that formed as a merger between NEDCO and WNHS in 2019. Both nonprofits had
experiences in different aspects of housing and thought they would be more effective if they merged.
They provided affordable housing development and management, asset building help, neighborhood
revitalization, and lending programs. Ms. Reiman stated that they were still figuring out what their
programming would be as one entity.
Ms. Saxe went over the state’s policies on home ownership over recent years. In 2017 they had their first
major state home ownership win when they received eighty million dollars of Local Innovation and Fast
Tracking (LIFT) bond funds. With that 20% of the funds had to be put towards home ownership. Ms.
Saxe said that different agencies across the state fought for the funding, and DevNW was able to get
some. She added that they were able to fund community land trust projects in Cottage Grove and Florence
that would always be affordable housing.
In 2019 one hundred and fifty million dollars of additional LIFT funds were secured. Once again 20% of
the funds had to be put towards home ownership. DevNW was currently working on creating a land trust
project in Eugene that would accept people at 80% AMI.
In 2018 the document recording fee went up from twenty dollars to sixty dollars. Ms. Saxe said that with
that money they were able to help with services related to housing centers and help first time home
owners stay in their house. The funds would also help increase access to down payment assistance, which
was crucial to buying. One issue that people faced was that it was hard to find housing, and even if
someone did it was usually not in good shape or could not be financed.
Also, in 2018 the Task Force to Address Rational Disparities in Home Ownership was formed. It was
made up of representatives from agencies, renters looking to own homes, and others. The focus of the task
force was on communities of color and figuring out what could be done to increase home ownership in
communities of color. There had been a few proposals: funding to increase access to communities of
color, training relaters on their implicit bias, and an increase of funding for Oregon Individual
Development Account (IDA). Ms. Knudson asked if there was anyone on the task force from Lane
County. Ms. Saxe replied that Senator Manning co managed it.
Ms. Saxe said that they had provided foreclosure prevention counseling since the recession. They were
close to losing the program but had been able to keep it for the 2020/2021 biennium. The goal overall was
to help people stay housed.
Ms. Saxe stated that they had pilot funds for repairing or replacing manufactured houses. So far it had
been unsuccessful, but they were working to secure more funds. The state had created an advisory
committee to manage those funds.
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Ms. Knudson asked if when the document recording fee tripled if their down payment funding increased
at the same rate. Ms. Reiman replied that 14% of the fees went to home ownership so they saw some
increase. Ms. Saxe said that Eugene had the opportunity to get Construction Excise Tax (CET) funds from
other municipalities. Ms. Reiman added that they would not be able to this year since Eugene had missed
the deadline. She noted that they would be included in the next year. Ms. Pishioneri asked what other
cities they would be reaching out to for CET. Ms. Reiman told her that Corvallis, Milwaukie, Eugene
were the only areas with CET that they could grab from.
Mr. Barofsky stated that they wanted to be able to leverage funds, and asked what Ms. Saxe thought they
could do with CET. Ms. Jennings informed him that organizations would be coming back with
recommendations and they were just looking at program overviews at the moment.
Ms. Jennings inquired into how much down payment assistance they had for Lane County. Ms. Saxe
replied that over three counties they used ninety-two thousand dollars. They had just applied for more
funding and requested eight hundred thousand dollars.
Ms. Jennings asked what their estimated usage of IDAs was. Ms. Saxe reported that it was between two
and three hundred thousand dollars. She said that over the last two years those who had been saving for
home ownership and wanted to use IDAs were not able to. Ms. Reiman stated that IDAs were at risk in
the next legislative session. The IRS had ruled that people could not claim donations that they made to get
a state level tax credit. Oregon’s IDA works so that if someone gives a dollar, they receive seventy-five
cents. In 2019 it did not sell out, even when they went back in and increased the amount to ninety cents.
They were going to ask for IDAs to be given gap funding and be converted to general budget. If not
accepted they would lose 50% of funding.
b. Expanding Home Ownership Opportunities
i. DevNW
Emily Reiman from DevNW approached the board. She stated that affordable housing was more than just
a strategy for them. Their focus was on low-income families, and affordable housing was the best asset
building option for them. Ms. Reiman reported that renter and home owner data was consistent that home
owners had about seventy thousand dollars in assets while renters had around seventeen hundred dollars.
She pointed out that retirement was a more stable option for those who owned, and they are able to pass
assets down and help their kids find financial stability.
Ms. Reiman stated that there were racial wealth gaps in the community as well. Some research showed
that there was up to an 80% gap through disparities in home ownership. The age when someone could
buy, neighborhood where they could buy, and other issues affected the racial wealth gap. She stated that
when tackling affordable housing they focused on more than just money, but equity.
Ms. Reiman said that one of their focuses was on finding the best way to allocate funds in affordable
housing. There was a wide range of people who needed assistance and the argument was always over who
to give resources to. Should the focus be on the homeless, subsidizing housing, or something else. Ms.
Reiman recognized that the issue was that money needed to go to all issues. Ms. Reiman noted that home
ownership was an important piece of affordable housing, but understood that it could not be the main
focus of CET.
Ms. Reiman mentioned that DevNW had community land trusts in Cottage Grove and Florence. The
homeowners bought at an affordable rent and promised to sell at 80% AMI or below. By doing this they
ensured affordability in those communities. She noted that eighty to a hundred people became home
owners for the first time each year.
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Dane Butler left the meeting at 9:54 a.m.
Ms. Reiman wanted to give AHTF AC an idea of what the best uses for CET would be for DevNW.
Getting more LIFT subsidy would go a long way. She said that their appraisals had been coming back low
and they needed additional funding to make projects work. They were looking for more land acquisition
projects, but they were hard to come by and most did not allow for ten to fifteen units being built.
Another option that would help them would be receiving flex dollars to pair with existing projects. There
was a pilot in Portland to build additional dwelling units (ADU) in backyards of moderate-income home
owners. The home owner gets some money and promises to make that unit affordable for 60% AMI. Ms.
Reiman said that they got a call because the pilot wants to reach outside of Portland, however there is no
money or staff available to work the pilot in the community. However, if they were given a flexible fund
from CET they could make it work. With that money they could possibly get more organizations to give
them funding.
Ms. Reiman stated that they wanted to work more with minority home ownership gap groups. On of those
groups they were worked with a lot were non-citizen potential home owners. Many of those people were
not able to pay costs and DevNW did what they could to help. She understood that the CET was probably
too small to create a mortgage fund.
Ms. Reiman said that there was currently a disconnect between what could be built and what the market
was producing. They had had trouble in creating a cluster model since it was not the traditional model.
Tiny homes and co-ops were good options, but hard to create and there were gaps in financing them. She
said that it would be helpful to leverage some funds to help get more organizations involved in creating
these non-traditional buildings.
Ms. Pishioneri asked if the community land trusts were affordable in perpetuity. Ms. Reiman replied that
across the country all community land trusts are written to be affordable in perpetuity. With that being
said, LIFT funding just required them to be affordable for forty years.
ii. Habitat for Humanity
Kellie DeVore from Habitat for Humanity approached the board. She informed the AHTF AC that the
local Habitat chapter was established thirty years ago and their goal was to ensure that people had a place
to live. They had merged with the Cottage Grove Habitat recently and broke ground the their seventyfourth home in the Eugene/Springfield area. Ms. DeVore said that they were hoping to push outside of the
city. She added that all their housing served 40% to 60% AMI and people had to have a steady income.
Ms. DeVore reported that they had opened for applications last Spring and received forty finished
applications. A lot of people either had too much debt or were over/under their AMI limit, so they
currently only had three approved families.
Habitat of Humanity’s main goal was to help people stay in the housing they were in. One way they
helped do that was to give funds to help repair or rehab the outside of homes. Ms. DeVore mentioned that
one of the board’s current goals was to implement funds for the inside of homes.
Ms. DeVore stated that they historically carried and serviced their own loans. The loan was based off the
price at the time of purchase and was 30% of their income. The first mortgage they paid was usually the
biggest, with softer second and third mortgages when needed. She noted that they had been seeing more
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third mortgage payments recently since houses were usually not covered in first mortgages. The board
was also working on fixing that affordability issues.
Another thing the board was talking about was leveraging LIFT funds. The issue so far had been that the
LIFT standards for land appraisals were tough to meet.
c. Current Residential Real Estate Market Conditions
i. Hearthstone Real Estate
Isaac Judd, from Hearthstone Real Estate, was a member of the AHTF AC and wanted to share some data
he had. In Lane County the average home sale cost in 2019 was two hundred and ninety-six thousand nine
hundred dollars, which meant the average mortgage payment was one thousand eight hundred and fifty
dollars per month. There was a 5.1% increase from 2018 to 2019. Mr. Judd mentioned that the growth in
housing prices matched rentals. The problem was that potential home owners were being out paced by
costs as they were saving.
Mr. Judd stated that in the last six months a house was on market for an average of thirteen days. He
noted that the number might seem larger since it included houses that were on the market for over two
hundred days. He added that it was also common for a house to be on the market for a certain amount of
time before offers were looked at.
Mr. Judd said that a healthy market had six months’ worth of inventory. In January 2019 there was a 2.2
months’ inventory and in December 2019 there was a 1.4 months’ inventory. This meant that there was
only 25% of a balanced market. He explained that those numbers meant that people were being beat out
and discouraged due to escalating pricing.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout heard that areas like Monroe were growing at an alarming rate even though they were
farm land. She said that it was the increasing home prices that were making people go outside of cities for
housing.
Ms. Pishioneri asked if as a committee they were keeping the climate plan in mind when talking about
the housing crisis. Ms. Jennings assured her that staff was aware of the issue and mentioned it when
speaking about projects. Ms. Knudson mentioned that nothing in the plan spoke on a development plan or
housing diversity. She stated that she would be speaking on that issue at the next sustainability
commission meeting.
Mr. Knox asked if the numbers Mr. Judd gave were just mortgage rates. Mr. Judd replied that they
included everything required in owning a home (property taxes, mortgage insurance, home owner
insurance).
Ms. Jennings asked him to talk more about affordable housing investor dynamics. Mr. Judd explained that
when looking at homes they did not know if it was owner or investor occupied, but they guessed that 10%
to 15% was investor occupied (depending on the section of the market that was being looked at). He
noted that investors were needed because home owners could not take on all the costs of a home.
However, it created an issue of investors beating potential home owners to a house. It was creating a
problem that no one had a solution to.
Ms. Pishioneri said that they needed to look not just at housing affordability, but housing accessibility.
She stated that no one wanted to rent, but people were stuck doing it because home ownership was not
reasonable. Many in Ms. Pishioneri ’s generation felt that they would never own a home.
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VI. Discussion of Expanding Home Ownership
Ms. Jennings said that in the past the city had supported organizations by: buying land and creating
community land trusts, supporting broad down payment assistance programs, and STC extension of
affordable housing for renters and home owners. She added that they were limited in down payment
assistance to only giving ten thousand dollars and that they needed the state to create a tax exemption
program so they cities could implement it.
Ms. Dey reported that HOME was risker to get financed because of the general model. If they are going
to build, they need to sell the property quickly and turn the money around before the loan becomes
permanent. In order to be the most successful a buyer would have to be lined up and ready to go, but
those two things usually do not line up. Ms. Saxe added that their down payment assistance program had
issues and staff were jumping through hoops to get funding. She noted that land acquisition would be
helpful in many ways since homes would not be sitting for as long. She mentioned that CET could help
leverage that for them.
Mr. Barofsky said that they learned a lot through the presentations and thought they could tackle STC
waivers that year and save bigger issues till they have a larger allocation. Ms. Dey told him that they had
put in their request for STCs last week, and any help would be appreciated. Even though the STC
program cannot fund what they need, she said they still asked. For the kind of project, they want to do in
the fall they would need between four hundred and five hundred thousand dollars. Ms. DeVore said that it
was hard to qualify for STC waivers, and that maybe one of their properties last year met requirements.
Ms. Saxe stated that home ownership was unique to rentals because of fund timing. She noted that one
home owner project could take up all the CET money.
Ms. Snyder asked about Portland’s ADU project and what kind of funding they were looking for. Ms.
Saxe responded that they were creating additional housing and opportunities for home owners and the
project supported home buyers and those moving into ADUs. They were unsure of what kind of funding
they would need for the pilot, but they could come back with a number. Ms. Pishioneri thought it would
encourage building assets and creating community. Ms. Knudson said that they needed to take a closer
look at how those with capitol were being rewarded and the generational inequality built into the system.
Ms. Knudson asked if other counties were running out of STCs. Ms. Dey replied that it depended on their
allocation since big projects eat up funding. It also depended on if the county was giving money to
projects that moved forward or got stuck.
Mr. Judd wondered if they had discussed condos, since there were not a lot in Eugene. Ms. Saxe stated
that condo development was very challenging. She said that one problem was insurance which was very
confusing and expensive. Contractor insurance also made it hard to find builders willing to do it. Ms.
DeVore said that they only did single-family homes, but other Habitats for Humanity in Oregon were
building condos, but they were larger organizations. Ms. Dey understood that condos seemed obvious, but
when they got into the specifics it was very tricky. She said that townhouses or something in a community
land trust model would work better than condos.
VII. Next Steps
Ms. Kennedy said that their next meeting would be on February 25, but that they needed to schedule their
meetings following that. Ms. Jennings added that at their next meeting they would be prioritizing what
they wanted to do moving forward. Staff would work to figure out a way to present information to the
committee on the pros and cons of certain projects. They would also break down the percentages of what
they wanted to go towards renting, home ownership, etc. She encouraged everyone to start thinking about
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what they wanted to do, but to remember that when they first went to City Council it would be to talk big
picture ideas.
Ms. Pishioneri thought they could put aside half the allocation for renting and home ownership and leave
the other half open. Ms. Jennings let her know that the other half would be for housing development. She
reminded everyone to be careful when making choices since some things have confusing requirements.
Ms. Knudson said it would be good to do the fifty-fifty split Ms. Pishioneri brought up, and then make
changes based on the proposals they got. She believed that they should make it as easy as possible for
organizations during the RFP process.
VIII.
Adjournment
Ms. Pishioneri adjourned the meeting at 11:04 a.m.
(Minutes recorded by Lydia Dysart)

Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

January 28, 2020
8

NAME OF MEETING:

City of Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee

DATE OF MEETING:

December 18, 2019

TO:

Teresa Kennedy

RECORDED BY:

Lydia Dysart

=====================================================================================
ROUTING INFORMATION
(02/20/2019 lld)
(Date and initials)

Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

December 18, 2019

Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
Wednesday, December 18, 2019 – 9:00am – 11:00am
Sloat Room - Eugene Atrium Building - 99 West 10th Avenue
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Members
Members
John Barofsky, Dane Butler, Paula Farquhar-Stout, Isaac Judd, Pete Knox, Kaarin Knudson, Sarah
Pishioneri; chair, Scott Rogers; co-chair, Carmel Snyder
City of Eugene Staff
Stephanie Jennings, City of Eugene
Teresa Kennedy, City of Eugene
PRESENT
John Barofsky
Paula Farquhar-Stout
Pete Knox
Sarah Pishioneri
Teresa Kennedy
Others:
Jeffry Albanese
Emily Puleio
Michele Stark
Kristen Karle
Steve Ochs
Devin Jenkins
Karen Saxe
Darcy Phillips
Joshua Caraco

Dane Butler
Isaac Judd
Kaarin Knudson
Carmel Snyder
Stephanie Jennings

Skylar Yang
Norton Cabell
Nicole Stehlar
Sarah Anne Daines
Nora Cronin
Ellen Meyi-Galloway
Jackie Low
Odette Oppe

ABSENT
Scott Rogers

Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

December 18, 2019
1

I. Welcome and Introductions
Ms. Pishioneri opened the City of Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee (AHTF
AC) meeting at 9:05 a.m. and those present introduced themselves.
II. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
III. Minutes Approval
MOTION: Mr. Barofsky moved, seconded by Ms. Knudson, to approve the November 20, 2019
AHTF AC minutes. The motion passed unanimously.
IV. Items for Committee Members and Staff
Ms. Jennings reported that work was continuing on the Consolidated Plan process; she said staff would
continue to work on an updated community profile and set of needs. Ms. Jennings said she would be
sending those materials out to committee members soon. She announced there would be an Open House
for the community on January 22, 2020 from 4:00pm – 6:30 pm at Whirled Pies, and a save the date card
would be sent out to committee members.
Mr. Barofsky announced he had attended the Eugene City Council meeting on December 9, 2019, and the
council approved the $500,000 transfer from the General Fund into the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.
V. Housing Tools and Strategies Recommendations
Ms. Jennings brought the committee’s attention to the Housing Tools and Strategies Action Inventory in
the meeting packet. She talked about the following affordable housing tools and strategies that pertained
to AHTF AC.
One thing that they had already done was identify a new revenue source for affordable housing. They had
also already charged a construction excise tax (CET) which would raise money for affordable housing
development. Ms. Jennings mentioned that, as Mr. Barofsky said earlier, they had also shifted money
from the City of Eugene’s General Funds.
The next few items had more to do with program implementation. Helping low- and moderate-income
households keep their homes safe or stay in their home. Ms. Jennings stated that they already had
Emergency Home Repair program. Another thing was to create a process for timely completion of
Environmental Reviews for affordable housing projects to help reduce delay. She said that they also
wanted to expand Eugene’s land banking program for affordable housing and that the Consolidated Plan
would help push that forward. They also wanted to help low- and moderate-income households purchase
a home. They could achieve that by having navigators there to support the purchase process and downpayment assistance. Ms. Jennings stated that they would talk more about this idea at future meetings, and
that the Consolidated Plan would also address it. Another idea was to create a community land trust as a
tool to provide affordable home ownership. Ms. Jennings said that the City did not currently own any
affordable housing, but they were looking into ways to support it.
Ms. Jennings stated that they were looking to waive system development charges (SDCs) entirely for
qualifying affordable units. She said that under State law, the City could not just waive SDCs without
creating a deficit. However, they were looking into ways to offset that. Another idea was loan guarantees
which used City funds as backing for loans to help fund affordable housing development. The last idea
was to establish a community fund to help new renters through rent assistance.
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Ms. Jennings said that there were some other additional options that they had discussed. One was to
create promotional materials for assistance programs/make information on processes more readily
available. Another was to encourage employer-assisted housing programs. She said they could expand
more on this idea in January, since they would be discussing home ownership and available resources.
The last idea was to protect renters and availability of rental properties and support and expand
landlord/tenant mediation. They currently had the Renters Protections Committee (RPC) that was solely
focused on those issues.
Ms. Knudson stated that she and others in the room had spent four months creating the Housing Tools and
Strategy Process that was created by City Council. City Council had pushed to look more in-depth at the
tools and strategies that they could implement to reach more people in the community. She was heartened
to witness broad community support. She added that there was an infographic on the City of Eugene’s
website which correlated to a supporting draft of actions that Better Housing Together had worked on,
encouraging Eugene City Council to move forward to implement.
VI. Renters Protections Committee (RPC) Recommendations – Information
Mr. Cabell and Ms. Low from RPC were there to offer a report on their renter assistance
recommendations. They had two main recommendations: education and short-term rental assistance for
tenants.
Mr. Cabell stated that 50% of housing in Eugene were rentals, and 50% of those were rented burdened
(30% income on rent), 50% of those were severally rent burdened (50% income on rent). He noted that it
was very expensive to find housing for someone who was homeless and that it was cheaper to keep
someone in their housing. There were many organizations in the Eugene/Springfield area that helped with
one time rent assistance. One recommendation they had was to have AHTF AC give some money to short
term rental assistance from people in a crisis.
Ms. Low mentioned that one thing that their committee talked about extensively was why renters were
not able to obtain or stay in housing. They thought that lack on education on both the tenant and landlord
sides was something they needed to target. There were some programs in the community that were
focused on education and RPC thought it would be helpful to support them. She added that creating more
programing focused on high school students or college freshmen who did not have renting history might
be most effective. By coming into the market with that information they would be a step ahead. Ms. Low
said that educating landlords on the laws that were in affect as well as new law would be overall helpful
to everyone.
Mr. Cabell passed out a document that detailed their recommendations so that the committee could keep
them in mind.
VII. Renter Assistance Recommendations – Discussion
Ms. Jennings offered the AHFT AC a brief background on RPC. It was a group of nine people – made up
of advocates, renters, landlords – that had been meeting for a few months. One of the things they focused
on was creating recommendations to AHTF AC.
Ms. Jennings stated that one of the things they needed to focus on was figuring out how they wanted to
set up their allocation. They would go in front of City Council with that process and then would move
into looking at Requests for Proposals (RFPs). After going through them they would make
recommendations to City Council, who made the final decisions.
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Ms. Farquhar-Stout thought that they should focus on educating people that were spending 30% to 50%
of their income on housing needs. By teaching them about ways to save money and prepare for
emergencies, like a child getting sick, they could help renters. Ms. Low said that that could be a good
idea, but that one of the big issues for them was income, not preparing for crisis. Mr. Cabell mentioned
that that was why they were thinking about focusing on younger renters.
Ms. Knudson asked how the emerging set of recommendations outlined in that discussion flowed together
with other larger areas of the Eugene affordable housing discussion. She thought it was important for
them to put money towards areas in the community that had never seen funding before. Ms. Knudson
requested that they continue to follow the data coming out about housing. The TAC report had informed
on the housing issues that were happening in Eugene. Mr. Cabell clarified that RPC would not do
anything about the supply of affordable housing. They were just trying to make access to it fairer and
more equal. He understood that a lot of the AHTF AC money would go towards what Ms. Knudson was
talking about.
Ms. Jennings added that there was a scattershot of programs available to support renters, and a lot of it
was particular agencies supporting particular groups in the community with things such as rent assistance
and case management. She went on further to say, depending on what type of issues the tenant was
experiencing, the renter would have to seek out help with certain organizations. Ms. Jennings said that by
having a resource that worked to consolidate those different renter protection services in the community,
renters could more easily find the exact help they required for their issues.
Mr. Butler wondered if there would be any matching-up of agencies such as the Rental Owners
Association of Lane County (ROA) with other organizations or groups that would further help renters and
educate. Mr. Cabell replied that there was no good equivalent of ROA on the tenant side, but there was
the new, Springfield-Eugene Tenant Association (SETA) which had started a helpline. He added that the
helpline would include education.
Ms. Snyder offered that currently she was leaning toward voting against what was laid out by RPC
because she felt home ownership, not renting, should be AHTF AC’s primary focus. Ms. Low asked Ms.
Snyder which she felt was more important as far as helping renters was concerned: deposit and rent
assistance or education. Ms. Snyder replied that they were both important. Ms. Jennings said that the
Eugene City Council had given AHTF AC some direction at their July 2019 meeting. At least 50% of the
allocation had to go to renters’ assistance. Ms. Pishioneri asked how renters assistance would be
introduced into the communities. She also pointed out that keeping people and families in their rental
helped to maintain affordable housing in the community by keeping a tenant’s rent capped at 7%.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout felt that there was a need for education about the number of unhoused children in
Lane County. She offered that it would be very beneficial to kids.
Ms. Barofsky wondered how much money would be required to bring these plans to fruition. He
understood that keeping people in housing was cheaper than getting people into housing. Mr. Barofsky
thought it they did not have to always create new programs but could instead support existing ones. He
feared that they would try and create a program that already existed and by doing so waste time and
money. Ms. Knudson added that they should investigate different funding opportunities (what would be
one-time-only, revolving, etc.) so they could stretch the money as far as possible. She agreed with Mr.
Barofsky that they needed to be educated on what organizations in the area did so they could fund them
instead of recreating programs.
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Mr. Knox asked if the amount of money discussed for renter assistance was decided and fixed or if it was
just an estimation at that point. Ms. Jennings answered that at the last meeting, the AHTF AC looked at
an estimated first year budget, and that the rough figure came out to be around a million dollars. Mr.
Knox inquired into if they would be generating a RFP annually or if it would be more of an ongoing
process. Ms. Jennings replied that once Eugene City Council signed off on the overall amount which
would be allocated, then they would spend more time thinking about RFPs.
Mr. Judd said that Ms. Knudson had put together information through Better Housing Together and
mentioned Jim Long from Bend. He managed their affordable housing and CET programs. Mr. Judd felt
looking at Bend would be very helpful since they were a new committee and Mr. Long would have a lot
of information on what worked. He did not want them to copy Bend, but just realize what worked and
what did not. Ms. Jennings stated that RPC was interested in having someone from Portland come down
and talk to them. She had communicated with Matthew Tschabold and he would be talking at their
January 8, 2020 meeting. Ms. Jennings had personally been reaching out and talking to other jurisdictions
in Oregon. Ms. Knudson thought it was very important for them to have Mr. Long come down and talk to
them since Bend had been working with an CET for over a decade. She felt that the Eugene community
often said that some things were impossible and not worth trying, but in Bend they had not thought that
way and were able to get a lot of stuff done. Ms. Jennings said they would work on getting Lynne
McConnell from Bend, since Jim Long retired and relocated twice. Ms. McConnell would have the most
current information on Bend. She would also see if someone from Corvallis could be available.
Ms. Jennings inquired into who from the committee would be willing to volunteer to work more with the
RPC on the renters assistance issue. Ms. Pishioneri, Ms. Knudson, and Mr. Knox all expressed interest.
They would act as liaisons between the two groups.
VIII.
Community Presentations
a. DevNW
Karen Saxe from DevNW approached the board. DevNW formed when NEDCO and WNHS merged.
They worked to develop thriving communities by providing: access to homes, access to capital, and
healthy community and wellbeing. As an agency they had around 500 units of affordable housing
throughout parts of Oregon, 20 in Lane County. In the Whitaker neighborhood, they had a complex of 11
units which served former foster youths. The complex was the first of its kind in Oregon and they were
currently looking to expand it.
Ms. Saxe said that they had a couple of ideas that they wanted to present to AHTF AC. They thought the
CET was a great way to put flexible funding into the community. Working around funding requirements
usually held up a lot of what they wanted to do. The CET funds could be used to either layer in missing
dollars in projects or to create smaller projects.
One thing that DevNW was interested in funding was rental deposit programs. They were one of the
biggest barriers for those trying to get into housing. They had a partnership with Homes for Good that
provided a rental deposit loan for Section 8 voucher holders. The average loan size was $1,000 - $2,000
dollars and were only one time. They got calls daily from people facing this issue, but at the time could
only help those with a Section 8 voucher. With a revolving loan fund, they could reach more people
throughout the community.
Ms. Pishioneri asked if the program was a loan, and as such, she imagined that since tenants were liable to
pay back the loan over time, they would be motivated to clean up a unit once they were about to move
out. Ms. Saxe let her know that was correct and that after someone received a loan DevNW worked with
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them to help pay it back in a timely fashion. They also recommended people to their other programs if
they qualified.
Ms. Knudson wondered if anyone present had a sense of the number of people struggling with rent and
rental issues in Lane County. Mr. Ochs said that there were currently around 5,000 applications on the
Section 8 waiting list in Lane County.
Ms. Saxe added that DevNW’s deposit program was currently at approximately 94% payback rate. The
program was very successful and because of that, it would be a great thing to put money into.
b. Cornerstone Community Housing
Darcy Phillips from Cornerstone Community Housing approached the board. She passed around handouts
that outlined the needs and portfolios that they met. Cornerstone had been in Eugene for 25 years and felt
they were a foundational part of the community. They currently owned and operated eight complexes
with over 300 units. The units ranged from 30% to 60% of average median income (AMI). They were
excited about the flexibility of CET for many of the reasons Ms. Saxe talked about. She thought that the
AHTF AC seemed like they would be able to get a lot of money flowing where it had not before.
Ms. Philips wanted to point out that their vacancy rates in the last few years had declined. People were
not getting evicted or moving out. She stated that while that was good for landlords, it was not good for
the community. Therefore, they needed to build more affordable housing.
c. St. Vincent de Paul
Kristen Karle from St. Vincent de Paul (SVDP) approached the advisory committee SVDP had worked in
the community since 1952 and developing housing since 1988 and had over fifteen hundred units of
housing, mainly in Lane County. Most of their income and rent was restricted to average median income.
Just like everyone else, they were excited for the flexibility the CET funds would provide.
Ms. Karle said that 50% of households were in the extremely low-income category with rents at 35%
AMI. Additionally, 31% of households were at 50% AMI and 11% were at 60% AMI. She emphasized
that even people in affordable housing could be rent burdened. They had around 3,000 people on their
waiting list.
Ms. Karle said that their most successful projects have been when the City of Eugene used Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds to acquire land. They had struggled with layering funding in
the past, and the CET would help avoid that to some degree.
Ms. Karle said that their property managers agreed with the RPC recommendations to create security
deposit help and further renter education.
d. Homes for Good
Steve Ochs from Homes for Good approached the committee. He was on the Housing Policy Board
(HPB) and had heard about CET funding for a while and was excited to see it finally happening.
Mr. Ochs said that they had 1700 units in Lane County. Half of them were public housing, federal
funding, (30% AMI) and the rest was a variety of funding sources. Their waitlist was a little shorter at
around a 150 people.
Mr. Ochs agreed with Mr. Barofsky that there were people in the community already doing such good
work. He thought they needed to leverage the money to help fund larger projects. The State was coming
down and prioritizing permit supportive housing, which Mr. Ochs felt was needed in their community.
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The county had put out a couple million dollars in one-time funding to create affordable housing. Four
projects were built through that and there was a huge opportunity to create more housing.
Mr. Ochs shared that their staff supported the recommendations that the RPC had given to AHTF AC.
They thought gap funding for vacancy loss for landlords when housing choice vouchers are going through
their inspections. Also, emergency rent assistance and security deposit help. They thought informing
landlords on Section 8 vouchers would be good, since there is a lot of misinformation. Homes for Good
had also recently hired a tenant liaison who helped renters navigate the process and they were finding that
to be helpful.
Ms. Snyder asked what services Homes for Good offered as far as Section 8 vouchers were concerned.
Mr. Ochs replied that they often assisted people without vouchers by way of rental assistance. He added
that they also had a Housing Choice Voucher program, which prospective renters could use freely in the
rental market in its entirety.
e. SquareOne Villages
Jeff Albanse from SquareOne Village approached the board. They started off their first project in town
which was a legal campground for adults experiencing homelessness. They had one complex, Emerald
Village, which had twenty-two units and served households under 30% AMI. They were currently in the
middle of building another complex down in Cottage Grove.
Mr. Albanse stated that flexible funding, outside the tax credit norm, was very important to their work.
Their affordability model was based on shared equity amongst stakeholders.
Mr. Albanse echoed everyone's excitement over the CET. He noticed that they had talked about land
trusts and said that they were a great way to establish affordable housing in the long term.
SquareOne Villages organized their complexes as part land trust and part co-op. This meant that those
living there were a part of a corporation that was leasing the property. Mr. Albanse thought co-ops were a
great solution to a lot of issues and urged AHTF AC to look into them more.
IX. Discussion of Expanding Rental Development
Ms. Jennings introduced the topic of discussion with a handout on the affordable housing RFP process.
She spoke on HOME funds, which were largely used for property acquisitions and gap funding.
Ms. Snyder wondered if DevNW’s deposit program was available to renters only. Ms. Saxe replied that
their services were for both rental and development and that they had worked with both new residential
construction, repair, and rehabilitation of existing structures.
Mr. Judd asked the organizations if grants, one-time, or revolving loans would help them best. Mr.
Albanese said that one of the challenges SquareOne faced was with cooperative housing. More long-term
loans were of interest to them, since there were very few. Ms. Karle aid she preferred grants because they
enabled St. Vincent de Paul to give as much as possible to the community. Mr. Ochs asserted that there
was an opportunity in the community to use grant money to address local homelessness, if not in the form
of housing, then through shelters and community support.
Ms. Knudson asked how those present saw this type of work being successful on the global or national
level, and how could the local community could interface with those larger efforts. Ms. Karle pointed to
mixed-income housing and income averaging as two salient steps that would alleviate the strains of local
housing issues. Ms. Jennings clarified that income restrictions were only considered at the time an
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individual or family entered housing, but if their income was to go up after entering housing it would not
preclude them from remaining in that rental. She also noted that the federal funding AHTF AC had access
to could be used up to 60% of local median income.
Mr. Barofsky named several points from the presentations that he thought worthwhile for the committee
to consider: deposit assistance (mainly through Section 8 vouchers), remembering that all programs had
to be implemented within Eugene, and using the 50% allowance for rentals to see some of the revolving
HOME funds.
Ms. Stout asked what the groups thoughts about working with community members with no income were.
Mr. Ochs said that one of the best local tools for people with no income was housing choice and projectbased vouchers. Ms. Saxe said that the issue was if there were no vouchers and a tenant had no income,
developers would have to cover that cost.
Ms. Pishioneri understood that some of the organizations did work outside of Eugene. She asked if they
were given CET money if it would stay inside of the city. Mr. Ochs, Ms. Karle, and Ms. Saxe said that it
would.
Ms. Pishioneri wanted to highlight the co-op format that SquareOne Village was using. She felt that a coop was a good way to help people coming out of homelessness since it creates a sense of community. Mr.
Albanese noted that their model demanded that the tenants take care of the property. Therefore, they
provided basic trainings in the first couple months in order to teach residents how to run the place
themselves. He emphasized that the model was not for everyone, since it was very involved. However,
when it worked it worked well. Mr. Judd asked how many people from SquareOne Village moved out and
utilized the funds they collected from their rent. Mr. Albanese replied that the development of Emerald
Village was a little crazy and it had not officially started up until January 1, 2020. Only two households
had moved out and used their share to cover costs.
Mr. Barofsky asked if there were any manner of rental assistance for those residing in manufactured home
parks. Ms. Jennings replied that Eugene had an emergency rehabilitation program that helped those in
manufactured homes maintain their units. She added that the cost of renting the land at manufactured
parks left little or no finances for the renter. Mr. Albanese indicated that national organization ResidentOwned Communities, in which a group of tenants form a cooperative that owned and maintained the land
the units were on. Mr. Cabell said that RPC excluded manufactured home parks. He understood that they
needed support, but that was not their charge. Ms. Jennings mentioned that they could look at them again
as they moved through the process.
Ms. Knudson pulled up a statistic in the New York Times talking about the amount of money that renters
facing eviction usually owed. It was usually six hundred dollars or less and going unpaid could mean
homelessness. She emphasized that small amounts of money could go a long way and they should look
into creating or supporting an organization that could help.
X. Next Steps
Ms. Jennings announced that the next AHTF AC meeting would be focused on home ownership, and that
meeting would be on January 28, 2020 from 9:00 am – 11:00 am. They would be going to City Council
with allocation recommendations in March. With guidance from City Council they would begin the RFP
process.
Mr. Barofsky thought it would be helpful to break down AMI more to actual dollar amounts. Ms.
Jennings reminded him that income limits are in their binders.
Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

December 18, 2019
8

Ms. Pishioneri was willing to meet with committee members outside of meetings as they got closer.
XI. Adjournment
Ms. Pishioneri adjourned the meeting at 11:07 a.m.
(Minutes recorded by Rodney Cimburke)
(Minutes edited by Lydia Dysart)
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Mon, Oct. 21, 2019
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1. Application Schedule and Deadlines
The following schedule applies to the funding proposal process for the City of Bend’s 2020
AFFORDABLE HOUSING Fund Program Year. The City of Bend expects to have approximately
$1,000,000 available through this RFP.

October 4, 2019

Request for Proposals available to the public

November 8, 2019

Proposals for funding due at City Hall by 5:00pm

November 8 – 12, 2019

Staff and the Advisory Committee members review
funding proposals

November 13, 2019

Oral presentations by applicants to the Advisory
Committee

January 8, 2020 and
January 22, 2020
February 5 (possible) or
February 19, 2020

Advisory Committee funding deliberations
City Council makes final decision on funding

More detailed information about the application and selection process is contained in the following
section.

City of Bend
Affordable Housing Fund 2020 RFP

Page

3

2. Selection Process
The following process will be used in the City’s review and selection of funding proposals for the City’s
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND 2020 Program Year.
1. City staff will review each proposal to determine:
➢
➢
➢

Whether the proposal is complete, based on the requirements of this Request for
Proposals (RFP),
Whether the project is eligible for AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND under City of
Bend’s AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND Program requirements, and
Whether the project is consistent with the goals and funding priorities outlined in
the City of Bend Consolidated Plan.

Detailed information regarding the above requirements is contained in this RFP.
2. Proposals will then be reviewed and evaluated by the City of Bend Affordable Housing Advisory
Committee. The evaluation criteria that will be used by the Committee in reviewing proposals are
contained in Section 5.
The Advisory Committee will score project proposals according to the following formula:
➢

Project proposals will receive up to 10 points for each of the general criteria outlined in
Section 5.2. The maximum score any proposal may receive in this section is 110 points.

➢

Projects may receive additional points if they meet one of the funding priorities identified
in Section 5.3.
▪
▪

Projects addressing one of the needs identified as “high priority” will receive
an additional 50 points;
Projects addressing one of the needs identified as “low priority” will receive
an additional 30 points.

Projects meeting none of the priority needs will receive no additional points. Projects
may fall into only one of the above categories.
Projects will be awarded additional points based upon amount of funding that they
leverage (percentage of Affordable Housing Fund to total project costs per affordable
unit).
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

50% and over Affordable Housing Fund: 0 Points
40% to 50% Affordable Housing Fund: 10 Points
30% to 40% Affordable Housing Fund: 20 Points
20% to 30% Affordable Housing Fund: 30 Points
Less than 20% Affordable Housing Fund: 40 Points

Projects may receive bonus points dependent upon their proposed repayment schedule:
•
•
•
•

Projects with repayment schedule of 3 years or less: 50 Points
Projects with repayment schedule of 10 years or less: 30 Points
Projects with repayment schedule of 20 years or less: 20 Points
Projects with repayment schedule greater than 20 years: 0 points
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➢

Based on the formula outlined above, the maximum number of points any project
proposal may receive is 250 points.

➢

In addition Staff and Committee will review all applications for project feasibility, budget,
impact of City Affordable Housing Fund on project budget, and total unit cost (to ensure
affordability).

During the proposal review period, applicants will be invited to deliver an oral presentation on
their project proposal to the Advisory Committee. Applicants will be allowed approximately 5
minutes to present their proposals, followed by a 5 minute question and answer session.
City staff will have an opportunity to make a formal recommendation to the Advisory Committee
regarding project funding eligibility before the Advisory Committee finalizes its funding
recommendations.
3. The Advisory Committee’s funding recommendations will be forwarded to the City Council for final
approval of the AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND 2020 Program Year.
4. The City Council will finalize and approve the City’s final funding decisions for the AFFORDABLE
HOUSING FUND 2020 Program Year.
5. Loans shall be provided through one of the following terms:
o Homebuyer Assistance—silent non-amortizing for 30 years. In year 31, becomes fully
amortized at 5% for a term of 10 years. Repaid by year 40. Repaid upon transfer or
affordability non-compliance.
o Acquisition for land trust - 20 year at 0% interest with terms revisited at year 20
o Acquisition, construction, rehabilitation, clearance of land, infrastructure - 40 year
amortizing at 1%
o Acquisition, construction, rehabilitation, clearance of land, infrastructure - 40 year interest
only for first 10 years, amortizing at 3%
o Shelters - due upon sale, refi, or non-compliance, 0% interest
All loan recipients may request shorter repayment timeframes without pre-payment penalty.
Developments repaying within 5 years may qualify for 0% interest, with the approval of AHAC and
City Council.
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3. Affordable Housing Fund Program Overview
This section provides general information regarding the federal AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND Program
and the types of activities that are eligible for funding under AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND regulations.
For more detailed information on the AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND Program and eligible activities,
please contact the City’s Affordable Housing Manager.

3.1 Objectives
Funding from this source shall only be spent for affordable housing programs and projects evaluated
pursuant to the priorities established through the City of Bend Consolidated Plan and administration of the
affordable housing programs and projects. Any loan proceeds from this source shall be returned to the
fund.

3.2 Eligible Activities
All funding from this source must be targeted for housing opportunities for residents at or below 100% of
median income.
Basic Eligible Activities
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND can support eligible activities to include a variety of uses such as
homeownership activities, rental housing activities and special needs housing.
➢
➢
➢
➢

Acquisition of real property by purchase
Construction, reconstruction, and rehabilitation of housing
Direct homeownership assistance to low- or moderate-income households
Construction and permanent financing of both rental and homeownership projects

Rehabilitation and Preservation
➢ Rehabilitation of:
o Privately owned buildings
o Low-income public housing

3.3 Ineligible Activities
In general, activities that are not specifically identified as eligible are considered to be ineligible. The
following activities are specifically identified as activities that are not eligible for the AFFORDABLE
HOUSING FUND. Please contact the City’s Affordable Housing Manager or Coordinator for more
information on ineligible activities.
➢

Acquisition, construction, or reconstruction of buildings for the general conduct of government

➢

General government expenses

➢

Political activities

➢

Purchase of construction equipment, fire protection equipment, furnishings and personal
properties

➢

Operating and maintenance expenses

➢

Income payments
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3.4 Eligible Applicants
Applications will be accepted from property owners, private sector for-profit developers, certified
Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDO’s), government housing providers and qualified
501(c)(3) organizations.

3.5 Income Limits
Initial tenants of assisted units must have an annual household income which does not exceed 100% of
the median income for the City of Bend (adjusted for family size).
Income
Threshold
Area Median
Income (AMI)
Moderate
Income
(80% AMI)
Low Income
(50% AMI)
Extremely
Low Income
(30% AMI)**

1
person

2 person

3
person

4
person

5
person

6
person

7
person

8 person

$55,020

$62,880

$70,740

$78,600

$84,888

$91,176

$97,464

$103,752

$42,850

$49,000

$55,100

$61,200

$66,100

$71,000

$75,900

$80,800

$26,800

$30,600

$34,450

$38,250

$41,350

$44,400

$47,450

$50,500

$16,100

$18,400

$20,700

$22,950

$24,800

$26,650

$28,500

$30,300

3.6 Rent Limits

Oregon Housing and Community Services
2019 Rent Limits for HOME Projects
Based on HUD's published Adjusted Home Income Limits
Please note that the 60 percent limits have been calculated in accordance with current IRS guidelines to
ensure consistency between the HOME Program and the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program.
Rents based on HOME Income Limits 2019
Rent Limits
0 Bedroom
1 Bdrm

2 Bdrm

3 Bdrm

4 Bdrm

5 Bdrm

Fair Market
Low Rent Limit
High Rent Limit

$1,071
$861
$1,071

$1,540
$995
$1,260

$1,881
$1,110
$1,386

$2,163
$1,224
$1,511

$742
$670
$742

$884
$717
$884
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4. City of Bend AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND Program Goals
and Objectives
The AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance must be consistent with the program goals outlined in
the City of Bend Consolidated Plan. The Consolidated Plan is a five-year housing and community
development strategy.

4.1 City of Bend Consolidated Plan Goals
All activities funded through the City’s AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND program must be consistent with
Goal One, Three, Four, and Five City of Bend’s 2019 -- 2023 Consolidated Plan:
Goal #1: Create and Preserve Affordable Rental Housing - produce and preserve rental
affordable housing through creation of new rental units, providing land for
development of rental units, rental assistance, and obtaining rental units to keep
them affordable.
Goal #3: Homeownership - produce and preserve owner occupied affordable housing
through creation of new homes, development of new homes, homeownership
financial assistance, and obtaining homes to keep them affordable.
Goal #4: Assist Homeless with Shelter - increase the number and preserve homeless
shelter units while increasing the community capacity for a low-barrier
emergency facility where homeless individuals with certain criminal convictions
and addictions can have shelter.
Goal #5: Infrastructure Improvements – develop affordable housing infrastructure in low
to moderate-income neighborhoods with a focus on increasing affordable
housing with public infrastructure improvements.

4.2 City of Bend Policy on Grants and Loans
In order to allow the AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND Program to grow over time and to have a
greater long-term impact on the community, the City of Bend has a policy of providing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance in the form of loans. Loans shall be provided through
one of the following terms:
Loans shall be provided through one of the following terms:
o Homebuyer Assistance—silent non-amortizing for 30 years. In year 31, becomes fully
amortized at 5% for a term of 10 years. Repaid by year 40. Repaid upon transfer or
affordability non-compliance.
o Acquisition for land trust - 20 year at 0% interest with terms revisited at year 20
o Acquisition, construction, rehabilitation, clearance of land, infrastructure - 40 year
amortizing at 1%
o Acquisition, construction, rehabilitation, clearance of land, infrastructure - 40 year interest
only for first 10 years, amortizing at 3%
o Shelters - due upon sale, refi, or non-compliance, 0% interest
All loan recipients may request shorter repayment timeframes without pre-payment penalty.
Developments repaying within 5 years may qualify for 0% interest, with the approval of AHAC and
City Council.
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Under extraordinary conditions, and after all other project funding has been secured, the Loan Committee
may approve modifications of the above terms to accommodate a project’s specific needs. Modifications
may include:
➢

Loans may be negotiated for interest rates or terms lengths other than the standard loan
terms noted above.

➢

Projects may receive funding in the form of deferred payment loans due upon sale or transfer
of the property.

Such modifications will only be allowed if it can be shown that the City’s standard terms regarding grants
and loans would cause undue hardship to the applicant or would preclude the successful implementation
and/or completion of the project. It is the responsibility of the project applicant to provide sufficient
evidence to the City that the requested modifications are necessary in order for the project to be
completed.
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5. Evaluation Criteria and Funding Priorities
The evaluation criteria outlined in this section have been developed to be consistent with priorities of the
City of Bend 2019 -- 2023 Consolidated Plan, and City’s AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND priorities. All
proposals will be reviewed using these criteria.

5.1 Consolidated Plan Goals and Objectives
Only those projects addressing Goals One, Three, Four, and Five identified in the Consolidated Plan
(listed in Section 4.1 above) and at least one of the objectives associated with these goals will be
considered for AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance. Please review the Consolidated Plan goals
and objectives to ensure that your project is consistent with these goals and objectives before submitting
a project proposal.

5.2 General Criteria
In reviewing and evaluating proposals consideration/priority will be given to the following:
➢

Projects that successfully maximize utilization of outside (non-AFFORDABLE HOUSING
FUND) assistance and services (including cash contributions, in-kind contributions, and
volunteers).

➢

Projects that do not duplicate existing services and that effectively utilize/maximize
partnerships with other organizations and agencies.

➢

Projects that are sponsored by organizations or agencies that can demonstrate that they
have the staff capability and capacity to successfully implement the proposed project.

➢

Projects that are clearly defined and realistic in scope, location, need, budget, and goals.

➢

Projects that demonstrate a clear and effectual plan for evaluating the progress of the project
toward addressing the identified need or problem.

➢

Projects that utilize a proven effective strategy to improve conditions or solve an identified
problem.

➢

Projects that can demonstrate readiness to be implemented in a timely manner once the
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance is awarded.

➢

Projects that have strong neighborhood/community support, with sufficient evidence
illustrating this support.

➢

Projects that will require a one-time only infusion of funds.

➢

Projects that will have a sustainable long-term impact, secured by deed restrictions, land
trusts or other mechanisms.

➢

Projects that do not result in the permanent displacement or relocation of current occupants
from their homes or rental units in order to create additional affordable housing.

5.3 City of Bend Funding Priorities
To assist with the allocation of resources in meeting the above goals, the City has established the
following funding priorities. While the City recognizes that all of the objectives identified in the
Consolidated Plan are critical issues for the City to address over the 5-year Consolidated Plan period,
project proposals addressing higher priority needs will score higher. Depending on the pool of proposals,
however, projects in the low priority category may be funded.
City of Bend
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Higher Priority
➢
➢
➢
➢
➢
➢
➢

Increase the supply of affordable rental housing that is available to moderate (100% median),
low (80% median)-, very low (50% median)- and extremely low (30% median) income.
Increase homeownership opportunities for moderate (100% median), low (80% median)- and
very low (50% median) income.
Homeless Shelter Development
Land Acquisition
Infrastructure Development in majority low- and moderate-income neighborhoods
Purchase and preserve existing low income housing
Permanent Supportive Housing for Homeless

Lower Priority
➢

Transitional Housing
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6. Rules and Requirements for Recipients
Applicants awarded AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance by the City (also referred to as
“recipients”) will be required to comply with all l regulations and record-keeping requirements governing
the use of AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance. Applicable regulations and requirements are
summarized below.
City staff will be available to provide technical assistance in determining which regulations apply to each
project and interpreting the relevant regulations. However, recipients will be responsible for satisfying
these requirements, documenting how the requirements are being satisfied, and reporting to the City on
how these requirements are being satisfied.

6.1 Written agreements
Each recipient will be required to enter into a written agreement with the City that requires compliance
with (1) all AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND terms applicable to the project, (2) the RFP, (3) the proposal,
and (4) any modifications and conditions imposed by the City. This contract must be signed and
executed prior to the disbursement of any funds. Every effort will be made by the City to have contracts
developed and ready for execution prior to the date that funds are made available.

6.2 Record-Keeping and Reporting Requirements
Recipients will be required to maintain accurate records documenting that the targeted populations and/or
areas are being served by the project, and to provide quarterly reports to the City demonstrating that this
requirement is being satisfied.
The following summarizes the types of records that must be maintained to show that the targeted
populations/areas are being served. A complete listing of record-keeping requirements is available from
City staff and will be included in the agreement between the City and the applicant. The City will provide
forms to recipients to assist them in satisfying this requirement.
Benefit to Low- and Moderate-Income Persons
For all projects, recipients will be required to maintain records and documentation including, but not
limited to:
➢

Documentation showing the income characteristics of persons in the service area,

➢

Documentation demonstrating that the activity is designed for and used by a segment of the
population presumed by HUD to be low- or moderate-income,

➢

Information on the total number of dwelling units in multi-family structures that are occupied
by low- and moderate-income households.

6.3 Other Requirements
In addition to the record-keeping and reporting requirements outlined above, AFFORDABLE HOUSING
FUND assisted projects may also be subject to other requirements. The following is a brief summary of
additional requirements that may apply to each project. The descriptions are very brief and do not
provide all of the information that recipients will need in order to satisfy the requirements. Recipients shall
be solely responsible for complying with these and any other applicable requirements, and shall be
responsible for obtaining all of the information necessary to satisfy these requirements.
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity: Discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin,
religion, sex, familial status, source of income, age, sexual orientation, and gender identity is
prohibited.
City of Bend
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Handicapped Accessibility: Generally, assisted buildings and facilities must be accessible.
Employment and Contracting: Grantees may not discriminate in employment and must make
efforts to provide training and employment opportunities to low-income residents.
Flood Insurance: AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance may not be provided in a Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated special flood area unless specific precautions
are undertaken.
Lead-Based Paint: AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND rehabilitation and construction activities must
comply with 24 CFR Part 35 and Section 401 (b) of the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act.
Labor Standards: Construction Activities may be required to comply with the Davis Bacon Act and
the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act dependent upon other funding in the project.
Debarred, suspended, and ineligible contractors and recipients: AFFORDABLE HOUSING
FUND assistance cannot be provided to debarred, suspended, or ineligible contractors,
subcontractors or recipients.
Conflict of Interest: AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND recipients must comply with procurement
requirements found at 2 CFR 200.317-326 and with any other applicable conflict-of-interest
provisions.
Acquisition and Relocation: Acquisition, rehabilitation, and/or demolition activities may be covered
by the Uniform Relocation Act and/or Section 104 (d) of the Housing and Community Development
Act.
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7. Required Application Contents
Proposals for funding must contain the following information in the order presented below. Proposals are
expected to provide the requested information in a clear and concise manner. The City reserves the right
to reject any proposals that do not contain all of the information outlined below or are otherwise nonresponsive to this RFP.
If your organization is seeking funding for more than one project, a separate project proposal must be
submitted for each project. If your organization is submitting more than one project proposal, please
indicate your project funding priorities in each proposal.
1. Completed Table of Contents (Form A)
2. Completed Project Summary Form (Form B)
3. Project Description
Please provide a brief description of the following:
➢

The need or problem your project will address.

➢

How your project will address the identified need or problem, including project background,
project objectives, services to be provided by the project, the populations or areas to be
served, and how the AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance will be used.

➢

How your project will address the identified need or problem in a way or to a degree not
already being achieved in the community. Please identify any other similar programs or
projects and how your project will add to or improve upon existing services.

➢

The ways in which your project will have a long-term impact on the need or problem being
addressed.
If you are proposing an affordable housing project, please indicate the time period that
the project will remain affordable and how your agency plans to ensure that the project
remains affordable for the specified time period.

➢

Your agency’s plan for evaluating the progress of the project toward addressing the
identified need or problem.

4. Property and Project Information
Please attach a map showing the project’s location. If the project will serve a specific area, the
boundaries of the area served should be shown. If the project involves a specific site or a
physical structure, include details about the site or structure, such as the size of the site, the floor
area, the number and size of the residential units, the project amenities, the condition of any
existing structures, and any proposed alterations to the site or structures.
5. Work Program
Please provide a detailed work program and timeline, including the anticipated start date and
completion date for the project, and a list of tasks with estimated start and completion dates for
each task. If funded, staff will work with you to set benchmarks for your project. Failure to meet
these benchmarks could mean a reduction in funding during current or future years.
6. Project Benefit
Please provide a brief description of the following:
➢

Estimates of the total number of persons to be served by the project and the number of
low- and moderate-income persons to be served by the project.
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➢

How the project will ensure that moderate-income persons do not benefit to the exclusion of
low-income persons.

➢

The methods used to determine the project benefit and documentation of the sources used.

7. Agency Information
Please provide the following information about your agency:
➢

The agency’s background, mission, and service history. (Please limit to 1 page)

➢

A brief description of the agency’s financial stability as it pertains to the agency’s capacity
to successfully complete the project, including a brief financial history and primary funding
sources. The City may request copies of the agency’s financial audit or review for the last
two years.

➢

A list of key personnel that will be assigned to this project and their job titles and
qualifications. Include the FTE hours each person will dedicate to the project.

8. Financial Information
Please also provide the following financial information:
➢

A detailed line item budget describing the total project cost and operating income and
expenses, including consideration of inflationary factors, maintenance costs, potential
relocation costs, and increased insurance costs associated with the project.

➢

A completed Budget Form (Form C) showing secured and potential sources of funding,
including other federal and state grants and loans, monetary donations, in-kind
contributions, volunteer labor, and donation of materials and supplies (attach additional
sheets if necessary). Volunteer labor should be included under ‘Private Funds’. Attach
letters of funding commitment from sources, if available.

➢

A description of the assumptions used to determine the total project cost and the operating
budget, including the sources consulted and how costs were determined.

➢

A brief description of your agency’s plan for funding the project after the first year, if
applicable.

➢

A statement regarding your agency’s ability to proceed with the project without your
requested AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND assistance, or with an AFFORDABLE
HOUSING FUND award less than your requested amount.

➢

For construction projects, please provide a detailed pro forma (an electronic copy can be
found in the Pro Forma zip folder at: https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/HD/MFH/2018-LIHTCHOME-NOFA/4.2-9-Percent-Proforma-2018-03222018-update.zip

➢

For homeownership projects, please provide potential or confirmed mortgage lenders that
will be able to access financing for purchase of proposed housing units. Please provide
evidence information of penitential mortgage financing for the homebuyer. Evidence being
lender information, loan program/s, financial structure (i.e. down payment/terms).

9. Project Feasibility and Readiness
Please provide the following information regarding project feasibility and readiness:
➢

A description of the agency’s administrative capacity to complete the project, including its
experience in implementing and managing activities similar to the proposed project. If
capacity is achieved through partnerships with or utilization of other organizations or
agencies, describe the nature and status of these partnerships.
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➢

A description of neighborhood and/or community support for the project. Attach letters of
support or other evidence of neighborhood/community support.

➢

A description of the agency’s readiness to proceed with the project. For example, if the
purchase of property is involved, is the property currently available for purchase? Is staff
currently available to work on the project, or is the agency ready to proceed with hiring
staff?

➢

A description of any land use processes (such as a zone change or a conditional use
permit) the project will require and what steps, if any, have been taken to address these
issues.

10. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)
Please provide the following information regarding affirmatively furthering fair housing:
➢

For housing developments, please provide an Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
Statement and/or Marketing Policy for your agency. To create an Affirmatively Fair
Housing Marketing Plan forms for multifamily housing can be found at
https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/935-2A.PDF and single family housing forms can
be found at https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/935-2B.PDF.

➢

For economic development and public services proposals, please provide an Equity and
Inclusion Policy for your agency.

➢
11. Other information
Please attach any other statistical data, applicable experience of the applicant, or other material
you believe will assist the City in its review of your proposal.
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8. Other Information
Please review the following points for important information about the City’s AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND
Program, including the rights and responsibilities of City of Bend and the recipients with regard to the
application and selection process.
➢

The City reserves the following rights with regard to the application and review process:
o

Proposals that do not contain all of the information required by this RFP or are otherwise nonresponsive to the RFP may be rejected immediately.

o

The City reserves the right to fund projects at a level that is less than the amount requested.

o

The City reserves the right to waive irregularities or deficiencies in a proposal if the City
determines that such a waiver is in the best interest of the City.

o

The City may request an interview with or supplemental written information from an applicant
concerning any deficiencies or ambiguities in a proposal. If an applicant fails to provide
supplemental information within the time stated in the request, the City may refuse to consider the
applicant’s proposal.

o

The City reserves the right to make such investigation if deems appropriate to determine whether
an applicant is qualified to provide the services. If an applicant fails to cooperate with an
investigation, or if an applicant provides false, misleading, or incomplete information, the City may
refuse to consider the applicant’s proposal.

o

In cases of doubt or differences of opinion concerning the interpretation of this RFP, the City
reserves the exclusive right to determine and interpret the intent, purpose and meaning of any
provision in this RFP, which determination and/or interpretation shall be binding to the applicant.

➢

Applicants are cautioned not to make any assumptions as to the implied meaning or intent of any part
of the RFP. Applicants should request clarification if needed. Every request for information or
clarification must be submitted in writing to Lynne McConnell or Racheal Baker at least 10 days prior
to proposal submission deadline. In addition, a Q and A session will be held on:
➢ October 23rd from 4 to 6 p.m. in Council Chambers at City Hall, 710 NW Wall St, Bend

➢

The provisions of this RFP cannot be modified by oral interpretations or statements. If inquiries or
comments by applicants raise issues that require clarification by the City, or the City decides to revise
any part of this RFP, addenda will be provided to all persons who receive the RFP. Receipt of an
addendum must be acknowledged by signing and returning it with the proposal.

➢

Applicants selected for funding will be required to obtain adequate insurance covering workman’s
compensation, bodily injury, property damage, or automobile liability, depending on the nature of the
project. Selected applicants will also be responsible for obtaining any necessary licenses and for
complying with all applicable federal, state and municipal laws, codes and regulations.

➢

Proposals selected for funding will become part of the loan agreement between the City of Bend and
the recipients. Each recipient will be required to carry out the specified activity in the manner
described in the funding proposal, and to meet all of the obligations contained therein. Any
modifications to the project or the way in which the activity is carried out will require prior approval
from the City and a modification to the loan agreement.

➢

Projects must be under way and funds expended toward the completion of the project within one year
from the time the funds are made available. The City reserves the right to withdraw the award in the
event that an applicant fails to meet this requirement.

➢

In the event of non-compliance with any applicable federal, state or local laws, codes, or regulations,
the City’s agreement with the recipient may be terminated or suspended in whole or in part.
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➢

Any applicant (including any entity that has or had family or business ties or obtains an
ownership interest in the project or property) who is in default on any funding agreement or
reporting requirements for any loans or grants with the City of Bend, or is not in compliance
with any zoning, planning or building division requirements, regardless of site will not be
eligible for funding through this program.
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9. Proposal Submission Instructions
➢

Mail or deliver proposals to:
Racheal Baker
Affordable Housing Coordinator
City of Bend
P.O. Box 431
710 NW Wall Street
Bend, OR 97709

➢

Every request for information or clarification must be submitted in writing to Lynne McConnell or
Racheal Baker at least 10 days prior to proposal submission deadline.

➢

Proposals must be received at the City Administration Office at City Hall by 5:00pm on Friday,
November 8, 2019.
•

One official signed application must be submitted in addition to electronic submission of
application in a non-write protected Adobe.pdf or in MS Word Format.

Questions?
If you have any questions about the RFP or the application process, please contact
Racheal Baker at 541-312-4915 and rbaker@bendoregon.gov.
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FORM A
City of Bend
Affordable Housing Fund Program
Request for Proposals

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Please indicate the page number on which each of the following
issues is addressed:
1. Table of Contents

N/A

2. Complete Project Summary Form (Form B)

Page____

3. Project Description

Page____

4. Property and Project Information

Page____

5. Work Program

Page____

6. Project Benefit

Page____

7. Agency Information

Page____

8. Financial Information

Page____

9. Loan Terms

Page____

10. Project Feasibility and Readiness

Page____

11. AFFH Documents

Page ____

12. Other Information (please specify):

Page____

___________________________

Page____

___________________________

Page____

Attachments
Map

Page____

State of Oregon Business Registry printout

Page____

Detailed line item budget

Page____

Letters of funding commitment

Page____

Completed Budget Form (Form C)

Page____

Pro forma (for construction projects only)

Page____

Evidence of community support

Page____

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
Statement and Marketing Policy

Page____

Other (please specify):
_____________________________
City of Bend
Affordable Housing Fund 2020 RFP

Page____
Page
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FORM
FORMBB
City of Bend
Affordable Housing Fund Program
Request for Proposals

PROJECT SUMMARY FORM

Project Name:

________________________________________________

Project Location:

________________________________________________

Project Description: ________________________________________________

________________________________________________
________________________________________________
Funds
Requested:

$__________________

Applicant
(Organization,
Gov’t Agency:

________________________________________________

Address:

________________________________________________

City, State & Zip:

________________________________________________

Contact Person:

________________________________________________

Phone Number:

________________________________________________

Email Address:

________________________________________________
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FORM C
City of Bend
Affordable Housing Fund Program
Request for Proposals

BUDGET FORM – NOTE: CITY STAFF WILL ASK FOR AN UPDATED BUDGET UPON
SUCCESSFUL APPROVAL OF FUNDS
PROJECT BUDGET:
Sources of Funds
Project Activities

AFFORDABLE
HOUSING
FUND
Requested

Other
Public
Funds*

Private
Funds**

Project
Total

Match

TOTAL

*OTHER PUBLIC FUNDS:
Amount of Funding

Source
Secured

Committed

Use of Funds
Applied For

TOTAL

**PRIVATE FUNDS:
Amount of Funding

Source
Secured

Committed

Use of Funds
Applied For

TOTAL
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Affordable Housing Fee (AHF) Project Proposal Evaluation Form - Program Year 2020/2021
Applicant/Agency:___________________________ Project Name:__________________________ Amount Requested: _______________
GENERAL CRITERIA (110 points) - Applicants may score a maximum of 10 points for each criterion
Criterion

Score

Maximize utilization of outside funds and services (including cash contributions, in-kind contributions, and volunteers). Score zero if
City resources would fund the entire project and give full points if City resources would fund less than 10% of the project.
Does not duplicate services and effectively utilizes/maximizes partnerships. If new services proposed fulfill a community need a score
of 10 would support this criterion, and when existing services address the identified need then a score of 0 would be rational.
Sponsored by organizations or agencies that demonstrate staff capability and ability to implement the proposed project. Score full
points to proposals that include spending timely and from programs that have completed funded projects successfully.
Clearly defined and realistic in scope, location, need, budget, and goals (such as projects that deliver much needed housing units).
Demonstrates a clear and effectual plan for evaluating the progress of the project toward addressing the identified need or problem.
Utilizes a proven effective strategy to improve conditions or solve an identified problem.
Demonstrates readiness for implementation in a timely manner upon receipt of the AHF funds. A score of 10 is justified when the
applicant has site control, financing identified/secured, and a timeline identified with work underway within 3 months of award.
Strong neighborhood/community support, with sufficient evidence illustrating this support.
Requires a one-time only infusion of funds. Full points are reasonable when the proposal identifies secured sources of funding, and no
points are appropriate when all additional funding sources are pending.
Sustainable long-term impact, whether these strategies preserve dollars or affordability of housing. Score full points to proposals that
intend affordability to continue for over 50 years or will pay back the City within 5 years and no points are appropriate for proposals that
will pay back the City after 50 years or affordability will only be preserved for 5 years.

Does not result in the permanent displacement or relocation of current occupants from their homes or rental units in order to create
additional affordable housing.
The maximum score an applicant may receive for this section is 110 points.

TOTAL

1

Funding Priorities
Projects meeting one of the following priorities will receive additional points. Projects may fall
into only one of the following categories:
High Priority
Projects meeting one of the following priorities receive 50 points:
_____ Increase the supply of affordable rental housing that is available to moderate (100%
median), low (80% median)-, very low (50% median)- and extremely low (30% median)
income.
_____ Increase homeownership opportunities for moderate (100% median), low (80%
median)- and very low (50% median) income.
_____ Homeless Shelter Development
_____ Land Acquisition and Infrastructure Development
_____ Purchase and preserve existing low income housing
_____ Permanent Supportive Housing for Homeless
Low Priority
Projects providing Transitional Housing receive 20 points:
Projects meeting none of the above priorities receive 0 points
Leveraging Bonus Award:
Projects will be awarded additional points based upon amount of funding that they leverage
(percentage of Affordable Housing Fee funds to total project costs per affordable unit).
____ 50% and over Affordable Housing Fee funds: 0 Points
____ 40% to 50% Affordable Housing Fee funds: 10 Points
____ 30% to 40% Affordable Housing Fee Funds: 20 Points
____ 20% to 30% Affordable Housing Fee Funds: 30 Points
____ Less than 20% Affordable Housing fee Funds: 40 Points
Repayment Bonus Award:
Projects may receive a bonus point dependent upon their proposed repayment schedule:
_____ Projects with repayment schedule of 3 years or less: 50 Points
_____ Projects with repayment schedule of 10 years or less: 30 Points
_____ Projects with repayment schedule of 20 years or less: 20 Points
_____ Projects with repayment schedule greater than 20 years: 0 points

Affordable Housing Fee (AHF) Project Proposal Evaluation Form - Program Year 2020/2021

OVERALL SCORE
General Criteria Total Score
Funding Priorities Score
Leveraging Bonus Score
Repayment Bonus Score
OVERALL SCORE

Advisory Committee Comments (if any):

3

Applicant questions

Habitat
1. How has the land trust model changed how you do business?
2. How many homes within Bend’s UGB has BRHFH completed YTD 2019
(calendar year)?
3. Where does this project fit in to your pipeline and when do you expect
construction to start? (Will it be at the same time as work is occurring in NW or
after?) It looks like completion isn’t slated until winter 2021 or 2022.
4. What is the use of revenue from the ReStore? Do you expect to use ReStore
revenue to support the financing “gap?”
5. What is your current development cost per square foot?
6. What do the program costs in the Budget pay for?
7. Who provides the Homeowner education for homebuyers?
8. Do you intend to fundraise from any other sources to finance this development?
(It appears all other sources are internal.)
9. Your AFFH statement is a restatement of the law, not unique to Habitat. How do
you intend to implement the law to ensure that you are affirmatively furthering fair
housing as required by HUD?

Bethlehem Inn
1. Why was the solar installation not included in original design?
2. What portion of the Inn’s electricity needs will the solar meet? What is the lifetime
of the panels?
3. What is the monthly electric bill currently?
4. If funding were made available before July 1, could you implement the project
more quickly? (It’s estimated funding will be available as early as February)

KOR Community Land Trust
1. What are some lessons from the Hurita development that you’ll take with you as
you undertake your second community on 8th street?
2. What goes in to the year of pre-development time listed in the application and is
that a conservative estimate of time? Is now the right time to apply for these
funds and if so, why?
3. As indicated in the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Statement and
Marketing Policy, what demographic groups has Kôr identified as least likely to
apply? What specific efforts did Kôr CLT take to reach these demographic
groups in marketing the Hurita properties?

26

Housing Works
1. How does this project fit in to your pipeline? Will it be developed at the same time
as the Conners parcel that’s been funded? Why or why not?
2. Do you anticipate the Conners 2 project to support any specialized residents or
will it be open to the larger low income population?
3. Is the land price fair considering you purchased the adjoining parcel for so much
less? Why this parcel above others?
4. Are there parcels of the same price, that allow development of something
comparable, where there are fewer concentrations of renter occupied units?
5. Could additional affordable housing units within one mile of six (6) Housing
Works developments for affordable housing have a disparate impact for this
community (see attached map)?
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How Tigard is Addressing the Housing Crisis and
How Your City Can Too
LinkedIn, Published on December 23, 2019

Kenny Asher
Director of Community Development at City of Tigard
I couldn't be more proud of the City of Tigard, my employer, these past few years. During that time,
Tigard has knocked down one sacred cow after another in an effort to make a dent in the affordable
housing crisis that's hitting our city of 53,000 about as hard as anywhere in the Portland region. It might
surprise you to learn that the percentage of severely rent burdened households in Tigard is slightly higher
than in Portland.
But Tigard is fighting, tenaciously, against the relentless trend of ever-more expensive houses and
apartments. The fight is to change the way we think and talk about housing, and of course to adopt a
better set of policies and incentives so more people -- in all kinds of life circumstances -- can live here.
Some people have taken notice, and as a result, I've given a couple of talks lately about how we're doing
it. I always start by saying that Tigard is a "pro-housing" city and that the reasons for that are complex
and important and maybe impossible to name. But it matters because a pro-housing attitude (among city
councilors, planning commissioners, residents) forms the essential, invisible foundation that has allowed
all this good work to happen.

This means that things we've done here might not work in cities more ambivalent or politically fraught
than we are on housing issues. But then again, they may -- some of them at least. And perhaps some of
what we're doing can help lessen the fractiousness elsewhere. Wanting to spread good practices, I created
the List: Top Ten Things To Do to Address the Housing Crisis in Your City. I've been asked to share it
several times now, so here it is.

10. Move Away from Using the Word “Affordable”
Everyone needs somewhere to sleep and shelter, at any cost. That’s the real issue in the housing crisis.
“Affordability” puts the emphasis on the cost of housing, its price, rather than where the emphasis should
be, which is on the housing needs that people in the community have at given stages and episodes in
life. We continue to lead our community discussions by framing the issue as one of Housing Needs, not
the need for Affordable Housing.

9. Eliminate Biases in the Housing Lexicon
When we called detached housing “single family housing,” we are perpetuating a bias against
multigenerational living, against nontraditional families, and against different kinds of housing that are
perfectly adequate to support family life. There is no reason for zoning codes to regulate housing
tenure. The differential regulation of rental properties has perpetuated a system of institutional racism and
exclusion that is every bit as insidious as the practice of redlining. We’ve rewritten our code with words
that describe only the physical form of our housing, and stripped out the words that have contributed to
these problems – words like “single family,” “rental,” “group living,” and “duplex,” the last of which
having been renamed as an attached ADU.

8. Changing Parking Requirements May Be Faster and Easier Than Changing
Housing Policy
Off-street parking requirements reveal another bias – that housing cars is as important as housing
people. That’s what we as a profession have been memorializing for decades, which is why we don’t have
an Affordable Parking crisis. This needs to be turned on its head. Struggling to find a parking space is not
the same as struggling to find a place to sleep. In Tigard's zoning code we allow on-street parking credits
wherever we can. In one district, we don’t regulate the amount of parking per building at all – we only
regulate where the parking can go (which is behind the building). Land is expensive. When we insist on
large parking lots for residential development we are driving up the cost of housing, sometimes
unnecessarily.

7. Embrace Accessory Dwelling Units
ADUs can provide low cost housing, in places that are never going to redevelop, across broad swaths of
cities, in architectural forms that are neighborhood-friendly, to the financial benefit of politically powerful
property owners, and to the benefit of families trying to take care of older and younger generations. We
took SB1051 as an opportunity, not a mandate. Instead of meeting the minimum requirements of the law,
we asked where we could improve on it to get more of this often-affordable housing type deployed. As a
result, we became the fourth city in the state to allow two ADUs per lot, and later we exempted city
system development charges for small (read: affordable) ADUs (<1000 sf).

6. Focus on Form in Middle Housing Conversations
Tigard legalized missing middle housing types in most residential zones before the state passed the law
making it a requirement. The local conversation about these housing types is now (and should be) about
fitting them into existing neighborhoods. This can be easily accomplished with smart regulation. We
require that quads look like single detached homes by requiring two units below and two units above. We
require cottage clusters and courtyard housing to look like small neighborhoods within neighborhoods
using a quasi-form-based code. We let go of design standards that aren't absolutely necessary, including
porches, and held firm on standards most critical to the neighborhood – those that impact the street
experience. Most of our design standards pertain to the street frontage for the sake of the pedestrian
experience and to maintain a continuous rhythm of building frontages.

5. Regulate as Though Housing Really is a Human Right
What I mean by this is to get discretion out of the housing approval process as much as possible. Our new
housing code allows middle housing to be approved through a Type 1 ministerial procedure – the simplest
land use review there is in Oregon. In our Tigard Triangle Redevelopment District, even this level of land
use review isn’t required. There you can skip land use and go right to the Building Permit process if you
can meet clear and objective standards. Strive for these at all costs! Discretionary review procedures
protect for all kinds of possible "offenses," like (tongue in cheek) big buildings getting too close to small
buildings and siding materials that aren't "compatible." While I understand and appreciate what design
review procedures are for (I have an architectural passion and design education myself), it's time to
acknowledge that discretionary review institutionally privileges “have’s” over “have not’s.” In this case,
that means people who have secure housing over people who have not.

4. Recognize that Market Failures Require an “Investor of Last Resort”
If it's important to acknowledge housing as a human right, it's also important to call out the housing
market for what it is -- a failed marketplace with too little supply and prices that naturally reflect the
shortage. We have to act accordingly because if no one (i.e. neither private nor public actors) will pay to
preserve and build affordable units, there won’t be many of these units. This is where we are, generally.
And we better not rely on the private sector too much. Markets generally don't deliver anything for
"below-market" prices. In those situations, if the missing service or good is important to the community,
the government often steps in as an investor of last resort. Therefore: accept that if you want to meet
everyone’s housing needs in your community, the community is going to have to subsidize that policy
objective. This happens all the time to meet other policy goals. In Tigard, we forgo some property tax to
our general fund to help affordable housing happen, and we’ve started to forgo SDC revenues for parks
and streets. At a certain point, the community needs to ask itself if housing is on par with these other
public goods. Or, as Schuyler Warren, Tigard's exceptional Housing Planner put it: ask why a city would
under-house its residents while furthering its investment in parks and streets, only to have those
beautifully improved parks and streets fill up with people sleeping in them?

3. Know the Tools and Pursue Them All
Every tool in the belt isn’t enough, but that’s no reason not to pursue every possible source of
help. Especially because they won’t all work in every community. In Tigard, we’ve successfully used
property tax exemptions for regulated affordable housing projects (including a new exemption for land
banking), SDC exemptions, tax increment financing investments, development code updates, including

incentive zoning for height and density bonuses, and for parking reductions, and we’ve made a modest
investment in a HomeShare program which is like a Match.com for homeseekers and home providers. We
are poised to implement a Construction Excise Tax and to become a joint entitlement community under
the CDBG program next year -- both of which will enable us to have a regularly funded Affordable
Housing program for the first time ever. One result of our aggressive pro-housing positions: affordable
housing developers are now actively seeking and acquiring sites in Tigard where before they weren't. This
is a great example of the indirect and induced benefits that come from taking concrete actions. “Synergy”
means the total effect is greater than the sum of the individual actions. That’s what you want.

2. You Never Know
In the Tigard Triangle, which is where we’ve been most innovative, we are all of sudden looking at more
than 250 units of new housing under development, and another 550 in the planning pipeline. Of these,
almost 200 are affordable, and all this has happened in the past 18 months. It’s impossible to know how
much of this is due to the land and location of the Triangle, our deregulation, our financial incentives, or,
plainly, the crisis itself. But my point is that you don’t need to know. In some places, the same set of
incentives will produce a small increase in affordable housing. In other places, it will produce a lot. It’s
impossible to know before hand, regardless of what economic forecast you have. As mentioned above,
cities themselves have a hand in shaping local economies. For example if every place in Oregon was as
affordable housing-friendly as Tigard, or Bend (another leader in this fight), we'd be having a very
different conversation about housing availability in our state.

1.

Be Fearless

Government can be a powerful force for positive change. Individuals who work in government can be
powerful change agents. But only if we are willing to live up to the ideals of service and
community. When Tigard adopted its vision in 2014 to be the most walkable community in the
Pacific Northwest where people of all ages and abilities enjoy healthy and interconnected lives,
plenty of people laughed. If you know anything about Tigard’s traffic, you know why. But that vision is
transforming Tigard in every way. We are becoming more walkable, more healthy and more
inclusive. Most importantly, we know what we are working toward. We haven’t had to have lengthy
debates about affordable housing because we can’t be walkable, healthy or inclusive without it. We were
able to skip over the ideological debate to focus on getting our practices in line with our vision. I can’t
emphasize enough how important that vision has been in Tigard, where we continue to fight the good
fight to get a roof over the head of everyone who wants to be here.

