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
October 21, 2020, 1:00 – 2:30
To join from a computer, tablet or smartphone:
Join Zoom Meeting
https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/95019989833
Meeting ID: 950 1998 9833
Passcode: AHTF2020
Or call in:
888 475 4499 US Toll-free

I.

Welcome and Introductions

Information

5 minutes

II.

Public Comment

Information

10 minutes

III.

Minutes Approval (July 14, 2020, July 21, 2020,
& Sept 15, 2020)

Discussion/Action

5 minutes

IV.

Request for Proposals Criteria

Discussion/Action

55 minutes

V.

Next Steps

Discussion

15 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 Staff:
Josh Berman, City of Eugene • 541-682-5475 • JBerman@eugene-or.gov
Ellen Meyi-Galloway, City of Eugene • 541-682-5532 • EMeyi-Galloway@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 48-hour 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 Josh Berman at JBerman@eugene-or.gov or 541-6825475.
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 Josh Berman, 541-682-5475
For information about minutes, agendas, or materials, please contact Josh Berman at JBerman@eugene-or.gov or 541-682-5475.
Mail inquiries can be directed to City of Eugene Planning and Development Department, 99 W. 10th, Eugene, OR 97401.

MEMORANDUM
Date:

October 15, 2020

To:

Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee

From:

Community Development Staff

Subject:

Request for Proposals Criteria

Background
City Council allocated $300,000 of the FY21 Affordable Housing Trust Funds (AHTF) to be used for affordable
housing development projects. The AHTF-AC submitted a letter to City Council in July outlining all the types of
projects that would be potentially eligible for funds. The letter outlined the vision that the AHTF could create
new affordable housing; protect existing affordable housing; support housing equity and expand ownership
opportunities; and facilitate innovative housing solutions.
The open, competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) process allows project proposals to be scored and ranked to
choose the strongest proposal(s) to receive funding. The difficult part of the RFP process is that many projects
are strong and worthy of funding. RFP Criteria serve several purposes in project selection:
1.
2.
3.
4.

inform applicants of the minimum standards for projects.
inform applicants of project characteristics that are most desirable.
narrow what kinds of projects would be prioritized through the RFP.
develop parameters so that projects can be more fairly compared.

The AHTF-AC will define criteria so that the evaluation committee is able to compare and score proposals and
work with the whole AHTF-AC to determine which proposal should be recommended to City Council for funding.
Staff would work with a subcommittee or the whole AHTF-AC to make decisions about RFP criteria for AHTF.
Examples of RFP criteria include: site requirements, housing tenure, target populations, financing requirements,
readiness to proceed, developer experience, leveraging, and more. RFP criteria can be altered from year to
year, to target funds to current priorities. For example, one year the RFP could focus on housing solutions for
unhoused populations; another year the RFP could target new homeownership development. RFP criteria can
differentiate between required components and preferred components. The RFP criteria is an important tool in
selecting the most appropriate use of public funds.
RFP Components
The City of Eugene has a general outline for its Request for Proposals processes. The award process could be
changed in future years after the program is evaluated.
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1. When the RFP document is ready for release, it is posted on the City’s website, sent to various lists of
interested parties, and advertised in the Register Guard.
2. Potential applicants usually have approximately 60 days to submit responses to the RFP.
3. Proposals are posted on the City website and announced in the Register Guard, with an announcement
of a public hearing.
4. A 4- or 5-member Evaluation Committee and staff review the proposals in depth. The Evaluation
Committee holds a public hearing for comments on the proposals and scores the proposals based on the
RFP criteria.
5. In the case of the AHTF-AC, the Evaluation committee would discuss the proposals with the full AHTFAC. The AHTF-AC would determine the final scores and rankings of the proposals to provide to City
Council.
6. Staff would present the proposals to City Council with the AHTF-AC scores. Council makes the final
funding decisions.
There are three parts to the RFP:
• The RFP document itself includes a description of the process, the amount of resources available, and
the RFP criteria explaining how proposals would be scored and prioritized.
• The application document is where prospective developers describe the project proposal in detail.
• The proforma is a spreadsheet explaining the financing proposal in detail.
Developing the RFP Criteria
Over the next three months, staff will work with the AHTF-AC to develop the RFP criteria to integrate into an RFP
document. Please see Attachment A for the proposed timeline. The AHTF-AC must consider how decisions will
be made for the discussions: will the group need to develop consensus, or will there be a vote where the
majority wins?
The questions to be discussed at the October meeting are around the priorities for types of projects, the income
levels and tenure targeted, and site considerations. The survey provided to you before the meeting was to get
an idea of the preferences of AHTF-AC members for these topics prior to the discussion. The survey questions
are in Attachment B. At the November meeting, the discussion may get into details of how long the properties
must remain affordable, leveraging requirements, and impact per project. With these discussions, staff will
draft the RFP and the December meeting would be discussion of the draft.
Action Requested
1. To establish a decision making process.
2. To determine priorities for the types of projects, the income levels and tenure targeted and site
considerations for the FY21 RFP criteria.
Attachments
A. Tentative Timeline for FY21 Affordable Housing Trust Funds RFP
B. October Project Preferences survey questions
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Attachment A
Timeline for FY21 Affordable Housing Trust Funds RFP

Month

October 2020

•

December 2020

•

Activities

Staff works with AHTF-AC to develop the RFP criteria.

November 2020

•

January 2021

•
•

March 2021

•

Developers submit project proposals in response to RFP

April 2021

•
•

May 2021

•

Sub-committee of AHTF-AC reviews and scores proposals.
Sub-committee presents evaluations to full AHTF-AC and determines
funding recommendation.

Summer 2021

•

•

Staff continues work with AHTF-AC to develop the RFP criteria.
Staff provides draft RFP to AHTF-AC for review and discussion.
Staff adjusts draft RFP with AHTF-AC comment and finalizes
RFP is released to public to solicit development proposals

Staff presents proposals and AHTF-AC recommendation to City
Council.
City Council makes final funding awards.

Staff works through legal agreements to award AHTF to selected
project proposal(s).
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Attachment B
October Project Preferences Survey Questions
This survey provided prior to the AHTF-AC October meeting, was to get an idea of the preferences of the
members in order to begin the discussion. It is not considered a vote for preferences.
Priorities for Population/ Tenure
What population/tenure should be prioritized for development in the AHTF RFP? Please respond with your first,
second, third and fourth choice of priorities.
•
•
•
•

Homeownership development
Renters earning 60-80% of area median income (AMI)
Renters earning 60% AMI or less
Housing for people experiencing homelessness (very low or no income.)

Which type of project would you prefer to be funded by the AHTF?
• An AHTF project with MORE units but LESS supportive services
• An AHTF project with FEWER units and MORE supportive services
Site Considerations
Federal affordable housing assistance funds have environmental requirements to discourage using federal funds
for certain properties. The AHTF does not currently have limitations for certain properties, but there are still site
issues to consider. The city building code allows construction on the following types of properties; sometimes
mitigation is required. The question is…should city affordable housing funds encourage or allow construction
if…? Please respond with Yes or No for each topic.
•
•
•
•
•

The project is in close proximity to a railroad or other noisy environment.
The project is located within a flood plain (an area designated as flooding with 100-year storms or more
often).
The project proposes construction on a designated wetland.
The project proposes alterations to a structure 45 years old or older.
The project proposes demolition of a structure 45 years old or older.

The survey also had an opportunity to briefly describe your ideal project to be funded with AHTF.

Page 4 of 4

NAME OF MEETING:

City of Eugene Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee

DATE OF MEETING:

July 14, 2020

TO:

Teresa Kennedy

RECORDED BY:

Lydia Dysart

=====================================================================================
ROUTING INFORMATION
(07/27/2019 lld)
(Date and initials)

Draft Minutes
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 – 9:00 am – 11:00 am
Conference Call via GoToMeeting
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee Members
Members
John Barofsky, Dane Butler, Paula Farquhar-Stout, Isaac Judd, Pete Knox, Kaarin Knudson, Sarah
Pishioneri; co-chair, Scott Rogers; co-chair, Carmel Snyder.
City of Eugene Staff
Michael Kinnison, City of Eugene
Teresa Kennedy, City of Eugene
PRESENT
John Barofsky
Sarah Pishioneri
Pete Knox
Scott Rogers
Michael Kinnison
Others:
Odette Ode
Nicole Stehlar
Ellen Meyi-Galloway

Paula Farquaher-Stout
Isaac Judd
Kaarin Knudson
Carmel Snyder
Teresa Kennedy

Terrill Thompson
Amy Cubbage

ABSENT
Dane Butler

Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

July 14, 2020

2

I. Welcome and Introductions
Ms. Pishoneri opened the Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee (AHTF AC) meeting at
9:10 a.m. Everyone present, introduced themselves.
Ms. Knudson mentioned that Lane County would have more rent assistance funds available to apply for
starting on Wednesday July 15, 2020. They were open to any at or below 80% average median income
(AMI).
II. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
III. Minutes Approval
MOTION: Mr. Barofsky moved, seconded by Mr. Judd, to approve the May 19, 2020 AHTF AC
meeting minutes. The motion passed unanimously.
IV. Facilitated Discussion Update/Focus of the AHTF
Terrill Thompson, a consultant, was there that day to help facilitate a conversation. Mr. Thompson had
also facilitated a work session with the group earlier that month. Mr. Thompson wanted to start by
checking on the progress they had made so far and what they still wanted to talk about.
Ms. Pishoneri wanted to talk about why she needed a break from the Committee at some point. Mr.
Thompson mentioned that Ms. Knudson said she would do a one-on-one check in with her after the
meeting and then in the future she could share her thoughts with the whole Committee.
Mr. Thompson first wanted to discuss land trust acquisition.
Ms. Knudson said that using construction excise tax (CET) money to buy land was not something they
had yet covered. They had seen other communities use their CET funds to acquire land and she was
interested in doing the same. Mr. Barofsky agreed that it should be on the table for funding. He mentioned
that land banking was available with Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, so it was not
his top priority for CET. Mr. Kinnision explained that any land bought with CDBG funds had to allow for
half the units to be at 80% AMI and had time restrictions.
Ms. Pishoneri asked if land trust acquisition covered renting and owning. Mr. Judd told her that it just did
not include market rate housing. Mr. Knox was not opposed to allocating money for both. If money given
to homeownership, they would need to make sure that details were included in the contract to make sure
the property stayed affordable. Ms. Farquhar-Stout noted that they had talked about homeownership and
how it builds equity. She said that they needed to ask how the AHTF AC could support equity. Mr.
Barofksy stated that these funds could give them a way to look at homeownership differently by creating
small houses, housing clusters, or other housing formats.
Next, Mr. Thompson brought up the idea of manufactured housing.
Mr. Barofsky was interested in manufactured housing because of the potential ties with affordable
housing in the community. Being able to maintain people in their manufactured homes by helping with
repairs and building more units would be a huge success. Ms. Snyder noted that some cities were using
manufactured homes as a solution to affordable housing. They would need to focus on city zoning and
designating land for people to own and put their units on.
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Ms. Farquhar-Stout stated that the City passed an ordinance saying that places of worship could put
housing on their property. A Church near University Street was being leased by St. Vincent de Paul for
that reason. The program worked with families to help them learn skills and move into their own place.
Ms. Knudson mentioned that State legislative had been involved in manufactured home park dollars.
There was a park in Springfield that St. Vincent de Paul was involved with. She thought that helping with
house repairing and doing land acquisition would give the CET a huge range.
Mr. Rogers thought manufactured parks should be included. At one point he had lived in one and it was
helpful in getting him back on his feet.
Ms. Pishoneri asked about what criteria they would be using going forward. Terrill Thompson replied that
that would be their next step when they started to move into the request for proposals (RFP).
Mr. Thompson said that staff wanted the Committee to talk about homeowner support. Ms. Kennedy
mentioned that it was a topic that City Council had directed them to put money towards.
Ms. Knudson thought that homeowner support should be on the table for CET. Ms. Snyder asked if that
would include providing land to homeowners or if it would be down payment assistance. Ms. Kennedy
replied that they were thinking broadly but it was up to whatever the Committee decided.
Mr. Barofsky said that his focus was on creating more door fronts. However, he was unsure if homeowner
supports would help keep people housed or off the streets. He added that he wanted to see an application
at the RFP level before deciding.
Mr. Judd stated that it would be good to have homeowner support available to fund. Co-ops, land trusts,
and other homeowner formats could be involved in that category.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout and Mr. Knox both felt that it was good to keep their allocation flexible, but
homeowner supports were not their top priorities.
Ms. Pishoneri was concerned because they were trying to fix an issue, they saw on the streets every day.
In her mind prioritizing homeownership would help get people outside of generational poverty. It would
not immediately help lessen the burden of those on the streets, but it would be important in the long run.
Mr. Thompson noted that the separation in the Committee on homeownership seemed to be concerning
scale versus depth. They would need to continue to have that conversation as they got into the RFP.
Consensus was to add it and keep the CET RFP open.
Mr. Thompson reminded everyone that 100% of the CET funds had to go towards affordable housing.
Ms. Pishoneri asked what the difference between Affordable housing and affordable housing was. Mr.
Kinnison responded that Affordable housing was federally funded and available for 60% AMI, if not
usually lower. CET funds allowed for 100% AMI, so it was up to the Committee to figure out their AMI
goal. Ms. Kennedy mentioned that Federal CDBG funds were set at 80% AMI. Mr. Thompson noted that
they did not have to settle on a percentage yet but thought that the Committee should be aware they would
need to.
V. Draft FY 21 AHTF Allocation Recommendation
Terrill Thompson said that they needed to think about how to divide the allocation. They could keep it
open and stay flexible for whatever came in the RFP. Also, they could break the allocation into groups
based on AMI, homeownership, renter, or whatever else they wanted.
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Mr. Barofsky thought that they should give some funds to system development charge (SDC) waivers.
The city funded them but had a limited supply. Mr. Thompson stated that they did not need to target
specific organizations or programs to fund, but rather categories with a percentage of the allocation
dedicated to it.
Ms. Pishoneri thought that they should give money to crisis response for homelessness and creating more
door fronts. Their focus should first be on rentals and then move to homeownership.
Ms. Knudson wanted to see what the RFP showed them and then figure out what to fund. She was
worried that by setting percentages would restrict them. If they had to pick categories, she thought they
should create more affordable housing and possibly a revolving loan program. Mr. Judd agreed with her,
they were unsure of what RFPs they would get and would end up restricting themselves. He stated that
instead they should come up with criteria for the applications to meet.
Mr. Kinnison mentioned that City Council would want to have some idea of where the money would be
going and possible outcomes from the RFP. If they kept the funding open, they would have to be clear on
what they were looking for in an RFP. For example, if they wanted to do a land bank, they should signify
that since an RFP would not be involved, same with SDC waivers.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout wanted to make space for multi-generational family housing because it was
something they did not have in Eugene and should. She also thought it would be a good time to save some
of their funds for the future. Ms. Pishoneri agreed that they needed to create more housing types.
Mr. Kinnison voiced that the Committee could want something, but if local developers were not
interested then they would be out of luck. They knew what not to focus on so now they needed to figure
out what they wanted. He mentioned that they would have more money the following year and could set
up a different allocation.
Mr. Barofsky was on board with keeping their allocation completely open. He said that they needed to let
City Council know that they did not have to spend all the money if projects were not what they wanted.
Some City Council members wanted to see rent assistance through the CET and they should be clear that
it was not an emergency fund and the Committee wanted it to focus on long term projects.
Mr. Kinnison said that City Council needed to hear clearly what the perspective of the Committee was.
Staff thought that providing a memo from the Committee would be the best way to do that. Ms. Pishoneri
asked what the differences were between the City Council’s ideas for CET and the Committee’s. Ms.
Kennedy said that in the City Council motion they wanted a vast majority of the CET funds to be used on
direct assistance for renters and home buyers with at least 15% of the money set aside for down payment
assistance. Ms. Kennedy added that the 15% was already taken off and the Committee did not have to
discuss that. Mr. Thompson stated that at their last meeting they said they would acknowledge this change
to City Council and why they had chosen a different direction. Mr. Barofksy mentioned that City
Council’s motion was over a year ago and times had changed. Each Councilor also only had two minutes
to talk about what they wanted, on the other hand the Committee spent months learning about the scope
of what CET could do.
VI. Communication to City Staff and Council
Terrill Thompson reminded everyone that they had talked about getting a small group of the Committee
to get together a write a memo to City Council about the changes they were making to the
recommendation. Mr. Barofsky thought that they should also have Committee members present at the
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City Council meeting. Mr. Knox felt that they just had to acknowledge the motion City Council made and
state that they decided to go another route. He said that they needed to be straight forward and strong.
Ms. Pishoneri, Mr. Judd, and Ms. Knudson volunteered to write the memo.
Mr. Kinnison noted that the Committee only had on more meeting the following week, July 21, before
going to City Council. Ms. Knudson told him that they would have a draft ready on July 17, so
Committee members had time to read it before the next meeting and provide feedback.
Mr. Kinnison reminded everyone that they would be going to City Council with their recommendation on
July 27, 2020. He thanked Mr. Thompson for all his help.
VII. Adjournment
Mr. Rogers adjourned the meeting at 11:04 a.m.
(Minutes recorded by Lydia Dysart)
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I. Welcome and Introductions
Mr. Judd called the meeting of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee (AHTF AC) to
order at 9:08 a.m. Everyone present, introduced themselves.
II. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
III. Affordable Housing Trust Fund Financial Report
Ms. Ode was there to give them an update on the amount of money in the construction excise tax (CET)
fund as of July 10, 2020. They had $226,000 from residential construction and $170,000 from
commercial construction, both already paid. This was on top of the $500,000 that City Council gave to
them from their general fund. Ms. Ode said that they were also waiting on $848,000 to be paid.
Ms. Snyder asked if the $32,000 for the State was required. Ms. Ode said that it was, but that money
would come back to programs in the City.
IV. Review and Finalize AHTF Memo to the City Manager and Allocation Recommendation
Ms. Knudson wanted to go over the memo that would be sent to the City Manager that she had written
with Mr. Judd and Ms. Pishoneri. They explained how unique the fund was and how it allowed the
Committee to stay flexible. She said that they talked about how some wanted this fund to be used for rent
assistance during COVID-19, but that the State and Federal governments were already doing that. They
talked about the City Council’s original ideas for the fund and how the Committee thought staying
flexible going into the request for proposal (RFP) would be in their best interest. Also, they described the
allocation process and why it took the AHTF AC more time to come to a decision. Lastly, they went over
their recommendations for the 2020/2021 RFP cycle. It would include affordable housing up to 100%
average median income (AMI), mixed-income housing projects, single-room occupancy projects,
homebuyer assistance and revolving loan fund projects, land acquisition for affordable housing, and
manufactured/prefabricated home projects. They were requesting the City Manager’s support. It was the
Committee’s job to set the table for the RFP to have the best projects and they felt that being open to
anything was the best way to do that.
Mr. Barofsky asked what the staff’s comfort level was as they moved towards presenting to City Council.
Mr. Kinnison replied that they had no conflicts, but that it would be tricky figuring out how to handle
presenting to City Council. He said that they would acknowledge their original direction and explain why
the Committee choose to go another way. Staff was hoping to get a couple Committee members present
with staff at the meeting. Mr. Barofsky asked if there would be an option presented that was based on
City Council direction. Mr. Kinnison responded that there would be two options: one based off City
Council direction and the other based off AHTF AC direction. He said that they would send out the
documents for the Committee to read on July 23, 2020.
Mr. Kinnison emphasized that they would only have thirty minutes in front of City Council before they
had to make a motion. They had to be brief enough to allow for most of the time to be spent on questions.
He would be reaching out to Council members to answer some basic questions so to best avoid confusion
during the meeting.
Mr. Kinnison wanted to explore what the Committee meant when they said, “creation of affordable
housing”. To him it sounded like new buildings, but he knew that they had also talked about maintaining
existing buildings as well. Ms. Farquhar-Stout thought it would make sense to say they wanted to
“expand and maintain the current continuum of housing”. Mr. Kinnison inquired into what project that
obtained affordable housing would be. Ms. Knudson answered that they would be open to buying existing
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low-income housing in order to keep in affordable. Ms. Kennedy thought it would be helpful to add that
they wanted to acquire buildings. Mr. Barofsky talked about the Polk Street apartments and how the City
rehabilitated those with CDBG funds.
Mr. Judd read out Nicole Stehlar’s statement, which read, “Polk Street Apartments were purchased with
HOME funds and rehabilitated with Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) in partnership with
DevNW (then NEDCO). Units are targeted to low-income residents, specifically youth ageing out of
Foster Care”.
Mr. Kinnison wanted to talk more about the revolving loan fund. He explained that that type of fund was
usually linked to homeownership. Mr. Judd said that they were hoping to leverage the money and build
the fund over years. The Committee had heard very positive examples of a revolving loan fund from other
cities.
Mr. Kinnison said that they had an established system development charge (SDC) waiver program
available for affordable housing programs to apply. The program was currently capped at $230,000 a
year. He mentioned that all programs that applied used to get a waiver, but now they had to many
programs applying that they had to build criteria to help them choose. Mr. Barofsky said the he brought
up SDCs at their last meeting because he thought it was a good way to help the community with housing.
He wanted to give them some funding but did not want CET to backfill the SDCs. Mr. Barofsky said that
this conversation might be best to have with City Council and the Housing Policy Board (HPB). Ms.
Knudson thought that when HPB talked about SDCs then some members of the AHTF AC should be
there. She thought that CET could be eligible for funding them but agreed that backfilling the program
would not help fix the issue.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout noted that the Committee could not be expected to do a lot with only $800,000. She
thought that they needed to figure out how to interact with the community and show how they were
working on affordable housing.
Ms. Snyder voiced that the funds should be leveraged. She agreed with Ms. Farquhar-Stout that they
needed to reach out and connect with the community.
Mr. Judd wanted to hear more about SDCs but did not want to backfill projects. If they were backfilling,
he said, they would not get to pick what got funds and therefore could end up funding infrastructure
projects. Mr. Judd noted that that would go against their goals and break community trust.
V. Next Steps
Mr. Kinnison thought that one of the chairs and one other Committee member should be at the table for
the presentation to City Council. He thought Mr. Rogers should be the chair present since he had been
more involved since Terrill Thompson’s help at previous meetings. Mr. Judd thought that Ms. Knudson
should be the other member present.
Mr. Barfosky asked how they would go through the RFP process. He said that usually a small group of
the Committee went through the applications and brought the best options to the whole Committee. Mr.
Kinnison interrupted to say that they would talk about RFP structure later. He imagined the process would
work as Mr. Barfosky laid out.
Mr. Kinnison said that if the allocation were approved the Committee would have August off and then
they would come back in September to develop their RFP criteria. They would then hold their RFP from
January to March 2021. After that they would consider proposals in April before going to City Council
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with recommendations in May. He said that they would possibly be presenting their allocation at that
meeting in order to minimize City Council time.
Ms. Knudson thought that the Committee would benefit from a discuss with someone about the
development process. They could figure out if a revolving loan fund would work, what influence their
money had in the market, and could better understand how leveraging worked. She thought that August
would be a great time to do that. Mr. Kinnison agreed that it would be good for the Committee but was
worried about getting that set up by August since staffing would be low.
Ellen Meyi-Galloway talked about her experience with the HOME RFP. She said that HOME funding
had a similar goal to CET but had more red tape. Ms. Meyi-Galloway said that they would need to create
criteria to help them figure out which application was better. She stated that that was the hardest part,
since ideally, they would want to fund everything. Mr. Barofsky thought it would be great to rely on staff
at this point, since they had been involved in RFPs for a while. He said that CDBG and HOME did so
well but that it took a lot of work. He said that they should let staff bring them any big projects that they
could fill funding gaps for. Mr. Barofsky explained how that was what they had done for the Ya-Po-Ah
Terrace remodel.
Ms. Knudson stated that it might be helpful to cluster meetings, so they are not so far apart. This way
their conversations can stay more on track. She noted that defining their criteria would take a long time
and she did not want to rush through it.
Mr. Kinnison said that they were creating a significant program that they hoped would get to the level of
CDBG and HOME. Staff needed to work a lot to get it set up and they were having conversations
internally about staff dedication to the project. One issue they were having was that the City was in a
hiring freeze. Mr. Kinnison mentioned that he would no longer be involved in the process after July
because his time as Interim Division Manager was at a close and he would be returning to his position as
the Manager of the Human Rights & Neighborhood Involvement Program. Ms. Knudson thanked him and
all the staff for their hard work.
Ms. Kennedy reminded everyone that the City Council meeting was the following week on Monday July
27, 2020 at 5:30pm. With the layout of the agenda she said that they would start presenting at around
6:00pm.
VI. Adjournment
Mr. Judd adjourned the meeting at 10:31 a.m.
(Minutes recorded by Lydia Dysart)
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I. Welcome and Introductions
Mr. Rogers opened the meeting of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee (AHTF AC)
at 9:14 a.m. Everyone present introduced themselves. It appeared that a technical error resulted in many
committee members not receiving the meeting materials the week before.
II. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
III. Minutes Approval (July 14, 2020 & July 21, 2020)
Ms. Snyder thought that they should wait until next meeting to approve the minutes since they just
received them. Everyone agreed.
IV. Debrief of July City Council Meeting
Mr. Rogers reminded everyone that they recommended that the whole fund remain open for the request
for proposal (RFP) process. One idea City Council had was to give all the money to renters and
homeowners assistance in order to help with the COVID-19 pandemic. They decided to go with their
other option, which was a $500,000 allotment. The Committee would be left with $300,000 for their
housing development RFP.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout had been surprised by how City Council ignored their recommendation. She said it
was important to remember that the unhoused did not pay rent or house payments. Having most of their
money taken away from the RFP would hurt their chances of making an impact. Ms. Farquhar-Stout
wanted them to take the money they had left and leverage it to gain equity. That was something they had
learned from talking to other communities and she said it was important for them to remember that.
Mr. Knox understood that there was pressure for City Council to put funding where it was needed now.
However, he did not want them to write off all the work that the Committee had done. What they needed
to do was continue to advocate as much as they could.
Ms. Pishoneri supported the decision that City Council had made. It was their job to respond to
emergency needs in the community. She agreed that $300,000 was not a lot for housing development, but
it was a good start and the $500,000 would be going to those that needed it.
Ms. Knudson was disappointed by some of the decisions made by City Council after all the Committee
had done. She thought that moving forward they needed to establish a vision for the fund. A crisis would
always be incoming, and they had to be able to work with those issues.
Ms. Duelmer mentioned that they were facing a housing emergency with COVID-19 and the fires. She
wondered if the Committee could create a gathering of churches and talk about them providing housing.
Her church had been doing that for the community and thought the idea could expand to others.
Ms. Snyder appreciated Ms. Pishoneri’s comments. In their lives they went through different cycles of
housing. For example, she used to be a homeowner, but she was currently a renter. Ms. Snyder thought
that they needed to continue to move forward in any way they could. However, if lumber prices kept
increasing then so would housing costs. On top of that, 1,000 homes had been lost to the fires. More
housing was needed in order to make up for these issues, but it would be expensive. She emphasized that
they needed to focus on what they could do to help.
Mr. Judd brought up his surprise at the last meeting that staff would be presenting two options to City
Council. They talked so much about what the Committee wanted that the staff recommendation surprised
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him. He was worried that the most vulnerable people would be forgotten. Those people had less time and
access to get help. Mr. Judd was concerned that the Committee was not prepared for what was to come.
He emphasized that if their recommendations continued to be overruled by City Council then it would be
hard for the Committee to feel like it had a purpose. He asked if the $500,000 for rent and mortgage
assistance had already been given out.
Ms. Meyi-Galloway said that the $500,000 was directed to be distributed immediately through existing
channels. Lane County iss acting as the primary rent assistance distributer, and are also in charge of the
State rent assistance funds that were specifically for Eugene/Springfield. She shared that some City funds
were paying for staffing costs to help with distributing the money to renters. There were State, Federal,
and AHTF dollars providing rent assistance at that time. Mr. Berman said noted that $150,000 of that
money went towards mortgage assistance through DevNW, and $350,000 went towards Lane County.
Ms. Pishoneri asked if there was already an application for the rent assistance funds. Mr. Berman replied
that there was, and an email would be sent out to everyone. Ms. Meyi-Galloway added that Lane County
had been distributing rent assistance funds for a few months.
Mr. Judd asked if DevNW had reported if there had been more mortgage assistance applications turned in
recently with the fires going on. Ms. Meyi-Galloway responded that DevNW was still dealing with issues
related to the fires and had not had time to report those numbers. However, at the end of June the reported
an increase in foreclosure assistance and foreclosure counseling.
V. Options for Development Allocation
Ms. Meyi-Galloway said that they had two options going forward for the $300,000 development
allocation: create RFP criteria and release the RFP or use the funds to support the project at 1059
Willamette. If they went through with the RFP, staff would work with a sub-committee, or the whole
Committee, to create the RFP. After the RFP was released, a subcommittee of the AHTF-AC would
score proposals then bring them to the full Committee to review and develop a recommendation. Staff
would bring their recommendation to City Council, who would make the final decision.
The 1059 Willamette site was set for redevelopment as mixed-income housing. It had been purchased
with Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. To comply with CDBG requirements 51% of
the units had to be rented at 80% area median income (AMI), the other 49% could be rented to any
income level. The development could not use traditional local and state housing resources, which
mandated 60% AMI. Ms. Meyi-Galloway stated that the issue was that renting to 80% AMI meant that
the project needed public subsidy. They could use Urban Renewal funds, but there might not be enough to
make project financing feasible. The City is unsure how many units potential developers would be able to
build. There was no height limit on the lot, so it depended on the financing plan. She told them that the
$300,000 could go towards funding the 1059 Willamette project, since it fit into the requirements of
AHTF.
Ms. Knudson asked how much CDBG funding went into buying the property. Ms. Meyi-Galloway replied
that it had cost $500,000.
Ms. Farquhar-Stout noted that the location was good, but they needed more information on what the site
would be. She asked if they could fund the 1059 Willamette project and go through an RFP. Ms. MeyiGalloway responded that 1059 Willamette project RFP would be released in late Fall. City Council would
be discussing the issue soon. There would be a public hearing on September 21, 2020 and a work session
September 30, 2020 to talk about the Urban Renewal fund and decide on the RFP criteria.
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Ms. Pishoneri asked if a decision had been made on what AMI the units for their RFP would be. She
wanted to make sure that the units were affordable since one of their goals was to keep people in housing.
Ms. Meyi-Galloway replied that it was a bit early to make that decision. They could specify in their RFP
process or have the applicants propose income levels.
Ms. Snyder inquired into if 1059 Willamette would be housing for students, families, or someone else.
Ms. Meyi-Galloway replied that there were federal regulations on income verifications and people just
had to meet those requirements. As a result, students could apply, but there were systems in place to keep
it from becoming student housing. She added that the units were targeted at 80% AMI.
Mr. Judd was confused on why they were talking about 1059 Willamette and that it was not going
through the AHTF RFP. He did not want to decide to support 1059 Willamette until they had seen all the
other project proposals. Ms. Meyi-Galloway said that staff wanted to present it because the 1059
Willamette project needed as much funding as possible. She mentioned that an issue with the RFP process
was they are likely to end up with many strong proposals that were very different, and they would have to
choose. She told everyone that they could do an RFP and disregard 1059 Willamette if they wanted. Staff
would want to inform City Council of that recommendation.
Ms. Knudson pointed out that whenever they talked about building, they ended up focusing on the
conditions they want to put on the project. The City was trying to figure out if the project could even get
funding, so they were in the early stages. She asked when the City would know if there was anyone to
submit a proposal. Ms. Meyi-Galloway replied that Economic Prosperity Team would be leading the RFP
the project would go through. Those proposals would be made public, evaluated, and presented to City
Council in April/May.
Ms. Knudson wanted to see a more in-depth presentation on 1059 Willamette before making a decision.
She was worried how housing partners in the community would feel if they gave 1059 Willamette
funding. Ms. Pishoneri agreed and said that they had spent time talking with providers about the AHTF
and telling partners to apply for their RFP when it was available. She asked if there was a City Councilor,
they could reach out to see if Council wanted to use AHTF to fund 1059 Willamette. Ms. Meyi-Galloway
replied that at the July City Council meeting Council decided to look for other funds besides Urban
Renewal that the City had available for the project. They were firm on wanting the project to be built.
Mr. Knox said that they needed to create their RFP criteria to make a decision through the RFP. Ms.
Knudson agreed and added that they would learn a lot from this first round.
Ms. Meyi-Galloway said that staff would come back with more information on the 1059 Willamette
project. However, she thought it sounded like the Committee wanted the selected developer for the 1059
Willamette project to go through the AHTF RFP process.
Ms. Knudson was looking forward to hearing more. She felt like they needed to make sure the project fit
their goals before funding it. Ms. Farquhar-Stout agreed and added that it was their responsibility to the
community to learn everything.
MOTION: Mr. Judd moved, seconded by Ms. Farquhar-Stout, to have the Affordable Housing
Trust Fund Advisory Committee not approve any recommendations for projects to City Council
without going through a public RFP process.
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Ms. Knudson clarified that this did not mean the funds could not be used for possible funding to city
projects, but that there just needed to be a public process. Mr. Judd thought that they should workshop
that language. Everyone agreed.
VI. Next Steps
Mr. Berman noted that some people had said that meeting from 9:00a.m. – 11:00a.m. was not good for
their schedules. He said that he would send out a poll for people to fill out for when they could meet. Mr.
Berman also asked that people send in times that they absolutely cannot do. The next meeting would be
scheduled after that information was received.
VII. Adjourn
Mr. Rogers adjourned the meeting at 11:12 a.m.
(Minutes recorded by Lydia Dysart)
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