
 

 Portland Housing  

Advisory Commission 

Tuesday,  January 9,  2018 

3:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

Portland Housing Bureau 

421 SW 6th Ave., Suite 500 

 Portland, OR 97204 

Agenda 

 

AGEN D A T O PI C  LEAD  ACT I O N  T I M E  

Mayor’s Remarks  Mayor Wheeler  - 3:00 – 3:15 

Call to Order, Roll Call, Minutes  

Quorum = 7 members   
Sarah Zahn Approve 3:15 – 3:20 

Convene as the Budget Advisory Committee 

2018-19 Request Budget 

Development Process 

Housing Bureau 

Managers 
Discussion 3:20 – 4:50 

Public Testimony Sarah Zahn - 4:50 - 5:00 

 

Materials for all meetings will be posted on the Housing Bureau’s website:   

www.portlandonline.com/PHB/PHAC 

Upcoming Public Meetings: Tuesday January 23, 2018 

Accessibility: To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will 

reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.  Call 3 days 

in advance to request special assistance for ADA accessibility.   

503-823-2375, TTY, 503-823-6868. 

Language Services: To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland 

will reasonably provide translation services with at least 48 hours advance notice.    

503-823-2375, TTY 503-823-6868. 

 

http://www.portlandonline.com/PHB/PHAC
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Advisory Commission 
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3:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

Portland Housing Bureau 
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HIPP Team Production Pipeline Report –  January 9, 2018 

 
In the month of December the HIPP team closed on financing for three new construction projects: NE 
Grand/Block 45 (Home Forward); Parcel 3 (Bridge Housing); and The Jade (Rose CDC).  Together these 
projects will create nearly 500 units of affordable housing.  The work to close these projects was made much 
more urgent by the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, which in earlier versions eliminated private activity bonds (PAB), a 
critical funding tool.  In the final version of the bill, the PAB program was not cut, but by then (last week of 
December), the PHB projects were already lined up to close before 1/1/18.  Kudos to the both HIPP and 
Finance and Accounting teams for getting these deals done. 

 
 

Project Location 
# of Units 

(affordable/ 
total) 

Source of funds Status 

14th & RALEIGH -
IHI/LRS/BREMICK 

NW 14th & NW 
Raleigh (NE 

Corner) 
93 

 
River District 

URA TIF 
In construction 

3000 SE Powell 3000 SE Powell 

TBD 
Current 

estimate: 
200 

GO Bond 

Conceptual.  Existing building 
being evaluated for short-term use 

as shelter.  Seeking upzone to 
CM2d 

5020 N. INTERSTATE 
AVE.; PURCHASE 

5020 N. Interstate 
Ave. 

TBD 
Interstate URA 

TIF 

PHB and Proud Ground 
negotiating their proposed 

development of the site 

72 FOSTER LENTS - 
REACH/LMC/HOLST 

5005 SW 72nd Ave 101 Lents URA 
In construction; Construction 

completion date 2/2019 

Lents Commons 
(formally 91ST & 
FOSTER) - PDC/ 

HACKER /BREMICK 

9101 SE Foster 17 / 54 Lents URA TIF 
In Construction; Completion date: 

12/31/2017 

ARGYLE/TRIMET – 
REACH/MWA/ 

WALSH 

2133 N Argyle 
Street 

215 
Interstate URA 

TIF 
On hold due to funding gap 

BLOCK 45 - HF/LRS 
(LEVER) / ONIEL 

WALSH 

1010 -1034 NE 
Grand Ave. 

240 
OCC URA TIF / 

LIHTC 

Financing closed 12/19/17. 
Construction start 1/18. Ground 

breaking ceremony 1/12/18, 4PM 

.  BEATRICE 
MURROW (aka 

GRANT 
WAREHOUSE) - PCRI 

/ CHA/COLAS 

3368 NE MLKJ 
BLVD 

80 Interstate URA 
Construction Started.  To be 

completed 8/2018. 

EASTSIDE HEALTH 
CLINIC- 

CCC/ANKROM/ 
WALSH 

25 NE 122nd @ 
Burnside 

52 Mult. Cty 
Started Construction.  Completion 

3/2019 



OLIN TOWNHOMES – 
HABITAT FOR 

HUMANITY 
7513 N. OLIN AVE 12 

Interstate URA 
TIF 

Loan Closing February 2018, 
Construction Start March 2018 

FRAMEWORK – 
HOME FORWARD/ 

LEVER/ WALSH 
480 NW 10th Ave 60 

River District 
URA TIF 

In Permit. Closing and 
construction start 2/15/2018 

GATEWAY - 
HS/HOLST/LMC 

10520 NE Halsey 
Street 

40 / 78 
Gateway TIF / 

LIHTC / Section 
108 

Schematic Design; Negotiating 
with Prosper Portland; closing 

expected to be 6/2018  

HENRY-CCC 309 SW 4th Ave. 153 DTW TIF 
Apply for permit Jan. 2018, 

Preliminary construction start date 
April 2018. 

6905 N. 
INTERSTATE, 

CHARLOTTE B. 
RUTHERFORD - CCC 

& HFD/CIRCOSTA/ 
SILCO 

6905 NE Interstate 
Ave. 

51 
Interstate URA 

TIF 
Started construction. Completion 

scheduled for 8/1/18. 

THE JADE ROSE, 
CDC 

SE Division & 
SE 82nd Ave 

48 CDBG 
 Financing closed 12/17.  
Construction start 1/18. 

JOYCE HOTEL; 
PURCHASE 

322 SW 11th Ave. TBD 
South Parks 

Blocks URA TIF 

Hazardous Material Abatement 
12/11/2017. 

Owner’s Rep evaluation 
committee 1/18 

KINGS PARK - 
PCRI/MBA/COLAS 

6431-6435 NE 
MLKJ Blvd. 

70 
Interstate URA 

TIF 
Closing tentatively scheduled for 

April 2018 

MAGNOLIA 2 – 
IHI/LRS/BREMIK 

NE MLK Blvd 
between Cook and 

Fargo 
50 

Interstate URA 
TIF 

In design development 

MT TABOR ANNEX - 511 SE 60th Ave. TBD 
Housing 

Investment 
Fund 

In process of zoning change 

N. WILLIAMS -
BRIDGE/ANKROM/ 

2124 N Williams 
Ave. 

61 
Interstate URA 

TIF 

Design Development in process. 
SHPO approved proposal. 

Preliminary construction start date 
April 2018.  

NEW MEADOWS - 
NM/CHA/REN 

8710 N. Dana Ave 16 
Interstate URA 

TIF 
In Construction 30% complete 

OLIVER STATION - 
PALINDROME 
/ANKROM/UEB 

9202 SE Foster Rd. 126 / 145 Lents TIF 

In Construction.  Completion 
approximately 5/18/18.   

 Webcam at 
http://ueb.net/webcam20.html 

RIVERPLACE 
PARCEL 3 - BRIDGE 

(W&D)/ANKROM/ 
HOFF 

2095 SE River 
Parkway 

203 
North Macadam 

URA 

Financing closed 12/29/17.  
Construction start: 1/15/18. 
Ground breaking projected. 

SQUARE/MANOR - 
HF 

9110 NE Hassalo 
Street / 12020 SE 
Gladstone Street 

102 CDBG 
Construction will be completed 

2/18. 

STARK STREET - 
CCC/ANKROM/ 

BREMIK 

12613 SE Stark 
Street 

155 
HOME / Mult 

Cty / HIF 
In Construction; Completion 

8/2018 

WOODY GUTHRIE- 
ROSE-

HF/CHA/WALSH/ 

SE 92nd Ave. and 
SE Reedway St. 

16 / 64 Lents TIF 
Waiting for HUD approvals.  
Closing/construction start 

February 2018 

 

 

http://ueb.net/webcam20.html
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FY 2018-19 PHAC Worksheet

1/8/2018

Service Area Investment Services General Fund

Housing 

Investment 

Fund

Short Term 

Rental

Construction 

Excise Tax

Inclusionary 

Housing

Building 

Operations CDBG HOME

Other 

Federal 

Sources GO Bond

Other 

Financing 

Sources

Tax 

Increment 

Financing Total

% of 

Total FTE

Affordable 

Multifamily 

Housing
Preservation & Asset 

Management

Similalry to new construction, PHB provides financial 

support to developers who purchase existing multifamily 

rental projects.  Often the purchase includes substantial 

rehabilitation and/or the conversion from market rents to 

permanently affordable rents.  In addition, projects in PHB's 

current portfolio often require additional financial support 

or restructuring of existing PHB financing.  

$30,929 $24,350 $2,928,921 $406,092 $191,295 $6,247 $5,381,344 $8,969,178 4.2%

9.43

Inclusionary Housing

Administration of inclusionary zoning to provide affordable 

housing in new multi-family residential construction; 

administration of limited tax exemption programs for multi-

family residences

$453,334 $453,334 0.2%

3.26

Property

PHB purchases property for its own portfolio.  Properties 

are of two types, vacant land and occupied (or occupiable) 

buildings.  Vacant land is made available for redevelopment 

through public-private partnerships.  PHB either sells land 

to its private partners or leases it in return for the 

construction of multifamily  rental housing which in turn is 

regulated to ensure long-term affordability - generally 99 

years.  Units in existing buildings purchased by PHB are 

generally rented to households earning 60% or less of area 

median income.

$45,000 $10,068 $4,830,352 $6,028 $4,891,448 2.3%

1.57

New Affordable 

Rental Homes

Through public-private partnerships, PHB supports the 

development of multifamily affordable housing projects.  

Projects that receive city-funding are required to provide 

units to households earning 60% or less of area median 

family generally for 99 years.    

$5,630,005 $8,325,000 $4,560,001 $25,000 $4,289,829 $3,100,000 $30,069,667 $10,950,000 $64,289,843 $131,239,345 61.7%

4.62

Housing

Development

& Finance Support

Investments that complement new construction, 

preservation and rehabilitation.  Programs/projects funded 

in this category include project support for non-profit 

community development partners, Section 108 payments 

to HUD, and funds for HOME Consortium partners. 

$110,444 $160,367 $747,620 $763,563 $29,556 $760,000 $2,571,550 1.2%

1.00

Homeowner 

Access & 

Retention
Healthy

Homes

Remediation of environmental health hazards in homes 

that may impact occupant health (lead hazards and 

structural safety issues).  Programs funded in this category 

include contracts with non-profit organizations to make 

these repairs on homes. 

$643,557 $10,305 $5,452 $51,390 $710,704 0.3%

2.85

Homeowner

Retention Services

Programs and services to help low-income households 

retain their homes. This includes foreclosure prevention 

counseling, home repair grants provide by community 

partners (up to $5,000), and home repair loans (up to 

$15,000) that allow seniors to safely maintain their homes. 

$563,588 $1,184,357 $6,092,127 $7,840,072 3.7%

3.67

Homeownership 

Development
$9,254,350 $9,254,350 4.4%

0.25

Homebuyer Financial 

Services

Programs and services to help low-income households 

access affordable homeownership. This includes home 

buyer education and counseling services as well as financial 

assistance necessary to create affordable homeownership 

opportunities. 

$80,000 $390 $906,465 $4,995,711 $5,982,566 2.8%

0.93

Tax Exemption & Fee 

Waiver Programs

Administration of limited tax exemption programs for 

single-family residences, system development charge 

waivers, and Mortgage Credit Certificate program.  These 

programs help facilitate the development of single family 

homes and multi family projects as well as individual 

homeowners.

$415,684 $415,684 0.2%

2.18

FY 2017-18 Adopted Funding
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FY 2018-19 PHAC Worksheet

1/8/2018

Service Area Investment Services General Fund

Housing 

Investment 

Fund

Short Term 

Rental

Construction 

Excise Tax

Inclusionary 

Housing

Building 

Operations CDBG HOME

Other 

Federal 

Sources GO Bond

Other 

Financing 

Sources

Tax 

Increment 

Financing Total

% of 

Total FTE

FY 2017-18 Adopted Funding

Office of Renter 

Services Renter Landlord 

Services

Programs and services to aid renters, property managers, 

landlords, and other parties related to the business of 

renting and leasing residential space navigate Portland's 

landlord tenant regulations. 

$915,486 $4,080 $919,566 0.4%

2.00

Fair Housing

These programs focus on improving the public's 

understanding of the protections provided by Fair Housing 

law, enforcement of Fair Housing law, and 

increased utilization of legal advocacy by historically 

underserved populations.  Other programmatic areas 

address the shortage of affordable housing, especially for 

certain protected classes, the impact of displacement 

and restricted ability to exercise housing choice.​​

$34,000 $694,000 $728,000 0.3%

0.25

Homeless 

Services
Safety Off the Streets

These programs support ongoing year-round shelter 

operations for men, women and couples, including staffing 

costs and costs for basic needs associated with emergency 

shelter operations.

$7,704,565 $7,704,565 3.6%

0.28

Homelessness 

Diversion

These programs maintain cost effective strategies aimed at 

diverting individuals from street and shelter homelessness 

by providing them with transportation assistance to 

identified housing opportunities, assisting people coming 

out of hospital and incarceration to directly transition to 

housing, and assisting DV survivors to access housing 

opportunities without resorting to shelter.

$2,055,636 $2,055,636 1.0%

0.00

Rapid

Rehousing

These programs provide assistance to individuals and 

families with moving off the streets, out of shelter, and into 

permanent housing. It includes mobile and facility-based 

housing placement capacity for women, people with 

disabilities, Veterans, domestic violence survivors, and 

families, with a significant commitment to supporting 

culturally specific organizations; short term rental 

assistance for those same target populations and 

organizations; and employment assistance for families, 

youth, and adults.

$8,134,127 $733,329 $8,867,456 4.2%

0.14

System Support 

Services

Funding supports efforts to maintain and enhance system 

coordination efforts for the homeless services system. 

Examples include implementaiton of coordinated access for 

adults and resources associated with conducting reporting 

and analysis, including the Point in Time count.

$905,787 $905,787 0.4%

0.18

Permanent 

Supportive

Housing

These programs maintain current supportive housing 

capacity on community, with investments in mental health-

focused outreach, housing placement and retention 

assistance, as well as ongoing rent supports for individuals 

experiencing chronic homelessness and mental illness. 

$6,033,879 $1,322,284 $7,356,163 3.5%

0.05

Administration

Administration & 

Support

Indirect costs of bureau operations, including 

communications, compliance, director's office, resource 

development, finance, IT, policy & planning, public 

information & involvement, and outreach.  Also includes 

bureau-specific costs passed along by other City agencies.

$1,369,367 $1,892,114 $179,454 $327,476 $909,000 $900,287 $145,965 $257,894 $91,445 $3,524,925 $9,597,927 4.5%

34.22

Economic

Opportunity
Workforce & 

Microenterprise

CDBG funds are passed through to Prosper Portland to 

support adult and youth workforce and microenterprise 

programming and initiatives.

$2,100,236 $2,100,236 1.0%

0.09

Total $28,439,992 $8,089,871 $8,709,821 $4,560,001 $819,308 $8,693,273 $11,234,338 $4,200,823 $2,313,507 $30,196,915 $10,950,000 $94,355,718 $212,563,567 100.0% 66.97
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FY 2018-19 PHAC Worksheet

1/9/2018

Service Area Investment Services Measure FY 14-15 Actual FY 16-17  Actual Desired Trend

Annual or 

Strategic Target FY 2017 -18 Target

Affordable housing units preserved 156 145 150 150

Vacancy rate of regulated units 0% to 60% Area 

Median Income

3% 3% 3% 3% 

Property

PHB purchases property for its own portfolio.  Properties are of two types, vacant land and 

occupied (or occupiable) buildings.  Vacant land is made available for redevelopment through 

public-private partnerships.  PHB either sells land to its private partners or leases it in return for 

the construction of multifamily  rental housing which in turn is regulated to ensure long-term 

affordability - generally 99 years.  Units in existing buildings purchased by PHB are generally 

rented to households earning 60% or less of area median income.

Vacant, abandoned, or underutilized properties 

strategically acquired for affordable housing

3 

properties

3 

properties
TBD

New Affordable Rental 

Homes

Through public-private partnerships, PHB supports the development of multifamily affordable 

housing projects.  Projects that receive city-funding are required to provide units to households 

earning 60% or less of area median family generally for 99 years.    

Housing units opened that are newly affordable 182 527 500 650

Inclusionary Housing
Administration of inclusionary zoning to provide affordable housing in new multi-family residential 

construction; administration of limited tax exemption programs for multi-family residences

Percentage of housing units opened or preserved in 

high opportunity areas
55% 73% 54% 75%

Percentage utilization of Minority, Women, and 

Emerging Small Business contracts in affordable 

housing contruction (Contract $ awarded)

30% 21% 20% 20%

Percentage utilization of Minority (Contract $ 

awarded)
13% 14% 15% 15%

Number of households receiving home repairs 516 586 850 650

Percentage of households receiving home repairs and 

retaining their homes 12 months after services
83% 88% 80% 80%

Number of households receiving homebuyer education 

or counseling
996 975 2100 2100

Percentage of low or moderate income households 

receiving homebuyer education or counseling and 

subsequently purchasing a home

28% 15% 28% 10%

Tax Exemption & Fee 

Waiver Programs

Administration of limited tax exemption programs for single-family residences, system 

development charge waivers, and Mortgage Credit Certificate program.  These programs help 

facilitate the development of single family homes and multi family projects as well as individual 

homeowners.

Number of households receiving indirect assistance 

through foregone revenue (mortgage credit certifcate, 

limited tax exemption, and system development 

charge exemption)

335 206 335 200

Investments that complement new construction, preservation and rehabilitation.  

Programs/projects funded in this category include project support for non-profit community 

development partners, Section 108 payments to HUD, and funds for HOME Consortium partners. 

Housing

Development

& Finance Support

Affordable 

Multifamily 

Housing

Homeowner 

Access & 

Retention
Homeowner

Retention Services

Programs and services to help low-income households retain their homes. This includes 

foreclosure prevention counseling, home repair grants provide by community partners (up to 

$5,000), and home repair loans (up to $15,000) that allow seniors to safely maintain their homes. 

Homebuyer Financial 

Services

Programs and services to help low-income households access affordable homeownership. This 

includes home buyer education and counseling services as well as financial assistance necessary to 

create affordable homeownership opportunities. 

Program Outcomes and Performance

Preservation & Asset 

Management

Similalry to new construction, PHB provides financial support to developers who purchase existing 

multifamily rental projects.  Often the purchase includes substantial rehabilitation and/or the 

conversion from market rents to permanently affordable rents.  In addition, projects in PHB's 

current portfolio often require additional financial support or restructuring of existing PHB 

financing.  
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FY 2018-19 PHAC Worksheet

1/9/2018

Service Area Investment Services Measure FY 14-15 Actual FY 16-17  Actual Desired Trend

Annual or 

Strategic Target FY 2017 -18 Target

Program Outcomes and Performance

Renter Landlord Services

Programs and services to aid renters, property managers, landlords, and other parties related to 

the business of renting and leasing residential space navigate Portland's landlord tenant 

regulations. 

Number of successful referrals to PHB regulated 

housing units with OneAppOregon application
TBD 0 800

Fair Housing

These programs focus on improving the public's understanding of the protections provided by Fair 

Housing law, enforcement of Fair Housing law, and increased utilization of legal advocacy by 

historically underserved populations.  Other programmatic areas address the shortage of 

affordable housing, especially for certain protected classes, the impact of displacement 

and restricted ability to exercise housing choice.​​

Number of renter clients provided info and referrals 719 350 657

Safety Off the Streets
These programs support ongoing year-round shelter operations for men, women and couples, 

including staffing costs and costs for basic needs associated with emergency shelter operations.

Average length of time (in days) spent in homeless 

shelter (All populations)
23 28 35 35

Homelessness Diversion

These programs maintain cost effective strategies aimed at diverting individuals from street and 

shelter homelessness by providing them with transportation assistance to identified housing 

opportunities, assisting people coming out of hospital and incarceration to directly transition to 

housing, and assisting DV survivors to access housing opportunities without resorting to shelter.

Number of individuals prevented from becoming 

homeless
3522 6576 5020 5020

Rapid

Rehousing

These programs provide assistance to individuals and families with moving off the streets, out of 

shelter, and into permanent housing. It includes mobile and facility-based housing placement 

capacity for women, people with disabilities, Veterans, domestic violence survivors, and families, 

with a significant commitment to supporting culturally specific organizations; short term rental 

assistance for those same target populations and organizations; and employment assistance for 

families, youth, and adults.

Total number of homeless individuals placed in 

permanent housing
3909 4889 4324 4374

Retention rate of households placed in permanent 

housing at 6 and 12 months
78% 74% 85% 85%

Percentage of households moved from homelessness 

into housing that subsequently return to homelessness
3% 7.6% 5% 5%

Permanent Supportive

Housing

These programs maintain current supportive housing capacity on community, with investments in 

mental health-focused outreach, housing placement and retention assistance, as well as ongoing 

rent supports for individuals experiencing chronic homelessness and mental illness. 

Number of individuals who have been homeless for a 

year or less.
779 564 779 779

Administration

Administration & Support

Indirect costs of bureau operations, including communications, compliance, director's office, 

resource development, finance, IT, policy & planning, public information & involvement, and 

outreach.  Also includes bureau-specific costs passed along by other City agencies.

Administrative costs as a percentage of bureau level 

budget
10% 4.5% 5% 4%

Percentage of workforce participants employed at 

graduation
73% 65% 55% 80%

Percentage of microenterprises increasing economic 

stability at program exit

57% 85% 55% 80%

Economic

Opportunity

System Support Services

Funding supports efforts to maintain and enhance system coordination efforts for the homeless 

services system. Examples include implementaiton of coordinated access for adults and resources 

associated with conducting reporting and analysis, including the Point in Time count.

Office of Renter 

Services

Homeless 

Services

CDBG funds are passed through to Prosper Portland to support adult and youth workforce and 

microenterprise programming and initiatives.

Workforce & 

Microenterprise



PHB FY 2018-19 Budget – Decision Packages 

Name Description Amount 

Five Percent 
General Fund 

Reduction 

Reduce the East Portland Rental Rehab program by $110,000.  The reduction means four fewer units would be 
rehabilitated.  
 
Reduce expenditures in the Director’s Office and Business Operations, primarily in travel and conferences, by 
$30,572. 

($140,572) 
General Fund 

Ongoing 

Office of Rental 
Services 

Throughout the mandatory relocation assistance technical group process, one of the most pressing need for 
services that was mentioned by stakeholders was culturally specific and language specific education and 
outreach and legal assistance. Many stakeholders identified that many communities of renters and landlords 
were unaware of new regulations. 
 
$600,000 to convert existing one-time General Fund to ongoing for current education and outreach services, 
legal services, and mandatory rental unit registration system development and management. $170,200 
additional General Fund Ongoing for two Assistant Housing Program Specialists for technical assistance 
calls/email and mandatory rental unit registration system development and management. 
 
$500,000 for culturally specific/language specific outreach and education services and $500,000 for culturally 
specific/language specific landlord-tenant legal services and fair housing legal services. $200,000 to develop 
requirements for a rental registration system. 

  
 
 
 
 

$770,200 million 
General Fund 

Ongoing; 
2.0 FTE 

 
$1.2 Million 

General Fund 
One-Time 

Realignment – 
East Portland 
Programming 

Despite numerous efforts and strategies, the bureau has not been able to secure participation from private 
landlords in the East Portland Rental Rehab program. This is primarily due to the current rental market and 
the reluctance of rental property owners to restrict rents for a 10-year period, but is exacerbated by the lack 
of mandatory rental inspections and enforcement to identify properties with code violations.  
 
Therefore, in FY 2018-19, staff propose to reprogram the funds for home repair services. This is in line with 
the original auspices of the program which was to stabilize families and improve the housing stock in East 
Portland. PHB currently manages the home repair program in partnership with nonprofits to assist with 
critical repair needs for low-income, seniors, and disabled homeowners. Reprograming these resources for 
home repair will result in the following:  
 

• Based on a $690K program amount = 115 homes at $6,000 each; or 

• Based on a $580K program amount = 96 homes at $6,000 each  

$0 



 

Name Description Amount 

East Portland 
Stabilization/Anti-

Displacement – 
Single Family 
Home Repair 

Vulnerable low-income homeowners across Portland are being involuntarily displaced or experiencing the 
threat of displacement. This proposal utilizes the proven homeowner stabilization strategy of home repair 
grants to address hazardous housing conditions that threaten to displace low-income homeowners. PHB is 
requesting $500,000 General Fund Ongoing resources to increase equitable access to critical home repair 
services citywide.  
 
Home repair funds will be contracted to an existing infrastructure of external community partners. Outreach 
and awareness activities will also be targeted to areas most vulnerable to displacement based on BPS’s 
Vulnerability and Displacement Impact Analysis, which identifies high vulnerability, low opportunity 
neighborhoods and areas where Communities of Color are experiencing rising housing costs.  These additional 
resources for home repair will result in the following:  
  

• A minimum of 83 low-income households will receive home repairs with an average value of $6,000 each.  

• 80% of all homeowners served will remain in their home 12 months after receiving services.  
 

$500,000 
General Fund 

Ongoing 

Additional 
Staffing for 

Housing Bond 

2.0 new FTE to determined.  $210,000. 
 

$210,000 
Housing Bond and 

related funds 
2.00 FTE 

Conversion of 
Limited Term 

Staff to 
Permanent 

This request is to convert an existing, funded Assistant Housing Program Specialist on the Regulatory 
Compliance team from limited term to permanent.  As noted in the City Auditor’s report, the team workload 
will continue to grow. 

$0 

Conversion of 
Limited Term 

Staff to 
Permanent 

This request is to convert two existing limited term positions (OSS III) into one permanent Assistant Housing 
Program Specialist on the Policy team and a .90 OSS II on the Admin team.  The original plan had been for two 
positions to handle management of the rental and homeownership preference policy lists, but because 
practice has found that there is little overlap between the two, one position can handle both. The OSS II will 
work on the bureaus’ archiving and records management needs, which have been handled by interns and 
temporary staff on a haphazard basis for a period of eight years.  With significant progress made on the 
current backlog, the intent is to dedicate a position to complete the backlog project and maintain records 
going forward. 

$0 
 

 



Services Description  Contractor/Provider  FY 18/19

New 

Ongoing 

 FY 18/19

New One 

Time 

 FY 18/19

 Total Request 

Education and Outreach

1                Culturally Specific/Language Specific Outreach and Education  RFP Process -$              500,000$     500,000$         New request:  5 contracts of $100,000 each with 5 organizations for staff, materials, and services

Legal Assistance Referrals  CAT 250,000        -                 250,000            Convert onetime to ongoing to continue service level funded with onetime general fund in 2017/18

Total 250,000$     500,000$     750,000$         

Legal Services

1                Culturally/Language Specific Landlord-Tenant Legal Services  RFP Process -$              250,000$     250,000$         New request:  $250,000 for 2.0 FTE and materials/services

1                Culturally/Language Specific Fair Housing Legal Services  RFP Process -                 250,000        250,000$         New request:  $250,000 for 2.0 FTE and materials/services

Landlord-Tenant Law and Fair Housing Legal Services  LASO 120,000        -                 120,000$          Convert onetime to ongoing to continue service level funded with onetime general fund in 2017/18

Fair Housing Enforcement and Testing  FHCO 10,000          -                 10,000$            Convert onetime to ongoing to continue service level funded with onetime general fund in 2017/18

Total 130,000$     500,000$     630,000$         

Rental Services Policy and Planning

2                2.0 FTE Dedicated to Technical Assistance Calls/Email  PHB 170,200$     -$              170,200$         New request:  2 staff to field calls, email, and in person questions from landlords and tenants

3                Rental Registration System Requirements  PHB -                 200,000        200,000           New request:  Additional $200,000 for data system for a mandatory rental registration requirement

Rental Registration System Requirements  PHB 100,000        -                 100,000            Convert onetime to ongoing to continue service level funded with onetime general fund in 2017/18

FED Eviction/Homelessness Prevention Pilot  PHB 100,000        -                 100,000            Convert onetime to ongoing to continue service level funded with onetime general fund in 2017/18

Environmental Health and Safety Relocation  PHB 20,000          -                 20,000               Convert onetime to ongoing to continue service level funded with onetime general fund in 2017/18

Total 390,200$     200,000$     590,200$         

DECISION PACKAGE TOTALS 770,200$     1,200,000$ 1,970,200$     

Services Description  Contractor/Provider  FY 18/19 

Base CDBG 

 FY 18/19

Base GF 

 FY 18/19

New Ongoing 

 FY 18/19

New One Time 

 FY 18/19

Current Total 

Education and Outreach

Education and Outreach  CAT 101,000$     -$              -$                  -$                     101,000$        

Fair Housing Education and Outreach  CAT 79,000          -                 -                    -                       79,000            

Fair Housing Education and Outreach  LASO -                 20,900          -                    -                       20,900            

Fair Housing Education and Outreach  FHCO 47,950          -                 -                    -                       47,950            

Relocation Referrals  CAT 28,000          -                 -                    -                       28,000            

Safe Housing Project  CAT 40,000          -                 -                    -                       40,000            

Legal Assistance Referrals  CAT -                 -                 250,000           -                       250,000          

Environmental Health and Safety Relocation  PHB 160,000        -                 20,000              180,000          

BDS Landlord Training Program  BDS -                 4,000            -                    -                       4,000               

Renter and Landlord Involvement  Housing Oregon 42,000          -                    42,000            

Culturally Specific/Language Specific Outreach and Education  RFP Process -$              -$              -$                  500,000$            500,000$        

Total 497,950$     24,900$       270,000$         500,000$           1,292,850$    

Legal Services

Fair Housing Legal Services  LASO 62,250$        -$              -$                  -$                     62,250$          

Landlord-Tenant Law and Fair Housing Legal Services  LASO/Subcontractors -                 -                 120,000           -                       120,000          

Fair Housing Enforcement and Testing  FHCO 31,000          -                 10,000              -                       41,000            

Culturally/Language Specific Landlord-Tenant Legal Services  RFP Process -                 -                 -                    250,000              250,000          

Culturally/Language Specific Fair Housing Legal Services  RFP Process -                 -                 -                    250,000              250,000          

Total 93,250$       -$              130,000$         500,000$           723,250$       

Rental Services Policy and Planning

1.0 FTE Rental Services Data Position  PHB -$              105,000$     -$                  -$                     105,000$        

1.0 FTE Renter Services Policy and Planning Position  PHB -                 105,000        -                    -                       105,000          

2.0 FTE Dedicated Technical Assistance Calls/Email Staff  PHB -                 -                 170,200           -                       170,200          

NoAppFee  OneAppOregon -                 125,000        -                    -                       125,000          

Rental Registration System Requirements  PHB -                 -                 100,000           100,000          

Rental Registration System Requirements  PHB -                 -                 -                    200,000              200,000          

FED Eviction/Homelessness Prevention Pilot  PHB -                 -                 100,000           100,000          

Supplemental Tenant Protections  RFP Process 121,500        -                 -                    -                       121,500          

Federal Planning and Grants Management  PHB -                 10,000          -                    -                       10,000            

Total 121,500$     345,000$     370,200$         200,000$           1,036,700$    

TOTALS 712,700$     369,900$     770,200$         1,200,000$        3,052,800$    

 Office of Rental Services Budget: FY 2018-19 Total Request Budget 

Office of Rental Services Budget: FY 2018-19 Decision Packages

Blue shaded lines are new requests for onetime or ongoing general funds

Red shaded cells are converting onetime funding from this fiscal year to ongoing
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Five Percent General Fund Reduction

• Reduce the East Portland Rental Rehab program by $110,000.  The reduction means four fewer units would be 

rehabilitated. 

• Reduce expenditures in the Director’s Office and Business Operations, primarily in travel and conferences, by 

$30,572.
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Office of Rental Services

• $600,000 to convert existing one-time General Fund to ongoing for current education and outreach services, legal 

services, and mandatory rental unit registration system development and management. $170,200 additional 

General Fund Ongoing for two Assistant Housing Program Specialists for technical assistance calls/email and 

mandatory rental unit registration system development and management.

• $500,000 for culturally specific/language specific outreach and education services and $500,000 for culturally 

specific/language specific landlord-tenant legal services and fair housing legal services. $200,000 to develop 

requirements for a rental registration system. New General Fund one-time.
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Realignment – East Portland Programming

• Despite numerous efforts and strategies, the bureau has not been able to secure participation from private 

landlords in the East Portland Rental Rehab program. 

• Therefore, in FY 2018-19, staff proposes to reprogram the funds for home repair services. This is in line with the 

original auspices of the program which was to stabilize families and improve the housing stock in East Portland. 

PHB currently manages the home repair program in partnership with nonprofits to assist with critical repair needs 

for low-income, seniors, and disabled homeowners. Reprograming these resources for home repair will result in 

the following: 

• Based on a $690K program amount = 115 homes at $6,000 each; or

• Based on a $580K program amount = 96 homes at $6,000 each 
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East Portland Stabilization/Anti-Displacement – Single Family Home Repair

• PHB is requesting $500,000 General Fund Ongoing resources to increase equitable access to critical home repair 

services citywide. 

• Home repair funds will be contracted to an existing infrastructure of external community partners. Outreach and 

awareness activities will also be targeted to areas most vulnerable to displacement based on BPS’s Vulnerability 

and Displacement Impact Analysis, which identifies high vulnerability, low opportunity neighborhoods and areas 

where Communities of Color are experiencing rising housing costs.  These additional resources for home repair 

will result in the following: 

• A minimum of 83 low-income households will receive home repairs with an average value of $6,000 each.

• 80% of all homeowners served will remain in their home 12 months after receiving services.
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Additional Staffing for Housing Bond

• 2.0 new FTE to determined.  $210,000.
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Conversion of Limited Term Staff to Permanent

• One request is to convert an existing, funded Assistant Housing Program Specialist on the Regulatory Compliance 

team from limited term to permanent.  As noted in the City Auditor’s report, the team workload will continue to grow. 

• The second request is to convert two existing limited term positions (OSS III) into one permanent Assistant Housing 

Program Specialist on the Policy team and a .90 OSS II on the Admin team.  The original plan had been for two 

positions to handle management of the rental and homeownership preference policy lists, but because practice has 

found that there is little overlap between the two, one position can handle both. The OSS II will work on the bureaus’ 

archiving and records management needs.

• Both request have no net financial impact.
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Decision Packages
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December Meeting Minutes - Draft 

 
 

Members Present: Sara Zahn, Diane Linn, Ramsey, Ed McNamara, Hannah Holloway, Cameron Harrington, Maxine Fitzpatrick, Betty Dominguez, Amy 
Anderson 
Members Excused: Elisa Harrigan, Shannon Singleton, Dan Steffey 

Staff Present: Matthew Tschabold, Shannon Callahan, Jessi Conner 

Guests Present:  

As always, find all PHAC meeting materials archived at PHAC’s website at http://www.portlandoregon.gov/phb/phac and click “Meeting Schedule & 
Materials” in the gray block on the left side of the page.   

Agenda Item Discussion Highlights 
Outcomes / Next 

Steps 

Meeting Transcript Sarah Zahn:  Good afternoon everyone.  Sorry to get started a little late.  So, let’s see.  We have, I 
guess, a quorum so we should go ahead and take a look at the minutes from the last meeting, 
please. 
 
Matt:  Oh, sorry –. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  There are no minutes –? 
 
Matt:  – we don’t have minutes yet. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Okay, never mind. 
 
Matt:  We’re still having to contract, yeah but it’s –. 
 
Female Speaker:  Right, because we –. 
 

 

PORTLAND 
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Matt:  Lost Ryam [Phonetic] [0:00:30]. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  We lost Ryam.  So, we will get those meeting minutes next month.  Do we have 
anyone sign up for public testimony today?  I have not seen anyone, anyone, any cards?  Nope.  
Okay.  Well, we will swing right into Director’s update. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Thank you Sarah Zahn and members of the commission.  These last few weeks have 
been extremely exciting [0:01:00] because we’ve been trying to essentially close every finance we 
possibly can before the year end with – uphold the house and the Senate tax bills in play, there’ll be 
various damage to the affordable housing market. 
 
The House is absolutely devastating, the Senate is less devastating.  They’re still very serious.  So, as 
you may know from the press, Block 45, with Home Forward was advanced last week.  Tomorrow 
we’ll replace parts of three, which is 340 total units, first phase 202 units, 90 of which would be 
zero to 30, extremely low income housing units are all moving forward.  And they have to move 
forward because if they don’t close this month, they won’t close for several years. 
 
I think it’s – it would be not – it would not be [0:02:00] overstating the case to say that depending 
on what passes the conference committee, it was finally enacted that there won’t be a period of 
rule making by the treasury.  And in 1986 the Tax Act took the IRS a whole year to write the rules 
for the [Indiscernible] [0:02:17] program. 
 
I don’t think – they don’t – they’re not creating new programs in this instance.  They’re actually just 
[Indiscernible] [0:02:24] existing ones.  So it won’t be quite as long, but there will be a period of at 
least six months where the market ceases up and the corporate investors recalibrate their appetite 
for investment. 
 
And there’ll be some unintended consequences.  Although my biggest fear is in these complicated 
transactions, it is not what people do intentionally.  It is what they do unintentionally without 
consideration of the secondary and tertiary effects.  So, we’re trying to avoid that difficulty, but we 
also recognize [0:03:00] the projects that are not yet right for approval are going to be in a period 
of some reconfiguration next year. 
 
Some are – don’t have permit approval yet, so that is a lesser concern.  They have, in some cases, 
six or nine months to work their issues out.  Meantime, perhaps fortunately for the House, the 
general obligation bond revenue and it is not reliant on a leveraged model using cash credit.  So we 
will shift all of our manpower and all of our resources into that. 
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There won’t be – meaningful entrepreneurial work to be done and I’m confident that we can 
continue to work that issue.  As you can see, there is a robust conversation about the inclusionary 
housing pipeline or whether or not there is something we can do to also incentivize some of those 
projects to convert to affordable. 
 
So, we have plenty to do in the New Year.  And if I wasn’t an [0:04:00] optimist, I wouldn’t have 
stayed in this business as long as I have, which is I think a testament for the resilience and if 
everybody is committed to affordable housing – it is hard work.  It is not going to get any easier, but 
I think we’re up to the challenge. 
 
And I do have that memorandum that I presented to you.  Do you want me to touch on that now or 
do you want to wait until the end? 
 
Matt:  Yes, that –. 
 
Kurt Creager:  That would be good.  Okay well, that is my sort of stream of consciousness 
description of the situation.  And maybe it would help you to know where I’m coming from.  You 
know, I started doing this work in the '70s and I have actually worked on some projects that were 
deemed affordable when they were developed and they had long-term use restrictions and like 
guess what, my life has exceeded the regulatory agreements, and I’ve started to see [0:05:00] 
projects that I worked on mark-to-market. 
 
Projects in Seattle, projects in Belview, projects throughout [Indiscernible] [0:05:09] counties, that 
would have 20 or 30 years worth of affordability and they’re now mark-to-market.  And one thing 
that we did in Fairfax County, Virginia which I thought was helpful was that any project with county 
on the land, we did unsubordinated 99-year land leases.  And the reason for that was that –. And in 
Virginia school districts are part of county government, so all the schools and all the school 
properties are owned by the county, so there is a significant difference in the land assets of the 
counties there than here. 
 
But the regulatory agreements that we’ve been recording against these properties are extinguished 
by a foreclosure.  And we have seen foreclosures in the Portland portfolio. And one of the reasons 
for a land lease is that you still have rights to survive foreclosure.  [0:06:00] And if we are serious 
about long-term affordability, then we need to use the tools that are available to us.  So, one way 
to ensure public value is maintain overtime is through that piece. 
 
The term affordability, we sort of worked together that is why I presented them together, you 
know, historically we were at 60 years.  Some states require a longer term.  Utah has been at 99 
years for many years.  And I felt like if we were building buildings, weak home, commercially-viable 
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properties with 100-year economic life, why wasn’t that we were only securing the public interest 
for 60?  That means that the property can be mark-to-market in year 61, we would then have a 
problem with that.  As a steward of public funds, you want to take a stewardship for all and have a 
long-term [0:07:00] vision here. 
 
So, I do think that extending the affordability to 99 years is warranted.  As I described in my memo, 
we did a review with the housing director to negotiate longer term agreements then that is the – 
the basis upon which I've been doing these for the last year or so.  But, it has never been embraced 
by a council.  We’ve been informed verbally that that is what we’re doing and I do think there is a 
value in them, perhaps owning a co-change.  But I didn’t want to take that to the council without 
your consultation. 
 
So, I would call this kind of a jump ball.  As you can see, I’ve – in my memo I was not selling or trying 
to oversell you on this.  I think there is plenty of room from professional debate discussion.  If you 
have a recommendation, that would be great.  It would be helpful for you to know what we’re 
doing with the last two projects that I mentioned. 
 
In the case of Home Forward, we own Block 45 and [0:08:00] the mayor decided that Home 
Forward a.k.a. the Housing Authority of Portland would receive that land at no cost.  He believes 
that the housing authority as an instrumentality of the city is discerned to be treated differently 
than a private developer would be.  In the case of wherever we place parcel three, bridge housing 
is buying from Prosper Portland, the site, and they are essentially giving into the city and we’re 
releasing it back to them. 
 
So, it’s in two phases, the west tower, which is the current three formal housing units will be leased 
to Bridge for 99 years.  The east tower isn’t ready to go yet because of market uncertainties on the 
market rate side.  So, the housing era will control the east tower, Bridge House an exclusive right to 
develop [0:09:00] that site up until December 31st of 2020.  If they’re unsuccessful, then we have 
the right to essentially swap them out with a different developer. 
 
So, we’re keeping their focus on the project.  They have very good intentions to execute both 
towers in sequence, so that they don’t have to mobilize the contractor twice.  They don’t have to 
take the crane down, put up again.  But the – My goal is to preserve and protect the public interest. 
 
Both projects – going back to this issue of foreclosure and how the long-term affordability is 
affected by a foreclosure, both projects will be held to 80% of AMI in the case of a foreclosure.  So if 
for some reason nobody expects either Bridge or Home Forward to declare bankruptcy, but if they 
lose the property to foreclosure and the bank forecloses on it, the bank can reset the rents to 80% 
[0:10:00] of AMI or below. 
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That gives us some comfort because frankly in the [Indiscernible] [0:10:06] district, there is nothing 
else at 80% of AMI, so that is still better than what we are getting before, which is nothing.  Same 
thing with South and South Waterfront.  So, those are the two issues, which use term loan 
affordability, 60 and if you ask me, at least 60 because that is what Title 37 is.  We’re imputing 99 as 
“permanent affordability,” and whether or not these whole structures a wise way to go to get that. 
 
That’s my framing of the issue for you and, you know, I’d be happy to respond to any questions you 
might have. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Kurt, thank you so much for providing the information ahead of time so we can review 
it and read it and presenting today and ask our opinion, I really, really appreciate that.  [0:11:00] I’m 
here to say that we couldn’t be more at least from our perspective of the program and in the home 
ownership into the spectrum, the permanent affordability of course is something that will prevent 
displacement into the future and the way you have it structured. I sent your materials to our 
national staff who are experts in the field that [Indiscernible] [0:11:22] solutions network to review 
this and they have a little bit of feedback so we can go, I think. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Oh, good. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Some of the – more on the details on that. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Yeah.  And Laura is a former colleague of mine. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  That is right. 
 
Kurt Creager:  We have a different time and space, that is for sure. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Yeah.  So there is a ton of research, a lot of detailed information and there is a lot of 
discussion nationwide around the expense of having to preserve these units when we try – when 
we can’t do it right from the beginning and get it done and they think what you’ve laid out here is a 
good – is almost a gold standard in a way. And I don’t mean an overdo, but a good approach in 
terms of protecting the public interest. 
 
On the 99-year lease [0:12:00], as you know, we’re in negotiation on a project that again, it has to 
do with the different – this is a nuanced difference between rental projects and some people call it 
multifamily.  Of course, home ownership can be multifamily also in the case of condos.  The 99-year 
lease situation there has implications because when it is in the homeownership realm and it is a 



   

6  
 

condo, the – there really is not a prospect of foreclosure in that case because it is commonly – the 
land is commonly held with all the owners in each of the units. 
 
And so we put it out there.  We’re going to be asking for an exemption on that one.  Not because 
we don’t – we wouldn’t want to live under the 99-year lease proposition, but because it– prevents 
potential lift funding and shot funding from the Feds who require us to manage that agreement.  
And we hope that maybe nonprofits like ours and others could – habitat and others could, you 
know, have the kind of reputation of being – of mission-driven like [0:13:00] the city is to be trusted 
in that way.  So, we really would lose extraordinary leveraging – family-leveraging opportunity in 
that case. 
 
Now, whether or not it should apply, I know there is liability on the book for the – books for the city 
and, you know, it should be offset by some, you know, some asset.  I completely understand that.  
It is just I think a case by case basis based on the pros and cons, really makes it great to deal with a 
sense if you’re open to that approach. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Well, I think we had to be sensible.  And, you know, the mayor has recognized that 
you may have a central trust of a policy, then you have to deal with the outliers as necessary.  You 
raise a good point about financial sort of – long-term financial feasibility and one thing that I do 
think is terribly important. I've had this conversation with some of the Home Forward staff about 
the 99-year term has replaced Block 45 is that, you know, when you’re [0:14:00] 75 or 80, an owner 
starts to make plans and if you don’t think you’re going to own the building in the last 20 years or 
after 20 years, you may roll back on your investment. 
 
So, it doesn’t suit the city to see that inventory deteriorate towards the 80 or 90 years.  So, there is 
a different kind of approach to asset management when you have the reset underway.  And I do 
think that it would correspond to us in different kind of disciplines, which is half a bunch is going to 
be on 100 years, right?  With your '70s assets, we’ll have life beyond 100, some may not.  And we 
need to be a little bit more transparent about that and what it was for specifics. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  But well only, quite big beyond that is really permanent affordability isn’t perpetuity 
and we are renewing to 99-year leases in our program.  [0:15:00] So, I know it seems like a long 
time from now and this whole probably – well none of us will be here.  But to do the right thing by 
the public in the long haul, if people have had that foresight 100 years ago, maybe Portland would 
look different today. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Yeah.  Well, I have to tell you, I’m kind of a – I speak in parables and I’ve got to, you 
know, [Indiscernible] [0:15:18].  But, I have a friend in the UK and he is this chief executive of 
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something called the Guinness Housing Trust.  And the Guinness Housing Trust was Guinness 
Brewery workers in Dublin and London. 
 
And the trust owns a lot of central London that they have owned since 1840.  And there is no 
housing on some of that property.  They have high-rise office buildings and they use the income of 
the office stores to support the core mission.  So you know, this is real estate and real estate is 
perpetual.  And I think, I mean, you have to take that long-term view to really – to have a, serve a 
stewardship responsibility [0:16:00] to recognize that you’re leveraging investments for five 
generations, not just for the one generation. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  That is right.  If you need help communicating with city council or the mayor about 
this, please let us know. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Thanks. 
 
Female Speaker:  This is I think where we can help win. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Good, thank you. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  We may call on Ed next to – I think it was Ed and then Ramsey and then [Indiscernible] 
[0:16:20].  I’m watching. 
 
Ed:  Okay.  There is none. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Male Speaker:  Yeah, there we go.  Kurt, I haven’t seen the whole problem before but on the 
surface it seems to make a lot of sense, I think this issue along the land lease in 60 years, 99 years, 
not that big difference really.  The one thing that – probably a little about our affordability is that as 
probably know for profit developers are treated differently, though they have the same 
affordability requirements, the same land restrictions for those 60 years are now 99.  They pay 
property taxes on the land [0:17:00] and can apply for the payment on the taxes on improvement 
for 10 years at the time. 
 
It seems like if we think that for profits can do with that, then we're giving away too much to 
nonprofits.  If we think that the full payment then nonprofits can get – is really necessary, then 
we’re not incenting for profits enough, which means the system is really geared towards just 
nonprofit developers, which is if that is the city’s policy, that is okay.  But if the idea is to get as 
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much production as possible, we’re cutting out a large part of the market.  So as long as you think 
about the change and this isn’t time to straighten that out. 
 
Male Speaker:  I think it is perfectly reasonable to recognize those work together.  Something – I 
think it might be a state statutory issue there.  But, if we own the underlying land, it is a public 
ownership, maybe we [Indiscernible] [0:17:54] deliver that. 
 
Male Speaker:  [0:18:00] When the – When Nick did the – Commissioner Fish did – take a look on 
all the tax abatements, six or seven years [Indiscernible] [0:18:11] to write a report and one of the 
lead recommendations was give it a distinction that it is affordable housing.  It doesn’t matter what 
the tax status of the developer is, it’s – who is living there and what are the rents.  And they 
thought it was one of the – would have the most impact to all the recommendations. So there is 
some research in that. 
 
Male Speaker:  Thanks for the presentation.  I have no problems with it, basically.  I assume, first of 
all, the reason it has never been codified is you don’t want to open that box and if that is true, I 
would certainly understand it, but it is curious that it – what it could be, it seems. 
 
The other thing I was curious about is, could you speak a little bit to what I perceive to be [0:19:00] 
the value of ownership by nonprofits in the dirt as opposed to a 99-year liaison?  What impact then 
you think that would have on the network of nonprofit development? 
 
Kurt Creager:  It has an effect, because these are book assets and they have – they help strengthen 
the balance sheet of whatever entity owns the land.  You know, just speaking in meta terms if the – 
what I understand is the city has a struggling balance of about $1.7 billion.  These are marginally 
land assets.  It requires the bond revenue and it is no longer held by the city or held by the parties.  
Some of those are private developers and some of them are nonprofit developers.  I don’t think it is 
all 1.7 billion, I think some of that includes potential liabilities. 
 
We say it is a billion dollars.  Well, that is a billion dollars of wealth.  It has been created in this book 
and can be used as leverage for operating loans and it can be helpful to the whole strength of the 
corporation.  So I understand that.  And you know, I think as a considered judgment of the council 
is to whether or not that is part of the organ or whether or not that was part of the first generation 
of cultivating a nonprofit ecosystem.  And it's that still needed to then be sustained and I think you 
know that point of search holding a conversation. 
 
Male Speaker:  Well, and I think what I heard you say or maybe or I heard it myself is that it is a risk 
tolerance question and I kind of wonder about that.  I mean you know, the first position is you 
know, another local government, the second position is a housing authority, because they are 
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quasi-governmental and then you get into underwriting risk I guess, that is the way you presented 
it.  I don’t know if that is as persuasive to me as the condition of the nonprofit CDCs and their ability 
to book those assets.  [0:21:00] I think that is going to be – maybe they’ve done just more of a 
romantic than underwriter. 
 
Kurt Creager:  No, I think neither recognized it.  It is great that the housing is provided for the 
people who need it and we also can use that council to learn or better new things.  And the – I 
spend 13 years in Vancouver – and the time I spent on Vancouver I positioned the authority to 
become a double A rated housing authority which is pretty unusual and it is because it is a balanced 
sheet because I wanted to be able to essentially borrow at lower interest rates.  So I think 
recognizing it and then I would grant to your point that not all nonprofits are created equal.  Some I 
may have reached a level of maturity and dullness so I needed the credit support and others aren't 
there yet.  [0:22:00] And we shouldn’t have a rigid sort of closed-door approach kind of getting 
everybody into the same box. 
 
Male Speaker:  Well maybe this is a case-by-case. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Yeah.  Yeah. 
 
Female Speaker:  Thank you and – Director, thank you for your report and I just want to first point 
out that I sit on this committee not just as a representative of Home Forward but also MPAC and 
EPAC.  We have a past [Indiscernible] [0:22:28] habitat so a number of different hats.  So what I’m 
going to say right now is my personal opinion and I’m sort of in agreement with what you were 
saying Ramsey about value to nonprofits in terms of only the entire asset when it is really the land 
that appreciates and the structures tend to depreciate.  As far as the affordability, I mean for a 
whole practical intents, 99 years, I mean it is just not practical from a financing perspective or 
condition of a building.  But I guess as you said from 60 years to 99 years, it doesn’t make much of a 
difference.  [0:23:00] I do want to point out though, aren’t you going to call in [Indiscernible] 
[0:23:05] phrase or something yourself? 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Male Speaker: Cryogenics I think is the – 
 
Female Speaker: Cryogenics there you go.  Yeah, can count you 16 times in [Indiscernible] [0:23:18] 
of 99 years.  But I do want to just point out also aim for the public record although I don’t know if 
anybody is recording it? 
 
Matt:  We are. 
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Female Speaker:  Ok.  On the North East grand project I do want to say is the largest affordable 
housing project built in the city of Portland in 40 plus years, 240 units of affordable housing at the 
Lloyd district which currently has no affordable housing at all.  So certainly as a worthy project as a 
developer of Home Forward has been in existence for 76 years, so a very strong developer there.  
And I wanted to say that we did hold a press conference on this site today and I don’t know if any 
of you were there or heard about it I think.  [0:24:00] Using the property to call attention to all of 
short falls or failings in the proposed tax code or reform on both sides of the aisle and how 
devastating those reforms if enacted would be to affordable housing.  I believe commissioner 
before he was there, we’re always out of town, so we’re hoping that that is going to be picked up 
by the media and you know, I would urge everybody who has any kind of contacts in place that 
might matter or with your local congressmen although I should have done this already but you 
know, please push that issue that we can’t let those kinds of reforms take effect or we will not have 
any more affordable housing. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Thank you Betty.  I just had one question for Kurt which was in terms of the – in your 
proposal, have you had an opportunity, and I am sure the answer is probably yes, to speak to some 
of the nonprofit partners about investor response [0:25:00] to a proposal for both the land lease 
and for the increased affordability more on the land lease side I think.  Because I know in past 
experiences with the tax credit investors, we’ve had challenges with land leases and it sounds like 
you are moving some of those through the pipeline now.  But I can – or never specifically on leasing 
– [Indiscernible] [0:25:19] how challenging it was to work with our lender on land lease structure.  
And so I would encourage you as you think about kind of in the light and, you know, in the same 
vein as the tax consequences that you’re not creating unforeseen consequence on yourself. 
 
Kurt Creager:  It is hard to create a totally apples to apples comparison because, you know, lenders 
want everyday.  
 
Sarah Zahn:  Yes. 
 
Kurt Creager:  They want site control.  They want, you know, your first-born.  My apologies to the – 
my friends that are bankers.  But when you have a construct which says no, you don’t get to do 
business under those terms and circumstances, they usually adapt.  [0:26:00] In Fairfax County 
which was a, you know, 1.2 million people, all in Virginia, not only did Fairfax not subordinated the 
leases to the lenders.  They didn’t subordinate to the state either so that Virginia housing 
development, the HDA authority was the tax credit provider.  In this case, the county was its own 
bond issuer.  And it was a triple A credit.  So, you know, that is the terms and circumstances that 
you do business in Fairfax.  And all along the county executive was committed to that.  I do think 
that there is a cost effect.  I think in my memo, I talked about 10 basis points effect that when you 
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extend the affordability, there is going to be an impact.  And I do think that they all want to know 
what is going to happen in, you know, 60th year if they have any sort of contingent liabilities to 
track with the project because they don’t want the asset to deteriorate any more than [0:27:00] we 
want the asset to deteriorate.  So, I think as a conversation it is worth having with other lenders.  
But I can say, you know, just given the choice, it is always, what, 20 years of affordability with the 
first mortgage lay in, and you know no extended use of restrictions or whatsoever.  I mean, that is 
kind of how they started in this business.  And that is a low hanging fruit for them.  Yeah.  This is a 
moment to our market or a moment to our city.  I think we should be holding out for more if we 
can. 
 
Female Speaker:  Well, and in support of that, I think, just in light of all the uncertainty around tax 
reform right now, I would say proceed with caution in doing two new things at once with a lender 
and investor community.  That is probably already very scarce, so. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  I would agree.  So, I – did anyone else have any other questions?  Yeah, oh, Ed, sorry. 
 
Ed:  This is actually about another part of Kurt’s report.  I’m not sure whether to address this 
question to Kurt or this committee.  [0:28:00] So I’m going to play safe and address to the 
committee.  The – I read the news article about the city council during last week of Block 45.  And I 
was told about two things where Commissioner Fish said he wouldn’t approve any more projects 
that didn’t come with support housing.  And my thoughts, so I could be wrong about this because 
don’t know what the background was. One, that policy for the number of support units per year 
was relatively reasonably passed by council.  And Block 45 has been underway for a long time.  So 
to expect that project could change its makeup what is that for a lot of lenders and investors it 
seemed to me unreasonable, I could be wrong about the dates.  And a second part of that was, the 
council gave Kurt the housing [Indiscernible] [0:28:49] a goal.  And it felt a little bit like 
micromanagement from city council to say, every project has to have it. 
 
[0:29:00] And I would prefer to let Kurt and the qualified staff here and say, we’re going to mix and 
match all the projects.  Some of them are going to be 100 percent supported housing.  So, are 
going to be 50, but we’re going to figure that.  We’re going to be in the city goal.  But the city 
council should be dictating what there is in every project.  It was my feeling.  And so it felt like, it 
might be appropriate for the PHAC to address something to city council, leave Kurt out of it 
because I don’t want to get Kurt in trouble, but that was my thought. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  So, I’ll take that for just a second.  So, in our executive committee meeting last week 
we actually talked about this.  So, that was myself, Annalisa, and Dike.  It was the day after that 
article came out and we had a very similar reaction as the executive committee, and we were going 
to also talk about this with the bigger group.  But we have actually requested meetings with both 
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the mayor and with Commissioner Fish to talk specifically about that because it was a concern I 
think that that came up at city council before it was brought to us, frankly [0:30:00]. And also, you 
know, a challenge when you are issued a directive from city council in that manner without really 
having a direct response as a body, both as a bureau and as an advisory body.  So, the executive 
committee has asked for those meetings and we hope to get response from both the mayor and 
from Commissioner Fish on that going forward.  Because I think it is important to be clear, right?  I 
agree with you that that is a challenge, and especially, for those projects that are moving through 
the pipeline and already have [Indiscernible] [0:30:31] performance and, you know, specific 
commitments, it is a significant challenge. 
 
Female Speaker:  Well, it was certainly exciting for our staff at the moment.  It was off the record, 
interesting, maybe difficult meeting.  I think everybody managed to move through it well enough.  I 
did want to point out as our Executive Director, Michael [Indiscernible] [0:30:53] did during the city 
council meeting that we have a number of units of [Indiscernible] [0:30:57] dedicated to victims 
[0:31:00] of domestic violence.  And one could certainly argue that that is a version of prevalence 
Board of Housing, because without that kind of available housing, those women could easily be 
homeless.  And I’m not sure if that mollified the commissioner or not, but that is the reality.  And as 
you said, I appreciate both of you saying, you know, when you’re this far and you know, when 
you’re at the gate, that is felt close.  You can’t reprogram the property.  So we felt that we were 
providing some various special needs and much needed housing and I appreciate the support of 
everybody. 
 
Kurt Creager:  Well, your voice is important in this mix.  I just spent a little time with Commissioner 
Fish this morning prepping him on parcel 3.  And, you know, I actually enjoyed that hearing quite a 
bit because it was a little drama.  And, you know, here you have a former [0:32:00] board member 
of the Housing Authority, volunteering to vote against the biggest project we’ve ever done in 40 
years.  So a part of me wanted to say – 
 
Female Speaker:  Dig it out. 
 
Kurt Creager:  I bet you won’t do that.  I bet you won’t do that.  He needed to make a point.  He 
made his point.  The resolution did and it was enacted in October after Block 45 was conceived.  
And the big difference between parcel 3 is they came back for more money.  And if Home Forward 
would come back to us for more money after the resolution have been enacted, I would have done 
the same thing that I did with parcel 3, we just say, “We now have a new landscape, we have a new 
set of expectations, you’ve got to comply.”  But they didn’t, so I didn’t have the ability, nor did I 
have the particular motivation to reopen a negotiation on a settled deal.  So he is – he understands 
that not every project is even physically situated, geographically situated for PSH.  So [0:33:00] but 
that is a conversation that, you know, needs to play out in the public realm so that people don’t 
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just unilaterally get burdened with the expectation to comply with the council resolution.  And we 
need to provide the operating support through the county inventory and office to make sure it 
happens. 
 
Female Speaker:  I think and just me speaking personally, I might say that, you know, in the total 
development cost Home Forward equity and loan, $18.3 million, not counting $3.5 million in 
deferred developer fee, and this city’s investment is $5.6 million.  So Home Forward has almost 
four times as much money into the property, and we’re still providing those units, so it was 
interesting to get that reaction. 
 
Male Speaker:  Real quick.  I think when I read that article, it was the sense of impatience and the 
sense of passion that I heard, I think in my region I think what Betty is suggesting is probably 
correct, that there is a way to carve it out.  [0:34:01] And I doubt that, let’s just say that this 
resulted in no-vote.  I think the real question is when the mayor said, I’m confident that this 
project, and I don’t think he meant this project.  But the upcoming decisions will be part of the 
support housing strategy, I think the larger question for me is how that gets developed with three 
or four different local groups that are working on this in the coherent ways, [Indiscernible] 
[0:34:30] explain to people like Commissioner Fish that I get it, we’re doing it.  It is part of the plan, 
see?  And I think that the more of that – there is some certainty there like any other developer, 
they’re probably going to be less – impatience.  And that is what I heard, so I think that the real task 
is moving ahead.  I don’t think it was a mandate to this group to do anything one way or the other 
or the abdication of our role, I didn’t see it that way.  I just saw it as patience with something you’ve 
fought for [0:35:01] and I guess the real question is how do we give him a measured work plan to 
deliver then. 
 
Kurt Creager:  His retelling of the situation is that – the resolution calls for 2000 units in 10 years.  
And he has restated that to me, 200 a year.  Well, that is not what it says.  It says, it says a 
thousand, it says 2010 which means you might actually back load it, because you have a transition 
period, you haven’t yet as it points out, and issue the task order to come back with a financing plan.  
So you know, you’re right, it was the project in front of him that he had the opportunity to shape 
and to direct staff, that is our burden.  We’re the ones that are, the stationary objects, we need do 
that. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Okay.  Thank you very much Kurt.  Next on the agenda is, [0:36:00] I understand we 
have the updates potentially from Dory and from Javier on the program side.  So, if you’d like to 
join us. 
 
Javier Mena:  So just [Indiscernible] [0:36:12].  Have your map as a mirror.  Thanks for having me.  
Just to follow up on what we said in terms of the PSH.  We are – we will be looking at our current 
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pipeline of projects, are going through the underwriting process, and seeing, as directed by 
Commissioner Fish was, so that we can add trust on the PSH, understanding there is another 
conversation, a holistic conversation become a part of the joint office [Indiscernible] [0:36:40].  
Providers are still [Indiscernible] [0:36:43] how it is going to get funded.  But we are looking at our 
current pipeline and seeing how we can adjust for the direction received.  Beyond that, we don’t 
have – I don’t have any additional updates. 
 
Female Speaker:  Okay.  We were all just trying to come up [0:37:00] to save you some time. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  That is great.  Hi, Dory. 
 
Dory Van Bockel:  Dory Van Bockel, Risk Analysis and Plans Program Manager.  Here to just give you 
a quick update on inclusionary housing applications which you received a packet that has a 
summary on one side.  So inside that, there is a little bit more information than we had last month.  
We do continue to have additional applications now being forwarded through inclusionary housing.  
A total of 14 private development projects are either – have either been approved or in the queue 
because some of them are still within the permitting process and not fully reviewed and approved 
yet.  The numbers are not yet precise but we have over a hundred affordable units altogether.  And 
the affordability is split at the bottom, you can see it is not quite 50-50, just a little bit more than 
about [0:38:00] – as of the units, at the 80% of the area middle income level but there are a fair 
amount of 60% units as well.  Are there any questions? 
 
Male Speaker:  What is the starting date that the – from when the policy took effect? 
 
Dory Van Bockel:  February 1st of 2017. 
 
Female Speaker:  The last meeting Dory we talked about the cost analysis of multi-program 
compared to just general affordable housing development.  Do you ever get a chance to even think 
about that anymore? 
 
Sarah Zahn:  I thought Matt you were going to provide the analysis from the –. 
 
Matt:  The central city versus the non-central city multi-estimates? 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Right, there is something. 
 
Matt:  Yeah.  So [0:39:00] yeah, I don’t have that data but it is part of what we sent out.  I sent out 
some follow-up materials but we can go ahead and put that on a regular agenda if we want to go 
into detail on that on a regular agenda. 
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Female Speaker:  I think that would be great. 
 
Matt:  Sure. 
 
Female Speaker:  Give us a kind of a cost benefit analysis of this regular Affordable Housing 
Protection compared to housing institutes as we settle them out to the program. 
 
Matt:  Sure, we can certainly dive into that, this material so we’ll put that on a regular agenda after 
the New Year. 
 
Female Speaker:  Thank you.  Okay. 
 
Shannon Callahan:  Hi, Shannon Callahan, Assistant Director for Policy and Strategy.  I thought I 
could do a brief update on where we are with the Portland Affordable Housing Bond.  We are in 
the RFI phase, a request for interest in seeking properties with a specific criteria based on our 
stakeholder advisory group framework that was set.  [0:40:00] We have received approximately 42 
property submissions for occupied and existing building structures.  Only six of the 42 met our 
initial criteria for location zoning somewhere actually in the – a lot of them weren’t actually in the 
city of Portland, so they were instantly excluded.  We are sending our staff out to look at each one 
of the properties that meets our criteria.  We’ve also received 18 parcels of land for consideration.  
Only – again, six of those have met our initial screening criteria, again, besides not being in the city 
of Portland.  Some are quite frankly not large enough to build more than 20 units which is one of 
our – one of our preliminary [0:41:00] criteria.  We’ve begun to engage our bond oversight 
committee on an internal review process with both internal and external partners.  We’ve 
reviewed one particular property already.  Unfortunately, we agreed that that was a good property 
to move forward on, but at the present moment it is under contract with another buyer.  If for 
some reason that falls through, we do have the green light at this point to move ahead and we will 
be bringing more properties back to the internal and external panel later this month.  We’ll – 
should be able to have a more complete update for you.  We’re giving an update to the bond 
oversight committee which meets on December 12 and we’d be happy to share those with you.  If 
you want more information about the bond process, I’ll be happy to put that on the agenda but I’ll 
also, I think we can just share out with you what we’re sharing with them to keep you updated 
[0:42:00] and then if you have specific questions, we’ll be happy to address those. 
 
Female Speaker:  What is staff looking for when they go out and do the site visits? 
 
Shannon Callahan:  So with the – the land is a kind of an easier proposition for us.  So if it is a vacant 
parcel of land, we can look at the zoning, we can look at the location, we can look at, you know, the 
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development potential.  When it comes to an existing – an existing building we’re particularly 
looking for, you know, how is it – how is it such – is it worth it for us to buy.  I mean, we have a 
target price of about $160,000 with bond funds for each existing property and some of these 
properties may only have a useful life of quite frankly 10 to 15 years which is not the type of 
investment that we’ve been asked to seek.  We can look where we are considering properties that 
were built when lead paint was [0:43:00] prevalent, but we are – we are finding that that is 
something that we may want to factor out though it is not in our first criteria.  Quite frankly, I think 
what we’ve been submitted may not be the – some of the best properties that would be 
potentially out there, but we are considering, you know, doing substantial rehab.  I think it is just a 
matter of can we get at least 20 more years of life and it doesn’t have the development potential.  
Some properties are – don’t have current zoning for us to rebuild.  For instance, if there were a fire 
or even if we wanted to redevelop them at some point.  So – But we are getting some interesting 
things and we are going to, in the New Year, more aggressively work with brokers and others to try 
to seek out properties that we may be interested in target areas given to us by the stakeholder 
advisory framework. 
 
Cameron:  Okay.  Yeah, Shannon.  [0:44:00] The last meeting when Karl was sharing the criteria for 
what property is looking for.  I showed a concern that the zoning requirements are overly 
restrictive. 
 
Shannon Callahan:  Okay. 
 
Cameron:  Just in the [Indiscernible] [0:44:11] neighborhood where I work, there are a number of 
properties I think that make great candidates, that would meet all of their requirements other than 
the zoning.  You know, we’re talking about properties that have the capacity to build well over 20 
units, but they’re large properties.  And so they’re R1 or R2 zoning but they’re large enough and 
you can put over 20 units there.  So I’m still – I’m not convinced that there is a good rational to 
exclude those properties from consideration. 
 
Shannon Callahan:  We’re not either.  We actually think that in looking at what we’re getting that 
that indeed may be a change we want to make.  In fact, we – staff is proposing that we make that 
change.  We feel more comfortable going to the bond oversight committee next week to talk with 
them about that before reissuing the RFI.  But we – that is our recommendation [0:45:00] to the 
bond oversight committee after looking at the properties and especially the neighborhoods that – 
so the neighborhoods you’ve identified, we think that is correct. 
 
Cameron:  Thank you.  And then one other piece of feedback on this is in light of the study that 
Professor Bates [Phonetic] [0:45:16] is he recently did for the housing bureau on the potential loss 
of naturally-occurring affordable housing multi-family buildings, I hope that that will be a priority 
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for acquisitions is buildings that are in danger that are currently affordable, that are in danger of 
becoming unaffordable because of flipping or redevelopment and particularly where there are low 
income renters of color that make up the majority of these buildings.  And I think there is an 
opportunity to work with tenant organizers on a strategy hand in hand that would help push 
owners to be interested in selling [0:46:00] and get tenants working together as part of a kind of a 
collaborative strategy. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Thank you, Cameron [Phonetic] [0:46:09]. 
 
Male Speaker:  So a little Venn diagram question, I read the metro’s grants from the CET and I 
noted that there are probably four or five, maybe six related to affordable housing in various 
neighborhoods and I wondered will the bond committee for several times, they actually mentioned 
leveraging bond dollars for St. John’s for example, specifically mentions bonds, and I think it might 
be Brentwood Darlington or somewhere else.  So, how do those circles overlap?  You’d have five 
advanced planning processes for neighborhoods which might not get the response from – buy in 
those neighborhoods.  So I guess I’m trying to sort of, we got a lot of potential here at least circles 
overlap and then how – [0:47:00] I don’t have an answer but it struck me that there is a lot to talk 
about use of that resource, but we may not line up with what we’re getting from your advice, so 
probably, yeah. 
 
Shannon Callahan:  So we – I’m looking over to my co-assistant director because we are – we are 
not wanting just to stay with the RFI but actually to actively seek out properties in particular 
locations and you know, St. John’s, Brentwood Darlington  you know, Kali [Phonetic] [0:47:29]. 
 
Male Speaker:  Kali is in here too. 
 
Shannon Callahan:  Yeah.  There are a number of neighborhoods or so, and honestly it is not just 
sometimes neighborhoods, it could be individual –. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Shannon Callahan:  Indeed – Anyway, there are also individual pockets, you know, there are 
neighborhoods that I think we all have on our minds and I think we all kind of share.  We’ve kind of 
talked about some of those same neighborhoods.  And there is also just pockets [0:48:00] in 
different places, you know.  So it is not just as easy as putting a big circle on the diagram.  I’m 
looking at the 4 o’clock time and realizing and I might be talking too much, so. 
 
Javier Mena:  Just very quick, we did in regard to leveraging what Metro is in.  It is challenging 
obviously, with the bond, when there is limitations to where we – how we invest.  We definitely are 
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looking at leveraging just infrastructure investments or any other type of investments in any way 
we can.  Then as Shannon  mentioned, we know that the R5 process along will not get us there so 
we will be more active and engage in a little more proactive model to be able to get that. 
 
Female Speaker:  Thank you.  I have a quick question.  Are the bond proceeds subject to the 99 
affordability issue as well so that anything we do with the Brown Act, we have it done with bond 
[0:49:00] to set a 99-year overlay.  That is – So that makes it tougher on that rehab, doesn’t it? 
 
Shannon Callahan:  Surprisingly right now, they – bond is – bond properties will be city-owned 
property so they – based on constitutional restrictions, so there will be a different model of funding 
and creation and – than we’ve typically done with non-profits or private development.  So they – as 
far as we’re concerned, they’ll be permanently affordable but they will be in – and actually titled in 
that city’s name. 
 
Female Speaker:  Did you mention the 20-year life span for the properties? 
 
Shannon Callahan:  Yes, and I think we’re looking both – when we look at properties that may be 
existing properties that people are in, we’re looking to make sure that we do have that permanent 
affordability and if they’re – and that they do have a value now and into the future, if they’re 
[0:50:00] you know, only really valuable for the next 20 years no matter how much money we put 
into them and we can’t redevelop the property, it is not something we’d be interested in because 
we are looking for something that is permanent. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Okay, thank you very much to staff.  I’m going to go ahead and invite Mike and Gwenn 
to join us at the table from Oregon LOCUS and while we’re inviting them up I want to give Amy a 
chance to quickly give us an update.  She asked for a moment. 
 
Amy:  Yes.  Thank you everyone.  The work that I do in the community has taken me to kind of a 
new place with working with the folks developing the non-emergency medical transportation piece 
which is how clients get to and from their appointments and it is a service paid for by the state 
through Medicaid dollars.  Yeah.  And basically what is happening is we currently have a provider 
who has access to care, that both [0:51:00] family care and health share signed on about five years 
ago.  And due to the system at large, the community and everyone is really unhappy so we’ve 
decided to bring it back to the neighborhood and start developing our own network of drivers, 
providers.  We want everybody’s feedback on, if you have ideas as a nonprofit, how would you like 
to see your clients get better access to their appointments?  And I was thinking maybe even some 
non-approved appointments like therapies that are not paid for by Medicaid but could potentially 
be done based on how we set up our transportation system. 
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There will be local call centers, so all calls coming in 24/7 will be answered locally.  So anyone 
needing a ride like to a hospital or back from the hospital, we’re working that out.  And I’ve got 
some flyers that I’m going to pass around.  Right connection [0:52:00] has gotten the contract to 
head up the training and organizing the drivers and helping to develop our network, and on part of 
the transportation advisory committee.  And we have seats available there that we need 
representation of different agencies to be part of so that we can help make sure that folks get 
transported in a really good manner with more focus on customer service and more focus on really 
meeting the people where they’re at in our community. 
 
So it is going to be an exciting time.  The contract with access to care ends June 1st, 2018.  So we’re 
kind of in a crunch to try to organize all these before next year and make sure that everybody gets a 
chance to either drive for the organization or potentially be an agency that helps create a network 
of more partners. 
 
So if you have any questions, give the folks [0:53:00] a call at the bottom.  If you want to go to the 
workshops and get more information, that would be great.  Our Tac [Phonetic] [0:53:07] meeting is 
when?  Tomorrow at 1:00 o’clock to 3:00 o’clock at the Lincoln Building for 21 Southwest Oak in 
the Pine room.  So you’re welcome to come and get to meet everybody on the advisory 
committee. 
 
And like I said, we have openings for different representatives from behavioral health.  We need 
some folks that represent different areas of the community that we might be missing.  So feel free 
to come and be a part of this, because this is our community and the more we help clients access 
their care, the better we’ll all be in the long run, just providing support.  So feel free to ask any 
questions or come on down because we’ve got a good year ahead of us.  Thank you. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Thanks a lot, Amy. 
 
Female Speaker:  Thank you for doing that. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  That is great. [0:54:00] Well, welcome to our guests.  We have Mike Kingsella and 
Gwenn Baldwin here from Oregon LOCUS to give us an update.  Thank you guys. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Sure.  Thank you.  So I’m Gwenn Baldwin.  I’m a state and local government 
relations advocate for Oregon LOCUS.  And Mike Kingsella serves as the Executive Director of 
Oregon LOCUS.  And we’re the Oregon affiliate of Smart Growth America’s coalition of responsible 
investors and developers.  It is a national organization and we’re sort of a beta test for a state 
chapter. 
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And really the focus is how do we sustain and create more high opportunity neighborhoods, how 
do we leverage those to their maximum benefit and how do we ensure that they are economically, 
socially, and environmentally sustainable as we look at the high opportunity factor. 
 
And so one of the things that we have been paying attention to and sort of trying to tease around is 
this incredibly large [0:55:00] pipeline of projects that are in the queue in Portland that will be built 
at 100% market, unless there is a dynamic change that makes that attractive to include 
affordability. 
 
And so what we really wanted to do in coming here today was to get your insights and feedback on 
the questions that we have been asking ourselves.  Does Portland want to capture some 
affordability in this pipeline of otherwise market-rate projects?  And what is the most effective and 
cost-effective way to access affordability in those projects?  So I want to let it over to Mike and 
then we’ll get to our thoughts. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Hi, good afternoon everyone.  As Gwenn mentioned, my name is Mike Kingsella 
with Oregon LOCUS.  And as Gwenn mentioned, there is a huge pipeline of projects in the queue 
per the memo from Bureau of Planning and Sustainability dated, I think, [0:56:00] September 15.  
They estimated 19,000 units of multifamily market-rate, multifamily exist in the pipeline that as 
Gwenn said, will move forward to 100% market.  And 5,000 of those, the memo notes, have 
already submitted for building permits. 
 
Just broader context in the overall housing production field, we are seeing headwinds as far as 
feasibility of moving as an industry, significant number of new housing projects forward.  Capital 
markets continue to get challenged with construction lending pulling back 5 to 10 percentage 
points in terms of leverage in pricing significantly moving outwards, which increases the cost of 
capital and consequently increases the cost to develop and bring housing units to market. 
 
Secondly, we’re seeing a construction cost increase at a rate of anywhere from [0:57:00] half 
percentage point to one full percentage point per month which, again, caused significant pressure 
on financing and moving projects forward.  And then finally by submarket in Portland, we’re 
actually seeing rents soften.  So with a lot of the new supply in the pipeline coming online in areas 
like Portland’s Lloyd Center for all district, North Williams corridor, we’re seeing rents often which 
leads to further difficulty in making sense of potential projects and in getting those projects 
financed and fully underwritten. 
 
And so in that context, we think that the bird in the hand of the 5,000 units is currently underway in 
that queue.  It – we’ve been challenging ourselves and thinking about how do we pull some of 
those over to volunteer to provide set asides of affordability. 
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And I think a final note is that it is supporting a way, [0:58:00] you know, these opportunities and 
these ideas against the per-key cost.  And so we’ve been thinking about how to find the sweet spot 
between the per-key or per-door subsidy requirement and the financial viability of projects with an 
incorporation of affordability. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  So, yeah, believe in your packet, you received a [Indiscernible] [0:58:23] of three 
concepts and they have different emphases.  And part of the driver is sooner is better than later, 
and what motivates people to choose, to develop sooner and choose to incorporate affordability 
sooner. 
 
So you’ll see things that have different toggles and there are different cost points associated.  These 
options, to be really clear, none of them have the same long-term affordability that the larger 
inclusionary housing program has.  This is about encouraging and [0:59:00] capturing affordability 
that is more than what would be if nothing changes, which is none.  And so that is the context in 
which it is measured.  It really can’t be measured against inclusionary housing program because it is 
not comparing against it.  It is comparing against 100% market pipeline. 
 
So we’re looking at also at how we can encourage sort of speed of adoption, which is why one of 
these elements, particularly the one that deals with waving fees in part is time limited.  If you don’t 
do it in this period of time, you don’t get this extra encouragement.  So I think – yeah. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Yeah, there is a-- it urged people along.  So with that – and each of these options 
has different attractiveness depending on your capital stack, your, you know, your financing, what 
your land is, what your project scope is.  So that is why we also looked at option.  So with that, Mike 
will walk you through the specifics. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Yeah.  So walking [1:00:00] through the options and what they encourage and 
really at what cost.  So in front of you, you should have a one-page document that provides three 
separate options for the voluntary affordability, you know.  The background comments are 
generally what Gwenn and I have discussed with you all over the past few minutes. 
 
So I’ll drill into option one, which is really emphasizing both the provision of affordable units and 
the duration of affordability.  And so with this, the concept is to provide for a set aside of 10% of 
project units at 60% of median family income, or 20% of units for families earning – restricted 
families earning 80% of median income.  So the idea here is really to mimic the structure of the 
current [1:01:00] inclusionary housing program. 
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And so as to offset that and make this option tensile and attractive enough to – and sent folks to 
voluntary into providing the set aside, we’re proposing [indiscernible] [01:01:15] and we’re 
contemplating a 10-year tax abatement on all units in the project.  And by the way, this option 
contemplates 20-year duration as opposed to the old 10-year duration in a multi-program. 
 
But as Gwenn mentioned, less than the 99-year duration in the current IH program and in addition 
to the tenure tax exemption, a 50% waiver of system development charge fees and CET fees, but 
that is only offered through December 20 – excuse me, December 31, 2020 to push action sooner 
rather than later.  And on this point maybe it makes sense to just go through [1:02:00] the scoring 
as we go through these. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  So knowing that you have already – you know, looking at how you look at the 
affordable housing bond and other subsidies, what is the per-key, you know, what does this mean?  
Well, obviously the more units you’re spreading that per-key subsidy over, the less per-key the 
subsidy is. 
 
So with all of these options, the 60% AMI which has 10% inclusion units is going to be a higher per-
key cost because you’re having fewer units of affordability that are behind that burden.  So if you 
look at option one, the per-key, and we just, you know, we looked at it from a 3-storey, and 6-
storey, 8-storey, and a 15-storey program because obviously people are going to build different 
things in different places at the city. 
 
But looking at – for example, the 6-storey podium, the cost per unit would be just under $164,000.  
So if you think about some of the different [1:03:00] things that you’re looking at how that 
compares favorably or not.  It is a whole lot more expensive if you’re going at 60% AMI because 
you’re only having 10% that you just have to bear that cost and it pops up to 315,000.  So that – 
bear that in mind, the 164, keep that in mind because we’ll come back to that with these other 
options so you can see what the value proposition is.  Yeah? 
 
Ed:  What cost is the 164? 1:03:27 
 
Female Speaker:  Yeah. 
 
Ed:  The cost to the city or? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Yes. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Yes, that is the – 
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Gwenn Baldwin:  The city’s cost. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  That is the net present value of the 10-year tax abatement plus the 50% waiver of 
SDC fees would normally be charged, as well the CET. 
 
Ed:  And how would you calculate the tax abatement?  What discount rate did you use? 
 
Mike Kingsella:  I believe in our model, we used the discount rate of roughly 8%, which is based on 
cost of capital for – it is generally how appraisers in Portland value income, present value of tax 
payments, so weighted average cost of capital. 
 
Male Speaker:  [1:04:00] And what have you come with what the taxes, the amount of taxes 
abatement would be? 
 
Mike Kingsella:  We assumed fair – the real market value of the asset multiplied by the change 
property ratio to go to the intern estimate of the assessed value, how we imply a typical middle 
rate in the city of Portland and we included that at a 3% increase with the property tax limitation 
model. 
 
Male Speaker:  Okay. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  I have a question about the waiver of the fees, piece of this puzzle because in the past 
I know that has been a challenge.  We typically waive fees on units that are at or below 60% NFI 
and have a 60-year affordability term only.  And so have you – has this been vetted or what has 
been the bureau’s response to that piece of the puzzle? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Oh, I think both Shannon and Matt have been very candid that, you know, SDCs 
are maybe not quite the equivalent [1:05:00] of a third rail but are not, you know, popular.  And I 
think – I mean we get that, you know.  This is not our first [indiscernible] [01:05:08]. 
 
At the same time, there are only so many tools that are available in this toolbox.  And if what we 
want to do is avail ourselves of these 19,000 units that will otherwise be market.  I mean there may 
be some in mixed-use areas that voluntarily opt to crossover are largely driven by, I would say, the 
parking requirement rent.  But that is not happening in central city which is our highest opportunity 
area or near in east side or west side. 
 
And so we actually have to – if those are the tools that are available, then we have to look at using 
them sparingly, which is why we came at 50%, not 100% and limited time duration.  Not too similar 
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in some ways to what folks did when they were approaching AD use and wanting to really 
stimulate people to build AD use they gave that, you know, that waiver of fees. [1:06:00] And this 
does not by the way, waiver all development fees.  It is specifically focused on the SDC and CETs at 
50%. 
 
Female Speaker:  So just to be sure we’re on the same page, how are you defining an opportunity 
area? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  It’s the – I mean I can describe it, but I mean there are mechanics within the city 
of Portland that said this is a high – it is scored as a high opportunity area.  But when we’re talking 
about places that you can walk to basic services that you have access to transit, whether it is fixed, 
or rapid bus, or otherwise. 
 
Female Speaker:  Good schools. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Good schools.  It means all those components of what makes easy access.  So 
again, being very mindful of the fact that it has to drive significant distances or travel significant 
distances in order to access to services that is a cost of your life and livelihood that, you know, is 
more expensive than if you had access to those things within walking or [Indiscernible] [1:06:58] 
community. 
 
So that is [1:07:00] option one.  If you look at – Mike will walk you through option two and option 
three. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Sure.  Option two and option three are really designed to be variance off of option 
one.  So really focusing on if the SDC and CET waivers are not possible or feasible, you know, 
options to pursue, we thought about, well, what are the other tradeoffs that we consider in terms 
of creating a workable program that would, again, incentivize that backlog of projects to voluntarily 
opt into providing a set aside of affordable units. 
 
And so you’ll see that there is two options, two very different emphasis.  Option two has an 
emphasis on affordability duration.  And so again, we held the 20-year requirement constant, 
assumed a 10-year tax abatement on all units, but assumed that the SDC [1:08:00] 50% waiver and 
the CET waiver were not part of the package.  That supports a set aside of 70 – excuse me, 7% of 
the project and 60% of median, or 15% of the project and 80% of median from scoring our price 
standpoint. 
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Gwenn Baldwin:  Right.  Interestingly, it is a little bit more expensive than option one and that is 
because you have fewer units that are being affordable and therefore all the weight of that public 
subsidy sits on fewer units.  So it is about 167.6 per key for option two. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  And then turning to option three, the emphasis is on to set aside rather than the 
duration of affordability.  And so you can really think about this as what we – the old multi-program 
that existed prior to February 1st [1:09:00] of this year.  So it is a 10-year abatement on all units and 
an exchange for a 10-year affordability duration at a set aside of 10% of units and 60% of median 
income, or 20% of units with respect to the 80% of median income. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  So, again, looking at 6-storey building, using that same model, the per-key cost is 
just over 127,000.  So in some regard, we’re not talking about a huge swing.  The big swing is 
between 80% AMI and 60.  Again, because you’re talking about 10% units, therefore you’re talking 
about more of that subsidy applying to fewer units and therefore the per-key cost is higher. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  And by the way, the swing is not driven by the affordability restriction for modeling 
this.  The affordability – the difference in the cost per unit is really driven by the set aside. [1:10:00] 
So hypothetically, we do reverse this and have 10% – excuse me, 20% of units. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Sixty. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Sixty.  It would be – you would get the same result. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  And 10% of 80%, 80% would be a higher cost to the public. 
 
Female Speaker:  Can I jump in at this point with a question? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Yeah. 
 
Female Speaker:  Thank you. And I’m going to pull up Betty here and suggest that while I’m here 
representing the program, we talked about home ownership and permanent affordability a lot.  
I’ve spent years of my career on the homeless end of the spectrum, public policy development in 
the past and spent six year running the homeless agency.  And I really am interested in the entire 
continuum of housing. 
 
I just want to say that I think – I’m impressed with your thinking about this kind of Rubik’s cube, you 
know, you move one thing here, and I know that has been used as analogy for the federal 
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imaginations.  But in this case, I’ve already reached out to you Mike and I really think that [1:11:00] 
there is people in the business of doing affordability for clients from the perspective of what it 
really takes to make units truly affordable to working families and to the people at various levels of 
MFI that if we could team up and think about how best to meet that need, you know, maybe there 
is a path forward. 
 
We’re going to encourage, of course, longer affordability because losing these units in the future 
are huge.  And I’m also wanting to emphasize, there is a lot of settings, not just here in the city of 
Portland State where we talk about this with broad stroke that includes both rental and home 
ownership, and they are simply two different things.  There is different dynamics that affect each 
one.  I think we have to break them apart and look at them differently because rental has a whole – 
I mean I think this is kind of a rubric that is kind of a rental orientation. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Absolutely. 
 
Female Speaker:  There is a whole other piece that has to do with home ownership that could be, 
you know, condos [1:12:00] basically, and setting them aside in ways to achieve maybe even better 
than what you’re saying at less cost.  I mean I think we can get there.  So I mean I know there are 
people in the business that could help us with the affordability and what it would take to really 
make this kind of scenario work for rental.  We’re looking forward to talking with you about how 
we think it could work for home ownership. 
 
And I know it seems like the complex piece of work, but I think there are simple steps in the path 
that might get us down the road.  And maybe if we can come up with something together, we 
could bring it to the city and maybe talk about the pros and cons of those foregone resources that 
the city really require – really relies on it in terms of assistant development charges and that kind of 
thing.  And I think we really got to make a very strong case.  But why would we pass up the 
opportunity to see if we can get any of those units, percentage of any of these developers to 
engage with us. 
 
The last thing I would add is [1:13:00], you know, the lift funds at the state level, if they sort out a 
few glitches right now that they’re struggling with right now, really could be paired with some of 
this and we could actually tap some of those resources to maybe bring another layer of support 
and to achieve deeper levels of affordability or, again, just timing, leveraging, making sure it works, 
because everybody wants first position, everyone. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  I know. 
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Female Speaker:  As what is mentioned earlier.  So I really look forward to working with you both 
on this and seeing whether or not we can come up with some ideas that might help in fact 
influence the work you’ve been doing in here on the policy around having to implement IH for 
home ownership too. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Thank you.  And one of the things I really want to emphasize is that, again, if you 
look – we’ll just use the 80% because it is the 20% rate of affordability that we were applying.  The 
difference between 164, which is that option one, and a little bit over 127, which is the option 
three [1:14:00], dollar-wise isn’t necessarily that much but you’re getting twice the affordability 
duration.  And that seems significant to us that the option one you get 20 years of affordability, 
option three is then 10 years of affordability, and that seems like a good value proposition for the 
difference in the per-key amount. 
 
But, yes, I think this is absolutely a model that is geared toward rental, it is not geared toward 
home ownership.  There are lots of ways in which I think we can partner.  Other thoughts, 
feedback? 
 
Sarah Zahn:  So, Amy, do you have a question? 
 
Amy:  Yeah.  My question is around –. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Amy:  There we go.  Is when you say 10-year tax abatement on all units, you don’t mean an entire 
building, you’re talking about just the units that are affordable, right? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  We mean all the units. 
 
Amy:  So you’re talking about all the units in the whole building? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Mm-hmm. 
 
Amy:  Okay.  And the other is [1:15:00], are you talking about studios, one bedroom, two 
bedrooms, three bedrooms, what are we looking at for types of rentals, like what sizes are they? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  All of the above.  It is not exclusive to the numbers. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Yeah. 
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[CROSSTALK] 
 
Mike Kingsella:  And similar to past programs that the city of Portland has run.  It will be equivalent 
distribution of units across the prop.  So if 20% of the project were two bedrooms, and 60% of the 
project were one bedroom, and another 20% were studios, then the provision of affordable units 
would match that distribution. 
 
Amy:  Okay, okay. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  But it wouldn’t be only for three-bedroom but only for studio it would be. 
 
Amy:  That is right. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Yeah, I have two suggestions.  First is that [1:16:00] I love to explore some way that 
you could write in an option that you would have to extend the affordability term at the end of the 
10 or 20 years, so that if we get to that point we realize based on whatever is happening financially 
in the development world that there would be a good use of public resources to invest something 
else at that point to lock in 20 more years that there are some building opportunity for the city to 
make some play to extend the affordability. 
 
And then the second thing is, why would we want to limit where and which buildings – 
geographically where they would be eligible for this?  If someone is building a project that is across 
the street from an arbitrary geographic circle where we say opportunity exist on this side, but not 
on this side, why would we want to let – exclude that building from being one that includes 
affordable housing? 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  That is an excellent point.  It is the conversation [1:17:00] that we’ve had about, 
how do you leverage the initial investments?  So we didn’t – we specifically didn’t say this is only 
inside central city because there are in fact projects that are already across the street from the line 
of central city which have a, you know, a different set of rules by which they play in the discussion 
of affordable housing. 
 
So what we’ve been trying to say is a relative geography of near in east side, near in west side, and 
transit lines, and gateway because those are established, designated places where public transit 
and investment has occurred, and where density is intended to occur and makes the most of the 
existing public investments.  So there are two high opportunity areas.  But, no, I would tend to 
agree, we don’t want anything that is a bright line that says if you’re across the street you don’t 
have this option. 
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Mike Kingsella:  And I would also add that, you know, from the perspective of limited resources 
across the board we were trying to contemplate prioritization.  And from affordability [1:18:00] 
standpoint one of the issues we’re keenly aware off is that for a family earning, maybe at 50% of 
median income, the cost of commute by auto with gas and maintenance, and car payments, and so 
on and so forth, hits those family budgets disproportionately, right? 
 
So our idea was to maximize affordable housing opportunities and locations adjacent to transit 
commute opportunities.  And frankly, in areas where the lion’s share of development has not been 
affordable, right?  So trying to weight the scale of production more towards areas where folks can 
lessen their transportation and cost burden, as well as housing burden. 
 
Male Speaker:  So not just speaking there hypothetically, though.  There are – as this program went 
forward, there will be a limit of how many units the city is going to subsidize through this program 
and want those to be focused [Indiscernible] [1:18:57]. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Yeah.  I mean some of this is [1:19:00] just – is the market.  You know, of those 19, 
000, how many will actually be built, then how many of those will be attractive to move over into, 
you know, incorporating affordable?  And there is already a cap on how much tax can be abated in 
that period of time where, you know, this 100% market is sort of filling the queue, how much of 
that is going to be of that abatement cap is going to be taken by this program?  I think we’re 
mindful that this is not something that even 50% of projects will likely adapt.  But some will and we 
wanted to have the highest value of prospect so that when it sits underneath that overall $5 million 
rolling in five-year cap, it is valuable and meaningful. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Male Speaker:  Just a quick question, maybe it is for Matt.  I appreciate this is an effort of problem 
solving.  We’ve talked about that opportunity a little bit, but are there other [1:20:00] proposals 
coming from the city itself or other people to put this in some context? 
 
Matt:  So I’m not aware of another proposal coming from a non-city entity to incentivize the vested 
pool of units other than LOCUS.  And, you know, we’ve been having, you know, conversations.  
Mike and I are having conversations about this for a few months because the mayor’s office is 
interested in finding the right balance between public benefit and expenditure of fee or tax waivers 
in exchange for trying to incentivize in somebody’s unit. 
 
So the premise of, you know, and I should have said this, that the concept that the premise of 
LOCUS being here today is that the mayor’s office is interested in what is possible in incentivizing 
some of the vested queue to opt in and was specifically [1:21:00] looking for feedback from this 
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body before something moved forward in the form of a formal proposal to council to authorize an 
incentive program. 
 
Male Speaker:  So just a quick follow-up.  Does that imply then that this is somewhat endorsed by 
the mayor’s office?  There aren’t other courses in the race? 
 
Matt:  It does not apply that this is endorsed by the mayor’s office.  Before, the mayor has settled 
on an opt-in program, if you will, used like for feedback from both the bureau and this body.  And, 
you know, as both Gwenn and Mike have alluded to, there have been some previous iterations.  I 
think some of the primary differences were a waiver of all the SDCs, which as mentioned we’ve 
been very candid that that is probably a non-starter with city council, and so they have put 
together these options at our request further review here, and then we’ll be working with them to 
look at [1:22:00] what does this mean in terms of the cost for tax exemption or SDC waivers or CET 
waivers. 
 
Female Speaker:  So I think I would be interested in seeing something more than this single page.  
Maybe staff has seen it, but we haven’t.  I really like to see the modeling across all the scenarios, 
including building heights to see your financial impact across the board because otherwise – 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  Sure. 
 
Female Speaker:  – this isn’t a lot to go on. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  I would also love to see that.  And I just want to emphasize again, you know, let’s 
all work together on this.  There is a lot of us that really want to be a part of this conversation and 
we have a lot to add.  So I think if it was a much – it was a more broadly collaborative proposal, we 
maybe can get further down the road together. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  I will – I agree.  And I think we will – we’ll be working with LUCOS to cost this out.  I 
also want to acknowledge that while many of LOCUS’ members may have projects that make up 
[1:23:00] the 14 000, they do not have control over all of the owners of these proformas. 
 
And so, we’ll do our best to – with LUCOS to try and identify some potential real but anonymous 
proformas.  But there may be a certain amount of prototypes based on where we see the permits 
and generally what zoning we see in those areas. 
 
Male Speaker:  Three thoughts on it.  One, the – well, I guess, maybe four. 
 
Female Speaker:  Yeah. 
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Ed:  The discount rate might make sense for you, Mike, but it might not be the same discount rate 
the city would use in valuing its participation.  So, you know, a lower discount rate is going to make 
that number look a lot bigger and then that present value.  So let’s say that uses – there is a form, 
but there might be higher ceiling on what the real cost is to the city in terms of the city’s calculation 
of its investment, not yours. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  And just – sorry, real quick, Ed.  To that point, I am looking [1:24:00] over Dory.  I’m 
pretty sure that in the past for the traditional multi-program we used 3%. 
 
Ed:  That is what I would guess. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Is my – but don’t – you know, we’ll come back.  We will present the assumptions 
on both sides, both LOCUS and then ourselves for how we would discount the property tax 
exemption. 
 
Ed:  So, well, let’s stick with your number at the 164 per key over 20 years of affordability.  It looks 
like you’re about 8,200 per unit per year of invest of investment by the city at that present value.  
So you need – the city would need $700 reproduction from what the market-rate to the 60% to 
make that make sense to make them be equal.  If it is more than 700, city comes out ahead.  If it is 
less than 700, city is putting a little more than they’re getting.  So that is what we think about it 
right now. 
 
So, you know, I think the 60% rent [1:25:00] for one bedroom are probably close to 800 right now.  
So you need a market-rate of 1,500 on a one bedroom.  And they’re probably dropping below that 
if you take in three months of, you know, free rent, or some free parking, or to rent a moving cost.  
You know, the real cost of those markets per unit might be less than 1,500.  So is the city getting 
that $700 discount for the investment that it is making?  So that is really the first thought. 
 
The second is the city’s gamble would be, well, if they don’t give this, you know, given the 
description of I think, you know, Mike’s sort of active description of the market, the headwinds, 
along these [Indiscernible] [1:25:36].  So what happens?  You know, when do other projects get 
built and they have to come at the door for the existing program?  So, what will the city get if it 
waits and takes the existing IZ program? 
 
But the third thought is most people think the existing IZ program is pretty harsh and not feasible.  
So, [1:26:00] maybe somewhere between what you’re offering and a little bit more is a way to look 
at a more realistic IZ program, and that might be a great experiment.  So that being said, I think 
there is a basis for discussion here to try and get something practical to see if it works better than 
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what we have on paper, because I’m not sure what we’ll get build in the existing program.  So 
those were my thoughts. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Thank you.  Thank you, Ed.  And I appreciate the comments and I agree with all the 
points you raised from the perspective of, you know, the question of the discount rate.  We’re 
certainly looking at that valuation from the market participant perspective and clearly from a city 
finance perspective.  There is a different value associated with the tax payment.  And so, we’re 
happy to share our numbers and do that reconciliation partnership with the bureau with respect to 
the relationship between the subsidy requirement [1:27:00] and the cost of the dollar amount. 
 
This per unit, per month subsidy versus the capitalized subsidy, there should be and there is as we 
model it a direct relationship.  And so I just – that I wanted to also – and respond to you that, you 
know, while developer and our member developer proformas are not in all cases disclosable, real 
estate proformas are rocket science.  And what we’ve done in various settings is taken prototypes 
for, I mean, 6-storey mid-rise projects all the way up to 15-storey high rise.  And we can very 
transparently show how we got to the numbers that we got to in terms of tying that per unit, per 
month rent subsidy to the capitalized subsidy.  So we’re happy to share that information as 
process. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Absolutely. 
 
Female Speaker:  – projects, yeah. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Right.  And that is all tied to, you know, market [1:28:00] information for publish, 
you know, investors, surveys, too, you know, what is going on.  These are the market rents and 
construction cost, again, cycled sources.  So we’re happy to participate in that process and share 
what we can from that standpoint. 
 
Female Speaker:  I mean it would just be nice to see how you got to 164 units –. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  And I know we’re running out of time on this topic, but with all due respect to Ed, 
there is a lot of us who work really hard to get this, the band on inclusionary zoning at the time off.  
Not everybody doesn’t like it.  But a lot of us think, it really got some great promise.  It needs to be 
done really well and right.  And I think we can learn from jurisdictions across the country that have 
applied this and try to find, you know, that sweet spot of balance and I know it is not easy.  We 
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were developers, too.  We work with the city.  It is not easy.  God loved you all.  So I think, you 
know, I do think we want to get proactive and move together – move forward together. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Yeah. 
 
Gwenn Baldwin:  No question.  And truthfully, we were, in support of the adoption of inclusionary 
zoning [1:29:00], I think there are two points I think that are really important.  One is we get that 
we can’t sort of, you know, put blinders on and say, “Inclusionary housing is over here, don’t look 
to the right behind the curtain.”  We are talking about this 100% market queue.  And I think we 
would agree it is not going to be all 19,000 to get built.  Is it going to be half of it?  Is it going to be 
2/3 of it, 1/3 of it?  I don’t know.  But whatever those numbers of units are, we know at least there 
are five that are permitted.  Can we get affordability within those?  And so like the bird in the hand, 
it is moving forward. 
 
There will be a time in which all of us will engage robustly in how we’re doing conversation piece of 
the inclusionary zoning, and that is an important conversation that will be coming down the road.  
It is somewhat separate from this, except that I appreciate if folks are holding back on doing 
anything with the best of queue because they don’t want [1:30:00] anything to take away from the 
available tools for inclusionary housing.  And I would say simply this is not an either/or.  It is an 
additive.  It is a we.  If we do not do something now we are talking about somewhat in the ballpark 
of three to five years. 
 
Cameron:  Okay.  So they aren’t clear.  I’m not sure if I said something that sounds like it was critical 
of inclusionary zoning as a concept, I don’t mean that.  It is the program that we enacted locally.  A 
lot of people see it as some of the most onerous requirements for implementing inclusionary 
zoning in the country and maybe not feasible on the market. 
 
So my thought is if we can get something along this line that works, it gives us something else to 
compare and then we’ll see what actually gets build under the existing program for new ones that 
come in the door and see if it works.  So it is a nice experiment.  We do it.  It is not a criticism of IZ 
as a concept.  It is rules we put up. 
 
Female Speaker:  [1:31:00] Okay.  Thank you. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  So thanks everyone.  We do need to move on.  But I do just want to make one 
comment about the proposal which is that, you know, we have had a multi-program that we’ve 
used for these types of projects and I would challenge LOCUS and the bureau to, you know, why 
are we – why are we not considering, you know, temporarily using a program that had successful 
parameters in place before while not perfect?  And with a limited affordability period, I think, which 
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caused all of us some consternation, it is still for this particular group of units, it could be an 
opportunity. 
 
Now, clearly, we have limited resources and understanding that there are – you know, we are 
programming property tax exemptions in one place or another whether we’re using them for the 
future IZ or for the existing multi-program [1:32:00] there is – there are caps and there are limits of 
resources.  I question why we are trying to create a new program when there is one that exists. 
 
So that – I’ll just leave us with that and something to think about as we move forward.  But I am 
glad that we’re talking about this because I think it would be a shame to miss an opportunity to 
capture some affordability in some of these future housing developments. 
 
So with that, I’m going to thank you both for coming today and for the robust conversation.  And 
I’m going to turn this over to Matt to talk about budget, our favorite topic, especially at quarter 
five. 
 
Matt:  So yes, we are behind schedule as usual.  So I just confirmed with Sarah and just to kind of 
flag this for everyone so you’re not going to have any other – first reminder, we have two meetings 
in January to talk about budget.  And in our first meeting we will have no standing updates and we 
will have no other agenda item except for budget [1:33:00], because we keep getting behind 
schedule.  So just be prepared for that in the first January meeting and we’ll try and get the 
standing updates as written updates. 
 
Female Speaker:  Great.  Well that’s just looking in this and save our [Indiscernible] [1:33:13] for 
later. 
 
Matt:  I think if we have time certainly, but just know that we will have a full two hours of only 
budget and nothing else for the first January meeting.  So for –. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  I better not hear that you’re all sick. 
 
Ed:  No. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  You’ll hunt us down. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
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Matt:  So just as a reminder of where we have been.  Oh, should we have – also, can we get the 
members of the budget advisory, the PHAC staff or the Housing Bureau staff to join PHAC, all 
members of the Budget Advisory Commission? 
 
Female Speaker:  Oh, that was so close to get a report. 
 
Matt:  Yeah.  They’re trying to sit back there.  So – and so as you heard, we’ll have two hours of the 
first January meeting. 
 
As a reminder where we’ve been, you know, we’ve talked about the city’s overall budget and the 
budget process [1:34:00].  We’ve spent some time talking about how the bureau works in terms of 
its 12-year development forecast, which can help you understand, when you’re looking at a single 
fiscal year that we’re really looking at a 12-year fund and development forecast and then we move 
funds between fiscal years. 
 
So the virtue of today’s presentation was going to be about full budget, overall budget for the 
bureau as well as program performance.  I don’t think we’re going to get to approve that 
performance.  But I think we’ll be able to get through an overview of the budget.  And then what 
you should anticipate at the January meeting is we will talk about program performance and then 
we will – you will get presentation on the decision packages, the adjustment packages and the 
budget that the bureau and the mayor’s office is currently considering, which will then be the 
information we used to have a discussion about how you want to respond to that as a budget 
advisory commission. 
 
So, again, [1:35:00] today is really – as part of the ‘18, ‘19 budget development process looking at 
the current fiscal year budget, July 1, 2017 to June 30th of 2018.  So I forward this all to you, but I’ll 
just hit it really quick again.  The mayor issued his budget guidance and that was – there is 
integrative language about shifts and funding to align with the core mission.  So that is really 
looking at the base budget.  And are there using existing funds?  Are there shifts in where those 
funds are being allocated that can better align with core mission of each bureau? 
 
There has been a request for a 5% reduction for looking at what – where we would prioritize the 
5% reduction.  And, well, the housing bureau has been exempted from that in the past.  We are not 
exempted this year.  So we will have to have a conversation about what the bureau is thinking is on 
where the 5% reduction could occur, should one be taken.  And then there is advisory body’s 
perspective on that [1:36:00].  There is direction to hold revenue-generating programs harmless 
and that – at package priorities are the issues up there.  That is not the exact language, but those 
are the general categories where AD packages would be considered by the mayor’s office. 
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So just as a quick summary for this fiscal year.  We’ve got $214 million budget.  And you see the 
kind of spread of the funds right there.  It is not – it doesn’t add up perfectly.  There are some –. 
 
Male Speaker:  No. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Matt:  – there are some debt services and contingency that is not reflected in these categories, 
which is the difference there.  And I won’t go through mission act, because we’re going to – I’m 
going to go through them and talk about them.  These are just some overall contexts for the 
percentage of the bureaus’ budget compared to overall city budget, and then the percentage of 
the program areas compared to each other. 
 
So the first is economic opportunity.  This is really a past through.  This is in arrangement we’ve had 
with the Portland Development Commission [1:37:00] and have passed for Portland for a number 
of years where they – as the kind of economic development urban renewal arm of the city 
administer this.  It is just – we are the – this is Federal funds and we are the recipient of the Federal 
funds, the recipients of the agency, and so we pass through those funds to the – to pass for 
Portland.  And they were [Indiscernible] [1:37:24] in a number of community providers to 
administer workforce in micro enterprise development. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  So Matt, I’d like to come back to that later in January and I wish Nate [Phonetic] 
[1:37:34] was here because we have some issues last time around about outcomes in DC. 
 
Matt:  Okay. 
 
Female Speaker:  And we wanted to explore that further and then we never got initial info, so. 
 
Matt:  Yes.  Nate did email and he is a sick kid.  He apologizes.  But, yes, we can come back to that 
and spend a little more time –. 
 
Female Speaker:  Thank you. 
 
Matt:  – on that, okay, at the January meeting.  And we’ll be pretty candid.  It could change to the 
past through, we need to come from this body to the mayor’s [1:38:00] office as a 
recommendation, if there is a recommendation to modify something. 
 
The next one up is the Joint Office of Homeless Services.  Again, this is another pass through dollar 
amount, you know, for folks that have been around at Joint Office.  The homeless services budget 
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used to be within the housing bureau as the – actually the administrator of contracts for services.  
And when the joint office – the Joint City County Office of Homeless Services was created, part of 
the intergovernmental agreement was – and just kind of implicit agreement between the two 
jurisdictions is that the Joint Office of Homeless Services had its own advisory body.  And that is the 
home for everyone committee and that body is really the body that weighs in the public advisory 
body that weighs what should to be considered in the Joint Office’s budget.  To some degree, we 
weigh in a little bit, but really we differ to that body [1:39:00] as well as kind of joint discussions 
between the chair’s office and the mayor’s office. 
 
So this, you know, it is $28 million of general fund in our budget.  It is split between those broad 
program categories.  And, again, I think while this body could weigh in on this really where these 
discussions are happening are the home for everyone committee and between the mayor’s office 
and chair’s office in terms of policy around the priorities for services for homeless individuals and 
families, just to be candid about it.  So let’s do our front as pass throughs. 
 
So affordable wealthy family housing, this is our largest program area.  This is primarily multifamily 
rental housing.  I would need to check the budget detailed for folks that have some multifamily 
ownership to assess whether there were particular projects in this budget [1:40:00] or the 
homeownership budget. 
 
What you can see there is there is $6 million for preservation and asset management, $118 million 
for new affordable rental homes, $4.2 million for inclusionary housing, $2.5 million for property 
management, and then $1.6 million for housing development financing support. 
 
And I guess I should have mentioned this earlier.  In your pockets, what you have also is, at the end 
of these slides, you actually have the excerpt from the overall city budget for the housing bureau.  
And so as we’re going through this, there is more detailed information.  And this is the one of the 
items that I’ve sent out to you, but there is more detailed information on each program area.  And 
so this one actually begins on page 377, of like 377 in the pocket, which from 800 to a 1,000-paged 
city budget document. 
 
So, again, you see some of the key performance metrics in the [1:41:00] budget overall, but we’ll 
be speaking to those at the January meeting when we talk about program performance.  And then 
I’ll do my best to answer the questions.  We also have Javier here, assistant director for programs, 
he may be able to answer them as well. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Matt, this is just a quick question.  This is last year’s budget that we’re talking 
trough, correct? 
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Sarah Zahn:  Correct. 
 
Matt:  Correct. 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Correct. 
 
Matt: Yeah, yeah, not our proposed budget. 
 
Mike Kingsella:  Correct? 
 
Matt:  Yeah, that is correct.  Any questions for Shannon or Javier? 
 
Male Speaker:  This is 2019. 
 
Matt:  You guys might have – there was a typo in the pocket, so that might be the typo.  So this is 
this fiscal year’s budget that we’re going over. 
 
Male Speaker:  Oh, okay. 
 
Matt:  So that is probably a typo. 
 
Female Speaker:  Why are we going to do that? 
 
Sarah Zahn:  Just to review it. 
 
Matt:  Oh, because not everybody here knows what the bureau’s budget looks like, so. 
 
Female Speaker:  Okay.  So that is great. 
 
Matt:  Yeah.  So are there any questions on affordable multifamily housing for Javier? [1:42:00] Just 
the program category is generally what the program does. 
 
Male Speaker:  How much – I mean, I guess there is – how much is the capital – as long as there is 
capital, they’re also staff and admin for that program and better in that budget.  I mean you get 
$133 million out the door or is that included that 20 staff will work on that? 
 
Matt:  It is both.  I mean – and honestly I did –I was not expected to talk about – I was not expected 
to talk about this. 
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Male Speaker:  No, you didn’t. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Matt:  So I mean I will say if you look on page 377 in here, it gives the detail of the budget.  And 
some of these have staff included in the program budget and some of them the staff is part of 
admin and operations.  So, if you look on this page 377, there are 19.88 [1:43:00] FTE and then a 
breakdown of where the funds are allocated by program category. 
 
Male Speaker:  So that 19.88 would be included in those numbers below. 
 
Matt:  That is correct.  Okay.  Thank you. 
 
Male Speaker:  Thank you, Matt. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Male Speaker:  That is beautiful. 
 
Matt:  Okay.  So next is our affordable home ownership programs.  And you can see that the 
breakdown healthy homes, which is we’re looking at kind of health hazards in the home including 
things like led, home retention services, home buyer financial services, home ownership 
development, and tax exemption, and fee waiver programs.  So that is $24 million, again, that is for 
this fiscal year.  And most of these are administered by contracts with community [1:44:00] 
providers.  There are some that are administered by the staff.  So questions? 
 
Male Speaker:  This year’s budget. 
 
Matt:  This year’s budget.  Okay.  And then finally office of rental services, there are some contracts 
we have for fair housing as well as legal assistance and education outreach added and kind of 
consolidated into this program area before they were spread across the program areas as a total of 
$1.7 million.  And this, again, this is primarily administered by Kim McCarthy. 
 
Male Speaker:  For the revenue resources and things –. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Matt:  No, not in this budget. 
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Male Speaker:  Okay. 
 
Matt:  Yeah.  So we can talk about that at the January meeting as well.  Questions from the body 
[1:45:00]?  Okay.  With that, we are coming up on five.  And thank you all for being here. 
 
[Off-mic Conversation] 
 
Sarah Zahn:  See you all in New Year.  Thanks for coming. 
 
[Off-topic Conversation] 
 
[Audio Ends] [1:47:26] 
 

Good of the Order The next meeting of the PHAC is on Tuesday November 7th.  
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