Regional Housing Council (RHC)
August 19, 2024 | Meeting Agenda
5:00-6:30pm

Redmond City Hall Upstairs Community Room
Zoom link: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/87388724967?pwd=UbvyPV2PjdAtgZ3SUSWFhClyO3VJ57.1

* A light meal is provided with this meeting *

Time: | Agenda ltem: Attachments:
10 min. | Welcome and Agenda Review — Scott Aycock, COIC
5 min. | Last Meeting Review/Confirm Notes — Jennifer Greco, COIC Attach. A_June
Meeting Outcomes
20 min. | Update and Q&A on HB 2001 (Oregon Housing Needs Attach. B_Reg
Analysis) Rulemaking — DLCD Staff Conversation Packet
e Discussion and Q&A
15 min. | Community Resource Development Program — Nick Tierney, Attach. C_CRD
ColIC Outreach
¢ Quick Review and Opportunities for Next Steps
40 min. | Housing Policy Agenda Review — COIC staff Handouts and
e Review of existing Housing Policy Agenda items (other Presentation
organizations)
e Discuss potential RHC Policy Advocacy Priorities
5 min. | Wrap up — Scott Aycock, COIC

e Next Meeting: September 16
¢ Review action items/next steps from today
e Adjourn

Please come prepared to discuss:

e Feedback to the State regarding the Oregon Housing Needs Assessment process

e Community housing projects that could benefit from the CRD (grant writing) program

e Your ideas for housing-related policy advocacy that you think the RHC could get behind



https://us06web.zoom.us/j/87388724967?pwd=UbvyPV2PjdAtgZ3SU8wFhCIyO3VJ57.1

Regional Housing Council (RHC) Meeting Notes/Outcomes

June 17, 2024, 5:00 - 6:30 pm
Housing Works Community Room
405 SW Sixth St., Redmond

Community Voting Members

Community Staff Liaisons

Madras

Commissioner Phil Chang, v Nick Lelack, Deschutes County
Deschutes County Administrator

Commissioner Seth Crawford, Crook | v n/a

County

Dr. Michael Baker, Jefferson County | Abs | n/a

Health Services Director

Councilor Andrea Blum, City of v Kerry Prosser, Sisters Assistant City
Sisters Manager

Councilor Barb Campbell, City of v Lynne McConnell, City of Bend Housing
Bend Manager

Councilor Cat Zwicker, City of v Linda Cline, Redmond Housing Program
Redmond Analyst

Councilor Mike Seibold, City of v Nick Snead, Madras Community

Development Dir.

Regional Voting Members

David Brandt, Regional Housing Authority (Housing Works) Executive Abs
Director

Scott Cooper, Community Action Agency (Neighborlmpact) Executive v
Director

Eliza Wilson, Continuum of Care (Homeless Leadership Coalition) Chair v

Non-Voting Liaisons

Katie Plumb, Crook County Human Services Director v
Geoff Wullschlager, La Pine City Manager v
Zavier Borja, Regional Solutions Coordinator, Office of Governor | Abs
Kotek

Guests

Matthew Tschabold, Office of Governor Kotek

Calista Songstad, Representative Vikki Breese-lverson

Angie Brewer, DLCD

Staff

Tammy Baney, Convenor, COIC Executive Director

Scott Aycock, COIC CED Director
Erik Nelson, COIC Housing Specialist

Jean Hrabik, COIC Program Assistant I

Jen Rusk, COIC Consultant, Meeting Facilitator




Meeting Notes

1. Welcome and Introductions — Tammy Baney, COIC Executive Director

Tammy went around the room for introductions then introduced the community member,
Sierra, a small business owner who brought dinner. Sierra shared her personal perspective on
the impact of affordable housing on her family.

2. Last Meeting Recap — Scott Aycock, COIC CED Director

Scott presented a brief recap of what was discussed in the third meeting including the
outcomes of the survey that went out to the members, the Oregon Housing Needs Assessment
Process, and asked if anyone had changes to the notes before approving them. It was
suggested to add a bullet point to the infrastructure piece that specifies infrastructure like pipes
and pavement. It was also asked whether the group wanted to take on PSU’s population
estimates. It was decided to keep the bullet point but clarify it in the notes.

3. Our Time Today — Jen Rusk, COIC Consultant, Meeting Facilitator

Jen reviewed the outcomes for the day, which was to focus on next steps, including confirming
RHC priorities and roles, Governor Kotek’s Draft Housing Production Framework, and How the
RHC will work together. Jen also addressed working agreements for our time together.

4. Confirm RHC Priorities and Role — Scott Aycock, COIC CED Director & Jen Rusk, COIC
Consultant, Meeting Facilitator

Scott reviewed the “stoplight” decision making process, using green, yellow, and red cards.
Everyone discussed if the group would be a majority vote, full consensus, or modified
consensus group. Concerns around voting lines, representation, and caveats were discussed.
The group will keep refining it and will try it out today to be a full consensus group, with the
potential for a fallback “less than full consensus” process if needed.

Scott reviewed the Draft RHC Priorities which were:
e Shared regional advocacy regarding the full spectrum of housing needs (houselessness
to market housing)
e Bring regional housing discussions/processes into one space
e Better understand underlying housing needs for communities
e Coordinate houseless activities at a regional scale

These were the priorities that emerged from the last meeting as well as the survey. It was
suggested to change the final priority to “Engage with houseless response at a regional scale”.
Tammy let everyone know that the role of the CHRO within this framework will be discussed
soon. Scott explained that this group covers the full spectrum of housing and houselessness.

The group voted on all four priorities, with one yellow and the rest green.



5. Governor Kotek Draft Housing Production Framework — Matt Tschabold, Governor
Kotek’s Office

Matt presented on the Drafting Housing Production Framework’s 6 Pillars:
e Statewide Housing Production Outcomes

Maintain Existing Housing Investments

Land and Land Readiness for Housing

Less Complexity and Cost for Housing

Funding and Programs Supporting Housing

Workforce for Housing Planning, Permitting, and Construction

Overall, there are 40, high-level deliverables with component parts. The goal is to continue to
work with stakeholders.

The group discussed the importance of focusing on areas that have a large impact, like sewer.
The list includes almost everything that could support housing, but it might be overcomplicated.
Perhaps a shorter list of bigger items would be better? Other concerns over funding and
wetlands came up as well. Matt is happy to be called or emailed with further feedback. The
group asked if coalitions are starting to form around the state. There’s a large one around
infrastructure, especially in regards to water, sewer, stormwater, and transportation.

6. How Will the RHC Work Together? — Scott Aycock, COIC CED Director & Jen Rusk,
COIC Consultant, Meeting Facilitator

Meeting schedule was the focus of conversation in light of limited time. The proposal was to
meet in July and August with all voting thumbs up.

Everyone voted that the ground rules used today would serve them moving forward.

In the next meeting, it would be helpful to discuss people who are missing at the table. Scott
informed the group that large employers were mentioned, so EDCO is being brought in, and a
member suggested that Katy Brooks from the Bend Chamber would be a great addition.
Kassie from OHCS has been invited already, and Morgan from COBA and Tyler from COAR.
7. Wrap Up — Tammy Baney, COIC Executive Director

Tammy thanked everyone for joining and making time to be here and invest their insights.

Tammy also thanked Jen Rusk specifically for doing so much for this group.

Action Items

e COIC will update May notes to add a bullet point about infrastructure related to pipes
and pavement.

e COIC will update May notes to clarify the bullet point about population counts.
e COIC staff will look into how to push back on population counts.



e COIC staff will change “Coordinate” to “Engage” in the RHC Periorities #4.
e COIC staff will send Matt’s contact information.
e Scott will email with questions for July’s meeting.

Upcoming Meeting

Meeting 5

July15, 2024 5-6:30pm Redmond City Hall Civic Room
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Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development

Oregon Housing Needs Analysis Rulemaking
(House Bill 2001, 2023 session)

Contents:

1. Rulemaking charge and project background

2. Capacity and urbanization update
3. Plain language description of draft rules for Housing Production Strategy Program update

www.oregon.gov/lcd
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Rulemaking charge and project background

House Bill 2001 (2023) directs the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) to adopt and
amend rules related to housing and urbanization, Land Use Planning Goals 10 and 14. The goal of this
rulemaking is to implement the Oregon Housing Needs Analysis (OHNA) Program which redirects the
implementation of Goal 10 towards a more comprehensive framework.

The OHNA emphasizes the role of local actions in promoting housing production, affordability, and choice. The
legislation allocates funding to DLCD to engage in a rulemaking process which will wrap up by January 1,

2026.
LCDC is directed by House Bill 2001 (2023) to adopt rules in three major subject areas:

1. Housing Needs and Production (read more: @ Defining Needed Housing in the OHNA)

2. Housing Capacity and Urbanization

3. Housing Accountability Framework (read more: = Operationalizing the Housing Acceleration Program
in the OHNA)

Learn more about the OHNA through the following resources:
e @=@What is the OHNA?

o = How will the OHNA be implemented?

o = How does the OHNA change Statewide Planning Goals 10 & 147?

www.oregon.gov/lcd


https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/2024_OHNA_Needed-Housing_Policy-Brief_FIN.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/2024_OHNA_Housing_Acceleration_Program_Policy_Brief_Final.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/2024_OHNA_Housing_Acceleration_Program_Policy_Brief_Final.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/DLCD_OHNA%20Brief%201-What%20Is%20OHNA.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/DLCD_OHNA%20Brief%202-Implementation.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/DLCD_OHNA%20Brief%203-Goals.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/2024_OHNA_Needed-Housing_Policy-Brief_FIN.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/2024_OHNA_Housing_Acceleration_Program_Policy_Brief_Final.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/DLCD_OHNA%20Brief%201-What%20Is%20OHNA.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/DLCD_OHNA%20Brief%202-Implementation.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/DLCD_OHNA%20Brief%203-Goals.pdf
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Housing Capacity and Urbanization Technical Advisory Committee (CAUTAC)

Major Policy Questions, Context, and Preliminary Policy Considerations

Overview of discussions March - July 2024

House Bill 2001 (2023) directs the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Land
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) to refine the implementation of Statewide Planning Goal
14 - Urbanization. This direction includes the following priorities, as articulated in the bill:

HB 2001 (2023), Section 9, (2):

(b) Providing greater clarity and certainty in the adoption and acknowledgement of housing capacity
analyses, urban growth boundary amendments, urban growth boundary exchanges or urban reserves
to accommodate an identified housing need;

(c) Reducing analytical burden, minimizing procedural redundancy and increasing legal certainty for local
governments pursuing urban growth boundary amendments, urban growth boundary exchanges or
urban reserves where a housing need is identified, especially for smaller cities, consistent with the
appropriate protection of resource lands; and

(d) Supporting coordinated public facilities planning, annexation, and comprehensive plan amendments to
facilitate the development of lands brought into an urban growth boundary.

CAUTAC’s Charge

To operationalize the direction above, the Housing Capacity and Urbanization Technical Advisory Committee is
formed to work alongside DLCD staff to grapple with these major policy changes and ultimately help inform
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) language or guidance materials to ensure that, from a technical
perspective, the rules and materials developed by DLCD staff and consultants are best structured to achieve
the outcomes expressed by the Legislature, LCDC, and the Rules Advisory Committee (RAC).

Major Policy Goals — Guiding Questions and Considerations
Refining ‘Buildable Land Inventory’ Methodologies and Coordinating Public Facilities Planning
Three maijor policy questions the Committee has been working through thus far:

e Which methodological approaches for a buildable lands inventory should be incorporated into
administrative rules and guidance documents to provide cities with certainty in adopting Housing
Capacity Analyses?

¢ What methodological approaches are appropriate for cities to assess the development-readiness of
lands in a buildable land inventory?

¢ How do we balance analytical complexity with accurately assessing the capacity of lands within the
UGB in varying contexts?

Context

The Legislature has directed LCDC to adopt rules and develop comprehensive guidance materials about
the methodologies to estimate the development capacity of lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. This

www.oregon.gov/lcd


https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2023R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2001/Enrolled
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means that the advisory committees and DLCD staff will need to determine how to best: characterize the
development capacity of lands, consider constraints that can inhibit the development of land, and
determine the realistic amount of housing likely to be achieved on buildable lands. BLIs can follow highly
complex methodologies requiring substantial technical capacity and expertise, or may proceed with
simplified approaches where contextually appropriate, so rules and guidance must consider the ability of
varying communities to employ various methodologies.

Housing planning has historically lacked a substantial integration with public facilities and concept planning to
ensure land within the UGB is imminently development-ready. This has resulted in significant amounts of
buildable lands that sit vacant for years due to feasibility gaps to adequately serve that land. OHNA policy
recommendations include a major refinement to the buildable lands statute through the inclusion of a
requirement for cities to identify their ‘development-ready lands;’ Lands that are annexed/zoned to allow
housing, served or readily-served with public facilities, and not encumbered by protective regulations. If cities
lack a near-term supply of ‘development-ready lands,’ they will be required to adopt measures in their Housing
Production Strategy that help improve the development readiness of lands within their UGB. Potential policies
that can facilitate development readiness include, but are not limited to, infrastructure financing, public facilities
standards, and annexation procedures.

Timeline

The work of the CAUTAC began March 2024 and is ongoing through 2025. The rule language for this topic
area must be adopted by January 1, 2026, but supplemental guidance materials may be completed at any time
if they are not adopted as an attachment to the rule.

www.oregon.gov/lcd



_()regon Department of Land Conservation and Development

Housing Services Division

635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540
Phone: 503-373-0050

Fax: 503-378-5518
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Tina Kotek, Governor

To: Oregon Housing Needs Analysis (OHNA) Rulemaking Advisory
Committee (RAC)
From: Ethan Stuckmayer, AICP, Housing Services Division Manager e
N/
Date: July 10, 2024
Subject: Plain Language Description of Draft Rule Proposals and Approaches

The purpose of this document is to summarize the first iteration of draft rules prepared by
Department staff for review and refinement by the Rules Advisory Committee (RAC) and three
Technical Advisory Committees. This summary is intended to provide RAC members with a
high-level understanding of how the draft rule functions without a deep technical knowledge of
interpreting Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) language. The corollary Draft Rule Matrix
provides an in-depth review of the language, function, and policy intent for draft rules.

As mentioned at previous RAC meetings, this first draft is written with the expectation that rules
may change substantially before the public hearing notice is published by the Secretary of State
on October 1, 2024. Department staff encourage refinement to any of the concepts presented
herein in the coming months.

Housing Needs and Production

The Needs and Production Technical Advisory Committee (NAPTAC) has been discussing and
working through the following major policy changes:

¢ Ensuring the Housing Production Strategy (HPS) program incorporates the principles of
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing, and;

e Determining cities’ responsibilities to plan for a diversity of housing options including
flexibility in housing types, characteristics, and locations across the state.

Ensuring the Housing Production Strategy Program Affirmatively Furthers Fair Housing

The Oregon Housing Needs Analysis (OHNA) policy included a major milestone for the
Housing Production Strategy as articulated in ORS 197A.100. Specifically, it requires cities
completing an HPS to ensure they are taking meaningful actions that affirmatively further fair
housing. According to ORS 197A.100 (9), affirmatively furthering fair housing “means
meaningful actions that, when taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and
access to opportunity and replace segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced
living patterns to transform racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of
opportunity and foster and maintain compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.”


http://www.oregon.gov/LCD
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Housing/Documents/20240717_DLCD_First_Rule_Draft_Matrix.pdf
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This definition and the AFFH framework emphasize the importance of addressing and
eliminating discrimination in housing and promoting diverse, inclusive, and thriving
communities for all community members, especially members of protected classes. While the
existing administrative rules for the HPS program includes a framework enabling cities to work
towards achieving fair and equitable housing outcomes, there is room for more explicit direction
on how cities could conduct comprehensive analyses as part of the existing Contextualized
Housing Needs element to better understand patterns of racial segregation, disparities in access
to opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs among protected classes. The way that the
AFFH framework at the federal level within the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) operationalizes this explicit direction is through what is called a Fair
Housing Issue Area Analysis. This analysis allows HUD grantees a process to identify fair
housing issues that the AFFH mandate seeks to address. In response, the draft rules incorporate
this analysis, with feedback from the RAC and NAPTAC, into the Contextualized Housing Need
component of the HPS. Additionally, staff have amended the Engagement and Action Selection
elements of the HPS framework to ensure that those sections are also affirmatively furthering fair
housing.

Contextualized Housing Need

This analysis is drafted to serve as the foundation for completing both the Housing Capacity
Analysis and the Housing Production Strategy. The draft rule directs cities to inventory and
evaluate various qualitative and quantitative elements of their specific community's housing
needs, including the Housing Production Dashboard, Equity Indicators, mapped discriminatory
actions, and community engagement data in order to set the basis for proceeding housing
planning activities. These elements collectively inform the Fair Housing Issue Area Analysis.

The draft rule for the Fair Housing Issue Area Analysis requires cities to examine both
quantitative and qualitative data from the inventory of local conditions to identify and address
barriers to housing choice and opportunity. This analysis integrates the principles of
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) into the contextualization process.

The draft rule focuses on six key fair housing issue areas that comprise the Fair Housing Issue
Area Analysis aimed to provide fair access to and equitable outcomes for:

Housing tenure and wealth building choice;

Housing choice for people experiencing homelessness;

Housing choice for people with disabilities;

Community assets and mitigation of exposure to harms;

Housing stability, anti-displacement and displacement mitigation;

Any additional issue areas the jurisdiction has reason to believe may be of concern in the
community or are required to address, including cities subject to OAR 660-012-0310(2)
and jurisdictions within Metro with Region 2040 centers.

A

This analysis is intended to ground the city’s Allocated Housing Need or its Housing Production
Target for the Housing Capacity Analysis or Housing Production Strategy, respectively, in the
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context of the city’s specific housing needs and fair housing issues. From this analysis, the city
can begin to identify the context-sensitive housing types, characteristics, and locations of
housing that should be planned for to mitigate or remedy the fair housing issues identified and
meet any other housing needs identified.

Equitable Engagement

As within the existing program, a Housing Production Strategy must include a summary
detailing the city's engagement process with Residents (formerly “Consumers”) and Producers of
Needed Housing including a focus on protected classes. The draft rule now clarifies that a city
should work interdepartmentally to conduct this engagement as comprehensively as possible in
order to gather feedback to meaningfully inform both their Contextualized Housing Need and
their Housing Production Strategy action selection. This clarification aims to ensure that city
departments collaborate in the development of an HPS. For example, in cities that receive a
federal fund allocation from HUD, the department that manages these federal funds is separate
and distinct from the planning department which typically manages the city’s HPS obligation.
This also happens within the realm of public facility planning, which is crucial to housing
planning work, but is often managed by a separate department with different goals. Collaborative
work among various departments will enable better actions to reduce barriers to housing
production, affordability, and choice.

To support this work, the Department is in the process of developing an Equitable Engagement
Toolkit, in partnership with MultiCultural Collaborative and Knot Studio. This Toolkit can serve
as a resource to cities in meeting their engagement requirements as part of an HPS and beyond.
Accordingly, the draft rule encourages a city to use the Department's Equitable Engagement
Toolkit.

Housing Production Strategy Action Selection

A Housing Production Strategy must outline commitments to specific actions - measures,
policies, programs, and similar tools - to support Needed Housing, aiming to meet the City's
Housing Production Target with net new units, including preserving existing Needed Housing
where appropriate. The proposed actions must collectively meet the 6- or 8-year Housing
Production Target by affordability bracket and produce the identified housing types,
characteristics, and locations that are needed from the Contextualized Housing Need.

The draft rule outlines a list of elements cities must consider for each action in their Housing
Production Strategy. This is intended to clarify the action-by-action analysis and explanations
needed to satisfy the explicit statutory requirements of the Housing Production Strategy program,
such as the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing mandate and overall direction that actions be
responsive to a city’s specific housing need. The structure largely iterates from existing rule and
aims to provide a clear and consolidated framework through which cities can assess the
applicability of their actions and through which the Department can assess the actions for
completeness and responsiveness to identified housing need. Please see draft rule for the list of
consideration for each action in the Housing Production Strategy.
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Translation of Allocated Housing Need and Housing Production Targets into housing
types, characteristics, and locations

The amended definition of “needed housing” as outlined in ORS 197.018 (4), directs cities to
translate their allocated Housing Production Targets into specific housing types, characteristics,
and locations to be planned for within their 6- or 8-year Housing Production Strategy cycle.
Through discussions with the Rulemaking Advisory Committee and the Needs and Production
Technical Advisory Committee, department staff received requests for flexibility in the rules
governing this translation requirement. There were simultaneous requests to establish a safe
harbor in administrative rule to guide cities in this translation work.

However, despite extensive discussions with the RAC and NAPTAC and in consultation with
land use planning consultants, staff find several challenges with identifying a reasonable and
universally applicable safe harbor to guide cities in planning for the characteristics and locations
of needed housing. Barriers include the highly varied needs for different housing characteristics
and the data-poor environment regarding these characteristics, especially when considering the
nexus between total need and existing inventory of housing with particular characteristics. The
determination of needed housing characteristics seems best served by identifying fair housing
issues and any other housing barriers in a city, then identifying the characteristics of housing
needed to mitigate or resolve those issues. This potential approach is proposed to be similarly
applicable to determining needed housing locations.

While department staff did not find a statewide approach on safe harbors for the translation of
characteristics and location, the draft rule does include a safe harbor for the translation of
housing types. The safe harbor option as drafted for a housing type mix defines a minimum
percentage mix of housing types for multi-unit attached and middle housing types specific to the
population size of city. The draft safe harbor language states:

e C(Cities with a population of 25,000 or greater or all those within a metropolitan service
district must assume and plan for at least 50% of new residential units to be multi-unit
attached housing and 25% of new residential units to be middle housing.

e C(Cities with a population between 10,000 and 24,999 must assume and plan for at least
25% of new residential units to be multi-unit attached housing and 25% of new
residential units to be middle housing.

e Cities with a population below 10,000 must assume and plan for at least 20% of new
residential units to be multi-unit attached housing and 20% of new residential units to be
middle housing.

Housing Acceleration Program

The ‘Housing Acceleration Program’, established by ORS 197A.130, is a new requirement
related to Goal 10 implementation intended to track housing production, identify barriers,
formalize collaboration, and take proportionate action to address barriers. The program is
integrated with, and designed to ensure follow-through on, the Housing Production Strategy
Program. Draft rules emphasize partnership, equity, local context, and support as well as
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escalading enforcement to address persistent, repeated, or deliberate noncompliance, consistent
with the legislative principles articulated in ORS 197A.130 (1).

The draft rules operationalize ORS 197A.130 and provide a clear and consistent framework by
which local governments comply with Goal 10 and take proportionate action to respond to
identified barriers to housing production, affordability, and choice.

Referral

Under ORS 197A.130, DLCD is required to annually refer a proportion of cities of 10,000
population or greater into the acceleration program. There are four referral pathways: 1) failure
to adopt a Housing Production Strategy by the statutory deadline; 2) failure to undertake an
action in the HPS by the statutory deadline; 3) referral via an LCDC-issued enforcement order;
or 4) a performance-based referral.

The draft rule includes referral parameters for cities that fail to adopt or undertake actions in an
HPS. These draft rules iterate on existing rules (OAR 660-008-0065 and 0070) and provide
clarity on the referral process and scope as it relates to HPS implementation. The draft does not
propose a rule for LCDC referrals, which will be determined by LCDC in the order itself.

For performance-based referrals, the draft rule outlines a process by which DLCD determines its
capacity to conduct both standard and comprehensive audits, determines the eligibility of cities
for referral based on their progress towards Housing Production Targets on the housing
production dashboard produced by OHCS, then prioritizes referral of cities up to DLCD's
capacity.

First, DLCD determines the number of standard and comprehensive audits it can conduct based
on staff capacity, funding availability, and competing housing-related obligations that affect
capacity (e.g. new legislation). Then, DLCD determines initial eligibility utilizing an objective
metric of cities that are both missing their production targets and performing at or below the 50
percentile on the housing production dashboard in comparison to the region or market peers for:

1. Total housing production
2. Affordable housing production (at or below 80% Median Family Income)

This initial eligibility determination casts a ‘wide net’ using an objective metric, but not every
city herein will be referred. Next, DLCD removes eligible cities from consideration for referral if
the city meets any of the following criteria:

1. The city is accelerating the rate of production for both total and affordable housing
(at/below 80% MFI),

2. The city had been previously referred based on performance in the last HPS cycle, or

3. The city has adopted a set of best practice policies that demonstrably increase housing
production, affordability, and choice. (note. these would need to be developed/adopted by
DLCD)


https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/ors/ors197A.html#:%7E:text=(1)%20In%20developing,support%20housing%20production.
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/view.action?ruleNumber=660-008-0065
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/view.action?ruleNumber=660-008-0070
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Finally, DLCD prioritizes remaining cities for referral up to the maximum number of audits
determined at the beginning, based on three considerations:

1. The severity of the total underproduction,

2. The severity of the affordable underproduction (at/below 80% MFI), and

3. Housing equity indicators as they relate to fair housing issues (as described in the Needs
and Production section)

While most referred cities will be referred into the ‘standard’ audit pathway, DLCD will
prioritize ‘comprehensive’ audits where these considerations indicate substantial affordability or
equity-related issues warranting context and inter-agency coordination, including requesting
concurrent review by Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) related to affordable
housing.

Audit

Within six months of being referred, DLCD must produce an audit of factors affecting barriers to
local housing production and outcomes. The process begins with a notice of referral that is
published annually on July 1, which kicks off a six-month timeline. The notice is sent to the city,
affected public bodies (e.g. special districts, state agencies), and interested parties. It includes: a)
findings documenting the basis of referral, b) a description of the housing acceleration program
and procedures, ¢) any actions or submission of materials required by the city, and d) that
opportunity for public comment will be provided, and e) actions taken under the housing
acceleration program are not land use decisions nor subject to appeal or review.

After notice is published, there is a 45-day fact-finding period, in which DLCD solicits the
following information from a city. Where information is not provided, DLCD will utilize best
available public information to inform the audit.

1. The adopted HCA/HPS, associated record, and mid-point review. A draft HPS is

acceptable for cities referred for non-adoption, if available.

Local fair housing and equity work that isn't already captured in the HPS, if any.

Funding and staffing information of the city.

Localized housing data, studies, or relevant information not captured by the state, if any.

Information and contacts related to local housing development, if available.

Specified information related to housing development or infrastructure, including

regulations, plans, and fees.

7. City-requested areas for DLCD consideration in the audit, including state programs,
resource/capacity needs, or other issues outside of a city's control.

AN

After receiving this information, DLCD must compile and publish this information in a publicly

accessible format within 10 days, then open a public comment period for 45 days. This comment
period enables feedback from interested parties and members of the public. Submitted comments
must be appended to the final audit.

\ Comprehensive Audit
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If a city is flagged for a comprehensive audit, in addition to the sources above, the Department
will also conduct targeted engagement and coordination with specific parties. Engagement can
include a variety of groups such as city staff, public officials, housing developers, community-
based organizations, and priority population community members. DLCD would also
coordinate with public bodies such as regional governments, special districts, utilities, and
other state agencies to address barriers. This includes concurrent review by OHCS for audits
related to affordable housing.

After six months, DLCD must publish the audit report. This audit will include a description of
each identified barrier related to the city’s basis for referral. This will include an analysis of the
market, local, regional, and state factors contributing to each barrier, including any relevant state
actions, investments, policies, or programs related to the barrier, if any.

If a barrier can be wholly or partially addressed by city action, DLCD will identify one or more
potential actions that can address the barrier. For each action, DLCD will include an evaluation
of the factors necessary for implementation such as city capacity, state funding, guidance,
magnitude of impact and so on.

The audit will also determine whether a given action is ‘directly within the control of a city’,
which means that the action is within the city’s jurisdictional control and the city has the
resources and capacity — with DLCD’s assistance and funding — to implement the action. Where
an audit concludes city capacity is a barrier to production, the audit will prioritize building city
capacity to support future implementation of actions. This audit will inform the housing
acceleration agreement.

In addition to mandatory referrals, the rule enables DLCD to consider voluntary audit requests
by local governments, provided DLCD prioritize mandatory referrals.

Housing Acceleration Agreement

Once the audit is complete, the city and DLCD have six months to enter into a housing
acceleration agreement. The agreement must be signed by an authorized representative of the
city and the Department director. DLCD must provide the city at least 90 days to review the draft
agreement. Once signed, the acceleration agreement must be adopted as a supplemental
document to a Housing Production Strategy.

The required content of the agreement includes actions, parameters, and timelines by the city and
DLCD. DLCD must agree to provide assistance in the form of regulatory review, financial
support, and identification of external resources. The city must commit to taking actions which
address the barriers specified in the audit. To address a barrier, a housing acceleration agreement
may include either:

1. Specific actions outlined in the audit, that a city may select from, or

2. Actions proposed by the city, provided the city demonstrate the action proportionately
addresses the barriers on an equivalent basis to actions specified in the audit.
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If the audit determines that the factors affecting housing production are ‘directly within the
control of a city’ as described above, the city must amend their HPS within six months of the
agreement and implement the action within another year, as required under statute. If not, the
city must demonstrate in findings how the selected HPS actions address the barrier identified in
the audit. For both, DLCD and the city may initiate mediation or coordination with other public
bodies to support implementation.

Enforcement

If a city fails to either enter, or abide the terms of, a housing acceleration agreement, the rule sets
out a process by which DLCD notifies the city and provides an opportunity for course correction
before any enforcement action is taken. This includes:

1. Within 30 days of the due date, the DLCD issues written notice of delinquency to the
city. The notice includes the delinquency, how the city could remedy the delinquency, an
offer for formal mediation, and a description of the enforcement actions and tools that
could apply to the city in lieu of remedy.

2. Within 30 days of the notice date, the city may request formal mediation from DLCD to
assist the city to remedy the deficiency.

3. Within 90 days of the notice date, if the city has taken no action to remedy the
delinquency, DLCD will initiate an enforcement order with the Land Conservation and
Development Commission.
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Background

Origins of CRD

In the 2021 regular session, the Oregon State Legislature passed House Bill 2345 creating the Rural
Capacity Fund administered by the Oregon Business Development Department. Resources went to
Oregon’s Economic Development Districts (EDDs) to assist small rural jurisdictions to apply for and
administer grants and funds. The Ford Family Foundation matched the state’s investment. COIC received
$41,500 from OEDD and $41,500 from Ford.

This initial $83,000 in funding led to total secured investments of $6,391,358. Statewide, the Districts
together secured $50M in funding from a total investment of S1M. Here in Central Oregon, successfully
awarded projects included:

e Central Oregon Septic Assistance Program: $2,453,054 from DEQ

e Metolius Parks Planning Grant: $40,000 from Oregon Parks & Rec

e La Pine St Vincent De Paul Social Services: $2,500 from Mid-State Cooperative
e Madras Homeless Services Center: $3,895,3804 CDBG

2024 CRD Program

After the success of the pilot program, during the 2023 regular session, the Oregon State Legislature
passed House Bill 3395 which provides funding to the state’s Economic Development Districts for the
purpose of enabling local governments throughout the region to encourage housing, community
development, and infrastructure by:

e Bridging any information gaps

e Identifying and securing needed resources, included infrastructure and community facilities

e Connecting producers of needed housing with consumers of needed housing

e Working with representatives of historically underrepresented groups to overcome community-
specific barriers to obtaining housing

As Central Oregon’s federally designated Economic Development District, COIC is utilizing this funding to
continue operating the Community Resource Development Program.

Below is more information to help provide a basic understanding of the structure of this program. To
learn more, please contact COIC’'s Community Development Programs Manager, Julia Baumgartner
jbaumgartner@coic.org.

What'’s the Goal of the Program?

This program is designed to aid member jurisdictions and special districts in Central Oregon to access
funding and develop local projects relating to needed housing, including infrastructure, and community


http://chrome-extension/efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2345/Enrolled
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2023R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3395/Enrolled
mailto:jbaumgartner@coic.org

COIC

development projects that can be tied to such. We’re interested in helping communities take full
advantage of the historic state and federal investments through project development, resource
prospecting, grant writing, and grant administration support. COIC can provide support to help secure
federal, state, local, and private foundation grants.

The Community Resource Development program provides a full suite of project development services
direct-to-community. The program will create lasting long-term benefits for Central Oregon
communities and special districts by applying investments to help communities meet current and future
needs. COIC will utilize its internal and contracted capacity, as well as its extensive funding and resource
networks to deliver tangible results to our communities.

What Services are Available?

COIC is making the following technical assistance services available to jurisdictions and Special Districts
within Central Oregon:

1. Project Development — shaping/framing up projects so that they are investment-ready.
a. This caninclude project scoping, preliminary feasibility and engineering, convening
stakeholders, determining if the project is a community priority, etc.

2. Resource Prospecting — identifying appropriate local, state, and federal resources to help fund
the project.
a. This generally includes researching appropriate grant programs for each project, but can
also include building local partnerships to leverage funding, decrease costs, etc.
b. Match Funding™**

3. Grant Writing — Preparing and submitting grant applications on behalf of the client.
4. Grant Administration — Providing grant administration services on behalf of the client.
5. Project Delivery/Construction Management — Providing project implementation services.

**COIC may not be able to directly provide match funding but can help identify funders for this purpose.
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