HOUSING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

DATE: Tuesday, September 7, 2021
TIME: 5:30 PM
LOCATION:Via Zoom
Due to the existence of an emergency or urgent issue, the Committee will conduct this meeting by
remote methods/technology at the Zoom link provided below, in accordance with the requirements of
1 M.R.S. section 403-B and the City Council's Remote Participation Policy.

1. Zoom Public Meeting Information

a. Please click the link below to join the webinar:

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/93841248203 7pwd=cOptc25mTitoNm1xMkFoaTkwOTBTUT09
Passcode: 578990
Or One tap mobile :

US: +13126266799,,93841248203# or +16465588656,,93841248203#
Or Telephone:

Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):

US: +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1

720 707 2699 or +1 253 215 8782
Webinar ID: 938 4124 8203

International numbers available: https://us06web.zoom.us/u/kbOkLFntL. A

2. Review and accept Minutes from August 31, 2021, Committee meeting.

a. See attached draft meeting Minutes for review/approval.

Discussion on Housing Policy Options for the Missing Middle Housing, with a panel
3. discussion, City staff presentations, followed by Committee discussion and direction to
staff — Mary Davis and Victoria Volent

a. See attached Memorandum and materials.

b. Panelists:
- Mark Wiesendanger, Director of Development at MaineHousing
- Jonathan Culley, Managing Partner at Redfern Properties

CITY OF PORTLAND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT./389 CONGRESS ST./PORTLAND, ME 04101 (207) 874-8683
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Presentation on the HCD/CDBG Priority Task Force Report — Kelley Walsh and Mary

4. Davis

a. See attached Memorandum and materials.

Next Meeting Date: September 21, 2021

City of Portland Commissions are not required to take public comment under FOAA and our Ordinance is silent regarding
the duties of the Commission. The Commission has the discretion to not allow or allow public comment during its
meetings, including the authority to limit the duration of comments. Since the Commission makes recommendations to
the City Council, public comment is available at that level.
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Minutes

Remote Housing and Economic Development Committee

Auqgust 31, 2021

NOTE: This meeting was held via Zoom and can be viewed at this link:

http://www.portlandmaine.qgov/1695/Economic-Development-Committee These

Minutes provide a record of those in attendance, general discussion taking place, and
motions made.

A remote meeting of the Housing and Economic Development Committee (HEDC) of the
Portland City Council was held on Tuesday, August 31, 2021, at 5:30 p.m. via Zoom. Present
from the Committee was its Chair Councilor Spencer Thibodeau and members Councilors Pious
Ali, Tae Chong, and Andrew Zarro. Also present from the City Council was Mayor Kate Snyder.
Present from the City staff were Acting Housing and Economic Development Division Director
Mary Davis, Dena Libner, Chief of Staff Executive Department, Jessica Hanscombe, Director of
Permitting and Inspections Department, Ethan Hipple, Director of Parks, Recreation and Facilities
Department, Principal Administrative Officer Lori Paulette, and Housing Program Manager
Victoria Volent. Also present was consultant Greg Mitchell.

Item #1: Zoom Meeting Information — no Committee action required.

Item #2: Review and vote on July 20, 2021, draft meeting Minutes.

On motion made by Councilor Chong, seconded by Councilor Zarro, the Committee
voted unanimously (4-0) to accept the Minutes as published.

Item #3: Public hearing and vote on recommendation to the City Council to issue a

Request for Proposal on the possible sale of a portion of City-owned Thames Street

property — Greg Mitchell
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NOTE: Executive Session: Pursuantto 1 M.R.S.A 405(6)(C) and 5 M.R.S.A. 13119-A

the Committee may go into executive session to provide staff direction on possible

negotiations.

Mr. Mitchell displayed a map for the Committee showing the property in question being
recommended to be sold through the RFP process, which would create private sector investment.
Mr. Mitchell described the road grid, and, particularly the Thames Street extension to Fore Street,
which has a barrier to get through to Fore Street as a portion of it is privately owned. The RFP
takes this into consideration for proposals to address the commitment to provide the City with the
necessary right-of-way for the privately owned portion to be accepted as a City street. The RFP
also provides for proposals to provide a public restroom, as well as replacement parking for the City

at no cost.

Chair Thibodeau thanked Mr. Mitchell for the overview, noting that the City Council would
not be bound to accept any proposal if it deems it in the best interest of the City. The connector
road through to Fore Street is an important element of the RFP.

Councilor Ali asked if the parking there now is for the City or residents, and if the
replacement parking was free for the City.

Mr. Mitchell said that parking has transitioned over the years, and it is primarily used now
for construction laydown and City employee parking. The RFP calls for the proposals to secure
replacement parking for the City at no cost for five years.

Chair Thibodeau opened the meeting for public comment. Seeing none, the public comment
session was closed.

On motion made by Councilor Chong and seconded by Council Zarro to forward this to the

City Council with a recommendation of approval.
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Councilor Chong noted that the area is primarily an office park zone and the price of land is
very high, but asked about affordable housing development opportunities.

Mr. Mitchell noted that for one, zoning would need to be amended as it is now B6. At the
price point of affordable housing developments, it is likely the numbers would not work.

Councilor Chong agreed, noting that he would support this RFP.

Councilor Zarro asked if it would be unusual for a proposal to request a zone change, and
Mr. Mitchell said that the City is open to proposals. If the proposal would require a zone change, it
would need to be noted in the proposal. Staff, however, is not suggesting any changes to zoning.

Chair Thibodeau noted that the City has recently offered City-owned vacant land for sale
through the RFP process for affordable housing proposals and has been successful. This property
may preclude that kind of development due to high costs. Chair Thibodeau also thanked staff for
the quick turnaround and asked for a vote on the motion. The motion passed 4-0.

Item #4: Public hearing and vote to recommend to the City Council additional

funding for the 155 Danforth Street Affordable Housing Development Project — Mary

Davis

NOTE: Executive Session: Pursuant to 1 M.R.S.A 405(6)(C) and 5 M.R.S.A. 13119-A

the Committee may go into executive session to provide staff direction on negotiations.

Victoria Volent provided an overview of the request by Developers Collaborative for
additional City subsidies to close a funding gap for the 30-unit affordable housing project
located at 155 Danforth Street. Developers Collaborative initially requested $300,000 in
additional funding. Based on a staff review and analysis of the revised pro forma along with the
initial underwriting for the project and updated assessment information provided by the Tax
Assessor’s Office, staff requested the Committee approved and recommend to the City Council

support of $150,000 in gap funding from the Housing Trust Fund.
3
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The Committee discussed how the City is preparing to address possible additional
requests for funding from similar projects in the pipeline that are also facing dramatic increases
in construction costs. Staff noted they are in touch with the developers as well as MaineHousing
and will continue to address requests as they arise on a case by case basis. The Committee
discussed the use of the American Rescue Plan as a source of funding.

Chair Thibodeau opened the meeting to public comment. Seeing no one, the public
comment period was closed.

On motion made by Councilor Chong, seconded by Councilor Zarro, the Committee
voted 4-0 to direct City staff to forward a recommendation to the City Council for additional
funding for 155 Danforth Street affordable housing development project.

Item #5: Public hearing and vote to recommend to the City Council RE: Open Air

Portland, Permanent Outdoor Dining Plan — Dean Libner

Ms. Libner noted proposed changes to existing parklets that can done through the
administrative level, as well as closures of streets and parklet permit fees — the two latter needing
Council approval. Ms. Libner added that the current programming for outdoor dining and retail has
worked well and staff is recommending, although not included in the backup, that the current
Festival Order, continue through to April 15, 2022. This will be on an upcoming Council Agenda.

Chair Thibodeau thanked staff for their hard work through this Pandemic, noting that it has
not gone unnoticed in these extremely challenging times. He then opened the meeting for public
comment.

Jessica Hunter of Fore Street and a salon owner in that area for 25 years commented that the
parklets have deterred customers and employees from the businesses in that onstreet parking is now

at a premium. She requested that this be further looked into and its impacts on area businesses.
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Eamonn Dundon of the Portland Regional Chamber thanked the City for their flexibility in
support of businesses. The Chamber worked with the City in getting word out to businesses and the
response has been engaging and positive, as they can plan now. He questioned outdoor dining on
private property if that will be allowed November to April, and also suggested giving staff
flexibility in working with parklets.

Tyson Carey of Portland Downtown thanked the City for doing this in a thoughtful and
inclusive approach. It brings a lot of activity and revenue for small business owners and the
response from the community has been positive.

Chris Korzen of 28 Hampshire Street noted that there are 5 parklets in his residential area
and was concerned with noise, noting that they should be in line with the noise and close by 9:00 or
10:00 p.m.

Seeing no further public comment, Chair Thibodeau closed the public comment session.

On motion was made by Councilor Ali and seconded by Councilor Chong to forward Open
Air Portland to the City Council with a recommendation for approval.

Ms. Hanscombe noted that the City does not regulate private property, and they could
continue to operate as they have.

The Committee discussed parking issues and the impacts that parklets could have on those
living, working, and visiting the area, with Mr. Peverada noting that the downtown area has
approximately 1,500 to 2,000 on street parking spots. He also noted that the parking garages are
still not full. The Committee noted that an annual report back to the Committee on the program
would be helpful, including successes and issues. Staff noted there were no major issues with
traffic flows or complaints, and at the height of the Pandemic there were approximately 60 parklets
and now approximately 35. Metro lines were also discussed to look to ways it could assist with

moving people around better.
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Mayor Snyder suggested a pilot program for a shuttle from perhaps Marginal Way to the
downtown for anyone who want to use it, perhaps using ARPA funding, with Committee consensus
in support of this.

Councilor Zarro also requested that mobility limitations for sidewalk maneuvering be
considered, and Ms. Hanscombe said that there is 4-feet of flow required for sidewalks.

There was a brief discussion of closing lower Exchange Street, with Ms. Libner noting that
the City Council can direct staff to look at any street closures. She also added that the businesses in
those areas would need to have consensus and agreement.

The Committee consensus was positive on the extension of the Festival Order through
4/15/2022.

Chair Thibodeau thanked all for this discussion, and thanked staff again for the work on this
issue over the past year or so. He then asked for a vote on the motion and it passed 4-0.

A motion was then made Councilor Ali, seconded by Councilor Zarro, and passed 4-0 to
adjourn the meeting at 7:10 p.m.

Respectively submitted, Lori Paulette and Victoria Volent
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CITY OF PORTLAND
Housing and Economic Development Department
Housing and Community Development Division

TO: Councilor Thibodeau, Chair

Members of the Housing and Economic Development Committee
FROM: Victoria Volent, Housing Program Manager

Housing and Community Development Division
DATE: September 3, 2021

SUBJECT:  Area Median Income (AMI)

Introduction

The Housing and Economic Development Committee requested a review, and suggested
alternatives regarding the City of Portland’s use of the Area Median Income (AMI) as defined
and reported by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Metro
Fair Market Rent Area (FMRA) used to determine income qualification for affordability housing
projects.

Background

The term “affordable housing” means the percentage of income a household is charged in
rent and utilities, or must pay in monthly mortgage payments (including insurance and
taxes), does not exceed 30% of a household’s gross income.

The notion of only using 30% of one’s household income for housing expenses has been
unobtainable for many citizens due to the median income of the average resident being less than
the existing federally established Area Median Income (AMI) guidelines used to determine the
affordability of housing in the City for families.

AMI is the median, or middle, household income based on household size for a specific region as
defined by US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) pursuant to section 3 of
the 42 U.S.C. 1437, the Housing Act of 1937, as amended. AMI is a general term that is used
when Median Family Incomes (MFI) for various geographical locations are adjusted for family
size and areas with unusually high or low family income.

The adjustments to MFIs to account for household size and income levels are defined as “income
limits,” which are expressed as a percentage of AMI. Income limits are represented by 3 income
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level categories established by the US Housing Act of 1937: Low-income (income does not
exceed 80% of AMI), Very low-income (income does not exceed 50% of AMI), and Extremely
low-income (income does not exceed the greater of 30% of AMI or the federal poverty
guidelines).

HUD calculates income limits based on Census data for the median family income of
metropolitan and non- metropolitan areas. The metropolitan areas are divided into OMB
Defined Metro Areas (established by Office of Management and Budget) and HUD Metro Fair
Market Rent Areas (HMFA). The City of Portland and 18 additional towns and cities in
Cumberland County and 4 towns in York County make up the Portland, ME HUD Metro Fair
Market Rent Area (Portland HMFA).

The income limits established for the Portland, ME HUD Metro FMRA are used to determine
eligibility for housing assistance programs subject to 42 USC 1437a(b)(2), including Public
Housing, Section 8 project-based vouchers, Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher, and other
government subsidized housing programs such as HOME and CDBG.

Area Median Income (AMI) & Affordable Housing

As mentioned before Portland is a part of the Portland HMFA. All 19 cities and towns included
in the HMFA use the same AMI benchmark to determine housing affordability. The Area
Median Income is based on a special tabulation of the Median Family Income (as opposed to
Median Household Income) estimate data inflated using a Consumer price Index (CPI) forecast
from the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). Family refers to the Census definition of a
family, which is a householder with one or more persons living in the same household who are
related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. The definition of family excludes
one-person households and multi-person households of unrelated individuals. Because many
households consist of only one person, average household income is usually less than average
family income.

According to 2019 Census data, Portland’s median family income is approximately $88,946, and
median household income is approximately $63,493. The median family income is
approximately $15,000 greater than the median household income. Within the Portland HMFA
community, the median income ranges from $83,506 (family)/ $57,060 (household) for Old
Orchard Beach to approximately $159,772 (family)/ $124,944 (household) for the town of Cape
Elizabeth. Currently, the 2-person household median income for the Portland HMFA for 2021 is
$63,950 at 80% AMI; $48,000 at 50% AMI; and $40,000 at 30% AMI.

How can changes be made to the AMI Calculation?

Local municipalities cannot make changes to the calculation of AMI as defined by HUD because
the methodology is established by the federal government to create a uniform nationwide
standard. However, there is no specific prohibition to creating a Portland specific area median
income level (Portland AMI). If created, the Portland AMI would have very limited applicability
and in many cases would be difficult to use because of the layering and complexity of the

various affordable housing development funding sources. The use of a Portland AMI would best
be used for projects whereby Portland is the only government entity providing subsidy; there are
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few instances in affordable housing development where this is the case. As regards Inclusionary
Zoning, Chapter 14 Section 18.2 (Affordable Housing), this section of the City Code was
recently amended through a citizen referendum and cannot be altered for five years except
through another ballot measure.

Alternatives to changing the AMI Calculation

As an alternative, local municipalities are adopting auxiliary policies to create more affordable
housing at different income levels. Those policies will be discussed in detail during the
September 21 meeting of the Housing and Economic Development Committee.

Have other municipalities been able to change their local AMI calculation?

Given that AMI calculations are linked to funding provided by HUD for housing, staff has found
no other cities that have city specific area median incomes. Rather (as noted above)
communities have employed other creative policy combinations in order to increase the number
of affordable housing units available in their city.

Can Portland develop its own AMI calculation to determine affordability on non-Federally
funded residential projects?

As mentioned before, the City of Portland could theoretically create its own affordable rate
separate from the established HUD AMI calculations for non-federally funded residential
projects, but it would have limited impact for the reasons stated above.

Conclusion

Most developers often rely on federal funding to finance affordable housing units to some
degree. Therefore, creating a new version of AMI that would only impact non-federally funded
residential projects is less effective in reaching the highest number of residents in need of
affordable housing than other policy options that will be discussed during the September 21
meeting of the Housing and Economic Development Committee.
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CITY OF PORTLAND
Housing and Economic Development Department
Housing and Community Development Division

TO: Councilor Thibodeau, Chair

Members of the Housing and Economic Development Committee
FROM: Victoria Volent, Housing Program Manager

Housing and Community Development Division
DATE: September 3, 2021

SUBJECT:  Comparable Communities

Introduction

This memo was prepared in response to the request from the Housing and Economic Housing
Committee to locate comparable communities with the intent of receiving insight and learning of
new housing policies addressing housing for the missing middle.

Comparable Communities

Connecting with other communities provides lessons learned elsewhere and adds tools to the

“tool box” of strategies to promote safe and affordable housing. To assist with the search for
Portland's comparable cities, staff utilized several different tools to identify peer communities
facing similar housing challenges.

1. U.S. News & World Report (https://realestate.usnews.com/places/rankings/best-places-
to-live) annually ranks the country’s 150 most populous metropolitan areas based on
affordability, job prospects, and desirability. This year, Portland was ranked number 8 as
the Best Place to Live, and number 1 as Safest Place to Live.

2. The Peer City Identification Tool (https://www.chicagofed.org/region/community-
development/data/pcit ) developed by the Community Development and Policy Studies
department of the Chicago Federal Reserve, is built on public data from 300 U.S. cities
that had a population of 50,000 or more in 1960. It is organized in four different areas:
Equity, which examines economic and social measures of inequality; Resilience, which
measures labor characteristics; Housing, which examines factors related to the housing
supply and market; and Outlook, which compares general demographic and population
dynamics. By entering the name of a city, it returns a map of the comparable cities in a
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given area, produces tables and charts to show how the chosen city compares with the
peers identified, and to the median for all 300 cities in the analysis.

The Chicago Federal Reserve prepared this tool in response to frequent requests from
community and economic development professionals, bankers and city officials, seeking
information on localities facing similar challenges.

3. The Lincoln Institute of Land Policy created the Legacy Cities initiative
(https://www.lincolninst.edu/research-data/data-toolkits/legacy-cities/comparative-
cities-map) to provide policy makers, civic leaders and other stakeholders with research
and tools to build on their city’s strengths, and to provide the opportunity for participants
to connect with peers in other cities. According to the Lincoln Institute, a legacy city is a
city that once was a driver of industry and prosperity that experienced economic and
population decline in the 20 century but is on the path of revitalization.

Based on certain similarities, (population size, and rankings) a spreadsheet of comparable cites
was created. As well as helping to locate comparable cities, our research also helped to identify
“peer communities” that actually do not compare well to Portland in certain categories, such as
age of housing stock, vacancy rates, or cost burdened. With a list in place, staff reached out to
the cities of Worcester, MA, Holyoke, MA, Bremerton, WA, Tulsa, OK, and Hagerstown, MD.

Peer City Housing Programs

During discussions with peer communities, it is evident Portland is ahead of the curve having
already implemented nationally recognized “best practices” to increase housing opportunities.
When focusing on housing for the missing middle (defined as rental households between 80%
AMI and 100% AMI, and homeownership households between 80% AMI and 120% AMI),
Portland has adopted incentives (height and density bonuses, accessory dwelling), development
requirements (parking ratios, inclusionary zoning, hotel inclusionary zoning), public/private
partnerships (city-owned land, tax acquired property), public and non-profit initiatives (co-op
housing, community land trust) and funding (housing trust fund) to support the creation of
workforce housing. The information outreach did provide insight into creative programs aimed
at low-income housing which will be reviewed and discussed for possible next steps.

Previous Efforts to Share Feedback

In 2016, the Housing Committee addressed the issue of housing availability and affordability
through multiple feedback opportunities aimed at creating a working agenda of ideas. Feedback
was solicited from national housing policy leaders, concerned residents, real estate lawyers,
tenant advocates, landlords, state officials, affordable housing developers, social service
providers, senior housing advocates, advocates for the homeless, neighborhood associations, and
general members of the public. The result of this public process was over 135 policy
recommendations for the consideration of the Committee. Many of the ideas on the “bucket list”
have been explored in detail and are now included in the city code.
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Housing Strategies: Tools and Action

Through peer exchange, Portland is able to both acknowledge its strengths, and learn from other
municipalities facing similar housing challenges. Successful policies and programs are similar to
the variety of tools in a toolbox used to tackle a large and complicated problem. The tools (or
strategies) can be broken down into subcategories such as; zoning and regulations; planning and
policy; and programming. Staff has compiled strategies that represent ideas from over twenty
communities including: Boston, MA; Austin, TX; Arlington County, VA; Eugene OR; Atlanta,
GA; Denver, CO; Sacramento, CA, Tampa, FL; Seattle, WA; Boulder County, CO; Tacoma
WA; Malden, MA; Everett, WA; Houston, TX; Chattanooga, TN; Chicago, IL; Cambridge, MA;
Minneapolis, MN; Burlington, VT; Washington D.C. gathered during an internet search.

A comprehensive list of strategies Portland has either adopted, could expand upon, or could
review for further discussion will be provided during the September 21 meeting of the Housing
and Economic Development Committee.

Summary

The research and outreached conducted by the Housing and Community Development Division
underscores both Portland’s commitment to best practices and the need to continually plan
ahead. Integrating ideas gathered around missing middle housing into the on-going conversation
and work underway will serve to benefit Portland to align the comprehensive plan with the
vision for equitable, sustainable, and thriving neighborhoods. As noted above, staff will present
a comprehensive list of strategies for discussion during the September 21 meeting of the Housing
and Economic Development Committee.

Attachments

U.S News & World Report- Best Places ranking
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago- Peer City Identification Tool
Lincoln Institute- Comparable Cities
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Rankings

U.S. News analyzed 150 metro areas in the United States to find the best places to live
based on quality of life and the job market in each metro area, as well as the value of
living there and people's desire to live there.

Portland, Maine

#8in Best Places to Live
#33 in Best Places to Retire
#1in Safest Places 1o Live

#9 in Best Places to Live for Quality of Life

The 10 Best Places to Live in the U.S. in 2021-2022:

1. Boulder, Colorado

2. Raleigh and Durham, North Carolina
3. Huntsville, Alabama

4. Fayetteville, Arkansas

5. Austin, Texas

6. Colorado Springs, Colorado

7. Naples, Florida

8. Portland, Maine

9. Sarasota, Florida

10.Portland, Oregon

The 10 Safest Places to Live in the U.S. in 2021-2022:

Portland, Maine

Naples, Florida

Worcester, Massachusetts
Ocala, Florida

Sarasota, Florida
Manchester, New Hampshire
Boise, Idaho

Fort Myers, Florida

Tampa, Florida

10 Melbourne, Florida

CONSORWN =
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FEDERAL RESERVE BANK of CHICAGO

Peer City Identification Tool

Peer cities are cities that are experiencing similar trends or challenges. Identifying a
city’s peers can give needed context to policymakers and practitioners. To identify
peers, click on the map or enter a city name, select a theme, and scroll down to explore
the results.

Portland, Maine m
o Percent of housing units buitt Percent rent-burdened Share of mefropolitan area
Peer Cities pre-1980 Vacancy rate Home value to income ratio Homeownership rate households population
3.3 5.9%

PCIT-960 Median 65.6% 8.3% 55.6% 50.9%

Peer Group Median 18.1% 10.1% 46 43% 51% 14.7%
Bremerton, Washington 108% 95% 45 433% 49.1% 15.3%
Chicago, llinais 80.3% 12.2% 44 45% 48.8% 28.5%
Hagerstown, Maryland 10.3% 11.5% 38 41.6% 49.5% 14.2%
Holyoke, Massachusetis 83% 10% 48 40.1% 4% 5.8%
Norfolk, Virginia 10.8% 9.5% 4 434% 52.3% 13.9%
Portland, Maine 11.9% 10.7% 48 45.1% 46.5% 12.5%
Richmond, Virginia 19.5% 10.1% 49 42.6% 4.1% 119%
Worcester, Massachusetts 19.7% 8.1% 4] 41.3% 54.4% 19.1%
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Legacy Cities Home Comparative Cities Map Strategies Initiatives Resources Why Legacy Cities?
HARTFORD, CT & 124,320
ALBANY, NY A 98425
ATLANTA, GA 2 456,378
READING, PA 2 87899
PROVIDENCE, RI 2, 178,851
RICHMOND, VA A 216,773
NEW HAVEN, CT & 130,405
MINNEAPOLIS, MN & 404,670
UTICA, NY &, 61,337
PORTLAND, ME 2\ 66,649

BOSTON, MA 2, 658,279
WASHINGTON, DC &, 659,009
WORCESTER, MA =) 183,677
TERRE HAUTE, IN 2 61,021
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CITY OF PORTLAND
Housing and Economic Development Department
Mary P. Davis, Acting Director

TO: Councilor Spencer Thibodeau, Chair
Member of the Housing and Economic Development Committee

FROM: Mary Davis, Acting Director
Kelley Walsh, HCD Program Manager

DATE: September 2, 2021

SUBJECT: Public Hearing and Recommendation to City Council
Goals and Priorities & Allocation Process and Procedure for the
HUD 5-Year Consolidated Plan (HUD PY22 — PY26) (City FY23 — FY27)

SUMMARY OF ISSUE

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires that communities
receiving HUD funding (CDBG, HOME, ESG) undertake a planning process every three to
five years to review local affordable housing and community development needs. This
process is designed to help communities develop priorities and multi-year goals in
coordination with other community plans and resources to make a greater impact within the
community.

The 5-Year Consolidated Plan will be submitted to HUD in May, 2022. As you may be
aware, the Consolidated Plan was initially due to be submitted in May 2021. After reviewing
the Task Force Report and the City Manager’s recommendations regarding the report in
October 2020, the Housing Committee recommended that staff seek a one-year extension to
submit the Consolidated Plan. The extension was granted by HUD to allow the City to (1)
implement a public outreach strategy that meets CDC social distancing guidelines; and (2)
evaluate the report to be drafted and submitted in 2021 by the Racial Equity Steering
Committee.

Staff is seeking Council approval of the Community Development Goals and Priorities, as
well as, changes to the CDBG allocation process. Staff is seeking changes at this time so
they can be incorporated into the FY 22/23 CDBG Allocation Process which begins at the
end of October. The needs, goals, and priority activities are outlined in the staff analysis
section. In addition, the structural changes to the allocation process have been highlighted.
Lastly, the needs, goals, priorities table and the CDBG Priority Setting Task Force Report
are attached.

A letter from the City Manager detailing his recommendations regarding the 2020 CDBG
Priority Setting Task Force Report is attached. There are several recommendations that the
City Manager does not support. In his letter to the City Council, the City Manager indicates
that it would be his preference that council accept the 2020 CDBG Priority Task Force
Report along with the 2021 Addendum and vote to adopt the Task Force recommendations
with the exception of the recommendations noted in his letter.

1 of 24
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CITY OF PORTLAND
Housing and Economic Development Department
Mary P. Davis, Acting Director

REASON FOR SUBMISSION
The needs, goals and priorities outlined in the 5-Year Consolidated Plan, as well as changes
to the allocation process requires council approval.

INTENDED RESULT

If approved, the City will follow the established priority activities when making decisions
regarding the investment of CDBG, HOME and ESG funding. In addition, the changes to
the process and procedure for CDBG allocations will be approved prior to the application
and scoring process, thus providing transparency and predictability to applicants.

COMMITTEE GOAL/COUNCIL GOAL ADDRESSED
The proposed goals and priorities align with all of the 2021 City Council Common Goals.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The proposed goals and priorities would become the guiding document for the allocation of
CDBG, HOME and ESG funding. In FY22 the City received $1,948,754 in CDBG funding,
$991,679 in HOME funding, and $164,857 in ESG funding.

STAFF ANALYSIS

Consolidated Planning Process

The City’s current U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 5-Year
Consolidated Plan, was approved by the City Council on March 28, 2016. The Plan
established 4 main goals and objectives: 1) Create strong, safe, accessible, and vibrant
neighborhoods; 2) Increase housing availability and affordability; 3) Create economic
opportunities to transition people out of poverty; and 4) Prevent and reduce homelessness.

It is time to re-assess the goals and priorities for the next 5 year HUD Consolidated Plan.
The plan outlines how the City and the Cumberland County HOME Consortium will allocate
federal funding. In addition to funded projects meeting national objectives and eligibility
criteria, the plan requires projects to meet local level goals and priorities. Lastly, HUD
requires public input in establishing the goals and priorities for the City of Portland.

On February 9, 2020, the City Council approved the re-establishment of the CDBG Priority
Setting Task Force to review priorities, structural changes, and administrative changes to the

allocation process.

Data Collection

HCD Staff created a robust outreach campaign to generate community feedback on the City’s
needs, goals, and priorities. The outreach efforts included targeted forums with stakeholders,
tabling events at the farmer’s market downtown, and a survey day in conjunction with

Portland Adult Education’s Census event. Unfortunately, COVID-19 forced HCD Staff 1§24
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revise their outreach plan and take it entirely online. HCD staff created a targeted website to
provide residents, business owners, and service providers with information regarding the
consolidated planning process as well as multiple platforms to provide feedback. The website
contained targeted surveys for the general public, business owners, social service providers,
and past applicants and subrecipients of CDBG funding. The City highlighted the website
multiple time throughout the spring and summer (2020) on their website and social media
platforms. In addition, HCD staff partnered with Portland Downtown, the Chamber of
Commerce, and Social Service provider networks to spread the word and encourage
participation. At the time of survey close, there were 477 responses. This data was used to
inform the Task Force decisions on priority activities.

With the one year extension from HUD, staff created a second survey which was specific to
the changes recommended by the task force. Using the same outreach process mentioned
above, there were 612 responses to the survey. HCD staff, in partnership with the
Cumberland County Community Development Department, held a virtual community forum
on April 14, 2021, to review the consolidated planning process, promote surveys offered by
the City and County, describe program goals and priorities and solicit community input.
Sixty-one people registered for the forum and 27 residents, interested parties and service
providers from throughout Cumberland County participated in the forum.

CDBG Priority Setting Task Force Process and Work Plan

The Task Force had a strict work plan that covered changes to the CDBG Allocation process.
The Task Force met 12 times between March and September 2020, twice a month for two
hours. The majority of these meetings had to take place over Zoom due to COVID-19.

The Task Force focused their analysis and review of the CDBG priorities and process in
three distinct parts; structural, administrative, and guiding principles/priorities. Structural
changes encompass the application guidelines and distribution of set asides and allowable
grant requests. Administrative changes deal with priority points, penalty points, and the
appeals process. Lastly, the guiding principles and priorities speak directly to the types of
activities the money should be invested in.

The Task Force reconvened in August 2021 for one meeting. The Task Force reviewed the
City Manager’s recommendations following the release of the initial report last fall, the
Racial Equity Steering Committee Report, and a second round of survey data. Seven of the
original members were able to attend the August 2021 meeting, where they discussed in
detail their previous recommendations. The Task Force did not make any changes to their
initial recommendations; however, an addendum to the initial report was added to elaborate
on the use of the Community Policing set-aside.

Structural Recommendation

(1) The Task Force voted to reduce the maximum grant request for Development Activities
from $250,000 to $200,000. This change was based on a historic review of grant requests
over the last 5 years, the average request for that time period was $127,000. 3of24

Page 21


https://portland.civilspace.io/en/projects/city-of-portland-5-year-community-development-plan

CITY OF PORTLAND
Housing and Economic Development Department
Mary P. Davis, Acting Director

(2) The Task Force made a handful of recommendations to the funding set-asides and City
funding caps in both the construction/development and social services categories. The
City funding caps state a percentage that is allowed to go to City programs in a given
funding year. The Task Force voted to reduce the City funding cap by 5% in each
category, these recommendations would result in a 40% funding cap in social services
and an 80% funding cap to construction/ development. These recommendations were
based on a historic review of City funded programs.

(3) The Task Force also recommended the elimination of the 60% public infrastructure set-
aside within the City funding cap in the construction/development category.

(4) In addition, a new set-aside was recommended for new programs that have not received
CDBG funding. The recommendation would set-aside up to 20% of the previous year’s
allocation within the respective funding categories; construction/development and social
service. The set-aside would be awarded to new programs that score 75 points or higher.
If there are not enough eligible new programs to use the full 20%, the remainder would
go back in to the general allocation fund.

(5) In their initial report, the Task Force recommended that funding for the Community
Policing program be transitioned into the City’s budget. When the Task Force met again
in August of this year (see 2021 Addendum), they made one additional recommendation
which would allow the set-aside to be used in the community policing program or another
alternative response program managed by the Police Department.

As noted in the City Manager’s September 2, 2021 letter to the City Council, he does not
support (1), (2) and (3) noted above and is recommending that the City Council not support
these recommendation. While the City Manager does not support the initial recommendation
to transition funding for community policing into the City’s budget, as noted in (5) above,
he does support the recommendation made in the 2021 Addendum.

Scoring Recommendations (the revised scoring matrix is included in the Task Force Report)

The Task Force voted to recommend changes to the priority activities from two categories
to three categories; HIGH, PRIORITY, and ELIGIBLE ACTIVITY. The categories are
given priority points as follows; High 5 points, Priority 2 points, and Eligible Activity
receives 0 points.

(1) The Task Force recommended significant changes to the scoring structure as well as the
sub categories. The intent was to streamline the scoring, make it more predictable for
applicants and the allocation committee, and decrease arbitrary point value assignments
to the subcategories. The Task Force is recommending that each category be a multiple
of 5 with a score of a 1 being poor and 5 being excellent. The Task Force did express
concern that the Allocation Committee may feel the need to use half and quarter points,
for example, an applicant may not deserve a perfect 5 but a scorer may feel they are
above a 4 and award a 4.5. The Task Force feels the scoring structure should allow for

this flexibility. In addition to simplifying the scoring structure the Task For¢ef24
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recommends the removal of the sub category for “consistent with city goals, plans, or
initiatives”. The group feels that the subcategory is redundant and can be absorbed by
“goals”.

Guiding Principles and Priority Recommendations

The largest part of the Task Force work focused around the City’s “Needs-Goals-Priorities”
table, with a specific focus on high priority and priority activities. This work was informed
by the community outreach effort taken by the HCD office. Overall, the Task Force
suggested changing the priority activities to an alphabetical order format. The Task Force
felt that this would make it clear to applicants and the public that the order of the activities
do not relate to their importance, aside from the high priority and priority distinction.

(1) Neighborhood Investment and Infrastructure

The Task Force voted to move “Parks and Recreation Activities” to the high priority
category. In addition, they voted to remove “Historic Preservation” from the priority activity
list. Historic Preservation will remain an eligible activity, but will not receive priority points.

(2) Housing Availability

The Task Force recommended that “Rental Assistance” be renamed “Housing Start-up
Assistance”. The purpose of this change is to encompass a broader range of housing
activities, i.e. security deposit, rental payments, application fees.

(3) Economic Opportunity

a. The Task Force recommended the removal of “Fagade Improvements” and
“Financial Stability Services” from the priority list. These activities are still eligible,
but will not receive priority points.

b. In addition, the Task Force recommended moving “Job Creation” and
“Microenterprise Assistance” from high priority to priority, allowing them to receive
two priority points.

As noted in the City Manager’s letter to the City Council, he does not support (3).b. noted
above and is recommending that the City Council not support these recommendation

(4) Addressing the Needs of the Growing Homeless Population

a. The Task Force voted to combine “Mental Health Services” and “Substance Abuse
Services” in to one category labeled “Behavioral Health Services”. It is
recommended that this newly named activity remain a high priority activity. Task
Force members that are also service providers stated that these two activities often
go hand in hand and programs are designed to address both mental health and
substance use disorders in tandem. Staff echoed this sentiment and stated that a
majority of the social service programs address both issues. 50f 24
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b. As noted above, the Task Force recommended that “Rental Assistance” be renamed
“Housing Start-up Services” in order to encompass a broader range of housing
activities for homeless individuals, i.e. security deposits, rental payments, housing
case management, application fees. This activity remains a high priority activity.

c. Lastly, the Task Force recommended that “Food Assistance” be moved from High
Priority to Priority, allowing applications to earn 2 priority points. The Task Force
believes that there are many other federal funding sources for food assistance and
therefore it does not need to remain a high priority for funding.

As noted in the City Manager’s letter to the City Council, he does not support (4).c. noted
above and is recommending that the City Council not support this recommendation

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is requesting that the Housing and Economic Development Committee vote
recommend to the City Council acceptance of the 2020 CDBG Priority Task Force Report
and the 2021 Addendum and adoption of the Task Force recommendations with the
exception of the recommendations noted in the City Manager’s letter.

ATTACHMENTS

2020 CDBG Priority Setting Task Force Report
2021 Addendum

Letter from the City Manager
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2020 CDBG PRIORITY TASK FORCE REPORT

PARTICIPANTS
Adam Cohen
Andrew Ouellette
Ashish Shrestha
Ben Strick

Brad Hanscom
Chase Hewitt
Don Harden
Grace Braley
Jim Hall (Chair)
Julia Sheridan
Lucas Blom
Mark Adelson (Chair)
Matt Dubel

Sam Heck

INTRODUCTION

The 2020 CDBG Priority Task Force is pleased to present its final report to the Portland City
Council for your consideration.

We found that the current system is extremely well run, and allocations continue to be made
that meet important city needs. City staff are to be highly commended for their organization and
knowledge, as well as, the hard work and commitment they bring to the effort of planning,
distributing and monitoring the use of these funds. The changes we are recommending are
intended to increase efficiency, fairness and transparency, to make minor evidence-based
adjustments, and to target the city’s highest priorities in a time of growing demand for resources
and a dwindling stream of funding.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED CHANGES:
¢ Create a capped set-aside to promote smaller new programs
e Adjust city funding caps to better match survey data with historical data
e Focus the city’'s “high priority” list on housing and employment
e Simplify the scoring process and subcategories
¢ Increase communication amongst funding sources
e Remain open to emerging needs

BACKGROUND
The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is a federal program from the Department of

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that distributes funding based on allocations from
Congress to its entitlement communities, comprising over 1,200 cities and counties throughout
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the country. Historically the City of Portland has received approximately $2 million in CDBG
funds annually.

For the past ten years this funding has decreased. There has also been increased scrutiny over
the past few years of the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the CDBG
program nationally. The need for focus and accountability is greater than ever before. The City
of Portland must redefine how federal CDBG dollars are allocated to emphasize, to the greatest
extent possible, successful and measurable outcomes.

The City’s establishment of the CDBG Priority Task Force of 2020 stemmed from the City’s
commitment to re-evaluate every three to five years the priorities identified by the CDBG Priority
Task Force of 2008 and 2012 and the CDBG working group in 2013. This process began with
the Housing and Community Development (HCD) Ten Point Plan, approved by the City on
October 1, 2007. The HCD Ten Point Plan, a product of the HCD Task Force, required the
creation of the CDBG Priority Task Force, followed by the Annual Allocation Committee.

PROCESS

Positions on the 2020 Taskforce were advertised on the City website as a newsflash, as well as,
on the Boards and Committees page. The advertisement included a description of the taskforce,
along with the roles and duties of the members. Lastly, the application was available online with
contact information attached if a paper copy was needed.

HCD Staff directly advertised the opportunity to participate to all past committee members,
including the City Manager's Policy Advisory Committee, HCD Task Force, CDBG Priority Task
Force, CDBG Annual Allocation/Scoring Committee, past applicants and awardees of CDBG
and HOME funds, and interested parties from the 2019 District Meetings. In total, invitations
were sent via email to 380 individuals and organizations.

HCD Staff received 18 applications by the January 24th deadline. Members were diverse in
their skill sets, represented all of the demographics listed in the taskforce guidelines, and every
neighborhood in Portland. At the February 19th, 2020 Council Meeting, the City Council
approved an order to reinstate the task force and approved the applicants as members. Four
members of the task force resigned due to unforeseen circumstances caused by COVID-19.

WORK PLAN

The Task Force had a strict work plan that covered three sections:_priorities and principles,
structural changes, and administrative changes to the CDBG allocation process. The Task
Force met 12 times between March and September, twice a month for two hours. The majority
of these public meetings had to take place remotely via Zoom due to COVID-19.

The largest part of the Task Force work focused on the City’s “Needs-Goals-Priorities” table,
with a specific focus on high priority and priority activities.
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This was also the focus of a large community outreach effort planned by the HCD office.
Unfortunately, due to COVID-19 was revised and conducted entirely online. HCD staff created a
targeted website with information regarding the consolidated planning process as well as
multiple platforms to provide feedback. The website contained targeted surveys for the general
public, business owners, social service providers, and past applicants and subrecipients of
CDBG funding. The City highlighted the link multiple times throughout the spring and summer
on their website and social media platforms. In addition, HCD staff partnered with Portland
Downtown, the Chamber of Commerce, and social service provider networks to spread the word
and encourage participation. At the time the survey closed there were 477 responses. The Task
Force used this data to inform their decisions regarding priority activities.

RECOMMENDATIONS

At a high level, the Task Force is generally recommending increased communication with other
funding sources, both within the City government and outside in the community, so as to
optimize similar outcomes and coordinate achievements together.

Analysis of prior applicant pools indicated that many specific CDBG processes are having the
desired effect. For example, the minimum allowable grant request in both social service and
construction / development has ensured an appropriate level of commitment required to run and
report on a CDBG funded program. In addition, application penalties have reduced the number
of difficult submissions that previously required intensive staff involvement in order to process.
For brevity, we have not listed all the topics which the Task Force reviewed and ultimately
decided should remain unchanged.

PRIORITIES
*see appendix for full table of needs / goals / priorities

The task force recommends the following high priorities:

e Neighborhood Investment and Infrastructure: Public Infrastructure in targeted
neighborhoods, including parks and recreation facilities, Accessibility/ADA Compliance,
alternative modes of transportation, and Community Policing Administration.

e Housing: construction of new housing (HOME funds only), the adaptive reuse of
buildings for housing, rehabilitation of existing housing, housing retention, housing start
up assistance. Housing Start-up Assistance has replaced Rental Assistance to allow for
a broad range of housing assistance services, i.e. security deposits, utilities, housing
application assistance and fees.

e Economic development: career advancement services, job retention support services

¢ Homelessness: Housing Services for long term stayers, emergency services to prevent
homelessness, shelter services, housing start up assistance, Behavioral Health
Services. Housing Start-up Assistance has replaced Rental Assistance to allow for a
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broad range of housing assistance services. Behavioral Health Services has replaced
mental health and substance abuse services.

The above list represents adjustments to previous “high priority” activities. Most notably, we are
recommending a combined category of “behavioral health” that captures both mental health and

substance use services. This recognizes the co-occurring nature of mental health and
substance use, and that best practice involves addressing both simultaneously.

SCORING

SCORING CATEGORY

POSSIBLE POINTS

Goal, Priority Impact Level & Community Need 30 Total
e Goal 15
e Priority impact (5pts high Priority, 2pts 5,2,0r0
priority, Opts eligible activity)
e Community need 10
Guiding Principles: 30 Total
e Measurable community impact 10

e Diversity and inclusiveness

5 Construction/ 10 Social Service

e Priority to lower incomes

5 Construction/ 10 Social Service

e location (construction only) 5

e Sustainability (construction only) 5
Capacity to deliver: 25 Total

e Financial need 5

e Leveraged funding 5

e Experience providing service 5

e Readiness to proceed 5

e Financial stability 5
Partnership/Collaboration 15 Total

PENALTY

PoINTS DEDUCTED

Missing section/s

1 point deducted per item

Failing to follow Submission Guidelines, section
I.C.3 (including but not limited to: application not typed,
page limits, max/min request amounts, etc)

0.25 point deducted per
instance

Errors (e.g. in budget calculation)

0.25 points deducted per
instance

Page 29

11 0f 24




The task force reviewed subcategory scoring from several prior years, and recommends an
adjustment to the overall scoring structure. The goal of the changes is to streamline the
process, make it more approachable and predictable for applicants and the allocation
committee, and decrease arbitrary point value assignments to subcategories.

Under this scheme, each subcategory will be ranked on a universal scale of 1-5 (poor to
excellent), with multipliers applied to especially important categories, resulting in a total 100
possible points per application. For example, the “ Goal” scoring category is worth 15 total
points. The Allocation Committee will score it 1-5 and that number will be multiplied by 3 to get
the total points awarded out of 15. The Task Force feels this structure should allow for flexibility,
and defers to HCD Staff and the Allocation Committee for minor changes. For example, the
Allocation Committee may determine a need to apply fractional ranks (such as 4.5 out of 5.0) in
order to achieve higher precision comparisons amongst applicants, or staff later recommends
adjustments to category multipliers to catch up to changes in city priorities.

Relative weights have been simplified while attempting to respect the overall levels of
importance that had been determined during prior scoring rounds.

o 15% of the overall score is weighted toward “Goal”, and 15% toward “Collaboration”

¢ 10% toward each of the following: Community Need, Measurable Outcomes, Diversity,
and Lowest Income Served

e Each remaining subcategory contributes 5% to the overall total score.

The task force is also recommending a few fine-grained adjustments to scoring subcategories.
The goal of these changes is to reduce redundancy and a neutralizing effect to the scoring. In
addition, we felt that expanding the scoring and page limits for collaboration will result in quality
outreach and partnership efforts. The taskforce chose to increase the page limits for the
collaboration section from two pages to eight pages. Lastly, expanding priority activities to
include all eligible activities will open up the applicant pool, while still giving preference to the
aforementioned priority activities.
e “Consistent with City Plans” will now be captured under “City Goals” in both scoring and
the narrative of the application
e Collaboration will be a single overall score rather than tiered scoring for Outreach,
Letters of Support, and Memorandum of Understanding
e Priority Activity will include three categories for scoring, “High”, “Priority”, and “Eligible
Activity”

SET-ASIDES AND GRANT RANGES

The Task Force analyzed average allocations and requests from year to year, and it became
clear that there are hurdles for small, new, and innovative programs. Through this analysis and
discussion the Task Force recommends the creation of a set-aside of up to 20% for new
programs that can meet a minimum score of 75 (out of a possible 100), with any remainder to
be allocated toward the general pool. We hope to create a balance between new applicants and
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veteran programs that provide essential services. This dilemma and balance has been a
consistent discussion between staff and the yearly allocation committee.

Based on review of average grant requests over the last 5 years, the Task Force is
recommending that the maximum allowable request in the construction / development category
be reduced from $250,000 to $200,000 per program. Very few applicants request the maximum,
and the average request was well below, at $127,000.

The Task Force also recommends a slight reduction in the City funding caps:

o Reduce the maximum City funding cap in Social Services from 45% to 40%

e Reduce the maximum City funding cap in Construction and Development from 85% to
80%

¢ Simplify the overall calculation by eliminating the 60% public infrastructure cap.

The hope with these changes is to allow a larger number of applications to receive funding
through the initial allocation process, rather than requiring a redistribution intervention by the
City Manager or City Council.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

It became clear from the beginning that we were working at an extraordinary time in Portland’s
history, and this would need to be reflected in our recommendations to the Council even if
specific responses remain unknown at this time. It's critically important that the overall funding
process can balance the need for structure with an ability to remain open and flexible to address
new emerging priorities and needs the City will be facing throughout the 5 year timeframe of the
plan. The task force identified three emerging areas that may impact how CDBG funds are
allocated in coming years.

COVID-19 and Portland’s response to the ongoing health crisis:

It's likely COVID-19 will impact the City and its residents for many years to come and in every
facet of life in Portland. As we've learned, the City's lower income and non-white populations
are hurt the most by the pandemic. The economy, business growth, employment opportunities,
housing, education, health care, food security, human services, and transportation are all in
some form of change or limbo due to this health crisis. CDBG funding will have a future role in
mitigating some of the impacts, and the City needs to begin planning now on how best to face
these challenges.

New Homeless Service Center:

Preventing and alleviating homelessness remains an important priority for the City. CDBG
funding can have an important direct or indirect role in making the City’s plan for the new
Homeless Service Center a reality, in cooperation with the state’s ongoing development of more
regional solutions. Although generally the task force valued more permanent solutions over
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temporary, we agreed that emergency shelter needs to remain a high priority at this time. This
could be revisited if a more stable situation were to prevail.

Racial Equity and Inclusion :

The Task Force had initial discussions at the beginning of this process regarding funding for
Community Policing. The item was tabled, and discussed again in light of the national spotlight
on racial justice and equity, and local community outcries for increased social service funding.
The Task Force believes the City’s Community Policing efforts are valuable and successful, and
should remain a high priority. However, a majority of the Task Force believes that the City
should begin to plan for funding Community Policing administration from the City’s budget, both
to ensure stability of ongoing critical services, and to free up additional CDBG funds for human
services that complement these efforts. We understand the strain the city’s budget is under and
how difficult it might be to absorb 100% of this function, so at this time we are not
recommending immediate removal of the CDBG set-aside for community policing
administration.
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NEED

GOAL

PRIORITY IMPACT LEVEL

Neighborhood Investment & Infrastructure:

Description: Public safety and mobility are key
components to improving the livelihood of
Portland neighborhoods. There is a significant
need to build neighborhood sidewalks where
none exist, improve ADA compliance, and
increase access to alternative modes of
transportation. Additionally, there is a need to
increase resident’s ability to remain or become
active and engaged members of their
neighborhoods through community based
services and programs.

Basis for Relative priority: In 2019 & 2020 the
Portland City Council identified four goals
that identified this need: 1) 15 buses for 15
minutes: Add 15 buses to our fleet allowing
us to reduce peak hour wait times to an hour
to 15 minutes. 2) Light Hybrid rail to the
eastern waterfront: install hybrid electric rail
cars to come into Portland’s eastern
waterfront to reduce traffic. 3) Implement a
plan for installation of solar arrays. 4)
Increase public transit infrastructure and
capacity in the City. The 2030 Comprehensive
plan lists the following strategy: Full Service
City: 2. Provide services to all residents.
Operate City facilities and services in an
efficient and effective manner that is
responsive to all segments of the community.

Resource:

City of Portland 2019 & 2020 City Council
Common Goals. and the 2030 City of Portland
Comprehensive Plan

Create strong, safe, accessible and vibrant
neighborhoods:

Description: Invest in infrastructure to
improve neighborhood assets and build strong,
safe, accessible and vibrant neighborhoods.
Improve accessibility and livability through
age-friendly designs and ADA compliance.
Build sidewalks and trails to improve
connectivity, increase the use of bicycles as a
mode of transportation, and redevelop
streetscapes to create shared streets for cars,
bikes, and pedestrians that integrate with the
fabric of the neighborhood. Support programs
that increase safety in neighborhoods for
residents and visitors.

Invest in programs and services that address
the specific needs of members of the
community. Encourage programs that build a
sense of inclusiveness, safety, and security
within individual neighborhoods.

Including but not limited to (in alphabetical
order, not in order of priority):

HIGH PRIORITY

e Accessibility/ADA compliance

e Alternative modes of transportation

e Community policing

e Park and Recreation Facilities

e Public infrastructure in targeted
neighborhoods

PRIORITY

e Community centers and engagement
programs

Disability Services

Non-profit rehab

Public infrastructure outside of targeted
neighborhood

Senior Services

e Tree planting
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NEED

GOAL

PRIORITY IMPACT LEVEL

Housing Availability:

Description: In the 2019 Housing report it was
reported that Portland has an affordability gap
of $255,796. In addition, there is a lack of
affordable rental housing within Portland’s
housing supply. The City Council continues to
make housing availability and affordability
their goal.

Basis for Relative priority: In 2019 & 2020 the
Portland City Council identified the following
goal to address this need: Increase access to
rental and home ownership that is safe,
affordable, and accessible.

Resources:

2030 Workforce Housing Demand Study
2019 City of Portland Housing Committee,
Interim Housing Report

2019 & 2020 City Council Common Goals.

Increase housing availability & affordability:

Description: Increase housing availability and
affordability to all Portland residents
regardless of income, race, ethnicity, and
family size. Encourage housing development
by removing barriers to traditional urban
housing types while ensuring the inclusion of
workforce and age-friendly housing in
significant development projects.

In

order, not in order of priority):

HIGH PRIORITY

P

cluding but not limited to (in alphabetical

Adaptive reuse for housing

Construction of new housing (HOME
funds only)

Housing Retention

Housing Start up Assistance
Rehabilitation of existing housing

RIORITY
Environmental testing and remediation
Energy efficiency/weatherization
Fair housing activities
Heating and fuel assistance
Legal services Tenant/landlord counseling
services
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NEED GOAL PRIORITY IMPACT LEVEL

Economic Opportunity: Create economic opportunities to Including but not limited to (in alphabetical order,
transition people out of poverty: not in order of priority):
Description: Portland has a well-developed
employment support system with many Description: Invest in Portland businesses to
established providers. However, the system is enable them to expand to create jobs. Invest | HIGH PRIORITY
fragmented, providers work in silos, there is in persons wanting to create e Career advancement services
insufficient funding to cover needs of potential microenterprises. Engage job seekersin a e Education
workers, and career planning and financial continuum of services to increase their e Job training
stability are often prioritized less than job professional capacity, financial stability, and e GED attainment
placement. Employment retention support is ability to maintain employment. Focus on e ESL
scarce and turnover results in economic difficult to employ populations including e Job retention support services
uncertainty for employees and higher costs for homeless, new Americans and single parent e Childcare vouchers
employers. head of households. Combine resources and e Housing counseling
build partnerships between public and « Transportation assistance
Basis for Relative priority: In 2019 & 2020 the private entities to provide opportunities to
Portland City Council identified the following transition Portland residents out of poverty | PRIORITY
goal: Promote Economic Development in the to sustainable employment and financial e Job Creation
City in a manner that provides for increased stability. e Microenterprise Assistance

property values, diversification across industry
sectors and high paying jobs. Specifically, as it
relates to HUD programming and objectives, the
Council further identified the need to advance
work on the “Minority and Women-owned
Business Development Initiative” and secure City
Council approval to invest CDBG funds in
workforce development.

Resources:

Portland Economic Development Vision and Plan
Portland Community Chamber of Commerce:
Portland’s Economic Scorecard 2014-2015
Muskie School of Public Service: The State of
Infant Pre-K Childcare in Portland, Maine 2015
GPCOG 2014-2018 Economic Development
Action Plan

UPDATED 9.21.2020
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NEED

GOAL

PRIORITY IMPACT LEVEL

Address the Needs for Growing Homeless
Population:

Description: The shelter system in Portland is
beyond capacity. Staff and local organizations
struggle to deal with overflow strategies to meet
increasing need. Data from 2019 showed that 79%
of the shelter consumers were new consumers, the
average length of stay at the shelter is under 60
days. Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing are
key components to help reduce shelter usage and
homelessness. Additionally increased case
management is needed for those who have mental
illness and substance abuse issues to help them
navigate the service delivery system.

Basis for Relative priority: In 2019 & 2020 the
Portland City Council identified the goal: Continue
the effort to reduce homelessness, assist people
experiencing homelessness through City, Regional,
and State efforts.

Resource: 2020 City Council Common Goals

2019 Health and Human Services Shelter Report

Prevent and Reduce Homelessness:

Description: Prevent individuals and
families from becoming homeless and
entering into the shelter system. Rapidly
rehouse those who enter the shelter
system. Provide necessary resources to
assist vulnerable population’s transition
out of homelessness, including housing
opportunities for chronically homeless or
long-term stayers at homeless shelters.

Including but not limited to (in alphabetical
order, not in order of priority):

HIGH PRIORITY

e Behavioral Health Services

e Emergency services to prevent
homelessness

e Housing and Housing Services for long-
term shelter consumers

e Housing Start up Costs

e Shelter services

PRIORITY
e At risk youth services
e Food Assistance

Page 37

UPDATED 9.21.2020

19 of 24




1. SUMMARY OF APPROVED MOTIONS

Motion to keep the Social Service Application minimum request at $10,000
0 Passed 14-0, 1 abstained
Motion to keep the Community Policing $150,000 set-aside
0 Passed 11-1, 2 abstained
Motion to reduce the Construction and Development Application maximum request from
$250,000 or 30% of the prior years allocation to a flat number of $200,000.
0 Passed 12-1, 1 abstained
Motion to keep the Construction and Development Application minimum request at $10,000
0 14-0, 1 abstained
Motion to eliminate the 60% infrastructure cap and reduce the City funding cap from 85% to 80%
for construction and development programs
0 Passed 14-0, 1 abstained
Motion to reduce the City funding cap in social services from 45% to 40%
0 Passed 9-0, 1 abstained
Motion to keep penalty points as is
0 Passed 13-0
Motion to move park and recreation activities to high priority category and keep all other
neighborhood investment and infrastructure the same
0 Passed 10-0
Motion to remove historic preservation from priority activities list
0 Passed 6-5
Motion to rename rental assistance to start up assistance and move from priority to high priority,
everything else stays the same. Discussion, member clarified calling the activity rental housing
start up assistance.
0 Passed 11-0
Motion to remove fagade improvements from priority activities
O Passed 7-4
Motion to remove financial stability services from priority activities
0 Passed 10-1
Motion to move job creation from high priority to priority activity
0 Passed 6-5
Motion to move microenterprise assistance from high priority to priority activity
0 Passed 8-3
Motion to allocate 0 points to non-priority activities, 2 points to priority activities, and 5
points to high priority activities.
o Passed 9-1
Motion to combine mental health and existing substance abuse disorder activity in to one
activity, labeled *Behavioral Health’, with a designation of high priority
o Passed 13-0
Motion to make “housing start up services’ a high priority activity
o Passed 13-0
Motion to change food assistance from high priority to priority activity
0 Passed 13-0
Motion to allocate category points in both Social services and Development as follows:
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30 points - Goal, Priority Impact Level & Community Need
30 points - Guiding principles
25 points - Capacity to deliver
15 points — Collaboration
o Passed 11-0
Motion to allocate Goal, Priority Impact Level, & Community Need sub-categories points, in
both Social Services and Development Activities, as follows:
o 15 points - Goal
0 10 points - Community need
0 5 points - Priority
o Passed 9-2
Motion to remove Guiding principles sub-category consistency with city goals, plans, and
initiative (4 points) and include this subcategory with the Goal, Priority Impact Level and
Community Need, Goal Subcategory
o Passed 10-0
Motion for to allocate measurable community impact, diversity and inclusiveness, Priority to
lower income as follows in social service
0 Measurable Community Impact 10
o Diversity and Inclusiveness 10
O Priority to Lower Incomes 10
o Passed 7-3
Motion for to allocate measurable community impact, diversity and inclusiveness, Priority to
lower income as follows in Development
0 Measurable Community Impact 10
Diversity and Inclusiveness 5
Priority to Lower Incomes 5
Location 5
Sustainability 5
o Passed 9-1
Motion to allocate Capacity to deliver subcategory point distribution as follows:
0 5- Financial need
5- Leveraged funding
5- Experience Providing Service
5- Readiness to Proceed
5- Financial Stability
0 Passed 9-1
Motion to create a single scoring line ‘Partnership/Collaboration’” with a maximum of 15
points.
o Passed 9-0, 1 abstention
Motion to expand page limit to 8 pages for the collaboration section for both narrative and
supporting materials
o Passed 10-0
Motion new applicants be required to score a minimum of 75 points to be considered for the
set-aside.
o Passed 10-0
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2021 ADDENDUM TO 2020 CDBG PRIORITY TASK FORCE REPORT

CONTEXT

The 2020 CDBG Priority Task Force presented its final report at the Housing Committee’s Oct 14th 2020 meeting.
The committee delayed action and directed staff to request a one-year extension, which HUD granted. The task
force reconvened Aug 4 2021 to review its report before resubmitting to the now combined 2021 Housing and
Economic Development Committee.

Three items of interest were (a) the City Manager’s 2020 recommended amendments to the Task Force report, (b)
additional community feedback that the Housing & Community Development Department has gathered via online
survey with specific questions targeting task force recommendations, and (c) the Racial Equity Steering Committee’s
report currently under review by the council and staff.

The task force also discussed several timely topics in the context of its prior recommendations, such as the
termination of covid emergency measures, new federal funds available, the loss of emergency day shelter, and
changes to the emergency food service model.

RECOMMENDATION

After review the task force stands by its 2020 report as consistent with all of the above, and would like to offer one
additional recommendation.

Given ongoing work in alternative crisis response, and rapidly evolving understanding of best practices in this field,
the task force recommends an adjustment to the wording of the community policing set-aside to allow the department
flexibility throughout the upcoming 5-year plan.

m  $150,000 set-aside for Community Policing, or another alternative response program the department
manages — non-competitive.

This way the Portland Police Department may allocate its alternative response set-aside based on unfolding data,
whether continuing the current model, or applying under another program it manages internally, in collaboration with
other city departments, or subcontracted to an outside organization.
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CITY OF PORTLAND
Executive Department
Jon P. Jennings, City Manager

September 2, 2021
Members of the Portland City Council:

As you know, the CDBG Priority Task Force was re-established in 2020 to assist with the creation of
a new 5-Year Consolidated Plan which was originally scheduled to be submitted to HUD in May,
2021. At the suggestion of the Housing Committee, city staff requested a one year extension to file
the Consolidated Plan. HUD approved the extension. The new 5-Year Consolidated Plan is now due
in May 2022.

The Task Force was charged with reviewing the current CDBG allocation process and making
recommendations for improvement. The Task Force work plan covered three areas: (1) Review of
priorities and guiding principles, (2) Review of the structural framework of the program, and (3)
Review of the administrative framework of the CDBG allocation process.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the members of the Task Force for their work during this
unprecedented time. The Task Force met 12 times between March and September of 2021 and one
additional time in August 2021, with all but one of their meetings occurring remotely due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. | commend them for their dedication in performing their work in these unusual
circumstances.

You may remember that during the CDBG funding recommendations over the last several years, |
noted my desire to see new and innovative programs benefit from CDBG assistance. | am pleased to
see that the members of the Task Force agreed and | enthusiastically support their recommendation to
create a set-aside for new and innovative programs. However, while | applaud the work and effort the
Task Force put into the recommendations outlined in the 2020 CDBG Priority Task Force Report,
there are several recommendations that | do not support.

(A) Priorities and Guiding Principles:

The Task Force made several recommendations in the high priority and priority impact areas of the
City’s CDBG Program. | do not support three of the recommendations in the Priority Impact Level. |
feel strongly that Job Creation, Microenterprise Assistance and Food Assistance should remain as high
priority activities. Year after year during the annual CDBG allocation process, | have been consistent
in my recommendations that food security is a basic necessity and integral service provided to the
most vulnerable in our community. In light of the ongoing impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic,
ensuring that funding is available for businesses in Portland will be key to economic recovery in the
City.

389 Congress Street @ Portland, Maine 04101 e 207-874-8300
info@portlandmaine.gov www.portlandmaine.gov
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(B) Structural Changes

@)
(@)

(b)

(©)

(2)

Set-asides:

While the Task Force did not recommend immediate removal of the CDBG set-aside for
community policing, they did recommend that funding for the program be transitioned into the
City’s budget. | do not support this recommendation and the potential impact it may have on
the City’s ability to continue to provide this valuable community service. When the Task Force
met again in August of this year, they made one additional recommendation which would allow
the set-aside to be used in the community policing program or another alternative response
program managed by the Police Department. | support this recommendation as it gives the
Police Department flexibility on how these funds are best utilized.

The ability to use CDBG resources to fund public infrastructure projects in low to moderate
income neighborhoods of the city is extremely important. The Task Force is recommending
elimination of the set aside for city public infrastructure projects. Currently the set aside allows
up to 60% of the maximum funding available to city programs in the development activities
category to be set aside for public infrastructure projects. | do not support the Task Force’s
recommendation to eliminate this set-aside. The City will be dealing with the financial impacts
of the COVID-19 pandemic for several years. Elimination of this set-aside at this time will
have negative impacts on the City’s ability to address the public infrastructure needs throughout
the city and particularly in CDBG eligible neighborhoods.

Many CDBG entitlement communities retain all of their CDBG funding for municipal use. In
fact, most communities are required to cap CDBG funding to social service agencies at 15% of
the total CDBG allocation. Portland is an exception and is allowed to provide up to 33% of the
total CDBG allocation to social service agencies. For this reason along with others mentioned
previously in this letter, 1 do not support the Task Force recommendations to reduce the
maximum City funding cap in Social Services from 45% to 40% of the allocation and the
maximum City funding cap in Construction and Development from 85% to 80% of the
allocation.

Maximum cumulative grant requests:

The Task Force recommended a reduction in the maximum grant request for Development
Activities from $250,000 to $200,000. As noted above (1(b)), I do not support the Task Force
Recommendation.

It would be my preference that council accept the 2020 CDBG Priority Task Force Report and the
2021 Addendum and vote to adopt the Task Force recommendation with the exception of the
recommendations noted above.

I thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts and recommendations.

Sincerely,

ocuSigned by:

o P Jommanss
&)&J?ﬁsbejnnmgw
City Manager
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