Meeting:
Date:

Time:

Place:

Purpose:

Supportive Housing Services (SHS) Oversight Committee Meeting

May 23, 2022

9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

Virtual meeting (Zoom link)

Regular committee business; learn more about Washington County’s budgeting
processes and discuss with jurisdiction; provide update on tri-county advisory body.

9:30 a.m.

Welcome and introductions

9:50 a.m.

Public comment

10:15 a.m.

Presentation and discussion: Washington County SHS FY23 budget process

9:45 a.m.

10:00 a.m.
10:40 a.m.

Conflict of interest declaration
Committee process & business: public official rules and petitions

Presentation and discussion: Metro FY23 SHS budget

11:00 a.m.

Committee process and business: Metro SHS financial update

11:20 a.m.

Tri-county planning body overview and update

12:00 p.m.

Adjourn

11:10 a.m.

11:45 a.m.

Break

Next steps

Meeting:

Date/time:

Place:

Purpose:

Supportive Housing Services Oversight Committee

Monday, March 28, 9 AM – 11:30 AM
Virtual meeting (Zoom)

Presentation and group discussion of quarter 2 reports, financial update, and review
and next steps from oversight committee survey on scheduling and priority topics.

Member attendees
Co-chair Susan Emmons, Dan Fowler, Armando Jimenez, Ellen Johnson, Jenny Lee, Seth Lyon, Carter
MacNichol, Felicita Monteblanco, Jeremiah Rigsby, Dr. Mandrill Taylor, Co-chair Kathy Wai
Absent members
Gabby Bates, Heather Brown, Multnomah County Commissioner Susheela Jayapal. Roserria Roberts,
City of Portland Commissioner Dan Ryan, Jahed Sukhun
Elected delegates
Washington County Chair Kathryn Harrington, Clackamas County Commissioner Sonya Fischer,
Metro Councilor Christine Lewis
Metro
Nui Bezaire, Ash Elverfeld, Breanna Hudson, Rachael Lembo, Patricia Rojas, Valeria McWilliams,
Jimmy Oporta
Facilitators
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement
Welcome and introductions
Land and labor acknowledgements from the Uprise Collective were read by Co-chairs Kathy Wai
(she/her) and Susan Emmons (she/her).

Kathy and Susan welcomed the group to the meeting.

Susan spoke to the recent survey results on member priorities for the committee meetings and the
major highlights were that people wanted more connection and more time for time for discussion
in meetings.
January meeting minutes were approved unanimously.

Conflict of interest declaration

Dan Fowler announced that he was involved in a property sale for an affordable housing
development. He’s also involved in finding a relocation site for a non-profit.

Carter MacNichol is a board member at Transition Projects and they are a contractor receiving
Supportive Housing Services funding.
Public Comment

No verbal public comment was made during the meeting.
Financial update

Rachael Lembo (she/her), Planning, Development and Research Department Finance Manager
joined the meeting. The financial report was included in the meeting packet.

•
•
•
•

$19 million collected in February and that is significantly higher than other months. They
anticipate that it will go up significantly going forward.
Seeing an increase in estimated tax payments for 2022 starting to come in.
Metro has paid out about $27 million so far to the counties.
“Transfers E” in the report refer to internal transfers at Metro.

Presentation: Quarter 2 Reports and Housing

Nui Bezaire (she/her), Supportive Housing Services, Metro, presented a high level overview of the
quarter two progress reports using a slideshow. Details are in the reports that were included in the
packet. She also reviewed the Regional Long-term Rent Assistance (RLRA) program.
•
•

Challenges in quarter two: hiring, COVID-19, severe weather and other emergencies, and
the narrative that the supportive housing services (SHS) program is a cure-all or the only
resource to address homelessness.
Progress made in permanent supportive housing (PSH) units/vouchers, shelter beds,
permanent housing placements, homelessness and eviction prevention, and outreach.

Breakout discussions

Members and attendees either chose to go into breakout rooms or stayed in the main meeting room at
this point. Notes from the breakout room discussions can be found attached at the end of the meeting
minutes as Attachment A.
Group Discussion: Q2 Reports and Housing
Kathy welcomed members back to the main room and offered the groups an opportunity to share
out.
Dan noticed a theme of how individual solutions are and that process is going to take time.

Dr. Mandrill Taylor said the group he was in focused on systemic reasons as to what has brought us
here and the solutions need to be framed with a systemic focus. They also discussed focusing on
how we’re communicating progress going forward.

Carter said they talked about the communication challenge. There is urgency to communicate
effectively about the work. We talked lot about that and progress being made.

Marc Jolin (he/him) and Yesenia Delgado (she/her), Joint Office of Homeless Services; Vahid Brown
(he/him), Housing Authority of Clackamas County; and Jes Larson (she/her) and Liz Morris
(she/her) of the Housing Authority of Washington County joined the meeting members on screen.
The following section has questions from members and responses from county partners italicized.
Have you experienced backlash from neighborhoods where additional units of housing are
proposed or placed?
•

Marc said they haven’t recently but they did a few years ago. Resistance has mostly been
around shelters.

•

Jes said that
Washington County secured a motel site in Hillsboro with Project Turnkey and that it has been
operated as a shelter program during the pandemic but with plans to have affordable housing
there in the future. They worked quickly to get the shelter running and received feedback from
neighborhood members that they were not satisfied with the project or process. Washington
County took that constructive criticism and are using it to inform future engagement
processes.

What barriers still remain that make it challenging to scale up housing placements?
•

•

•

Liz said that people having access to caseworkers and housing navigators has been a huge
benefit for people in finding housing and filling out applications. But while the County is
offering limited screening criteria and using Housing First principals, the landlords may not
be. Sometimes they’re reducing barriers effectively, and sometimes the usual barriers are still
an issue.
Marc added that the Fair Market Rent (FMR) 1 levels are at 120%, [meaning that the RLRA
vouchers can be used to pay rent that is up to 120% of the HUD-calculated FMR. FMRs
represent the cost to rent a moderately-priced dwelling unit in a local housing market. This is
a higher, more flexible standard than other housing vouchers.] They’re using RLRA to pay for
more creative housing types like shared housing.
Vahid said that RLRA is about meeting people where they are and using a person-centered and
trauma informed approach. He said that they’re “screening people in, not out.” Staff RLRA
workers are going to hotels where people have temporary shelter and helping fill out forms
rather than having them go to the housing authority. He noted that there are cultural
difference between RLRA and typical HUD programming.

What are the actual steps people go through for RLRA? What does it look and feel like?
•

Liz said that the counties may differ slightly in their processes, while they’re likely very similar,
and she is speaking to the Washington County process.
o A person enters first through their Community Connect coordinated entry system and
is assigned to a network provider who identifies their needs and placement
opportunities.
o The worker goes through the RLRA application with the client, collects HMIS data, and
then the provider submits referrals to the Washington County Housing Authority
through email.
o Staff at the housing authority review and turnaround approvals in 1-3 business days,
then an award letter gets issued with allowances for rent assistance of up to 120%
FMR to the network provider and they go over the next steps for using RLRA with the
client.
o A request for transient approval occurs next and then they can start applying to units.
o Before official approval of the unit, an inspection occurs. If the unit passes inspection,
the housing authority will start providing payments.

Susan shared a story she heard from an agency worker working with a client who was eligible for
RLRA. The higher payment standard is huge and transformative allowing people more options for
which neighborhoods they’d like to live in. The client is in housing now as a result of RLRA.

Vahid read a testimonial from Housing Authority of Clackamas County RLRA staff member Ashley
Ferin.
Allison asked what coordination looks like across the region,
•

•

Vahid said they coordinate at several levels across the region including with RLRA. The county
teams meet weekly and discuss various coordination efforts. They’re also coordinating around
a regional risk mitigation fund for landlord guarantees.
Marc stated that they’re working through a lot of regional coordination and standardization
but that flexibility at the county level is important because of differences in communities and
reflections back from providers that they’re being responsive to.

Seth asked what their prioritization is based on? Is it based on visibility, vulnerability, Coordinated
Access?
•

Marc said that in Multnomah County Coordinated Access is used the majority of time in RLRA
resources and they’re using vulnerability to process them, which overlaps with Population A.

Next steps
Kathy closed the meeting by reflecting the results of the survey that members took about future
meeting frequency and interests. The majority wanted to go to bi-monthly meetings. The May
meeting date would be coming from staff soon. She highlighted that there was also an interest in
workgroups, an idea initially generated out of the retreat but that those are still being fleshed out.
They would be opportunities to go deeper into an area of interest for the committee.

Adjourn

Adjourned at 11:30 am.

Minutes respectfully submitted by Ash Elverfeld, Housing Program Assistant
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April 19, 2022
RE: TSCC Upcoming Budget Hearings for Local Governments
Greetings,
As a member of a community advisory/oversight committee, you are likely
interested in transparency and public participation through the budget process.
We’re writing today to share information about the TSCC’s upcoming budget
hearings for local governments in Multnomah County.
The TSCC, or Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission, is a community
oversight commission that has quietly watched over Multnomah County taxpayers’
money for the past 100 years. The Oregon Legislature established the TSCC to
offer residents and taxpayers a careful review of their money at work, and to give
a further opportunity for testimony on the budget prior to its adoption.
The Commission is composed of five Multnomah County taxpayers selected by the
Governor. This small group oversees the budgets of all TSCC member taxing
districts and annually conducts a thorough budget review and certification process.
As part of this process, TSCC holds budget hearings for every taxing district in
Multnomah County that serves over 200,000 people, including for Metro.
These hearings are public, and any interested parties are welcome to attend. The
hearings are the opportunity for the TSCC Commissioners, representing the public,
to hear directly from their elected or appointed officials about budget choices prior
to final budget adoption. The Commission strives to ask fair and challenging
questions about what the public resources are accomplishing.
TSCC-led budget hearings will be held throughout April, May and June and the first
hearing (for TriMet) takes place next Wednesday. The Metro hearing is scheduled
for Thursday, May 26 at 12:30 pm.
For more information on TSCC hearings: https://www.tsccmultco.com/meetings/
For more information on TSCC: https://www.tsccmultco.com/
Thank you for your commitment to serving our community, and please reach out
with any questions.
Sincerely,
The Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission

Commissioners Harmony Quiroz, Chair | James Ofsink | Margo Norton | Dr. Mark Wubbold |

Matt Donahue

Date:

May 23, 2022

To:

Supportive Housing Services Oversight Committee

From:

Rachael Lembo, Finance Manager

Subject:

FY22 Financial Update

This financial update is designed to provide the information necessary for the SHS Oversight
Committee to monitor financial aspects of program administration.
Financial Reports
The FY22 financial report through April 2022 is enclosed with this memo. The proposed FY23
budget is also enclosed, and a budget presentation will be made at the meeting.
Tax Collections
The chart below shows tax collections by month since collections began in April 2021. Payments
with the tax returns received in April were significant, amounting to more than $110 million. Based
on current collections, Metro’s Supportive Housing Services taxes are expected to exceed our initial
forecast revenue amounts for FY22.
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Tax Disbursements
The chart below shows tax disbursements to the county partners since collections began in April
2021. Now that tax collections have increased, April 2022 was the first month Metro began
withholding funds to cover the costs of tax collection and program administration. Metro retained
$12.8 million to cover the costs of tax collection since the program began (including one-time
startup costs), and an additional $7 million1 for program administration.
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Total distributed

This $7 million is 5% of net tax collections after accounting for collection costs.

Metro Supportive Housing Services Fund
Financial Report
FY21-22, July 2021-Apr 2022

Annual
Budget

Revenues
Business Income Tax
Personal Income Tax
Interest Earnings

Variance
Under / (Over)

July-Apr
Actuals

% of
Budget

Comments

Total Revenues

54,468,750
125,812,500
180,281,250

25,638,208
15,424,645
74,496
41,137,348

28,830,542
110,387,855
(74,496)
139,143,902

47% July-Mar collections
12% July-Mar collections
n/a
23%

Total Expenditures

678,145
173,579,301
13,969,051
188,226,497

498,858
48,507,375
1,631,323
50,637,556

179,287
125,071,926
12,337,728
137,588,941

74% 4.8 FTE
28% see detail below
12% cost allocation plan, debt service
27%

15,631,983

-

15,631,983

(23,577,230)

(9,500,208)

(14,077,022)

23,577,230

18,030,707

5,546,523

-

8,530,499

(8,530,499)

Expenditures
Personnel Services
Materials and Services
Transfers-E

Contingency
Change in Fund Balance
Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance
Materials and Services detail:
Tax collection costs
Disbursed to county partners
Other
Materials and Services total

21,221,228

6,966,572

14,254,656

151,314,473

41,408,068

109,906,405

1,043,600

132,735

910,865

173,579,301

48,507,375

125,071,926

33%
27% Disbursements of July-Mar collections
13%
28%

Fund Summary Report
Budget Year: 2023

Supportive Housing Services
Audited

Amended

Proposed

FY 2020-21

FY 2021-22

FY 2022-23

-

23,577,230

15,393,001

Business Income Tax

1,350,598

54,468,750

112,500,000

Personal Income Tax

173,875

125,812,500

112,500,000

-

-

281,250

900

-

-

RESOURCES
Beginning Fund Balance
Current Revenues

Interest Earnings
Grants
Bond Proceeds

27,500,000

-

-

Subtotal Current Revenues

29,025,373

180,281,250

225,281,250

$29,025,373

$203,858,480

$240,674,251

297,551

678,145

1,163,814

Materials and Services

6,951,369

173,579,301

216,175,261

Subtotal Current Expenditures

7,248,921

174,257,446

217,339,075

TOTAL RESOURCES

REQUIREMENTS
Current Expenditures
Personnel Services

Interfund Transfers
Internal Service Transfers

3,745,745

12,129,322

-

Interfund Reimbursements

-

1,839,729

1,827,068

Fund Equity Transfers

-

-

12,034,845

3,745,745

13,969,051

13,861,913

Subtotal Interfund Transfers
Contingency

-

15,631,983

9,473,263

Unappropriated Fund Balance

18,030,707

-

-

Subtotal Contigency/Ending Balance

18,030,707

15,631,983

9,473,263

$29,025,373

$203,858,480

$240,674,251

5.20

4.80

8.70

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

FULL-TIME EQUIVALENTS

Questions & Answers for Supportive Housing Services Regional Oversight Committee
May 2022
Metro Supportive Housing Services (SHS) staff have worked with county partners to answer questions
that were not able to be addressed in the March 28, 2022 meeting. Metro SHS staff have prepared this
document to consolidate the information and include it in the public packet for the May 23, 2022
meeting.
Outstanding questions and answers
1. When does [Clackamas County’s] hotel program end? Or is expected to?
o

The motel shelter program that was created in response to the COVID-19 pandemic is
on track to maintain funding and operations through the end of the 20/21 fiscal year.
Clackamas County will be issuing procurements over the next two months with an eye
toward expanding capacity in the Safety off the Streets continuum, which may include
motel shelter programming.

2. Where is Clackamas County on emergency shelter beds, short term beds, transitional beds?
o

Clackamas County’s Continuum of Care (CoC) inventory as of January 2022 is included
on pages 2-x.

3. Can Quarter 2 numbers be broken down by Population A and B? Are the counties tracking either
category?
o

Counties are tracking budgeted amounts/investments by Population A and Population B,
and are also tracking actuals to those budgeted amounts. The methodology in exactly
how counties are tracking this differs by county. This is to meet the requirement of 75%
of investments for Population A and 25% for B.
Counties are also tracking who is served in SHS programs, also by Population A and
Population B, though the tracking methodology differs by county.1
Tracking and reporting practices are still coming into alignment. The future quarterly
and annual reporting tools being developed by Metro and county partners will require
that all population data is disaggregated by race and ethnicity, as well as by Populations
A and B.

1

For example, one county may track Population A vs. B at the time of a client intake, while another might use
criteria in the client database to distinguish the populations (in an ongoing manner) and then would pull reports
that indicate who in Population A and B are served at the time the report is pulled.

Public comment received by email on 5/20/2022

TO: Metro Supportive Housing Services Community Oversight Committee
FM: Tom Cusack
Subject: Testimony for Your May 23, 2022, Meeting
Four Issues and Six Recommendations.
I am a retired Oregon HUD Field Office Director, I author the Oregon Housing Blog, and I
live in Lake Oswego and Clackamas County but within the City of Portland School District.
I have previously served on various housing related METRO advisory groups.
With that prior experience I fully appreciate your time commitment and your service on this
committee.
I have identified four issues and six recommendation that are appropriate for the
committee to consider at this meeting.
I am happy to clarify or answer questions about any of these issues and or
recommendations.
ISSUE 1
Metro’s Regional Long Term Rent Assistance [RLRA] program could provide a
windfall to owners by paying 33% to 50% more for rent than HUD vouchers BEFORE
adding the cost for any Supportive Services Partnership Agreements.
The Metro RLRA program can provide up to 120% of HUD Fair Market Rent [FMR] for
both tenant-based and project vouchers.
For the HUD voucher program housing authorities use payment standards— that can be
below published fair market rents— to set rent limits for submarket areas.
Therefore to see how much MORE the rent of the Metro RLRA program is compared to the
HUD voucher program the RLRA rent has to be compared to the housing authority
determined payment standard and NOT just the HUD FMR.
In Clackamas and Washington County the payment standard can be as low as 90% of the
HUD FMR. Home Forward has additional authority in Multnomah County allowing them to
have payment standards as low as 80% of the FMR.

1

Clackamas and Washington County: Metro RLRA rents could be up to 33% higher
than voucher rents, 1 Bedroom Example:
The FY 2022 1-bedroom Portland metro HUD FMR is $1,512, so 120% of FMR is $1,814.
At 90% of FMR the payment standard could be as low as $1,361. So, the Metro RLRA rent
could be as much as $453/33%. MORE than the minimum HUD payment standard.
Multnomah County: Metro RLRA rents could be 50% higher than voucher rents, 1
Bedroom Example.
The FY 2022 1-bedroom Portland metro HUD FMR is $1,512, so 120% of FMR is $1,814.
At 80% of FMR the payment standard could be as low as $1,210. So, the Metro RLRA rent
could be as much as $604/50%.MORE THAN the minimum HUD payment standard rent.
Home Forward is scheduled to revise their HUD payment standards by early July. Until
then their lowest payment standard for a 1-bedroom unit is $1,105, only 73% of the
current FMR.
Equity Between RLRA and the HUD Voucher Program
Housing authorities have been reluctant to raise HUD voucher payment standards to or
above FMR in higher demand submarkets because MORE families can be served with the
same level of funding if payment standards are at or below the HUD FMR. This limits
housing choice for voucher holders, or if they choose to rent in these submarkets,
increases their share of income for rent.
The demographics for HUD voucher holders for the Metro area including race, ethnicity,
and disability status show some of the protected classes helped by the program:

For the HUD voucher program to help MORE households the rationale is to keep payment
standards below the HUD FMR.
It would be inequitable and inconsistent to help FEWER families with the limited Metro
RLRA funding by allowing total rent to owners that could be NOT 20%, but 33% to 50%
HIGHER than the payment standard for the HUD voucher program.
2

The Committee should endorse one of these two recommendations/options to reduce the
inequity between the HUD voucher rent and the supportive services rent.
1. Clarify that the 120% RLRA rent limit is based on the relevant HUD voucher
payment standard for the submarket. Specific language suggestion: “The maximum
rent to OWNER is the lesser of rent reasonable rent, 120% of the HUD VOUCHER
payment standard for the unit size in the sub area, or 120% of the HUD Metro
Portland FMR for the unit size” NOTE: This will STILL result in owner rents
higher than FMR. If the payment standard is 90% the total rent to owner will be
108% of FMR (90% x 120%=108%). If the payment standard is 95% of FMR the
total rent to owner will be 114% of the HUD FMR (95% x 120%=114%), ETC.
2. IF Metro instead elects to keep the Metro RLRA rent limit at 120% of FMR then the
housing authority can provide more equity to HUD voucher holders by adjusting the
HUD voucher payment standard for the specific submarket to be no less than 100%
of FMR. This still provides up to a 20% higher payment for the RLRA program but
not as much as 33% or 50% higher rent.
ISSUE 2
I have been unable to locate a central source where all of the Metro long range
project based rental assistance contracts can be located OR a listing of those
projects by county including the total number of units and the number of projectbased units
Those contracts have required exhibits subject to approval by the relevant county and
provide detailed information about the sources and uses of funds for supportive services
partnership agreements. See recent Clackamas county consent agenda item for example:
https://dochub.clackamas.us/documents/drupal/17b2de7b-3fa8-4128-9650-195a5096a759
Access to those documents is critical for the public to be able to see cost for individual
projects as well as comparisons in those cost between.
Recommendation:
3. Create an up-to-date publicly accessible central repository for project based RLRA
contracts organized by county including the Supportive Services Partnership
Agreement relevant to each project.
4. Create and maintain up-to-date list by county of all project-based long range Metro
rental assistance projects including total units and project-based units by unit size.

ISSUE 3
The briefing materials for this meeting indicate that METRO is creating tools to
assess the demographics of supportive services funded projects including
population a population pay percentages. However, no schedule is provided.
3

In the packet Metro says “The future quarterly and annual reporting tools being developed
by Metro and county partners will require that all population data is disaggregated by race
and ethnicity, as well as by Populations A and B.”
However, there is no target date for the availability of these tools.
Recommendation
5. Publish a schedule for implementation of this tool and provide monthly progress
reports on the status of implementation.

ISSUE 4
Committee meeting materials report monthly tax collections including the statement
that “Based on current collections, Metro’s Supportive Housing Services taxes are
expected to exceed our initial forecast revenue amounts for FY22”.
Even after looking at the financial statements, it’s not clear to me how MUCH more
revenue METRO is projecting above previous estimates for fiscal year 2022 and for
fiscal year 2023. It’s also not clear if there are any projected FY 2023 revenue
impacts from most recent Oregon Economic Forecast, including the “Kicker’

Recommendation:
6. State clearly how much more is currently projected above prior estimates for fiscal

year 2022 supportive services revenue and how much revenue is anticipated for
fiscal year 2023. Also state whether or most recent Oregon Economic Forecast,
including the “Kicker’ projection, is anticipated to impact FY 2023 revenue.

4

