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Agenda Item Discussion Points Decision/Action 

Welcome,  
Introductions and 
Minutes 

– Shannon Singleton, 
Initiative Co-Chair 

 

Shannon Singleton, Initiative Co-Chair, called the meeting to order and facilitated introductions. 

Board members introduced themselves and individually elaborated on their experience and what they bring to the 
meeting.  

October minutes 
approved by consent. 
 

Public Comment 

 

Sam Chase of Metro and Coalition of Community Health Clinics took this time to thank Coordinating Board members 
and community members for their work and volunteering that helped make ballot measures related to housing 
bonds a reality, now and in the past. He characterized it as having convinced an entire region to put a sizeable 
amount of money into combatting the issue of homelessness, adding that this recent measure was one step in a 
long process toward more affordable housing.  

Shannon Singleton remarked that the framework of the bond measure factors in a need for housing that is 
affordable and accessible to families of various sizes. 

Frieda Christopher of David Douglas School District commented on her preference to distribute units near the 
jurisdictions of most pressing need for affordable housing. Sam Chase replied that the framework gives local 
jurisdictions the ability to drive development plans for their areas, within their existing affordable housing 
strategies. Metro is part of the process, but not driving the development specifics. 

Click here for more 
information about 
the affordable 
housing bond. 

Severe Weather 
Discussion 

– April Rohman, Joint 
Office of Homeless 
Services  

April Rohman of the Joint Office of Homeless Services introduced the Severe Weather Response Plan, accompanied 
by a slideshow. Her presentation outlined the rapid-response contingencies in place and which resources JOHS has 
worked to align in preparation for both Winter and Severe Weather alerts. This response is in addition to the year-
round shelters already in place. 

The core commitment of this plan is simple: No one who needs a warm, dry place will be turned away. JOHS works 
intimately with providers and community partners to make sure this commitment is met. Multnomah County 
Communications has begun the call for donations and volunteering, with informational fliers to be disseminated 
starting today. In addition, a press event will be held on November 19th marking the opening of the new Walnut 
Park Shelter.   

 

 

https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/regional-affordable-housing-bond
mailto:april.rohman@multco.us
https://ahomeforeveryone.squarespace.com/s/CB_Severe_Weather_PPT_20181107.pdf
http://211info.org/donations/
https://multco.us/multnomah-county/news/winter-shelter-opens-countys-walnut-park-complex-learn-how-donate-life-saving
https://multco.us/multnomah-county/news/winter-shelter-opens-countys-walnut-park-complex-learn-how-donate-life-saving
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When is the Severe Weather Response activated? There are four criteria:  

1) Temperatures forecast at 25°F or below 

2)  Forecasts predict at least an inch of snow in most areas 

3)  Overnight temperatures forecast at 32°F or below, with at least an inch of driving rain 

4)  Other conditions, including severe wind chills or extreme temperature fluctuations 

These thresholds are monitored through the National Weather Service in Downtown Portland, Portland, and 
Troutdale. When thresholds are met, 211 and Multnomah County Communications are notified. 

Level 1 Response: 

3 days or less of severe weather prompts the opening of one or more Severe Weather Shelters in contract with 
Transition Projects (TPI). Volunteers are mobilized and response coordination begins to transport people and 
supplies to warming centers and distributing cold gear. JOHS convenes a daily call to assist in logistics.  

Level 2 Response:  

4 or more days of threshold-meeting weather conditions shifts this response into a 24-Hour operations for JOHS and 
211. Multnomah County emergency management assigns a liaison to support the response, and existing Emergency 
Shelter capacities scale as needed. 

Level 3 Response:  

Large snow events, broad transportation issues, or extended periods with shelters at capacity activate this 
response. This stage enlists emergency management in coordinating the response operations. At this point 
government employees can fill shifts in these shelters where volunteer need may be growing over time, 
government buildings may open, and certain nighttime warming shelters may remain operational throughout the 
daytime. 

32 Degree Policy: 

In addition to the Severe Weather Response plan, less-severe Winter Weather advisories may be enacted when 
temperatures reach below 32 degrees, but the thresholds have not been met. 211 transitions to a 24-hour 
operation, and is authorized to transport people to shelter.  

Marc Jolin, Initiative Chair, added that funds are also available for helping in this transportation process. The modus 
is that existing resources are to be maximized before opening new emergency shelters. Communications also go out 
advising the community of weather risks and available resources.  

On average we see 10-20 severe-weather days in total during this period. For example, last year we had about 12 
days. The National Weather Service is forecasting above average temperatures, below average precipitation, and a 
65-70% chance of a weak El Niño this year. These forecasts potentially indicate that severe-weather days will be on 
the lower end of that average.  

 

http://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/analysis_monitoring/enso_advisory/
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Supportive Housing Plan 

– Ryan Deibert,  Joint 
Office of Homeless 
Services 

Ryan Deibert of JOHS presented a summary of the Supportive Housing Plan which involved a review of the process 
to get that plan produced. You can find the full report here. The process officially began in October of 2017 when 
the City Council and Board of County Commissioners passed joint resolutions chartering the development of this 
plan. They asked for the plan to specifically describe the overall need for supportive housing in the county, and the 
cost of producing 2,000 units, and include recommendations on how to begin that process.  

In the past year, Corporation of Supportive Housing (CSH) engaged with a variety of stakeholders and the 
Coordinating Board for feedback and guidance to help inform the plan. The plan was first presented to a joint 
session of the City Council and Board of Commissioners just a few months ago. The informal process, however, 
started through A Home For Everyone (AHFE) over two years ago, which provided the ground-up work leading to 
the official chartering of this plan. This started as an initiative in the AHFE workgroups on housing and health to help 
inform policy makers as they came forward in the formal aspects of the process. 

Supportive housing isn’t new as a concept. It is a nationally-tested best practice specifically for disabled people 
experiencing chronic homelessness. It is deeply affordable housing coupled with additional supportive services.  

Ryan posed the questions: What types of affordable housing exist? What are the costs already, and how do they 
change over a long-term period? 

Integrated-site Models: Small number of supportive housing units are integrated into larger buildings  

(E.g. Ellington Apartments has 20 supportive housing units in a building that has 200 total units.)  

Single-site Models: Exclusive units of permanent supportive housing.  

(E.g. Bud Clark Commons has services and 130 units of supportive housing in one location.) 

Scattered-site Model: Using rental assistance, units on private market are selected which can have resources and 
services accessible to residents. Much of the region’s existing supportive housing is in this category. 

These costs were assessed using stakeholder engagement in order to make reasonable assumptions about inflation 
over time. The current housing need was determined to be a minimum of 2,400 units for both transitional recovery 
and permanent supportive housing, though the plan asked for an analysis on 2,000 units with a recognition that 
further scaling may be necessary. The cost numbers used in this report are based on 2,000 units. 

Sharon Meieran of Multnomah County Commission posed the question, “At a minimum we need 2400 in 10 years or 
now? What will be the need at the end of that time period?” 

Ryan explained that the plan includes an implementation piece where that need is monitored over time and 
considers what assumptions we might need to adjust. 

Marisa Zapata, PH.D., of Portland State University (PSU) asked, “For people we are trying to do eviction-prevention 
for, who might need additional services, do we have any sense of what that number actually is? I know we have 
numbers for prevention, but what about prevention with the additional services?” 

Ryan explained that CHS has an Oregon State-level estimate, but not for county-levels in particular. The state-level 
assessment exists for the range of those who need supportive housing, currently housed and homeless, including a 
data breakdown into a number of groupings.  

 

https://ahomeforeveryone.squarespace.com/s/CB_CSH_20181107.pdf
http://ahomeforeveryone.net/s/CSH-Supportive-Housing-Report_Sept7_FINAL.pdf
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Ryan moved on to explain the projection models included in the report. Two scenarios were modeled. The first 
scenario was a 50/50 split of 1000 built units and their cost, versus 1000 leased units, and the second scenario was a 
70/30 breakdown. The report doesn’t recommend which to focus on more, but stakeholder engagement wants to 
plan more for a 70/30 ratio because we can’t reasonably expect to find that number of units in the private rental 
markets as it exists now, particularly for a difficult-to-house population. This model would cost $640 Million over 10 
years.  

The report concludes that the cost of doing nothing is just as high if not higher. It compares service costs of those 
being held in Oregon State Hospital and found them to be substantially higher than supportive housing options. 

Potential funding options?  

1. Regional housing bond 

2. Heath systems, coordinated care organizations, particularly in services but also in facilities/capital investment.  

3. Local philanthropy  

4. State and Metro-wide options, Continuum of Care funds 

5. Braid resources together by including both money to building the housing and the money to provide the services 
in a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA).  

6. Flexible Housing Subsidy Pool – Multiple funders contribute to a single pot which can flexibly be used for services 
and in some instances for capital resources. 

While developing this plan, colleagues in Clackamas and Washington Counties have also been working together to 
implement a regional supportive housing plan which synthesizes strategies using a grant provided by Metro. This 
planning started before the state-level housing bond was even on the ballot, but that coordination becomes much 
more effective now that those funds could be used to construct supportive housing.  

The plan recommends two new bodies that replicate some of the existing work, but focused solely on supportive 
housing. The first would be a body to bring supportive housing funders from all levels together to develop a shared 
vision to meet these goals, and a coordinated investment strategy to get there. The other body would be an 
implementation committee composed of bureaucrats and providers that actually make supportive housing real, 
under the oversight of AHFE. Regional planning is going to wrap up early next year, and with the bonds passage, this 
can make this early planning much more tangible.  

A key point of this process has been the idea of implementing while planning. Since the plan was chartered, they’ve 
created or have identified more than 500 units in the communities which will be operating within the next two 
years, 160 of which are already operating. For a goal of 2,000 units by 2028, we are already making notable 
progress.  
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Budget Survey Results / 
Reviewing Specific 
Recommendations 

– Marc Jolin, Initiative 
Chair 

Marc Jolin discussed the recent progress regarding the Coordinating Board’s function as a budget advisory group. In 
the September workgroup meetings, there was an initial round of conversations on budgetary recommendation 
priorities. In the October CB meeting, members broke into small groups to give feedback on the preliminary 
recommendations. JOHS took that feedback and disseminated a survey to the entire AHFE network to test the 
recommendations that had surfaced thus far.  

Marc presented a set of specific recommendations for three different budgetary scenarios: Budget Neutral, Budget 
Negative, and Budget Expansive. He charged the Coordinating Board with splitting off into small groups to discuss 
what refinements they’d suggest to the recommendations. The final approval of these recommendations will be at 
the upcoming Executive Committee meeting. At all layers of the process, the Equity Lens should be used to frame 
these conversations. A Fist of Five modified-consensus model was used to determine what changes should be made 
to the recommendations by holding up a number of fingers: 

1 – All in! 

2 – “Meh” 

3 – Neutral 

4 – Don’t like, we have concerns, but we’ll live with them. 

5 –No, here’s why, and here’s a suggestion on an alternative. 

After the small groups spent some time discussing the recommendations, they returned to report back on specific 
suggestions and modifications. Here are the full notes from those group meetings. 

Neutral Funding Scenario 

One group suggested that if we had to prioritize the budget recommendations in any order it would be in the order 
they are listed. They also suggested that the final recommendation should be tweaked to include the italicized: 
“Reallocate funds to maximize leverage of new outside funding opportunities (e.g. federal vouchers) are used to 
ensure racial equity”. Fist of Five results for this wording change were primarily 1s and 2s.  

Another group discussed the second recommendation regarding reallocation of funds. They did not critique the 
language, but rather questioned how the implementation could move forward. They suggested allowing culturally-
specific providers to have a say in the process of how they distribute their resources, regardless of the budgetary 
scenario. The central point of their critique is that the organizations themselves have best capacity to understand 
and evaluate how they could affect a racial disparity, and should be consulted directly in that regard. This prompted 
a brief discussion on allocations for staffing and the issues of frequent turnover.  

Marisa Zapata commented on how this picture is different for culturally-specific providers versus white-centric 
providers, and that the outcomes don’t look as good for the former as they do for the latter. Another member of 
the coordinating board added that perhaps the JOHS could help provide some guidance to culturally-specific 
providers on the technical practice of assessing outcomes.  

 

 

 

https://ahomeforeveryone.squarespace.com/s/CB_Pres_20181107.pdf
https://ahomeforeveryone.squarespace.com/s/CB_Breakout_20181107.pdf
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Additional Funding Scenario 

One group suggested editing the language of the first recommendation to include the italicized: “Population: 
Prioritize funding to culturally-specific providers serving communities of color that are overrepresented in the 
homeless population, then to families and people with severe mental illness. Fist of Five results for this wording 
change were primarily 1s and 2s. 

Another group focused on implementation procedures in their discussions primarily, but did suggest one change in 
the second recommendation to include the italicized:  Service Type: Prioritize funding to permanent housing 
assistance, especially supportive housing and long-term rental vouchers and prevention”. Fist of Five results for this 
wording change were primarily 1s and 2s. 

Reduced Funding Scenario 

One group raised questions regarding how and who measuring the effectiveness of services. Much of their concern 
was about the differences between larger organizations abilities to leverage versus smaller organizations, who 
defines success and efficacy in such a context, and how is that being informed. No vote was deemed necessary for 
this contextual consideration. 

Another group suggested editing the language of the first recommendation to include the italicized: “Service Types: 
Protect programs that keep people in housing (prevention, retention) and shelter capacity, while prioritizing 
culturally-specific organizations that serve specific communities of color.”  Fist of Five results for this wording change 
were primarily 1s and 2s. 

Marc closed off this discussion by reiterating that these modifications will be made and then presented to the CB for 
a final review before being adopted at the next meeting. 

General Updates and 
Announcements 

– Marc Jolin, Initiative 
Chair 

Mark highlighted two new reports that have been issued recently, with a focus on the subject of homelessness. The 
first was the 7th Annual Domicile Unknown Report, which assessed the annual statistics of people who have died 
while experiencing homelessness in Multnomah County, and what the causational factors were. The Multnomah 
County Health Department issues this report in partnership with Street Roots. 

The second report Marc highlighted was from ECONorthwest, which sought to organize possible responses in a 
policy framework for the Portland area in comparison with homelessness in other regions. The report identifies how 
centric the housing market is in this issue. Marc expressed hope that the JOHS can get representatives from 
ECONorthwest to come give a presentation on their report: Homelessness in the Portland Region 

“Surprise, homelessness is caused by lack of affordable housing!”  

– Shannon Singleton 

 

Closing Comments 

– Shannon Singleton, 
Initiative Co-Chair 

Shannon Singleton thanked the attendees for their participation in the meeting and exercises today.  

The next Coordinating Board meeting will be 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM on Wednesday December 05, 2018 at the 
Multnomah Building, Room 315.  

Meeting adjourned. 

 

http://ahomeforeveryone.net/news/2018/10/31/joint-office-of-homeless-services-statement-on-2017-domicile-unknown-report
https://www.oregoncf.org/Templates/media/files/publications/homelessness_in_portland_report.pdf

