
 

COMMENT OF SARAH OWENS ON THE ANNUAL ACTION PLAN PROPOSED  

PURSUANT TO 24 CFR 92.220  

This entire document is a single Comment on the the draft 2018 Annual Action Plan (The Plan), 

prepared for the City of Salem and issued March 21, 2018.  

A word about process.  I am a member of the Urban Development, Community Services and 

Housing Commission (CSHC).  Given that The Plan was on the April CSHC agenda as an action 

item, I assumed I would be allowed to ask questions and offer comment on The Plan during the 

meeting.  However, when I attempted to do so, I was told I would need to submit questions and 

comment in writing.  Members were not informed prior to the meeting that they would need to 

submit questions and comment in writing.  After a discussion, the acting Chair allowed me to 

ask questions.  Then, Member Downing moved to “accept” The Plan (but not the Amendment) 

with​ the clarifications indicated by my questions.  The motion passed unanimously with five 

votes, whereupon staff informed Member Downing and another member that they were not 

permitted to vote due to the fact that they had each declared a conflict of interest, as The Plan 

allocates funds to their programs.  This comment is submitted in compliance with the 

instructions of City staff.  

As I observed at the CSHC meeting, the 2018 Plan seems generally to be an improvement over 

the 2016 and 2017 Plans.  The narrative contains fewer generalizations and more specifics, such 

that the the average citizen can understand and find out more about what the City is actually 

doing in support of its stated CDBG and HOME Program goals.  Including “CDBG and HOME 

Program” in the title was a needed and welcome clarification, as was the Amendment.  

Some sections are still in need of clarification.  

The Amendment: it’s not clear how the total to be reallocated ($937,016) squares with the total 

prior year resources ($946,208) listed in Table 3 on page 28 of The Plan.  Staff was unable to 

explain the relationship between the Amendment and Table 3, if any, at the April CSHC 

meeting.  

  

AP-05 1.  

 

The first sentence (beginning “For program year 2018”) is poorly worded and not accurate, as 

The Plan “governs” “a total” of more than $1.2 million.  

 

AP-10 1.  
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“APP” should be AAP 

 

 

 

“Community-driven efforts” should be specified (or reference made to the other part of the 

Plan that specifies them, if any). 

 

 

“(SIT)” should be omitted (as it’s not referenced again) or changed to “(North Salem SIT)” as 

there are many different teams in Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties. 

 

  

“Local Continuum of Care efforts” should be clarified here and on page 13 by offering examples 

of the activities that MWVCAA coordinates, like reporting to HUD, the Housing Inventory Count 

and the Point in Time Count.  It is also not clear what “the annual assessment” refers to.  If it 

refers to the Point in Time Count, the text should be amended to read “participated in the 

annual Point in Time Count.”  

 

 

On April 9, CRP Director Jimmy Jones reported to the Health & Housing Committee (referred to 

in The Plan as the Mid-Willamette Valley Health and Housing Collaboration) that the total 

number of unsheltered individuals counted in the 2018 Point in Time Count in Marion and Polk 

Counties was 618.  

 

 

With regard to the first sentence, it should be borne in mind that the 2017 Plan reported only 

that 298 school children were counted in the ​2016​ Point in Time Count.  It did not report the 
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2016 totals, or the preliminary 2017 Point in Time Count results.  Accordingly, instead of 

“significant increase”, the narrative should clarify that the total number of unsheltered 

individuals surveyed in Marion and Polk Counties in 2017 was 352 and that a primary reason for 

the increase in 2018 was increased community involvement.  (See here 

http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/research-point-in-time-homeless-count-in-oregon.aspx 

and here ​http://www.mycommunityaction.org/CRP/housing_homeless_information.html​) 
 

The last sentence (beginning “The table below demonstrates”) is questionable (as it’s not clear 

what the table demonstrates) and not really necessary.  

 

 

It is unclear what these “waitlists” are; how they are ordered and maintained, who is eligible to 

get on them, what programs accept referrals from them, what services are provided as a result 

of a referral, whether there is any follow up, average wait times, etc.  Staff was unable to offer 

any information about the waitlists, other than they’re maintained by ARCHES and those on the 

waitlist have been “assessed.”  The figures are set out in the text as if they are important, but 

it’s not clear why.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

[this section intentionally left blank] 
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http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/research-point-in-time-homeless-count-in-oregon.aspx
http://www.mycommunityaction.org/CRP/housing_homeless_information.html


 

 

What is the reader to understand from this chart?  What do "served", "searching" and "housed" 

mean?  Are waitlist assessments considered a service?  Are “intakes” considered a service?  Are 

“searching” households enrolled in a program?  What about exit data?  Is there any overlap 

between the categories? (Are "intakes scheduled" hhs included in "served", "searching" or 

"housed"?)  Does "total unique served" refer to individuals or hhs?  A key of some sort is 

needed if this chart is to be included. 

 

Clarify that “we” here means the City (aside from page 4, this is the only place The Plan uses 

“we” to refer to the City).  
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The text is not particularly responsive to the question, which asks for a description of the City’s 

“consultation in determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and 

evaluate outcomes, develop funding, policies and procedures” for HMIS administration.  The 

first sentence (beginning “The MWVCAA”) is a vestige of earlier Plan language.  MWVCAA has 

not been responsible to “coordinate[] the local CoC effort for Marion and Polk Counties through 

the…[10-Year] Plan to End Homelessness” since 2011, the last year Marion and Polk Counties 

had their own, independent, CoC.  

 

The 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness will be ten years old this October.  As was confirmed at 

the April CSHC meeting, it has not been mentioned in the provider community in the past year. 

The Mid-Willamette Homeless Initiative Task Force had the 10-Year Plan in its resource 

documents, and purportedly sought to “put meat on the bones” of the 10-Year Plan, but the 

Task Force was disbanded in February 2017.  As was discussed at the April CSHC meeting, the 

10-Year Plan was never implemented in large part because it was completed just as The Great 

Recession hit.  It might be the plan of record for Marion and Polk Counties, but it’s not actually 

been used by ​anyone ​to coordinate ​anything​, and it is misleading for The Plan to suggest it has.  

 

About the second to last sentence (beginning “MWVCAA, Shangri-La…”), HOME YRC is a 

program of MWVCAA, and shouldn’t be listed separately (or all MWVCAA programs using 

ServicePoint should be listed).  Salem Housing Authority does not use ServicePoint except for its 

Homeless Rental Assistance Program, so HRAP, not SHA, should be listed.  Family Promise 

(formerly Salem Interfaith Hospitality Network) should have been using ServicePoint during FY 

2017 for some clients, and so should be listed.  

 

About the last sentence, examples of “best practices” that are being explored are needed to 

clarify what the City is doing “meaningfully engage” and “receive...reports.”  As to the latter, 

MWVCAA is responsible for coordinating regular reports to OHCS and HUD, and is in a position 

to share those reports with whomever they choose.  OHCS does not publish the data it receives, 

and the data reported to HUD is aggregated with the data from the other 26 ROCC counties, 

and so is not useful for local planning purposes.  However, during the April CSHC meeting, staff 

said that MWVCAA had assured her she “can get anything” in the way of data that’s needed.  
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AP-10 2.  

 

“COS” should be “City of Salem” (pages 18 and 26)  

 

 

 

The sentence, “The HNA indicates the need for an additional 6,400 housing units over the next 

20 years” is not quite accurate.  The 2015-2019 Con Plan quotes the Preliminary Draft HNA as 

finding a deficit of 6,400 housing units ​for households earning less than $25K/yr​, based on data 

that is by now pretty old.  The sentence would be less misleading if it were in the past tense 

and the phrase “over the next 20 years” was omitted (“indicated the need for an additional 

housing units for households earning less than $25K/year.”)  

 

 

Instead of listing Polk County (which pointedly chose not to participate in the implementation 

phase), the Cities of Monmouth and Independence should be listed as lead organizations, since 

they contributed financially to the implementation effort, and their managers sit on the 

policy/steering committee.  

 

AP-15  

Table 3: it’s not clear how the Amendment’s total to be reallocated ($937,016) squares with the 

total prior year resources ($946,208) listed in Table 3.  Staff was unable to explain the 

relationship between the Amendment and Table 3, if any, at the April CSHC meeting.  

 

 

 

This section contains incorrect information.  At the April CSHC meeting, staff confirmed that 

Salem Housing Authority staff had provided corrections to this section.  
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AP-20 

 

 

The CSHC allocated CDBG and HOME funds totalling $2,680,540.  The total of the figures in 

Table 4 come up $175,000 short.  The total CDBG in row 3 should be $575,000, not $400,000. 

The same mistake appears to have been made in Table 7.  

 

AP-35 

 

These two sentence are confusing and need to be reworded (e.g., “Should...revenues...vary 

from the planned amount, the increase or decrease will be shared proportionately across all 

projects”). 

 

AP-38 

The CSHC allocated CDBG and HOME funds totalling $2,680,540.  The total CDBG in row 3 

should be $575,000, not $400,000.  

 

AP-65 

  

This program description stands out as having a very different tone from the other descriptions 

in this section, which sound factual and objective.  All homelessness could be considered 

“circumstantial”, and all programs could be said to be “dedicated” to moving their clients to 

“lasting self-sufficiency.”  So, unless the City knows for a fact that this program “advances a 

highly effective, sustainable and expandable service delivery”, that language should be omitted.  
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This section should describe primarily what the City is doing to help homeless individuals “make 

the transition to permanent housing” (the ​next​ question asks about programs helping 

low-income individuals and families “avoid” homelessness).  The text should include examples 

of the programs designed to help homeless people “make the transition“ (e.g., HRAP).  NWHS 

Crisis & Info Hotline should be listed as an example of a program designed to help low-income 

individuals and families “avoid” homelessness. 

 

 

The first sentence doesn’t add anything, and the second sentence is questionable -- why is the 

City saying the issue will be addressed through programs focused on ​preventing​ homelessness? 

Some programs the City has funded are, but most aren’t.  The Con Plan and the City’s recent 

Strategic Plan refer consistently to preventing ​and​ ending/eliminating homelessness together -- 

so if this language is not just a vestige from a previous plan, and the City intends to “focus” on 

preventing homelessness, it should explain where that focus came from. 

 

AP-75 

 

Building houses...“face​s​ many challenges” (alternatively, “Efforts to build...face many 

challenges”) and “elected official​s​” 

 

 

“Non-profit​s​” and “Advocating ​for,​”  
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This paragraph and the next two paragraphs are carryovers from prior AAPs and are too general 

to be informative.  The “meetings of the local CoC collaborative” should be specified, as it’s not 

clear what “local CoC collaborative” refers to. 

 

There are two references to the Salem Interfaith Hospitality Network (pages 49 and 56) that 

need to include its recent name change. 
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