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Executive Summary  
 

ES-05 Executive Summary - 91.300(c), 91.320(b) 

1. Introduction 

Since the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has required consolidating 

the planning, application, reporting, and citizen participation processes for the formula grant 

programs: Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships 

(HOME), National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF), Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG), and Housing 

Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA). The new single-planning process, termed the 

Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development, was intended to more 

comprehensively fulfill three basic goals: to offer decent housing, to provide a suitable living 

environment, and to expand economic opportunities. 

According to HUD, the Consolidated Plan is designed to be a collaborative process whereby a 

community establishes a unified vision for housing and community development actions. It offers 

entitlements the opportunity to shape these housing and community development programs into 

effective, coordinated housing and community development strategies. It also allows for strategic 

planning and citizen participation to occur in a comprehensive context, thereby reducing 

duplication of effort. 

As the lead agency for the Consolidated Plan for the State of Minnesota, the Minnesota Department 

of Employment and Economic Development (DEED), in coordination with the Minnesota Housing 

Finance Agency (Minnesota Housing), and the Department of Human Services (DHS), hereby 

follows HUD’s guidelines for citizen and community involvement. Furthermore, these agencies are 

responsible for overseeing these citizen participation requirements, those that accompany the 

Consolidated Plan and the CDBG, HOME, HOPWA, and ESG programs, as well as those that 

complement the DEED planning processes already at work in the state. 

PURPOSE OF THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN 

The Minnesota Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development for 2017 to 2021 is 

the comprehensive five-year planning document identifying the needs and respective resource 

investments in satisfying the state’s housing, homeless and non-homeless special population, 

community development, and economic development needs. 

2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment 

Overview 

The strategies of the programs administered by the DEED, Minnesota Housing, and DHS are to 

provide decent housing, a suitable living environment, and expanded economic opportunities for 

the state’s low- and moderate-income residents. The agencies strive to accomplish these strategies 

by maximizing and effectively utilizing all available funding resources to conduct housing and 

community development activities that will serve the economically disadvantaged residents of the 

state. By addressing needs and creating opportunities at the individual and local government levels, 

the agencies hope to improve the quality of life for all residents of the state. These strategies are 

further explained as follows: 
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· Providing decent housing requires helping homeless persons obtain appropriate housing and 

assisting those at risk of homelessness, preserving the affordable housing stock, increasing 

availability of permanent housing that is affordable to low- and moderate-income persons without 

discrimination, and increasing the supply of supportive housing. 

· Providing a suitable living environment entails improving the safety and livability of 

neighborhoods, increasing access to quality facilities and services, and reducing the isolation of 

income groups within an area through integration of low-income housing opportunities. 

· Expanding economic opportunities involves creating jobs that are accessible to low and moderate-

income persons, making mortgage financing available for low- and moderate-income persons at 

reasonable rates, providing access to credit for development activities that promote long-term 

economic and social viability of the community, and empowering low-income persons to achieve 

These strategies will be purposed through the Goals as outlined in the Strategic Plan section of this 

Plan. 

3. Evaluation of past performance 

The State's evaluation of its past performance has been completed in a thorough Consolidated 

Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER). This document states the objectives and 

outcomes identified in the State’s last Plan for 2012 to 2016 Consolidated Plan and includes an 

evaluation of past performance through measurable goals and objectives compared to actual 

performance..  The past year CAPER can be found at: http://mn.gov/deed/government/financial-

assistance/community-funding/small-cities.jsp and 

http://www.mnhousing.gov/wcs/Satellite?c=Page&cid=1358904876622&pagename=External%2F

Page%2FEXTStandardLayout 

 

4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process 

As part of the consolidated planning process, the lead agency must consult with a wide variety of 

organizations in order to gain understanding of the housing and community development 

stage.  This Consolidated Plan represents a collective effort from a broad array of entities in 

Minnesota including private, non-profit and public organizations, non-entitled communities, county 

governments, Continuum of Care organizations, and various other state agencies. The public 

participation process included focus groups, outreach committees, public input sessions, and a 

Housing and Community Development Needs Surveys.   

5. Summary of public comments 

Public comment narratives are attached as an appendix in Citizens Participation Comments. 

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting 

them 

Public comment narratives are attached as an appendix in Citizens Participation Comments.  The 

State did not reject any comments. 

 

 

http://mn.gov/deed/government/financial-assistance/community-funding/small-cities.jsp
http://mn.gov/deed/government/financial-assistance/community-funding/small-cities.jsp
http://www.mnhousing.gov/wcs/Satellite?c=Page&cid=1358904876622&pagename=External%2FPage%2FEXTStandardLayout
http://www.mnhousing.gov/wcs/Satellite?c=Page&cid=1358904876622&pagename=External%2FPage%2FEXTStandardLayout
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7. Summary 

The 2017-2021 Consolidated Plan has the following goals for the 5 year planning period.  These 

goals will use HOME, ESG, HOPWA, NHTF and CDBG funds. 

 Provide Decent Affordable Housing - DEED 

Fund housing rehabilitation activities for low to moderate income homeowner and rental 

households through CDBG funds, DEED 

 Enhance Affordable Housing Opportunities -MH 

Fund housing activities for low-to-moderate income rental and homeowner households, including 

renovation and new construction 

 Promote Economic Development 

Encourage robust economic growth through the development and retention of businesses and jobs 

throughout the State  

 Facilitate Housing and Service for the Homeless 

Provide funds for service providers to meet the various housing and service needs of the homeless 

population in Minnesota 

 Provide Funds for Special-Needs Housing and Services 

Continue to fund programs that provide housing and services to special needs populations, 

including those with HIV/AIDS 

 Address Public Facility and Infrastructure Needs 

Address community needs through improvements to public facilities and infrastructure  

 

Additionally, throughout this document, data is presented in two forms.  Tables with HUD 

generated data appear in blue.  Additional tables have been added to supplement these data, 

provide additional information, or more up-to-date figures.  Narrative throughout this document 

will make reference to both sets of tables. 
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I. The Process 
 

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.300(b) 

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those 

responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source 

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and 

those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source. 

 

Agency Role Name Department/Agency 

Lead  Agency MINNESOTA   

CDBG Administrator   DEED 

HOPWA Administrator MINNESOTA Minnesota Housing Finance 
Agency 

HOME Administrator MINNESOTA Minnesota Housing Finance 
Agency 

ESG Administrator MINNESOTA Department of Human Services 

Table 1 – Responsible Agencies 

 

Narrative 

The Minnesota Housing Finance Agency will also administer the National Housing Trust Fund 

(NHTF). 

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information 

Hillary Friend, Grants Coordinator 

Department of Employment and Economic Development  

1st National Bank Building, 332 Minnesota St., Suite E200 

St. Paul MN 55101 

Direct: 651-259-7504 

Email: Hillary.Friend@state.mn.us 
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PR-10 Consultation - 91.110, 91.300(b); 91.315(l) 

Introduction 

As part of the consolidated planning process, the lead agency, DEED, and sister administering 

agencies, Minnesota Housing and DHS, must consult with a wide variety of organizations in order 

to gain understanding of housing and community development needs. 

Provide a concise summary of the state’s activities to enhance coordination between public and 

assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health and service 

agencies (91.215(l)) 

This represents a collective effort from a broad array of entities in Minnesota, ranging from 

advocacy groups for the disabled to economic development organizations. Private, nonprofit, and 

public organizations, including mayors, county supervisors, county commissioners, county 

managers, planning and development district administrators, councils of government, persons 

interested in the CDBG program, persons interested in the HOME or National Housing Trust Fund 

programs, persons associated with Continuum of Care organizations, and the Minnesota 

Department of Health were contacted through email correspondence, telephone interviews, and 

face-to-face interactions. These persons were solicited to discuss housing and community 

development needs in Minnesota, including the ranking of those needs and activities that DEED, 

Minnesota Housing, and DHS might consider to better address needs throughout the state. Further, 

individuals were asked to provide additional insight into prospective barriers and constraints 

regarding housing and community development needs in Minnesota. 

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of homeless 

persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, 

veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness 

The DHS hosts a monthly meeting of all Continuum of Care Coordinators. Also in attendance are 

staff from various state administered homelessness programs as well as HUD CPD staff. Issues such 

as accessing HUD Super NOFA funding, the allocation of program resources, development of 

common assessment tools, performance measurement and HMIS as these issues relate to the CoC’s 

are discussed at these meetings. 

Representatives from the Minnesota Interagency Council on Homelessness (MICH) subcommittee 

on Continuum of Care Planning send representatives to all Continuum of Care regional meetings. 

As part of the DHS' and Minnesota Housing’s participation in the MICH, staff are working with 

CoCs around the state to implement the State's Heading Home plan, which includes many goals 

related to the needs of chronic homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans 

and unaccompanied youth. These goals include but are not limited to ending veteran 

homelessness, eliminating transitions to homelessness in youth and adult systems of care, and 

connecting homeless and highly-mobile families with students to rental assistance and other 

resources to improve housing stability. 

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the state in determining how to 

allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate outcomes, and develop funding, 

policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS 
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Consultation on allocation: 

The State’s competitive RFP process for ESG funds continues to include the opportunity for each 

CoC representative(s) to participate in the evaluation of applications for funding. CoCs have taken 

advantage of this opportunity and offered meaningful and important input into the allocation of 

ESG funds in their regions. Additional meetings and opportunities for CoC consultation have been 

added to the RFP review process as well, ensuring a strong CoC voice in funding decisions. 

Performance Standards and Evaluation: 

The existing performance standards for ESG were developed in recent years during meetings with 

CoC representatives from around the state, and reflect the basic purpose of ESG shelter, prevention 

and rapid re-housing funds to a) keep people safely sheltered, b) re-house persons who are 

homeless, and c) ensure persons are stably housed at program exit. ESG sub-reciepient performance 

reports are sent to each CoC Coordinator, and include information on these goals and sub-recipient 

performance. This set of outcomes, as well as specific annual goals for these ESG-funded activities, 

are included in the Outcomes Measures and Performance Standards section of this Plan. 

Policies and Procedures for HMIS: 

The HMIS Governing Group oversees the operation and administration of Minnesota’s statewide 

HMIS system. The Governing Group includes representatives from each of the Continuum of 

Care(CoC) regions, state agencies, advocacy organizations and service providers. As members on 

the HMIS Governing Group, state agency staff participate in making joint decisions regarding the 

administration and funding of HMIS. 

Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process and 

describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other entities 

An additional list of outreach contacts are included in the Appendix. 

Table 2 - Agencies, groups, organizations who participated 

1 Agency/Group/Organization MN Dept. of Health 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services-Health 
Other government - State 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Lead-based Paint Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

2 Agency/Group/Organization CITY OF WINONA 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - Local 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 



 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 8  

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

3 Agency/Group/Organization BROWN COUNTY 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - County 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

4 Agency/Group/Organization BLUE EARTH COUNTY 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - County 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

5 Agency/Group/Organization CITY OF FAIRMONT 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services - Housing 
Other government - Local 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

6 Agency/Group/Organization CEDA 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Regional organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

7 Agency/Group/Organization City of Delano 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - Local 
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What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

8 Agency/Group/Organization NEW ULM 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - Local 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

9 Agency/Group/Organization CITY OF HUTCHINSON 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - Local 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

10 Agency/Group/Organization WEST CENTRAL MINNESOTA 
COMMUNITIES 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Community Organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Economic Development 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

11 Agency/Group/Organization DW Jones Management 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Property Management 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Market Analysis 
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How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

12 Agency/Group/Organization Minnesota Department of 
Corrections 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - State 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

13 Agency/Group/Organization BI-COUNTY COMMUNITY ACTION 
PROGRAM, INC 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Regional organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

14 Agency/Group/Organization Economic Development 
Association of MN  

Agency/Group/Organization Type Regional Organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

15 Agency/Group/Organization MN Community Action 
Association 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Regional organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation? Housing Need Assessment 
Homelessness Strategy 
Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Economic Development 
Market Analysis 
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How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 

what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation or 

areas for improved coordination? 

 This agency was contacted 
through surveys, outreach groups 
and invitation to comment. 

 

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting 

DEED made attempts, including invitations to surveys, email outreach and public notices to be as 

inclusive as possible. 

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan 

Name of 

Plan 

Lead Organization How do the goals of your Strategic Plan overlap with the 

goals of each plan? 

Continuum of 
Care 

 

 

Minnesota 
Interagency Council 
on Homelessness 
(MICH) 

Minnesota has a statewide plan to end homelessness which 
includes all CoCs in the state. This plan is coordinated by the 
MICH, in which staff from 11 state agencies participate. The MN 
Plan to End Homelessness encompasses all of the affordable 
housing and suitable living environment goals of the Strategic 
Plan. In addition, DHS and other state agency staff regularly 
attend local and regional CoC and FHPAP planning meetings to 
give and receive input to inform the Strategic Plan. 

Olmstead 
Plan  

Olmstead 
Implementation 
Office 

The Olmstead Plan is a broad series of key activities our state 
must accomplish to ensure people with disabilities are living, 
learning, working, and enjoying life in the most integrated 
setting. The Plan will help achieve a better Minnesota for all 
Minnesotans, because it will help Minnesotans with disabilities 
have the opportunity, both now and in the future to: 

 Live close to their family and friends 

 Live more independently 

 Engage in productive employment 

 Participate in community life. 

Table 2 – Other local / regional / federal planning efforts 

Describe cooperation and coordination among the State and any units of general local 

government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan (91.315(l)) 

Consulted with many units of local government across the state when preparing the action plan, 

including inclusion in the survey, focus groups and other opportunities for feedback.  This included 

local chambers of commerce, housing rehabilitation authorities and local leaders, such as mayors, 

city clerks, and administrators. 

Narrative (optional): 

DHS works closely with other ESG jurisdictions within the State to ensure consistency and 

coordination wherever possible. The State periodically meets with local units of government who 

are also administering ESG funding, providing a venue for close coordination and communication, 

as well as peer to peer technical assistance. Local jurisdictions also participate in the State's ESG 

funding review process each biennium. 
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PR-15 Citizen Participation - 91.115, 91.300(c) 

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation 

Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting 

The State utilized a variety of citizen participation tools throughout the process to allow to input on the planning process.  This included a 

survey, focus groups, outreach groups and public input sessions.  The comments received from these various forums were integrated into 

the development of the plan in selecting priority needs and establishing goals.  

The Plan was released for public review on August 15, 2016.  The review period will end on September 14, 2016. 

Citizen Participation Outreach 

Sort  

Order 

Mode of  

Outreach 

Target of  

Outreach 

Summary of  

response/ 

attendance 

Summary of  

comments  

received 

Summary of comm

ents not accepted 

and reasons 

URL (If 

applicable) 

1 Internet 

Outreach 

Non-

targeted/broad 

community 

The 2016 Housing and 

Community Development 

Survey asked respondents 

various questions about the 

needs of housing and 

community development 

throughout the state. 

Surveys indicating 

survey results are 

presented throughout 

this document. 

All comments were 

accepted. 

  

2 Focus 

Groups 

Stakeholders Three focus groups were 

held on April 4 and 5, 

2016.  These three focus 

groups covered affordable 

housing, economic 

development, homelessness 

and housing, and 

infrastructure. 

Transcripts of all 

comments are included 

as an attachment. 

All comments were 

accepted. 
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Sort  

Order 

Mode of  

Outreach 

Target of  

Outreach 

Summary of  

response/ 

attendance 

Summary of  

comments  

received 

Summary of comm

ents not accepted 

and reasons 

URL (If 

applicable) 

3 Focus 

Groups 

Stakeholders Four outreach committees 

were held at various points 

during the planning process.  

These outreach committees 

included eligible grantees to 

gather comment about the 

needs and goals for the 

Plan. 

Transcripts of the 

committees are 

included as 

attachments. 

All comments were 

accepted. 

  

4 Public 

Meeting 

Non-

targeted/broad 

community 

Three public input meetings 

were held to gather 

comments on the 

preliminary plan 

information.  These 

meetings were held in 

Alexandria, New Ulm and 

Walker on May 10-11, 

2016. 

Transcripts of the 

proceedings are 

included as 

attachments. 

All comments were 

accepted. 

  

5 Public 

Meeting 

Targeted SCDP 

grantees and 

administrators 

Gathered input from 

grantees and administrators, 

June 7-9, Bemidji, 

Alexandria, Mankato. 100 

responses received. 

Overall attendees 

agreed with how we are 

spending the funds. 

Community and 

economic development 

are key areas where is 

funding is needed. 

All comments were 

accepted. 

 

Table 3 – Citizen Participation Outreach 
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II. Needs Assessment 
 

NA-05 Overview 

Needs Assessment Overview 

This section addresses housing and homeless needs in Minnesota.  Specific needs and the priority 

level of these needs were determined based on data from the 2016 Housing and Community 

Development Survey, public input meetings, and from consultation with representatives of various 

state and local agencies throughout Minnesota. Results from the 2016 Housing and Community 

Development Needs Survey showed that construction of new rental housing and rental housing for 

very low-income households were considered to have a high need for funding. There were 

500,140 households under 80 percent Median Family Income (MFI) with housing problems in 

2012. Additionally, some racial/ethnic groups faced disproportionate share of housing 

problems.  According to the point-in-time count, the counted homeless population was 4,644 in 

2015. Non-homeless special needs populations in the state include the elderly and frail elderly, 

persons living with disabilities, persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, victims of domestic 

violence, and persons living with HIV and their families.  These populations are not homeless, but 

are at the risk of becoming homeless and therefore often require housing and service programs.   

 

NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment - 24 CFR 91.305 (a,b,c) 

Summary of Housing Needs 

The population of Minnesota grew from approximately 4.9 million in 2000 to 5.3 million in 2010, 

or by 7.8 percent. According to 2014 Five-year American Community Survey (ACS) estimates, the 

Minnesota population had grown to 5,383,661 by 2014, as seen in Table II.4.. As shown in Table 

II.1, just over thirty percent of the population was aged 35 to 54 at the beginning of the decade, 

and 22.5 percent of the population was aged 5 to 19. Both of these groups, which accounted for 

more than half of the population in 2000, declined in number over the following decade, and by 

2010 they represented around 48 percent of the population, down more than four percentage 

points from 2000. At the same time, residents aged 55 to 64 grew from 8.2 to 11.9 percent of the 

total population, and residents aged 65 and older, i.e., the “elderly cohort”, grew at around twice 

the rate of the population as a whole. 

Table II.1 
Population by Age 

State of Minnesota 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Age 
2000 Census 2010 Census  % Change 

00–10 Population % of Total Population % of Total 

Under 5 329,594 6.7% 355,504 6.7% 7.9% 

5 to 19 1,105,251 22.5% 1,075,707 20.3% -2.7% 

20 to 24 322,483 6.6% 355,651 6.7% 10.3% 

25 to 34 673,138 13.7% 715,586 13.5% 6.3% 

35 to 54 1,489,878 30.3% 1,488,992 28.1% -.1% 

55 to 64 404,869 8.2% 629,364 11.9% 55.4% 

65 or Older 594,266 12.1% 683,121 12.9%  15.0% 

Total 4,919,479 100.0% 5,303,925 100.0% 7.8% 
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This elderly cohort represented 12.9 percent of the population in 2010. Nearly a quarter of the 

elderly population was aged 70 to 74 years in 2000, and more than a fifth were aged 75 to 79 

years. As shown in Table II.2, these groups declined as a share of the overall elderly population 

between 2000 and 2010. The most pronounced growth was at the younger end of the elderly 

cohort, among residents aged 65 to 69 years. 

Table II.2 
Elderly Population by Age 

State of Minnesota 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Age 2000 Census 2010 Census % Change 
00–10 Population % of Total Population % of Total 

65 to 66 62,176 10.5% 86,158 12.6% 38.6% 

67 to 69 90,993 15.3% 116,412 17.0% 27.9% 

70 to 74 142,656 24.0% 151,857 22.2% 6.4% 

75 to 79 122,677 20.6% 122,114 17.9% -.5% 

80 to 84 90,163 15.2% 99,916 14.6% 10.8% 

85 or Older 85,601 14.4% 106,664 15.6% 24.6% 

Total 594,266 100.0% 683,121 100.0% 15.0% 

The state also experienced a modest shift in its racial and ethnic composition from 2000 through 

2010. As shown in Table II.3, white residents accounted for nearly 90 percent of the state’s 

population in 2000, with 4.4 million residents. However, the white population grew at a slower 

rate than other racial and ethnic groups over the following decade, and by 2010 had fallen to 85.3 

percent of the population. The black population, which represented 3.5 percent of the overall 

population in 2000, grew comparatively rapidly, accounting for 5.2 percent of the state’s residents 

in 2010. Similarly, the Asian population expanded by over 50 percent from 2000 through 2010, 

comprising 4 percent of the population at the end of the decade. 

 

Table II.3 
Population by Race and Ethnicity 

State of Minnesota 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Race 
2000 Census 2010 Census % Change 

00–10 Population % of Total Population % of Total 

White 4,400,282 89.4% 4,524,062 85.3% 2.8% 

Black 171,731 3.5% 274,412 5.2% 59.8% 

American Indian 54,967 1.1% 60,916 1.1% 10.8% 

Asian 141,968 2.9% 214,234 4.0% 50.9% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 1,979 .0% 2,156 .0% 8.9% 

Other 65,810 1.3% 103,000 1.9% 56.5% 

Two or More Races 82,742 1.7% 125,145 2.4% 51.2% 

Total 4,919,479 100.0% 5,303,925 100.0%  7.8% 

Non-Hispanic 4,776,097 97.1% 5,053,667 95.3% 5.8% 

Hispanic 143,382 2.9% 250,258 4.7% 74.5% 

In terms of ethnicity, population growth between 2000 and 2010 was more pronounced among 

Hispanic residents than among the state’s non-Hispanic population. From around 143,400 in 2000, 

the Hispanic population grew by 74.5 percent to roughly 250,000, or around 4.7 percent of the 

state’s population. The number of non-Hispanic residents also grew over the decade, but by a 

relatively modest 5.8 percent. 
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Table II.4 
Population by Race and Ethnicity 

State of Minnesota 
2010 Census & 2014 Five-Year ACS 

Race 
2010 Census 2014 Five-Year ACS 

Population % of Total Population % of Total 

White 4,524,062 85.3% 4,585,781 85.18% 

Black 274,412 5.2% 290,545 5.40% 

American Indian 60,916 1.1% 56,490 1.05% 

Asian 214,234 4.0% 230,798 4.29% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 2,156 .0% 2,166 .04% 

Other 103,000 1.9% 78,863 1.46% 

Two or More Races 125,145 2.4% 139,018 2.58% 

Total 5,303,925 100.0%  5,383,661 100.0%  

Non-Hispanic 5,053,667 95.3% 5,119,396 95.09% 

Hispanic 250,258 4.7% 264,265 4.91% 

 

Demographics Base Year:  2000 Most Recent Year:  2012 % Change 

Population 4,919,479 5,313,081 8% 

Households 1,896,209 2,101,875 11% 

Median Income $47,111.00 $59,126.00 26% 

Table 4 - Housing Needs Assessment Demographics 

Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2008-2012 ACS (Most Recent Year) 

 

Number of Households Table 

 0-30% 

HAMFI 

>30-50% 

HAMFI 

>50-80% 

HAMFI 

>80-

100% 

HAMFI 

>100% 

HAMFI 

Total Households * 254,440 245,450 339,910 234,385 1,027,690 

Small Family Households * 64,815 67,635 109,980 93,940 582,990 

Large Family Households * 15,280 17,360 27,545 20,865 87,895 

Household contains at least one 
person 62-74 years of age 37,165 43,045 64,310 43,130 162,530 

Household contains at least one 
person age 75 or older 50,510 56,925 48,435 21,780 52,020 

Households with one or more 
children 6 years old or younger * 41,955 38,115 54,750 40,015 122,590 

* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI 

Table 5 - Total Households Table 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

Housing Problems 
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The Census Bureau collects data on several topics that HUD has identified as “housing problems”. 

For the purposes of this report, housing problems include overcrowding, incomplete plumbing or 

kitchen facilities, and cost-burden. 

Less than one percent of households had incomplete plumbing facilities in 2000 or 2010-2014, as 

shown in Table II.5. Plumbing facilities are considered to be incomplete if a household is missing 

any of the following: a flush toilet, piped hot and cold running water, a bathtub, or a shower. 

Table II.5 
Households with Incomplete Plumbing Facilities 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Households 2000 Census 2014 Five-Year ACS 

With Complete Plumbing Facilities 1,885,546 2,107,913 

Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities 9,581 7,424 

Total Households 1,895,127 2,115,337 

Percent Lacking .5% 0.4% 

A similarly small share of households lacked complete kitchen facilities, as shown in Table II.6. 

However, unlike households with incomplete plumbing facilities, the number of households with 

incomplete kitchen facilities grew by an estimated 3,664 after 2000, accounting for 0.6 percent of 

households by 2010-2014. A household is considered to lack complete kitchen facilities when it 

does not have a range or cook top and oven, a sink with piped hot and cold running water, and a 

refrigerator. 

Table II.6 
Households with Incomplete Kitchen Facilities 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Households 2000 Census 2014 Five-Year ACS 

With Complete Kitchen Facilities 1,885,904 2,102,450 

Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities 9,223 12,887 

Total Households 1,895,127 2,115,337 

Percent Lacking .5% .6% 
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Housing Needs Summary Tables 

1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs) 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

>80-

100% 

AMI 

Total 0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

>80-

100% 

AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Substandard 
Housing - Lacking 
complete 
plumbing or 
kitchen facilities 3,895 2,150 1,475 810 8,330 1,430 1,130 1,225 630 4,415 

Severely 
Overcrowded - 
With >1.51 
people per room 
(and complete 
kitchen and 
plumbing) 2,795 1,570 1,180 380 5,925 290 595 610 360 1,855 

Overcrowded - 
With 1.01-1.5 
people per room 
(and none of the 
above problems) 5,635 4,890 3,205 1,330 15,060 1,440 2,210 3,075 1,770 8,495 

Housing cost 
burden greater 
than 50% of 
income (and 
none of the 
above problems) 91,480 22,020 4,325 595 118,420 48,945 36,820 28,470 8,390 122,625 

Housing cost 
burden greater 
than 30% of 
income (and 
none of the 
above problems) 26,490 54,345 29,485 4,605 114,925 17,495 33,325 68,120 46,185 165,125 

Zero/negative 
Income (and 
none of the 
above problems) 7,055 0 0 0 7,055 6,005 0 0 0 6,005 

Table 6 – Housing Problems Table 
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Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks 

kitchen or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden) 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

>80-

100% 

AMI 

Total 0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

>80-

100% 

AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Having 1 
or more of 
four 
housing 
problems 103,805 30,635 10,185 3,110 147,735 52,100 40,755 33,380 11,150 137,385 

Having 
none of 
four 
housing 
problems 56,210 86,640 105,930 53,355 302,135 29,260 87,415 190,420 166,765 473,860 

Household 
has 
negative 
income, 
but none 
of the 
other 
housing 
problems 7,055 0 0 0 7,055 6,005 0 0 0 6,005 

Table 7 – Housing Problems 2 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 
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3. Cost Burden > 30% 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

Total 0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Small 
Related 38,720 25,755 10,630 75,105 14,970 23,045 39,740 77,755 

Large 
Related 8,970 5,445 1,405 15,820 4,290 7,080 11,450 22,820 

Elderly 26,940 18,260 8,515 53,715 33,360 27,745 21,185 82,290 

Other 53,510 31,730 14,350 99,590 16,020 14,455 25,935 56,410 

Total need 
by income 

128,140 81,190 34,900 244,230 68,640 72,325 98,310 239,275 

Table 8 – Cost Burden > 30% 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

4. Cost Burden > 50% 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

Total 0-30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Small Related 30,730 5,640 660 37,030 12,590 13,455 11,595 37,640 

Large 
Related 6,575 1,235 30 7,840 3,555 3,560 2,675 9,790 

Elderly 18,370 9,120 2,555 30,045 20,920 11,830 6,690 39,440 

Other 42,745 7,290 1,390 51,425 13,555 8,925 7,790 30,270 

Total need by 
income 

98,420 23,285 4,635 126,340 50,620 37,770 28,750 117,140 

Table 9 – Cost Burden > 50% 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

 

5. Crowding (More than one person per room) 
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 Renter Owner 

0-

30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

>80-

100% 

AMI 

Total 0-

30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

>80-

100% 

AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Single family 
households 7,620 5,410 3,485 1,195 17,710 1,485 2,370 3,005 1,635 8,495 

Multiple, 
unrelated 
family 
households 750 700 645 290 2,385 280 490 735 500 2,005 

Other, non-
family 
households 250 425 345 229 1,249 20 15 14 19 68 

Total need by 
income 

8,620 6,535 4,475 1,714 21,344 1,785 2,875 3,754 2,154 10,568 

Table 10 – Crowding Information – 1/2 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

 

Table II.7 
Overcrowding and Severe Overcrowding 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Data Source 
No Overcrowding Overcrowding Severe Overcrowding 

Total 
Households % of Total Households % of Total Households % of Total 

Owner 

2000 Census 1,389,409 98.3% 15,559 1.1% 7,756 .5% 1,412,724 

2014 Five-Year ACS  1,508,557 98.9% 13,284 .9% 3,360 .2% 1,525,201 

Renter 

2000 Census 450,692 93.4% 15,402 3.2% 16,309 3.4% 482,403 

2014 Five-Year ACS  563,360 95.5% 19,055 3.2% 7,721 01.3% 590,136 

Total 

2000 Census 1,840,101 97.1% 30,961 1.6% 24,065 1.3% 1,895,127 

2014 Five-Year ACS  2,071,917 97.9% 32,339 1.5% 11,081 .5% 2,115,337 
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 Renter Owner 

0-

30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

Total 0-

30% 

AMI 

>30-

50% 

AMI 

>50-

80% 

AMI 

Total 

Households with 
Children Present 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 11 – Crowding Information – 2/2 

Data Source Comments:  As a self-populating table, no data is provided by HUD.  Data for households with children 

present are presented in Table III.14.    

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance. 

There was a 14.6 percent increase in the number of single person households between 2000 and 

2010, as seen in Table II.8.  This rate of growth exceeds the average for the state during that time, 

and single person households accounted for 28.0 percent of the population by 2010.  Single person 

households at or below 30 percent MFI are the most likely to need housing assistance.  As the size 

of this population increases, the State expects the need for housing assistance will increase also.  

These trends continued through 2014, as seen in Table II.9.  One and two person households made 

up a majority of households in that state in 2014, while all other household sizes dropped in share 

of households.  

Table II.8 
Households by Household Size 

State of Minnesota 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Size 
2000 Census 2010 Census % Change  

00–10 Households % of Total Households % of Total 

One Person 509,468 26.9% 584,008 28.0% 14.6% 

Two Persons 641,694 33.9% 724,386 34.7% 12.9% 

Three Persons 283,467 15.0% 307,794 14.7% 8.6% 

Four Persons 273,585 14.4% 274,621 13.2% .4% 

Five Persons 123,222 6.5% 123,002 5.9% -.2% 

Six Persons 40,228 2.1% 44,258 2.1% 10.0% 

Seven Persons or More 23,463 1.2% 29,158 1.4% 24.3% 

Total 1,895,127 100.0% 2,087,227 100.0% 10.1% 
 

Table II.9 
Households by Household Size 

State of Minnesota 
2010 Census SF1 & 2014 5-Year ACS Data 

Size 

2010 Census 2014 ACS 

Households 
% of 
Total 

Households 
% of 
Total 

One Person 584,008 28.00% 597,373 28.24% 

Two Persons 724,386 34.70% 749,113 35.41% 

Three Persons 307,794 14.70% 303,375 14.34% 

Four Persons 274,621 13.20% 274,929 13.00% 

Five Persons 123,002 5.90% 122,263 5.78% 

Six Persons 44,258 2.10% 42,891 2.03% 

Seven Persons or More 29,158 1.40% 25,393 1.20% 

Total 2,087,227 100.00% 2,115,337 100.00% 
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Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or 

victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking. 

According to the 2000 Census, approximately 679,000 residents were living with a disability in that 

year, or 15 percent of the population. In 2008, the Census Bureau made substantial changes to how 

it conceives of and defines “disability”, and these changes mean that ACS estimates from after 2008 

are not directly comparable to earlier estimates or the 2000 Census. For that reason, the analysis of 

disability included in this study will focus on the incidence of disability among different age 

groups. As shown in Table II.10, residents became progressively more likely to be impacted by 

disability in older age groups in 2000. 

Table II.10 
Disability by Age 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 Data 

Age 

Total 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

5 to 15 43,780 5.4% 

16 to 64 431,252 13.6% 

65 and older 204,204 36.9% 

Total 679,236 15.0% 

 

The same was true of the state’s population in 2010-2014, when 10.3 percent of the population 

was counted as living with a disability. As shown in Table II.11, the disability rate for the 

population as a whole; i.e., males and females together; rose progressively with age, from less than 

one percent of the population aged less than five to 45.4 percent of the population aged 75 and 

over. The disability rate for male residents was higher than that of female residents. 
 

Table II.11 
Disability by Age 

State of Minnesota 
2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Age 

Male Female Total 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

Under 5 1,180 .7% 1,216 .7% 2,396 .7% 

5 to 17 29,304 6.2% 16,322 3.6% 45,626 4.9% 

18 to 34 34,692 5.6% 29,093 4.8% 63,785 5.2% 

35 to 64 111,073 10.5% 101,451 9.5% 212,524 10.0% 

65 to 74 43,879 23.8% 37,201 18.4% 81,080 20.9% 

75 or Older 58,168 45.5% 83,845 45.3% 142,013 45.4% 

Total 278,296 10.5% 269,128 10.0% 547,424 10.3% 

Disabled residents are present in as much as a quarter of the population in Census tracts throughout 

the state.   As shown in Map II.1, there were Census tracts in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area where 

the percentage of residents living with disabilities was higher: as many as one resident in three was 

living with some form of disability in Census tracts in and around the urban core of Minneapolis 

and St. Paul. However, the highest concentrations of residents with disabilities in 2000 were 

observed in two Census tracts in Duluth, where more than half of the population was living with 

some form of disability in that year. 

Although there were many Census tracts throughout the state with relatively high disability rates, 

there were few in which the percentage of residents living with disabilities was more than ten 

percentage points higher than the statewide average in 2010-2014. Exceptions were to be found, as 
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shown in Map II.2, in tracts in St. Paul, Duluth, Rochester, all of which had areas in which residents 

with disabilities accounted for at least one-third of the population. 

Pinpointing a specific number of victims of domestic violence can be difficult because many cases 

go unreported. However, there are other means of gathering statistics, including tracking the 

numbers of cases that are reported to law enforcement.  According to the Minnesota Coalition for 

Battered Women, 63,000 Minnesotans sought services during 2014. According to the National 

Coalition Against Domestic Violence, Minnesota courts adjudicated 27,288 cases of domestic 

violence in 2011.   
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Map II.1 
Population with Disabilities by Census Tract, 2000 

The State of Minnesota 
2000 Census 
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Map II.2 

Population with Disabilities by Census Tract, 2010-2014 
The State of Minnesota 

2010-2014 Five-Year ACS 
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What are the most common housing problems? 

A considerably larger percentage of households were impacted by cost-burdening in 2000, and this 

percentage grew considerably over the decade. A housing unit is considered cost-burdened when 

between 30 and 50 percent of its income goes toward housing costs, and severely cost-burdened 

when housing costs consume more than 50 percent of a household’s income. As shown in Table 

II.12, the share of households living in affordable housing, or those spending less than 30 percent 

of their income on housing, fell from 76.2 percent in 2000 to 68.1 percent in 2010-2014.  

 
Table II.12 

Cost Burden and Severe Cost Burden by Tenure 
State of Minnesota 

2000 Census & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Data Source 
Less Than 30% 31%-50% Above 50% Not Computed 

Total 
Households % of Total Households % of Total Households % of Total Households % of Total 

Owner With a Mortgage 

2000 Census 663,238 80.0% 118,725 14.3% 45,292 5.5% 1,826  .2% 829,081 

2014 Five-Year ACS 746,559 71.2% 197,531 18.8% 101,992 9.7% 2,884 0.3% 1,048,966 

Owner Without a Mortgage 

2000 Census 264,711 91.8% 13,764 4.8% 7,430 2.6% 2,503 .9% 288,408 

2014 Five-Year ACS 411,622 86.4% 36,381 7.6% 24,283 5.1% 3,949 .8% 476,235 

Renter 

2000 Census 282,754 60.0% 92,463 19.6% 72,644 15.4% 23,605 5.0% 471,466 

2014 Five-Year ACS 282,553 47.9% 135,829 23.0% 136,332 23.1% 35,422 6.0% 590,136 

Total 

2000 Census 1,210,703 76.2% 224,952 14.2% 125,366 7.9% 27,934 1.8% 1,588,955 

2014 Five-Year ACS 1,440,734 68.1% 369,741 17.5% 262,607 12.4% 42,255 2.0% 2,115,337 

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems? 

Renters are more likely to be cost burdened than homeowners. Around 23 percent of renters were 

cost-burdened, and 23.1 severely cost-burdened, in 2010-2014. 

Describe the characteristics and needs of low-income individuals and families with 

children (especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent 

risk of either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also 

discuss the needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid 

re-housing assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance 

Households most likely to be at risk of becoming unsheltered are those that with extremely low 

incomes that are cost-burdened.  There were 199,895 households at or below 30 percent MFI that 

have housing problems in 2012, as demonstrated by Table II.13.  Of these households, there are 

14,245 are large families and 54,380 are small families. 
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Table II.13 
Households by Income and Family Status 

State of Minnesota 
2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 
Elderly 
Family 

Small 
Family 

Large 
Family 

Elderly 
Non-

Family 

Other 
Household 

Total 

Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 9,540 54,380 14,245 51,325 70,405 199,895 

30.1-50% HAMFI 13,005 50,435 15,150 33,625 46,850 159,065 

50.1-80% HAMFI 13,760 52,285 17,140 16,670 41,325 141,180 

80.1% HAMFI or more 17,770 79,670 20,290 9,880 37,210 164,820 

Total 54,075 236,770 66,825 111,500 195,790 664,960 

No Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 2,655 7,770 850 18,540 11,670 41,485 

30.1-50% HAMFI 18,700 17,205 2,205 30,450 17,830 86,390 

50.1-80% HAMFI 42,160 57,695 10,410 32,270 56,210 198,745 

80.1% HAMFI or more 159,215 597,260 88,475 53,410 198,895 1,097,255 

Total 222,730 679,930 101,940 134,670 284,605 1,423,875 

Housing Problems Not Computed 

30% HAMFI or less 735 2,665 190 2,350 7,125 13,065 

30.1-50% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 

50.1-80% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 

80.1% HAMFI or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 735 2,665 190 2,350 7,125 13,065 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 12,930 64,815 15,285 72,215 89,200 254,445 

30.1-50% HAMFI 31,705 67,640 17,355 64,075 64,680 245,455 

50.1-80% HAMFI 55,920 109,980 27,550 48,940 97,535 339,925 

80.1% HAMFI or more 176,985 676,930 108,765 63,290 236,105 1,262,075 

Total 277,540 919,365 168,955 248,520 487,520 2,101,900 
 

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a 

description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to 

generate the estimates: 
 

Not applicable. 
 

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an 

increased risk of homelessness 
 

According to the National Alliance to End Homelessness, there are various factors that contribute to 

an increased risk of homelessness.  These housing characteristics include households that are 

doubled up, or living with friends or family, persons recently released from prison, and young 

adults out of foster care.  Economic factors include households with severe cost burden and 

households facing unemployment.  As described here and in the following sections, there is a large 

number of households facing cost burdens and other housing problems that create instability and 

increase their risk of homelessness. 
 

Discussion 
 

As seen above, the amount of housing need in the State has increased, especially for cost 

burdens.  By 2014, an estimated 29.9 percent of the population faced cost burdens, an increase 

from 22.1 percent in 2000.  This is by far the most commonly experienced housing problem in the 

State.  Renters face this problem at an even higher rate, with 46.1 percent of renters facing cost 

burdens in 2014. 
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing  

Problems - 91.305 (b)(2) 

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in 

comparison to the needs of that category of need as a whole. 

Introduction 

A disproportionate need exists if any one racial or ethnic group faces housing problems at a rate of 

10 percentage points higher than the jurisdiction average.  The following section will explore the 

disproportionately greater need for housing problems in the State of Minnesota.  

0%-30% of Area Median Income 
Housing Problems Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

 problems 

Household has 

 no/negative income, 

but none of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 191,487 44,589 10,468 

White 144,680 36,892 7,858 

Black / African American 22,409 3,931 1,239 

Asian 7,116 875 556 

American Indian, Alaska Native 3,633 1,366 164 

Pacific Islander 148 65 0 

Hispanic 10,415 1,006 354 

Table 12 - Disproportionally Greater Need 0 - 30% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

*The four housing problems are:  

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person 

per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%  
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30%-50% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 144,425 91,625 0 

White 116,882 80,822 0 

Black / African American 11,117 3,764 0 

Asian 4,951 1,710 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 1,605 1,185 0 

Pacific Islander 60 69 0 

Hispanic 8,077 3,255 0 

Table 13 - Disproportionally Greater Need 30 - 50% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

*The four housing problems are:  

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person 

per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%  

 

50%-80% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 146,000 212,323 0 

White 126,684 190,894 0 

Black / African American 6,157 6,972 0 

Asian 4,763 4,185 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 1,331 2,433 0 

Pacific Islander 54 90 0 

Hispanic 5,652 5,735 0 

Table 14 - Disproportionally Greater Need 50 - 80% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 
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*The four housing problems are:  

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person 

per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30% 

80%-100% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 71,561 178,686 0 

White 64,622 162,853 0 

Black / African American 1,782 4,644 0 

Asian 2,396 4,108 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 442 1,448 0 

Pacific Islander 15 10 0 

Hispanic 1,870 3,965 0 

Table 15 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80 - 100% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

*The four housing problems are:  

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person 

per room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30% 

Discussion 

A discussion of disproportionate share is included in NA-30. 
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing 

Problems – 91.305(b)(2) 

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in 

comparison to the needs of that category of need as a whole. 

Introduction 

The following section will explore the disproportionately greater need for severe housing problems 

in the State of Minnesota.  

0%-30% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 148,470 87,553 10,468 

White 110,521 71,036 7,858 

Black / African American 18,208 8,146 1,239 

Asian 5,885 2,094 556 

American Indian, Alaska Native 2,712 2,285 164 

Pacific Islander 148 65 0 

Hispanic 8,364 3,074 354 

Table 16 – Severe Housing Problems 0 - 30% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

30%-50% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 64,603 171,122 0 

White 51,576 145,602 0 

Black / African American 4,519 10,341 0 

Asian 2,646 4,001 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 837 1,940 0 

Pacific Islander 45 84 0 

Hispanic 4,105 7,217 0 
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Table 17 – Severe Housing Problems 30 - 50% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

50%-80% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 43,614 314,602 0 

White 35,551 281,911 0 

Black / African American 2,215 10,877 0 

Asian 2,232 6,724 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 596 3,178 0 

Pacific Islander 4 140 0 

Hispanic 2,632 8,745 0 

Table 18 – Severe Housing Problems 50 - 80% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

 

80%-100% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more 

of four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 

four housing 

problems 

Household has 

no/negative 

income, but none 

of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 13,450 236,520 0 

White 11,080 216,023 0 

Black / African American 527 5,886 0 

Asian 706 5,801 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 227 1,674 0 

Pacific Islander 15 10 0 

Hispanic 885 4,969 0 

Table 19 – Severe Housing Problems 80 - 100% AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost 

Burdens – 91.305 (b)(2) 

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in 

comparison to the needs of that category of need as a whole. 

Introduction 

The following section will explore the disproportionately greater need for cost burdens in the State 

of Minnesota.  

Housing Cost Burden 

Housing Cost Burden <=30% 30-50% >50% No / negative 

income (not 

computed) 

Jurisdiction as a whole 1,431,020 378,182 250,283 11,130 

White 1,311,575 325,359 201,021 8,144 

Black / African American 32,312 19,257 21,828 1,464 

Asian 31,784 11,107 8,346 610 

American Indian, Alaska 
Native 11,704 3,068 3,134 204 

Pacific Islander 511 89 172 0 

Hispanic 29,154 13,215 10,400 424 

Table 20 – Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

Discussion 

A discussion of disproportionate share is included in NA-30.  
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion – 

91.305 (b)(2) 

Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately greater 

need than the needs of that income category as a whole? 
 

There are several racial and ethnic minorities that face a disproportionate share of housing 

problems, as seen in Table II.16.  Black households between 30 and 50 percent HAMFI face a 

disproportionate share of housing problems.  Asian households between 30 and 100 percent 

HAMFI face a disproportionate share of housing problems, as do Pacific Islander households 

between 30 and 50 percent and 80 to 100 percent HAMFI.  In addition, Hispanic households 

below 50 percent HAMFI face a disproportionate share of housing problems.   
 

Table II.14 
Homeowner Households with Housing Problems by Income and Race 

State of Minnesota 
2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 

Non-Hispanic by Race Hispanic 
(Any 
Race) 

Total 
White Black Asian 

American 
Indian 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

With Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 61,990 1,660 1,665 985 4 910 2,385 69,599 

30.1-50% HAMFI 64,885 2,275 2,715 565 25 650 2,970 74,085 

50.1-80% HAMFI 90,345 2,815 3,045 590 15 1,150 3,540 101,500 

80.1-100% HAMFI 51,750 1,495 1,935 315 50 555 1,235 57,335 

100.1% HAMFI or more 85,870 1,855 2,850 275 50 1,075 1,525 93,500 

Total 354,840 10,100 12,210 2,730 144 4,340 11,655 396,019 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 78,320 1,870 2,050 1,370 14 985 2,750 87,359 

30.1-50% HAMFI 116,100 2,625 3,445 1,005 29 1,085 3,885 128,174 

50.1-80% HAMFI 205,860 3,790 4,620 1,570 30 1,915 6,015 223,800 

80.1-100% HAMFI 164,470 3,030 4,000 1,015 60 1,610 3,730 177,915 

100.1% HAMFI or more 866,495 10,560 19,615 3,275 150 6,395 10,975 917,465 

Total 1,431,245 21,875 33,730 8,235 283 11,990 27,355 1,534,713 

Table II.15 
Renter Households with Housing Problems by Income and Race 

State of Minnesota 
2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 

Non-Hispanic by Race Hispanic 
(Any 
Race) 

Total 
White Black Asian 

American 
Indian 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

With Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 83,135 24,840 6,170 3,240 130 3,180 9,605 130,300 

30.1-50% HAMFI 59,125 12,550 3,165 1,120 4 1,750 7,265 84,979 

50.1-80% HAMFI 30,885 3,790 1,415 500 4 600 2,485 39,679 

80.1-100% HAMFI 5,835 410 580 135 0 80 675 7,715 

100.1% HAMFI or more 4,505 475 535 80 0 80 590 6,265 

Total 183,485 42,065 11,865 5,075 138 5,690 20,620 268,938 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 108,800 31,305 7,845 4,290 155 3,950 10,735 167,080 

30.1-50% HAMFI 83,205 16,100 4,115 1,895 8 2,375 9,575 117,273 

50.1-80% HAMFI 91,075 10,345 3,860 1,780 204 1,935 6,920 116,119 

80.1-100% HAMFI 45,205 4,310 2,460 725 4 1,015 2,750 56,469 

100.1% HAMFI or more 90,020 6,115 6,925 1,105 130 1,425 4,510 110,230 

Total 418,305 68,175 25,205 9,795 501 10,700 34,490 567,171 
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Table II.16 
Total Households with Housing Problems by Income and Race 

State of Minnesota 
2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 

Non-Hispanic by Race Hispanic 
(Any 
Race) 

Total 
White Black Asian 

American 
Indian 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

With Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 145,125 26,500 7,835 4,225 134 4,090 11,990 199,899 

30.1-50% HAMFI 124,010 14,825 5,880 1,685 29 2,400 10,235 159,064 

50.1-80% HAMFI 121,230 6,605 4,460 1,090 19 1,750 6,025 141,179 

80.1-100% HAMFI 57,585 1,905 2,515 450 50 635 1,910 65,050 

100.1% HAMFI or more 90,375 2,330 3,385 355 50 1,155 2,115 99,765 

Total 538,325 52,165 24,075 7,805 282 10,030 32,275 664,957 

Without Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 32,355 4,865 1,360 1,155 25 615 1,100 41,475 

30.1-50% HAMFI 75,295 3,900 1,680 1,215 8 1,060 3,225 86,383 

50.1-80% HAMFI 175,705 7,530 4,020 2,260 215 2,100 6,910 198,740 

80.1-100% HAMFI 152,090 5,435 3,945 1,290 14 1,990 4,570 169,334 

100.1% HAMFI or more 866,140 14,345 23,155 4,025 230 6,665 13,370 927,930 

Total 1,301,585 36,075 34,160 9,945 492 12,430 29,175 1,423,862 

Not Computed  

30% HAMFI or less 9,640 1,810 700 280 10 230 395 13,065 

30.1-50% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

50.1-80% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

80.1-100% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

100.1% HAMFI or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 9,640 1,810 700 280 10 230 395 13,065 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 187,120 33,175 9,895 5,660 169 4,935 13,485 254,439 

30.1-50% HAMFI 199,305 18,725 7,560 2,900 37 3,460 13,460 245,447 

50.1-80% HAMFI 296,935 14,135 8,480 3,350 234 3,850 12,935 339,919 

80.1-100% HAMFI 209,675 7,340 6,460 1,740 64 2,625 6,480 234,384 

100.1% HAMFI or more 956,515 16,675 26,540 4,380 280 7,820 15,485 1,027,695 

Total 1,849,550 90,050 58,935 18,030 784 22,690 61,845 2,101,884 

 

If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs? 

No additional needs have been identified. 

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your 

community? 

The maps discussed in this section are included in MA-50. 

The Black population of Minnesota is largely concentrated in the Twin Cities Metropolitan area in 

2010. As shown in Map III.8, residents identifying as Black accounted for between half and two-

thirds of the population in Census tracts to the northwest and south of the Minneapolis city center, 

as well as a couple of tracts to the immediate west of the Saint Paul city center.  

The Asian population also tended to be concentrated in the Twin Cities Metropolitan area, notably 

in and around the St. Paul city center. Residents identifying as Asian accounted for more than 40 

percent of the population in several Census tracts in that area. 
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Native American households were largely concentrated in and adjacent to Tribal Reservation lands.  

In many of these areas, the Native American population compromises a majority of residents.   

Those that identify as having Hispanic Ethnicity accounted for a larger share of the population in 

Minneapolis-St. Paul than they did in the state as a whole. Around 24 percent of the state’s 

Hispanic population lived with the city limits of either Minneapolis or St. Paul in 2010, and were 

most highly concentrated in in Census tracts in, and to the south of, both city centers. Beyond the 

Twin Cities area, Hispanic residents accounted for relatively large shares of the population in small 

urban and large rural areas in the south of the state, including St. James, Worthington, as well as in 

Long Prairie to the north. 
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NA-35 Public Housing – (Optional) 

Introduction 

Not required for statewide plans.  Due to the scale of the statewide plan, an assessment of 

public housing is not feasible and is addressed at the local level. 

 Totals in Use 

Program Type 

 Certificate Mod-

Rehab 

Public 

Housing 

Vouchers 

Total Project 

-based 

Tenant 

-based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

Veterans 

Affairs 

Supportive 

Housing 

Family 

Unification 

Program 

Disabled 

* 

# of 
units 
vouchers 
in use 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 21 - Public Housing by Program Type 

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home 

Transition 

Data 

Source: 

PIC (PIH Information Center) 

Section 504 Needs Assessment: Describe the needs of public housing tenants and 

applicants on the waiting list for accessible units: 

What are the number and type of families on the waiting lists for public housing and 

section 8 tenant-based rental assistance? Based on the information above, and any other 

information available to the jurisdiction, what are the most immediate needs of residents 

of public housing and Housing Choice voucher holders? 

How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large 

Discussion: 

The State of Minnesota does not administer public housing funds.  Public Housing 

Agencies (PHAs) that attended forums and public hearings did not identify needs of public 

housing agencies; however, they have voice concerns outside the state’s citizen 

participation and consultation process of continual reductions over several years in federal 

appropriations for public housing capital and operating costs. 

Public housing rehabilitation is an eligible use of CDBG funds, but an ineligible use of 

HOME. Through an eligible grantee, PHAs may apply to DEED for CDBG funding to 

rehabilitate public housing. 

Troubled Public Housing Agencies 
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Among the reasons PHAs may be designated “troubled” are substandard scores in one 

more of the following assessment areas: management, financial, or physical.  Financial and 

physical deterioration can result from declining federal appropriations for capital and 

operating subsidies.  As discussed above, rehabilitation and restoration of the physical 

building would be an eligible use of CDBG funds; however, neither HOME nor CDBG can 

be used to support ongoing operations of public housing. 

The state has not authorized Minnesota Housing DEED, or DHS to assume the federal 

government’s role of subsidizing the operations of public housing agencies, nor has it 

appropriated funds for such purpose.   

In conjunction with the Minnesota Chapter of the National Association of Housing and 

Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) and others, the state cosponsors the annual “Working 

Together” conference that provides training on housing maintenance and management.  

Twice-annual conferences of Minnesota NAHRO also provide trainings to PHA’s. 
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NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment – 91.305(c) 

 

Introduction: 

In Minnesota, there are two primary sources of Homeless Needs data. As part of a Federal requirement to receive McKinney Vento Act 

funding, the regional Continuum of Care committees partner with the State of Minnesota to conduce the HUD Point in Tim Count in 

January of every year. The date of this count is Federally mandated, and results in significant undercounts of homeless persons in the 

harsh Minnesota climate, especially the unsheltered population. According to the point-in-time homeless count taken on January 22, 

2015, there were a total of 4,644 households experiencing homelessness in the state at that time. A majority of those households, or 

2,587, lived in an emergency shelter. An additional 1,438 lived in transitional housing. The remainder, comprising some 619 households, 

lived outside of a shelter.  As seen in Table II.17, this included a total of 7,546 persons. 

 

Population Estimate the # of persons 

experiencing homelessness 

on a given night 

Estimate the # 

experiencing 

homelessness 

each year 

Estimate the 

# becoming 

homeless 

each year 

Estimate the # 

exiting 

homelessness 

each year 

Estimate the # 

of days 

persons 

experience 

homelessness 

 Unsheltered Sheltered     

Persons in Households with Adult(s) 
and Child(ren) 71 1,121 0 0 0 0 

Persons in Households with Only 
Children 10 106 0 0 0 0 

Persons in Households with Only 
Adults 538 2,798 0 0 0 0 

Chronically Homeless Individuals 291 833 0 0 0 0 

Chronically Homeless Families 51 221 0 0 0 0 

Veterans 44 253 0 0 0 0 

Unaccompanied Child 94 639 0 0 0 0 

Persons with HIV 0 24 0 0 0 0 

Table 22 - Homeless Needs Assessment  
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Table II.17 
Point-In-Time Homeless Count 

State of Minnesota 
Point-In-Time County Date: 1/22/2015 

Household Type 

Sheltered 

Unsheltered Total Emergency 
Shelter 

Transitional 
Housing 

Persons in households without children 

Persons age 18 to 24 268 274 93 635 

Persons over age 24 1,758 563 524 2,845 

Total 2,026 837 617 3,480 

Persons in households with at least on adult and one child 

Children under age 18 1,040 1,325 100 2,465 

Persons age 18 to 24 158 171 29 358 

Persons over age 24 465 559 77 1,101 

Total 1,663 2,055 206 3,924 

Persons in households with only children 75 49 18 142 

Total Homeless Persons 3,764 2,941 841 7,546 

 

If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting 

homelessness each year," and "number of days that persons experience homelessness," 

describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically 

homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and 

unaccompanied youth): 

The second and more comprehensive source of Homeless Needs data is also a single-night county, 

and comes from Wilder Research’s triennial Minnesota Homeless Study. This study has been 

conducted by Wilder Research every three years in October since 1991. In 2015 Homeless study 

found that there were 9,312 homeless persons on a given night, which was a 9 percent decrease 

from the 2012 study. The Minnesota Homeless Youth Act defines youth up to age 24, and the 

Wilder Study found 1,463 unaccompanied youth to be homeless. In addition, there were 3,296 

homeless children under the age of 18 in families. These 4,759 accompanied and unaccompanied 

children and youth make up 40 percent of the homeless population. This data can be seen in Table 

III.15, along with a break out of homeless numbers between the 7-county Metro region, and 

Greater Minnesota. 

The Wilder Research Minnesota Homeless study also collects extensive data on homeless veterans 

and their families. At the time of this report, the detailed 2015 data was still being analyzed, 

including veteran’s data, and was not yet available. However, the 2015 HUD Point in Time Count 

identified 44 unsheltered homeless veterans and 253 sheltered veterans, along with 1,124 

homeless individuals and 272 families meeting the HUD definition of Chronic Homeless. To be 

considered chronically homeless, a person must be: living in a place not meant for human 

habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter; and have been homeless and living or residing 

in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter continuously 

for at least one year or on at least four separate occasions in the last three years; and can be 

diagnosed with one or more of the following conditions: substance use disorder, serious mental 

illness, developmental disability, post-traumatic stress disorder, cognitive impairments resulting 

from brain injury, or chronic physical illness or disability 



 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 43  

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

Table II.18 
Homeless Population By Type and Location 

State of Minnesota 
Wilder Research: 2015 Minnesota Homeless Study 

  
Number of 

Homeless People 
in Metro Area 

Number of Homeless 
People in Greater MN 

Total Number of Homeless 
People Identified on 

October 22, 2015 

Unaccompanied Minors (Age: < 18) 132 81 213 

Children (<18) with parents 2,198 1,098 3,296 

Young Adults (Age: 18-21) 480 299 779 

Young Adults (Age: 22-24) 305 166 471 

Adults (Age: 25-54) 2,450 1,187 3,637 

Adults (Age: 55 and older)  637 206 843 

Total Number of People in Homeless 
Persons in MN Homeless Study 

6,202 3,037 9,312 

 

Nature and Extent of Homelessness: (Optional) 

Race: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional) 

White 2,136 505 

Black or African American 3,327 19 

Asian 111 6 

American Indian or Alaska Native 515 148 

Pacific Islander 29 0 

Ethnicity: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional) 

Hispanic 0 0 

Not Hispanic 0 0 

 

Alternate Data Source Name: 
2015 CoC Point-in-Time Count 

 

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with children 

and the families of veterans. 

There were over 1,300 homeless persons in households with children during the 2015 Point-in-

time count.  In addition, there were almost 300 Veterans that were homeless at the time of the 

count.  



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 44  

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group. 

Around 45 percent of people experiencing homelessness were black, and approximately 35 

percent were white. By comparison, black residents accounted for only 5.2 percent of the state 

population in 2010, and white residents 85.3 percent. In that sense, black residents were 

“overrepresented” among those living in homelessness, as were American Indian or Alaska Native 

residents and people of two or more races. In terms of ethnicity, around 8.1 percent of residents 

experiencing homelessness were Hispanic or Latino: these residents accounted for around 4.7 

percent of the state population in 2010. A majority of residents experiencing homelessness were 

male. 

Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness. 

Of the 9,312 homeless adults, youth, and children counted in the Wilder 2015 Minnesota 

Homeless Study, at least 1,662 adults and children were in unsheltered settings, including on the 

street or in places not meant for human habitation. Of these unsheltered individuals, 264 were 

minor children with their parents, and at another 455 were unaccompanied homeless youth. 

Discussion: 

Homelessness continues to be a persistent problem in the State of Minnesota, although 2015 was 

the first time in a decade that the Wilder study showed a modest decrease (9 percent) in the overall 

numbers of persons experiencing homelessness. The gradually improving economy likely resulted 

in some of the decrease, while extremely low vacancy rates, stagnant incomes and rising rents 

likely slowed the rate of progress in eliminating homelessness.  

When assessing homelessness statewide, the state relies on point-in-time counts to estimate the 

amount of homelessness the state. While such counts are effective for tracking trends, identifying 

the overall number of homeless persons in a given year is difficult to do from such data. Another 

challenge of Point in Time counts comes in a large, mostly rural state where many communities 

lack any physical emergency shelter, or have limited provider resources.  

These factors make it very challenging to identify the actual number of unsheltered persons. HUD 

also does not consider those who may be frequently moving from on unstable housing situation to 

another as literally homeless, even though many individuals and families in Minnesota sleep in 

temporary arrangements (on the floors or couches of friends and family) due to limited or non-

existent emergency shelters in many parts of the State . 
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NA-45 Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment – 91.305 

(b,d) 

Introduction 

According to HUD, special needs populations are “not homeless but require supportive housing, 

including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental), 

persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, public 

housing residents and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify.”  Because individuals in 

these groups face unique housing challenges and are vulnerable to becoming homeless, a variety of 

support services are needed in order for them to achieve and maintain a suitable and stable living 

environment.  Each of these special needs populations will be discussed in terms of their size and 

characteristics, services and housing currently provided, and services and housing still needed.  

HOPWA  

Current HOPWA formula use:  

Cumulative cases of AIDS reported 805 

Area incidence of AIDS 25 

Rate per population 1 

Number of new cases prior year (3 years of data) 92 

Rate per population (3 years of data) 1 

Current HIV surveillance data:  

Number of Persons living with HIV (PLWH) 424 

Area Prevalence (PLWH per population) 503 

Number of new HIV cases reported last year 0 

Table 23 – HOPWA Data 
 

Data 

Source: 

CDC HIV Surveillance 

HIV Housing Need (HOPWA Grantees Only)  

Type of HOPWA Assistance Estimates of Unmet Need 

Tenant based rental assistance 0 

Short-term Rent, Mortgage, and Utility 5 

Facility Based Housing (Permanent, short-term or 
transitional) 0 

Table 24 – HIV Housing Need 

 

Data 

Source: 

HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet 
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Table II.19 
Please rate the need for services and facilities for each of the following special 

needs groups. 
State of Minnesota 

2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No  

Need 
Low  
Need 

Medium  
Need 

High  
Need 

Missing Total 

Persons with severe mental illness 3 40 105 250 255 653 

Homeless persons 9 57 110 225 252 653 

Persons recently released from prison 12 71 118 197 255 653 

The frail elderly (age 85+) 5 41 157 192 258 653 

Persons with substance abuse addictions 7 70 147 174 255 653 

Victims of domestic violence 5 54 164 173 257 653 

Veterans 5 59 161 172 256 653 

The elderly (age 65+) 4 44 185 162 258 653 

Persons with developmental disabilities 2 60 193 136 262 653 

Persons with physical disabilities 3 60 201 127 262 653 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 22 164 148 50 269 653 

Other groups 7 1 1 16 628 653 

 

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community: 

Elderly and Frail Elderly Persons 

According to 2010 Census Bureau data, 683,121 residents in Minnesota were age 65 or 

older.  Table II.20 presents a breakdown of the elderly population by age at the time of the 2010 

census. While elderly is defined as persons over 62, “extra elderly” persons are those over the age 

of 75.  Within the elderly population in Minnesota, 48.1 percent were extra elderly. The elderly 

population in Minnesota grew 15.0 percent between 2000 and 2010. The two age groups with the 

greatest growth over this decade were those aged 65 to 66 and those aged 67 to 69, with an 

increase of 38.6 percent and 27.9percent, respectively. 

Table II.20 
Elderly Population by Age 

State of Minnesota 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Age 2000 Census 2010 Census % Change 
00–10 Population % of Total Population % of Total 

65 to 66 62,176 10.5% 86,158 12.6% 38.6% 

67 to 69 90,993 15.3% 116,412 17.0% 27.9% 

70 to 74 142,656 24.0% 151,857 22.2% 6.4% 

75 to 79 122,677 20.6% 122,114 17.9% -.5% 

80 to 84 90,163 15.2% 99,916 14.6% 10.8% 

85 or Older 85,601 14.4% 106,664 15.6% 24.6% 

Total 594,266 100.0% 683,121 100.0% 15.0% 

 

People with Disabilities (Mental, Physical, Developmental) 

Data from the 2014 Five-Year American Community Survey for Minnesota showed a total 

population of persons with disabilities of 547,424, with an overall disability rate of 10.3 

percent.  Table II.21 presents a tally of disabilities by age and gender.  The age group with the 

highest disability rate is persons aged 75 and older. Males had a slightly higher disability rate at 

10.5 percent, than females, at 10.3percent.  Children under 5 had the lowest disability rate, at 0.7 

percent. 
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Table II.21 
Disability by Age 

State of Minnesota 
2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Age 

Male Female Total 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

Disabled  
Population 

Disability  
Rate 

Under 5 1,180 .7% 1,216 .7% 2,396 .7% 

5 to 17 29,304 6.2% 16,322 3.6% 45,626 4.9% 

18 to 34 34,692 5.6% 29,093 4.8% 63,785 5.2% 

35 to 64 111,073 10.5% 101,451 9.5% 212,524 10.0% 

65 to 74 43,879 23.8% 37,201 18.4% 81,080 20.9% 

75 or Older 58,168 45.5% 83,845 45.3% 142,013 45.4% 

Total 278,296 10.5% 269,128 10.0% 547,424 10.3% 

 

Table II.22 breaks down disabilities by disability type for persons aged 5 and older, from the 2000 

census data.  The most common disability is a physical disability, followed by an employment 

disability.  The third most common disability type is a go-outside-home disability. 

Table II.22 
Total Disabilities Tallied: Aged 5 and Older 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 Data 

Disability Type Population 

Sensory disability 134,424 

Physical disability 288,196 

Mental disability 185,567 

Self-care disability 84,376 

Employment disability 271,332 

Go-outside-home disability 216,922 

Total 1,180,817 

 

People with Alcohol or other Drug Addictions 

In their 2014 Annual Report, the Minnesota Department of Human Services saw an increase in 

heroin admissions in 2012.  The highest percentage of drug abuse was for alcohol in 2013, while 

heroin saw the greatest increase since 2009.  According to national data, Minnesota has the fifth 

lowest drug overdose rate in the nation. 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Pinpointing a specific number of victims of domestic violence can be difficult because many cases 

go unreported. However, there are other means of gathering statistics, including tracking the 

numbers of cases that are reported to law enforcement.  According to the Minnesota Coalition for 

Battered Women, 63,000 Minnesotans sought services during 2014. According to the National 

Coalition Against Domestic Violence, Minnesota courts adjudicated 27,288 cases of domestic 

violence in 2011.  
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What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these needs 

determined?    

Elderly and Frail Elderly Persons 

According to the Center for Housing Policy, housing will be a priority need for the elderly 

population.  A growing number of older households will face severe housing costs burdens, and 

many will require assisted or long-term care housing and services. In addition, as the Baby Boomer 

generation continues to grow, many will prefer to remain independent, requiring in-home services 

and adaptions to existing homes. Thus, there is a greater focus on in-home care, housing 

rehabilitation, and expanded home health services to meet the needs of a more independent 

elderly population. Because most elderly persons are on a fixed income, these increasing costs may 

fall on publically funded programs in the state. The elderly population is identified as having a 

moderate amount of need, based on the results from the Housing and Community Development 

Survey. 

People with Disabilities (Mental, Physical, Developmental) 

The Housing and Community Development Survey also asked participants to rank the need for 

services and facilities for persons with disabilities. The results indicate a moderate need for housing 

for both persons with physical disabilities and developmental disabilities, with over 60 percent of 

respondents indicating a medium to high level of need for services and facilities. 

People with Alcohol or other Drug Addictions 

According to the Healthy People 2020 national objectives, there were 22 million Americans 

struggling with a drug or alcohol problem in 2005.1  Of those with substance abuse problems, 95 

percent are unaware of their problem. Obtaining treatment is a primary concern for many, which 

often includes high costs and other impacts on the person’s ability to obtain or retain an income 

and housing.  

The National Coalition for the Homeless notes that other needs for persons living with addictions to 

drugs or alcohol include transportation and support services, including work programs and therapy 

access.2  Barriers also include programs that follow abstinence-only policies. These programs are 

often unrealistic for persons suffering from addictions because they fail to address the reality of 

relapses.  A person living in supportive housing with an addiction problem who experiences a 

relapse may suddenly become a homeless person. 

Results from the 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey show that respondent 

indicate a medium to high need level for additional services and facilities for this special needs 

group. 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Services needed for domestic violence victims include access to safe housing and resources, as well 

as economic opportunities and other community assistance.  Results from the 2016 Housing and 

Community Development Survey indicated a medium to high need level for additional domestic 

violence facilities and services in Minnesota. 

 

 

                                                 

1 https://www.healthypeople.gov/2020/topics-objectives/topic/substance-abuse 
2 http://www.nationalhomeless.org/factsheets/addiction.html 
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People with HIV/AIDS and Their Families 

Persons with HIV/AIDS have a variety of needs, including improving access to medical care, case 

management, and legal services. 

According to the 2016 Housing and Community Development survey, over 39 percent of 

respondents indicated a medium to high need level for services and facilities for persons with 

HIV/AIDS.  

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within the 

Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:  

The State of Minnesota has a total of 805 cumulative cases of AIDS reported.  A total of 424 

persons are living with HIV.  Persons with HIV are located throughout the state, but a majority are 

located within the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  According to the Minnesota Department of 

Health, some 307 new cases of HIV were reported in 2014, which was a 2 percent increase from 

2013.  Males made up 76 percent of persons living with HIV.  Those between the ages of 45 and 

49 and between 50 and 54 represented the highest proportion of persons living with HIV, 

accounting for 16 and 18 percent, respectively.  
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs - 

91.315 (f) 

The following section explores the need for non-housing community development needs in the 

State.  These needs include public facilities, public improvements, public services and economic 

development.  A more detailed look at economic development is included in section MA-45. 

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities: 

Public facilities were prioritized by respondents in the 2016 Housing and Community 

Development Survey.  According to allocation responses, public facilities (including those classified 

as community facilities, water/ wastewater systems or infrastructure) should account for about 31 

percent of resources statewide. As seen in Table II.23 respondents indicated the highest level of 

need for community facilities includes emergency shelters for families and children, childcare 

facilities and broadband. 

 

Table II.23 
Please rate the need for the following community and public facilities. 

State of Minnesota 
2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No  

Need 
Low  
Need 

Medium  
Need 

High  
Need 

Missing Total 

Emergency shelters for families and children 10 69 135 240 224 678 

Childcare facilities 5 61 144 232 236 678 

Broadband 21 76 124 207 250 678 

Youth centers 15 71 179 184 229 678 

Community centers 16 85 183 164 230 678 

Residential treatment centers 20 105 179 141 233 678 

Senior centers 20 110 202 112 234 678 

Public buildings with improved accessibility 23 148 176 96 235 678 

Healthcare facilities 23 161 178 81 235 678 

Parks and recreational centers 15 151 199 80 233 678 

Other infrastructure activities 10 5 5 31 627 678 

 

How were these needs determined? 

Needs were determined from the Housing and Community Development Survey and public input. 

 

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements: 

Respondents indicated that infrastructure as part of public facilities should account for over 10 

percent of resources and water systems themselves should account for over 12 percent of 

resources.  Table II.24 demonstrates the highest ranking for street and road improvements. This was 

followed by bridge improvements and sidewalk improvements. 

How were these needs determined? 

Needs were determined from the Housing and Community Development Survey and public input. 
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Table II.24 
Please rate the need for the following Infrastructure activities. 

State of Minnesota 
2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No  

Need 
Low  
Need 

Medium  
Need 

High  
Need 

Missing Total 

Street and road improvements 1 36 177 243 221 678 

Bridge improvements 22 99 168 157 232 678 

Sidewalk improvements 11 123 185 136 223 678 

Sewer system improvements 17 129 171 121 240 678 

Water quality improvements 19 124 191 113 231 678 

Water system capacity improvements 19 129 184 111 235 678 

Streetscape – trees, light poles, planters 22 177 163 89 227 678 

Storm sewer system improvements 15 136 198 89 240 678 

Aesthetics in downtown areas 51 164 149 77 237 678 

Flood drainage improvements 32 151 181 70 244 678 

Solid waste facility improvements 27 148 191 68 244 678 

Other infrastructure activities 10 5 5 31 627 678 

 
 

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services: 

According to the survey, human services should account for over 19 percent of funding 

statewide.  As seen in Table II.25, the highest rated needs are services for homeless children and 

families, mental health/chemical dependency services, and transportation services. 

How were these needs determined? 

Needs were determined from the Housing and Community Development Survey and  public input. 
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Table II.25 
Please rate the need for the following human and public services 

State of Minnesota 
2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No  

Need 
Low  
Need 

Medium  
Need 

High  
Need 

Missing Total 

Services for homeless children and families 11 62 96 281 228 678 

Mental health/chemical dependency services 5 55 134 253 231 678 

Transportation services 5 45 150 250 228 678 

Childcare services 9 56 142 234 237 678 

Services for the chronically homeless 15 83 128 225 227 678 

Youth centers 4 49 169 222 234 678 

Employment services 4 62 169 210 233 678 

Senior services 4 58 193 190 233 678 

Fair housing activities 17 100 159 166 236 678 

Fair housing education 19 113 156 155 235 678 

Tenant/Landlord counseling 17 109 173 145 234 678 

Healthcare services 13 94 210 127 234 678 

Homebuyer education 17 119 187 124 231 678 

Crime awareness education 22 165 190 64 64 678 

Mitigation of lead-based paint hazards 31 191 156 64 236 678 

Mitigation of radon hazards 31 191 162 57 237 678 

Mitigation of asbestos hazards 33 196 153 56 240 678 

Other public services 7 2 6 30 633 678 

 

Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of business in the state. 

As found in the 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey, shown in Table II.26, the 

business and economic development activities with the highest need are to foster business with 

higher paying jobs, retention of existing businesses, and provision of job training.   

 
Table II.26 

Please rate the need for the following Business and Economic Development activities. 
State of Minnesota 

2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No 

Need 
Low 
Need 

Medium 
Need 

High 
Need 

Missing Total 

Retention of existing businesses 2 27 159 302 188 678 

Foster businesses with higher paying jobs 7 37 137 302 195 678 

Provision of job training 4 36 175 265 198 678 

Rehabilitation of commercial properties of downtown areas of Greater Minnesota 29 54 156 230 209 678 

Attraction of new businesses 6 48 214 221 189 678 

Expansion of existing businesses 4 65 194 219 196 678 

Provision of job re-training, such as after plant or other closures 15 114 167 188 194 678 

Enhancement of businesses infrastructure 7 96 240 134 201 678 

Provision of technical assistance for businesses 9 132 212 120 205 678 

Development of business parks 23 138 196 110 211 678 

Investment as equity partners 23 133 201 109 212 678 

Provision of venture capital 21 130 214 99 214 678 

Other business activities 15 1 12 51 599 678 
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III.Housing Market Analysis 
 

MA-05 Overview 

Housing Market Analysis Overview: 
 

The following narrative provides information about the housing market, the supply and demand for 

housing over time, building permit data and related price information for both rental properties and 

homeownership opportunities in Minnesota.   
 

In 2000, the Minnesota had 2,066,014 total housing units.  Since that time, the total housing stock 

increased each year, reaching 2,385,544 units in 2014.  According to the American Community 

Survey in 2014, Minnesota’s housing stock included 74.7 percent single family units, and 17.4 

percent rental apartment units.  Of the 2,347,201 housing units counted in Minnesota in the 2010 

census, 89.9 percent of  units were occupied, with 73.0 percent  counted as owner-occupied and 

27.0 percent counted as renter-occupied.  The vacancy rate for the state was 11.1 percent in 2010, 

and down to 10.5 percent by 2014.  The rental vacancy rate for the State was reported to be 4.9 

percent in 2015.3 

 

MA-10 Number of Housing Units – 91.310(a) 

Introduction 
 

In 2000, the Census Bureau reported that Minnesota had 2,066,014 total housing units.  Since that 

time, the Census Bureau has continued to release estimates of the total number of housing units in 

the state.  The annual estimates of housing stock are presented in Table III.1.  By 2014, there were 

estimated to be 2,385,544 housing units in Minnesota.  Housing units were added at a rate around 

1 percent from 2000 to 2008, but had dropped off to around 0.2 percent by 2013. 
 

All residential properties by number of units 
Property Type Number % 

1-unit detached structure 1,582,374 67% 

1-unit, attached structure 172,942 7% 

2-4 units 104,870 4% 

5-19 units 133,949 6% 

20 or more units 268,828 11% 

Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc 84,965 4% 

Total 2,347,928 100% 

Table 25 – Residential Properties by Unit Number  

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

                                                 

3 http://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/data/ann15ind.html 
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Table III.1 
Housing Units Estimates 

State of Minnesota 
Census Data, 2000 - 2014 

Year Housing Units 

2000 2,066,014 

2001 2,107,726 

2002 2,142,641 

2003 2,182,060 

2004 2,222,902 

2005 2,263,510 

2006 2,297,756 

2007 2,320,290 

2008 2,335,024 

2009 2,343,101 

2010 2,347,201 

2011 2,354,975 

2012 2,361,925 

2013 2,373,100 

2014 2,385,544 

 

Housing 

The state added around 220,000 households between 2000 and 2010-2014. As shown in Table 

III.2, over forty percent of the units in which those households were living in 2010-2014 were built 

in 1980 or later. However, more than one unit in six was built prior to 1940. 

Table III.2 
Households by Year Home Built 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Year Built 
2000 Census 2014 Five-Year ACS 

Households % of Total Households % of Total 

1939 or Earlier 393,621 20.8% 359,972 17.0% 

1940 to 1949 118,809 6.3% 99,980 4.7% 

1950 to 1959 230,612 12.2% 219,499 10.4% 

1960 to 1969 225,015 11.9% 205,107 9.7% 

1970 to 1979 347,987 18.4% 331,697 15.7% 

1980 to 1989 276,805 14.6% 279,400 13.2% 

1990 to 1999 302,278 16.0% 293,015 13.9% 

2000 to 2009 . . 308,768 14.6% 

2010 or Later . . 17,899 .8% 

Total 1,895,127 100.0% 2,115,337 100.0% 

 

A majority of housing units in the state were single-family units in 2000 and 2010-2014, as shown 

in Table III.3. Nearly three-quarters of housing units were single-family units in 2010-2014, up from 

73 percent in 2000. Apartments also grew as a share of total housing units by around half a 

percentage point, accounting for 17.4 percent of housing units in 2010-2014. No other type of 
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housing unit represented greater than five percent of housing units at any point in time, and all 

other types of housing units declined as a share of the state’s housing stock. 

Table III.3 
Housing Units by Type 

State of Minnesota 
2000 Census SF3 & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Unit Type 
2000 Census 2014 Five-Year ACS 

Units % of Total Units % of Total 

Single-Family  1,507,378 73.0% 1,765,946 74.7% 

Duplex 62,137 3.0% 55,216 2.3% 

Tri- or Four-Plex 48,235 2.3% 49,195 2.1% 

Apartment 349,302 16.9% 410,648 17.4% 

Mobile Home 93,618 4.5% 82,441 3.5% 

Boat, RV, Van, Etc. 5,276 .3% 703 0.0% 

Total 2,065,946 100.0% 2,364,149 100.0% 

 

Permits 

As seen in Diagram III.1, the amount of single and multi-family permits continued to increase from 

1980 to 2005, when building rates dropped.  The number of units permitted peaked in 2003 at 

over 42,000 units and fell to less than 9,000 units by 2011.  Since that time, however, the number 

of permitted units has risen back to over 21,000 by 2015.  This data can be seen in Table III.4.  The 

proportion of multi-family units has increased during this time period as well, accounting for almost 

40 percent of units in 2015, compared to only 18 percent of units in 2003.   

Diagram III.1 
Single and Multi-Family Units  

State of Minnesota 
Census Bureau Data, 1990–2015 
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Table III.4 
Building Permits and Valuation 

State of Minnesota 
U.S. Census Bureau,  1980 - 2015 

Year 

Authorized Construction in Permit Issuing Areas 
Per Unit 

Valuation Real 
2010 Dollars 

Single 
Family 
Units 

Duplex 
Units 

Tri and 
Four Plex 

Units 

Multi-
Family 
Units 

Total 
Units 

Single Family 
Units 

1980 13,766 1,258 934 5,705 21,663 120,492 

1981 11,757 1,026 1,243 3,576 17,602 113,932 

1982 11,468 504 1,168 6,059 19,199 110,880 

1983 16,550 640 1,589 6,503 25,282 118,067 

1984 16,042 530 1,256 8,870 26,698 120,924 

1985 16,382 486 791 10,952 28,611 130,195 

1986 20,694 514 725 11,282 33,215 137,529 

1987 21,333 278 700 11,065 33,376 147,576 

1988 19,237 288 533 8,322 28,380 148,078 

1989 18,300 222 376 6,231 25,129 145,071 

1990 18,282 160 273 4,998 23,713 138,328 

1991 18,376 186 361 2,509 21,432 142,156 

1992 23,038 270 235 3,337 26,880 147,501 

1993 23,355 252 285 3,774 27,666 150,771 

1994 21,339 312 497 3,482 25,630 151,182 

1995 20,675 324 709 3,786 25,494 151,214 

1996 22,096 376 774 3,808 27,054 155,644 

1997 20,069 634 997 3,209 24,909 157,220 

1998 25,015 746 931 3,755 30,447 160,451 

1999 26,667 804 836 5,037 33,344 169,977 

2000 25,608 730 915 5,754 33,007 176,614 

2001 27,037 596 917 5,711 34,261 180,312 

2002 28,754 636 942 8,840 39,172 183,017 

2003 32,929 654 992 7,785 42,360 191,515 

2004 32,587 478 778 8,007 41,850 197,544 

2005 29,566 312 571 6,060 36,509 201,630 

2006 20,901 232 281 4,938 26,352 212,533 

2007 14,508 108 258 3,056 17,930 214,814 

2008 8,908 110 140 2,393 11,551 212,863 

2009 7,314 112 129 1,870 9,425 206,729 

2010 7,053 70 193 2,524 9,840 216,988 

2011 6,733 90 133 1,934 8,890 228,750 

2012 9,197 90 101 6,707 16,095 241,429 

2013 11,114 84 259 5,859 17,316 257,647 

2014 10,689 110 181 6,010 16,990 266,991 

2015(p) 12,616 234 371 8,652 21,873 259,047 
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Unit Size by Tenure 

 Owners Renters 

Number % Number % 

No bedroom 2,294 0% 24,343 4% 

1 bedroom 41,472 3% 194,255 34% 

2 bedrooms 329,665 21% 213,169 38% 

3 or more bedrooms 1,161,288 76% 135,389 24% 

Total 1,534,719 100% 567,156 100% 

Table 26 – Unit Size by Tenure 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

 

Describe the number and targeting (income level/type of family served) of units assisted with 

federal, state, and local programs. 

As seen in Table III.5, there are 664,940 households with housing problems in the State of 

Minnesota.  Of these, 500,140 are at or below 80 percent HUD Area Median Family Income 

(HAMF)I.   

 

Table III.5 
Households by Income and Family Status 

State of Minnesota 
2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 
Elderly 
Family 

Small 
Family 

Large 
Family 

Elderly 
Non-

Family 

Other 
Household 

Total 

Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 9,540 54,380 14,245 51,325 70,405 199,895 

30.1-50% HAMFI 13,005 50,435 15,150 33,625 46,850 159,065 

50.1-80% HAMFI 13,760 52,285 17,140 16,670 41,325 141,180 

80.1% HAMFI or more 17,770 79,670 20,290 9,880 37,210 164,820 

Total 54,075 236,770 66,825 111,500 195,790 664,960 

No Housing Problems 

30% HAMFI or less 2,655 7,770 850 18,540 11,670 41,485 

30.1-50% HAMFI 18,700 17,205 2,205 30,450 17,830 86,390 

50.1-80% HAMFI 42,160 57,695 10,410 32,270 56,210 198,745 

80.1% HAMFI or more 159,215 597,260 88,475 53,410 198,895 1,097,255 

Total 222,730 679,930 101,940 134,670 284,605 1,423,875 

Housing Problems Not Computed 

30% HAMFI or less 735 2,665 190 2,350 7,125 13,065 

30.1-50% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 

50.1-80% HAMFI 0 0 0 0 0 0 

80.1% HAMFI or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 735 2,665 190 2,350 7,125 13,065 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 12,930 64,815 15,285 72,215 89,200 254,445 

30.1-50% HAMFI 31,705 67,640 17,355 64,075 64,680 245,455 

50.1-80% HAMFI 55,920 109,980 27,550 48,940 97,535 339,925 

80.1% HAMFI or more 176,985 676,930 108,765 63,290 236,105 1,262,075 

Total 277,540 919,365 168,955 248,520 487,520 2,101,900 
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Provide an assessment of units expected to be lost from the affordable housing inventory for any 

reason, such as expiration of Section 8 contracts. 

The State expects that by 2021, the end of this planning cycle, there will be 312 expiring contracts, 

which will impact 15,676 units.  After 2021, an additional 170 contracts and 11,142 units area at 

risk.  These data are shown in table III.6.  Map III.1 shows the location of these units throughout the 

State.  Those marked in red are expected to expire in 2017. 

Table III.6 

Expiring Multifamily Housing 
State of Minnesota 

2016 HUD Multifamily Contracts Database 

Expiration 
Year 

Expiring 
Contracts 

Units at Risk 

2017 78 3,144 

2018 80 4,201 

2019 86 5,022 

2020 57 2,733 

2021 11 576 

After 2021 170 11,142 

Total 482 26,818 

 

Does the availability of housing units meet the needs of the population? 

As shown in NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment, some 31.6 percent of households have housing 

problems in Minnesota.  Households at or below 30 percent median family income are 

disproportionately affected by housing problems at a rate of 78.6 percent.  This demonstrates that 

the current housing stock does not meet the needs of the population, particularly lower income 

households. In addition, the vacancy rate, especially for rental housing, continues to decline, 

indicating a growing need for suitable housing units in the state. 

Describe the need for specific types of housing: 

As seen in Table III.7, the highest rated housing needs are for rental housing.  This includes 

construction of new rental housing, rental housing for very low-income households, and rental 

assistance.  This is followed by preservation of federal subsidized housing, supportive housing, and 

construction of new for-sale housing. 
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Table III.7 
Please rate the need for the following Housing activities. 

State of Minnesota 
2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No  

Need 
Low  
Need 

Medium  
Need 

High  
Need 

Missing Total 

Construction of new rental housing 4 27 101 313 233 678 

Rental housing for very low-income households 9 56 105 265 243 678 

Rental assistance 6 55 141 236 240 678 

Construction of new for-sale housing 11 60 136 233 238 678 

Preservation of federal subsidized housing 15 59 129 230 245 678 

Supportive housing 9 75 121 229 244 678 

Homeowner housing rehabilitation 5 58 163 203 249 678 

Multi-family rental rehabilitation 11 68 153 197 249 678 

Single family rental rehabilitation 9 69 165 189 246 678 

Senior-friendly housing 8 55 181 187 247 678 

Mixed income housing 19 61 175 180 243 678 

First-time home-buyer assistance 2 80 183 175 238 678 

Retrofitting existing housing to meet seniors’ needs 9 68 182 174 245 678 

Homeownership in communities of color 27 92 137 171 251 678 

Energy efficient retrofits 6 71 190 167 244 678 

Mixed use housing 19 102 176 132 249 678 

Downtown housing 37 159 136 92 254 678 

Housing demolition 38 181 135 70 254 678 

Other Housing activities 7 1 4 32 634 678 

 

Discussion 

While the number of housing units has grown since 2000, there is a continued need for 

new housing units.  The need is especially acute for low-income households. 
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Map III.1 
Expiring Multifamily Housing Developments 

State of Minnesota 
2015 HUD MF Database, 2010-2014 ACS, USGS Census Tigerline 
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MA-15 Cost of Housing – 91.310(a) 

Introduction 

This increase in cost-burdening came amidst an overall rise in housing costs between 2000 and 

2014. As shown in Table III.8, the median contract rent for a housing unit in 2000 was $566, 

meaning that half of the rental population was paying more, and half was paying less, than that 

figure. By 2010-2014, half of the state’s renters were paying around $747 or more. Similarly, the 

median value of owner-occupied homes was $122,400 in 2000. By 2010-2014, half of the owner-

occupied homes in the state were valued at $185,200 or more. 

 
Table III.8 

Median Housing Costs 
State of Minnesota 

2000 Census SF3 & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Housing Cost 2000 2014 5-Year ACS 

Median Contract Rent $566 $747 

Median Home Value $122,400 $185,200 

Cost of Housing 
 Base Year:  2000 Most Recent Year:  2012 % Change 

Median Home Value 118,100 194,300 65% 

Median Contract Rent 521 717 38% 

Table 27 – Cost of Housing 

Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2008-2012 ACS (Most Recent Year) 

 

Rent Paid Number % 

Less than $500 156,205 27.5% 

$500-999 292,340 51.6% 

$1,000-1,499 91,528 16.1% 

$1,500-1,999 18,326 3.2% 

$2,000 or more 8,757 1.5% 

Total 567,156 100.0% 

Table 28 - Rent Paid 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

Housing Costs 

Housing costs were the highest in the more populous, urbanized areas of the state. In fact, there 

were no Census tracts outside of the Minneapolis-St. Paul, Duluth, or Rochester areas in which 

median contract rental costs exceeded the statewide median of $566 in 2000. As shown in Map 

III.2, rental housing costs in that year were highest in suburban Census tracts on the outskirts of the 

Twin Cities, where median contract rents ranged from $1,220 to $1,875. 
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By 2010-2014, median contract rent prices had risen considerably throughout the state. As prices 

rose, above-median contract rents started to expand into the state’s rural areas, as shown in Map 

III.3. In addition, there were fewer Census tracts with below-median rental costs near the centers of 

Minneapolis, St. Paul, Duluth, or Rochester than there had been in 2000. 

Geographic trends in home values were similar to trends in contract rental costs, though it was 

more common to see Census tracts with above-median home values outside of the state’s urban 

areas than to see above-median rental prices. For, example, as shown in Map III.4, half of occupied 

homes were worth $122,400 or more in several rural tracts in Cass, Crow Wing, and Douglas 

County. As had been the case with contract rental costs, Census tracts with above median home 

values became more common after 2000, most notably in the state’s rural areas, as shown in Map 

III.5. 

Single Family Units 

The valuation of single family units has risen steadily since 1980, experiencing only a slight dip 

during the recent recession.  In 2015, the average value of a single family home in the State was 

$259,047, an increase of more than $42,000 since 2010.  The production of single family units 

dropped sharply since 2005, but has begun to rise slightly in the past couple years. 

 
Diagram III.1 

Single Family Building Permits and Valuation 
State of Minnesota 

Census Bureau Data, 1990–2015 
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Map III.2 
Median Home Values by Census Tract, 2000 

The State of Minnesota 
2000 Census 
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Map III.3 
Median Home Values by Census Tract, 2010-2014 

The State of Minnesota 
2010-2014 Five-Year ACS 
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Map III.4 

Median Contract Rent by Census Tract, 2000 
The State of Minnesota 

2000 Census 
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Map III.5 
Median Contract Rent by Census Tract, 2010-2014 

The State of Minnesota 
2010-2014 Five-Year ACS 
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Housing Affordability 

% Units affordable to 

Households earning  

Renter Owner 

30% HAMFI 64,070 No Data 

50% HAMFI 209,505 101,590 

80% HAMFI 398,340 335,055 

100% HAMFI No Data 541,000 

Total 671,915 977,645 

Table 29 – Housing Affordability 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 

Monthly Rent  

Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no 

bedroom) 

1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Fair Market Rent 0 0 0 0 0 

High HOME Rent 0 0 0 0 0 

Low HOME Rent 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 30 – Monthly Rent 

Data 

Source 

Comments: 

There are no statewide Fair Market Rents for HOME rents. Regional rent limits can be found at 

http://www.mnhousing.gov/wcs/Satellite?c=Page&cid=1362997094928&pagename=External%2FPage%2FEXTStandardLayout 

Is there sufficient housing for households at all income levels? 

As seen in the Cost burden section of this document, as well as demonstrated by data presented in 

this section, there is not sufficient housing for households at lower income levels.  This is 

demonstrated by the high percentage of households facing cost burdens, especially those at lower 

income levels. 

How is affordability of housing likely to change considering changes to home values and/or rents? 

As shown above, the price of housing has continued to rise and as shown in other sections, cost 

burdens have risen as well.  As this trend continues, the state expects that housing will continue to 

remain unaffordable for many households. 

How do HOME rents / Fair Market Rent compare to Area Median Rent? How might this impact 

your strategy to produce or preserve affordable housing? 

There are no statewide Fair Market Rents for HOME rents.  

Discussion 

Housing prices have continued to rise since 2000.  There are areas of the state that are more 

impacted by these cost rises, as seen in the maps presented above.  As the cost of housing 

continues to rise, more households face the potential of cost burdens and other housing problems.  
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MA-20 Condition of Housing – 91.310(a) 

Introduction:  

The following section describes the condition of housing throughout Minnesota.  This includes the 

number of housing units with risks of lead-based paint exposure, the age of the housing stock and 

the increase in vacant units. 

Definitions 

Units that are classified as standard condition meet all state and local codes.  Units that are 

classified to be in “substandard condition but suitable for rehabilitation” are both structurally and 

financially feasible to rehabilitate to a condition that meet all state and local codes. 

Condition of Units 

Condition of Units Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 

With one selected Condition 386,200 25% 250,536 44% 

With two selected Conditions 8,638 1% 17,027 3% 

With three selected Conditions 1,121 0% 1,313 0% 

With four selected Conditions 56 0% 47 0% 

No selected Conditions 1,138,704 74% 298,233 53% 

Total 1,534,719 100% 567,156 100% 

Table 31 - Condition of Units 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

 

Year Unit Built 

Year Unit Built Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 

2000 or later 231,640 15% 70,244 12% 

1980-1999 422,710 28% 142,431 25% 

1950-1979 535,738 35% 229,294 40% 

Before 1950 344,631 22% 125,187 22% 

Total 1,534,719 100% 567,156 99% 

Table 32 – Year Unit Built 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 CHAS 
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Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard 

Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 

Total Number of Units Built Before 1980 880,369 57% 354,481 63% 

Housing Units build before 1980 with children present 122,810 8% 38,505 7% 

Table 33 – Risk of Lead-Based Paint 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS (Total Units) 2008-2012 CHAS (Units with Children present) 

 

Vacant Units – Information included in tables below 

 Suitable for 

Rehabilitation 

Not Suitable for 

Rehabilitation 

Total 

Vacant Units 0 0 0 

Abandoned Vacant Units 0 0 0 

REO Properties 0 0 0 

Abandoned REO Properties 0 0 0 

Table 34 - Vacant Units 

Data 

Source: 

2005-2009 CHAS  

Vacant Housing Units 

Over 91 percent of housing units in the state were occupied in 2000, a share that had fallen below 

89 percent by 2010. As shown in Table III.9, most of these units were occupied by the Over 91 

percent of housing units in the state were occupied in 2000, a share that had fallen below 89 

percent by 2010. As shown in Table III.9, most of these units were occupied by the people who 

owned them. However, the occupied housing stock shifted slightly in favor of rental occupancy 

over the decade as the percentage of owner-occupied units slipped from 74.6 to 73 percent. 

Growth in the number of housing units in the state, at 13.6 percent between 2000 and 2010, 

outpaced household formation, resulting in an uptick in the vacancy rate from 8.3 to 11.1 percent. 

By 2014, some 10.5 percent of units were vacant, as shown in Table III.10. 
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Table III.9 
Housing Units by Tenure 

State of Minnesota 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Tenure 
2000 Census 2010 Census % Change 

 00–10 Units % of Total Units % of Total 

Occupied Housing Units 1,895,127 91.7% 2,087,227 88.9% 10.1% 

Owner-Occupied 1,412,865 74.6% 1,523,859 73.0% 7.9% 

Renter-Occupied 482,262 25.4% 563,368 27.0% 16.8% 

Vacant Housing Units 170,819 8.3% 259,974 11.1% 52.2% 

Total Housing Units 2,065,946 100.0% 2,347,201 100.0% 13.61% 

 
Table III.10 

Housing Units by Tenure 
State of Minnesota 

2010 Census & 2014 Five-Year ACS Data 

Tenure 
2010 Census 2014 Five-Year ACS 

Units % of Total Units % of Total 

Occupied Housing Units 2,087,227 88.9% 2,115,337 89.5% 

Owner-Occupied 1,523,859 73.0% 1,525,201 72.1% 

Renter-Occupied 563,368 27.0% 590,136 27.9% 

Vacant Housing Units 259,974 11.1% 248,812 10.5% 

Total Housing Units 2,347,201 100.0% 2,364,149 100.0% 

There are a number of reasons that housing units may lie vacant, or uses for which vacant units are 

intended: as shown in Table III.11, a majority of vacant units were designated for seasonal, 

recreational, or occasional use. This was only a bare majority in 2010, however: eleven percentage 

points lower than in 2000 when 61.8 percent of vacant units were dedicated to intermittent use. By 

contrast, units available for sale or rent accounted for larger shares of the vacant housing stock at 

the end of the decade, as did units classified as “other vacant”. This latter type of vacant unit, which 

is often unavailable to the market place, is at a risk of falling into dilapidation, and may present a 

blighting influence when grouped in close geographic proximity to other such units. 

 
Table III.11 

Disposition of Vacant Housing Units 
State of Minnesota 

2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Disposition 
2000 Census 2010 Census % Change 

00–10 Units % of Total Units % of Total 

For Rent  20,452 12.0% 48,091 18.5% 135.14% 

For Sale 13,392 7.8% 30,726 11.8% 129.44% 

Rented or Sold, Not Occupied 8,022 4.7% 9,430 3.6% 17.55% 

For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use 105,609 61.8% 130,471 50.2% 23.54% 

For Migrant Workers 554 0.3% 334   0.1% -39.71% 

Other Vacant 22,790 13.3% 40,922  15.7% 79.56% 

Total 170,819 100.0% 259,974  100.0% 52.2% 

As shown in Map III.6, vacant units represented roughly half to three-quarters of housing units 

throughout the northeastern portion of the state. Vacant units accounted for smaller shares of the 

housing stock in and around the more populous areas of the state, including Duluth and 

Minneapolis-St. Paul. Vacant units tended to represent considerably smaller shares of the housing 

stock in Census tracts throughout the southern part of the state. 
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By contrast, Census tracts in which a majority of those vacant units were classified as “other vacant” 

were generally concentrated in the southern part of the state, as shown in Map III.7, though well 

over half of vacant units were classified as “other vacant” near Hibbing in the north. Those tracts in 

which “other vacant” units accounted for roughly 40 to 58 percent extended into rural areas in the 

central, western, and northwestern parts of the state, as well as urban areas including Duluth and 

Minneapolis-St. Paul. 
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Map III.6 
Vacant Housing by Census Tract, 2010 

The State of Minnesota 
2010 Census 
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Map III.7 
“Other Vacant” Housing by Census Tract, 2010 

The State of Minnesota 
2010 Census
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Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation 

As shown the 2016 Housing and Community Development survey indicated a moderate need for 

rental rehabilitation.  The survey indicated that over 15 percent of funds should be used for 

rehabilitation of rental housing, as well as almost 14 percent for owner-occupied rehabilitation, 

statewide.   

Table III.12 
How would allocate housing funds among these areas? 

State of Minnesota 
2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Area Percentage Allocated 

Development of rental housing 22.75% 

Rental assistance 20.73% 

Development of single family housing 15.39% 

Rehabilitation of rental housing 15.15% 

Owner occupied homeowner rehabilitation 13.98% 

Down payment assistance 11.99% 

Total 100.0% 

 

Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with 

LBP Hazards 

Nearly one million households throughout the state were at an increased risk of lead paint 

exposure, as shown in Table III.13. Fortunately, most of those households had no children under 

the age of six, for whom lead paint is a particular risk. However, over 136,000 of those households 

that were at risk of lead-based paint exposure did include young children. A majority of these were 

owner-occupied housing units. 

A majority of owner-occupied households throughout the state were built prior to 1980, as shown 

in Table III.13. Generally speaking, a higher percentage of low-, very low-, and extremely low-

income homeowner households lived in older housing than moderate- to middle-income 

households. A majority of owner-occupied households with young children lived in housing units 

built after 1980, though there were still nearly 115,000 households with children living in older 

units. Units built prior to 1980 are more likely to contain lead-based paint than units built after that 

year, and children age six and under are at an increased risk of lead exposure. 
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Table III.13 
Vintage of Owner-Occupied Households by Income and 

Presence of Young Children 
State of Minnesota 

2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 
One or more 

children age 6 
or younger 

No children age 
6 or younger 

Total 

Built 1939 or Earlier 

30% HAMFI or less 1,640 18,690 20,330 

30.1-50% HAMFI 2,700 24,675 27,375 

50.1-80% HAMFI 7,130 39,240 46,370 

80.1% HAMFI or more 5,735 28,575 34,310 

100.1% HAMFI and above 20,540 119,105 139,645 

Total 37,745 230,285 268,030 

Built 1940 to 1979 

30% HAMFI or less 3,565 36,715 40,280 

30.1-50% HAMFI 5,980 53,090 59,070 

50.1-80% HAMFI 13,130 86,745 99,875 

80.1% HAMFI or more 11,310 64,740 76,050 

100.1% HAMFI and above 43,030 294,030 337,060 

Total 77,015 535,320 612,335 

Built 1980 or Later 

30% HAMFI or less 3,170 23,585 26,755 

30.1-50% HAMFI 5,930 35,790 41,720 

50.1-80% HAMFI 14,105 63,450 77,555 

80.1% HAMFI or more 13,545 54,015 67,560 

100.1% HAMFI and above 86,060 354,700 440,760 

Total 122,810 531,540 654,350 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 8,375 78,990 87,365 

30.1-50% HAMFI 14,610 113,555 128,165 

50.1-80% HAMFI 34,365 189,435 223,800 

80.1% HAMFI or more 30,590 147,330 177,920 

100.1% HAMFI and above 149,630 767,835 917,465 

Total 237,570 1,297,145 1,534,715 

 

Unlike homeowners with young children, renters with young children were more likely to live in 

homes built before 1980 than after. As shown in Table III.14, around 17,500 households with 

children lived in households built before 1940, and some 45,000 lived in households built from 

1940 through 1980. All told, over 60 percent of rental households with young children lived in 

these older housing units. Table III.15 presents the age of housing units for renter- and owner-

occupied housing units together. 
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Table III.14 
Vintage of Renter-Occupied Households by Income and 

Presence of Young Children 
State of Minnesota 

2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 
One or more 

children age 6 
or younger 

No children age 
6 or younger 

Total 

Built 1939 or Earlier 

30% HAMFI or less 6,805 23,335 30,140 

30.1-50% HAMFI 4,110 16,545 20,655 

50.1-80% HAMFI 3,080 17,465 20,545 

80.1% HAMFI or more 1,345 8,610 9,955 

100.1% HAMFI and above 2,190 16,930 19,120 

Total 17,530 82,885 100,415 

Built 1940 to 1979 

30% HAMFI or less 15,325 64,425 79,750 

30.1-50% HAMFI 11,170 42,470 53,640 

50.1-80% HAMFI 8,930 43,370 52,300 

80.1% HAMFI or more 4,465 20,605 25,070 

100.1% HAMFI and above 5,320 37,995 43,315 

Total 45,210 208,865 254,075 

Built 1980 or Later 

30% HAMFI or less 11,450 45,735 57,185 

30.1-50% HAMFI 8,225 34,755 42,980 

50.1-80% HAMFI 8,375 34,895 43,270 

80.1% HAMFI or more 3,615 17,835 21,450 

100.1% HAMFI and above 6,840 40,955 47,795 

Total 38,505 174,175 212,680 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 33,580 133,495 167,075 

30.1-50% HAMFI 23,505 93,770 117,275 

50.1-80% HAMFI 20,385 95,730 116,115 

80.1% HAMFI or more 9,425 47,050 56,475 

100.1% HAMFI and above 14,350 95,880 110,230 

Total 101,245 465,925 567,170 
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Table III.15 
Vintage of Households by Income and Presence of Young 

Children 
State of Minnesota 

2008–2012 HUD CHAS Data 

Income 
One or more 

children age 6 
or younger 

No children age 
6 or younger 

Total 

Built 1939 or Earlier 

30% HAMFI or less 8,445 42,025 50,470 

30.1-50% HAMFI 6,810 41,220 48,030 

50.1-80% HAMFI 10,210 56,705 66,915 

80.1% HAMFI or more 7,080 37,185 44,265 

100.1% HAMFI and above 22,730 136,035 158,765 

Total 55,275 313,170 368,445 

Built 1940 to 1979 

30% HAMFI or less 18,890 101,140 120,030 

30.1-50% HAMFI 17,150 95,560 112,710 

50.1-80% HAMFI 22,060 130,115 152,175 

80.1% HAMFI or more 15,775 85,345 101,120 

100.1% HAMFI and above 48,350 332,025 380,375 

Total 122,225 744,185 866,410 

Built 1980 or Later 

30% HAMFI or less 14,620 69,320 83,940 

30.1-50% HAMFI 14,155 70,545 84,700 

50.1-80% HAMFI 22,480 98,345 120,825 

80.1% HAMFI or more 17,160 71,850 89,010 

100.1% HAMFI and above 92,900 395,655 488,555 

Total 161,315 705,715 867,030 

Total 

30% HAMFI or less 41,955 212,485 254,440 

30.1-50% HAMFI 38,115 207,325 245,440 

50.1-80% HAMFI 54,750 285,165 339,915 

80.1% HAMFI or more 40,015 194,380 234,395 

100.1% HAMFI and above 163,980 863,715 1,027,695 

Total 338,815 1,763,070 2,101,885 

 

Discussion:  

As shown above, the housing stock in Minnesota has a variety of challenges including a large 

number of units with risks of lead based paint exposure to children, as well as a need for unit 

rehabilitation. 
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MA-25 Public and Assisted Housing – (Optional) 

Introduction:  

Not required section for statewide Consolidated Plan. 

Describe the supply of public housing developments: 

Describe the number and physical condition of public housing units in the jurisdiction, 

including those that are participating in an approved Public Housing Agency Plan: 

 

Describe the Restoration and Revitalization Needs of public housing units in the 

jurisdiction: 

 

Describe the public housing agency's strategy for improving the living environment of 

low- and moderate-income families residing in public housing: 

 

Discussion:  

 

Refer to section NA-35.
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MA-30 Homeless Facilities – 91.310(b) 

Introduction 

Facilities Targeted to Homeless Persons 

 Emergency Shelter Beds Transitional 

Housing Beds 

Permanent Supportive Housing 

Beds 

Year Round Beds 

(Current & New) 

Voucher / 

Seasonal / 

Overflow Beds 

Current & New Current & New Under 

Development 

Households with Adult(s) and 

Child(ren) 
1,691 

 

2,224 9,117 

 

Households with Only Adults 
1,877 

 
868 6,651 

 

Chronically Homeless Households 
0 

 
0 3,353 

 

Veterans 
7 

 
122 668 

 

Unaccompanied Youth 
363 

 
377 445 

 

Table 35 - Facilities Targeted to Homeless Persons 

Alternate Data Source Name: 
2015 CoC Housing Inventory Data 
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Describe mainstream services, such as health, mental health, and employment services to 

the extent those services are used to complement services targeted to homeless persons 

Health, mental health and employment services are critical to the success of homeless service 

providers in meeting the needs of homeless individuals and families. In some cases, homeless 

providers are able to directly access mainstream funding streams such as Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program Employment & Training (SNAP E&T), Projects for Assistance in Transition from 

Homelessness (PATH), or Medicaid-reimbursement for certain health-related supports they may 

provide in settings such as permanent supportive housing. However, targeting of mainstream 

resources for homeless persons most often occurs through partnerships between mainstream 

providers and homeless-serving agencies, needs of homeless persons are met.  Examples include 

but are not limited to on-site mental health providers, faith-based nurses or drop-in health care 

services, shelter or drop-in centers offering employment or job search assistance through SNAP or 

WIA-funded Employment Agencies. 

 

List and describe services and facilities that meet the needs of homeless persons, 

particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, 

veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth. If the services and facilities are 

listed on screen SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure or screen MA-35 Special Needs 

Facilities and Services, describe how these facilities and services specifically address the 

needs of these populations. 

Minnesota has an extensive network of services and facilities to meet the needs of homeless 

families with children, the chronically homeless, veterans and unaccompanied youth. However, 

the number and capacity of such providers varies greatly from one region of the state to the next. In 

some parts of the state, unaccompanied youth and chronic homeless persons may have to travel a 

significant distance in order to access targeted services or facilities. Because it is impossible to 

succinctly list all homeless services and facilities in the state, Table III.16 shows the approximate 

number and type of homeless service organizations in the State of Minnesota, as reported to HUD 

in the 2015 Housing Inventory Count (HIC).  Each of these organizations provide a variety of 

services, ranging from housing placement, job training, assistance with benefits, and many 

others. Some organizations provide more than one type of homeless assistance, and may serve one 

or more of the special needs homeless population types. 
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Table III.16 
Homeless Service Organizations 

State of Minnesota 

2015 MN Housing Inventory Charts (HUD) 

Type & Number of Providers/Facilities * 
Families 

With 
Children 

Single 
Adults 

Chronically 
Homeless 

Veterans 
Unaccompanied 

Youth 

Seven-County Metro Area           

Emergency Shelters 21 19 0 0 5 

Transitional Housing 29 25 0 6 14 

Rapid Re-Housing 11 6 0 1 6 

Permanent Supportive Housing 73 104 96 8 16 

Greater Minnesota           

Emergency Shelters 39 33 0 2 6 

Transitional Housing 40 28 0 4 11 

Rapid Re-Housing 14 9 0 1 0 

Permanent Supportive Housing 51 44 43 9 4 

* If applicable, one agency may be counted in more than one type (shelter, transitional housing, etc.) or more than one target 

population (families, veterans, etc.) 
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MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services – 91.310(c) 

Introduction 

HOPWA Assistance Baseline Table  

Type of HOWA Assistance Number of Units Designated or Available for People with 

HIV/AIDS and their families 

TBRA 0 

PH in facilities 0 

STRMU 156 

ST or TH facilities 0 

PH placement 0 

Table 36 – HOPWA Assistance Baseline 

 

Data 

Source: 

HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet 

To the extent information is available, describe the facilities and services that assist 

persons who are not homeless but who require supportive housing, and programs for 

ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health institutions receive 

appropriate supportive housing 

Elderly and Frail Elderly Persons 

In Minnesota, support for the elderly population is provided by the State’s Aging and Adult Services 

Division, within the Department of Human Services.  The Division provides a variety of services, 

including health services, protective care, nutrition programs and other essential care for the 

elderly. 

People with Disabilities (Mental, Physical, Developmental) 

The Minnesota Department of Human Services also provides services for the Disabled.  In addition 

to economic assistance and health care, additional services, such as personal care assistance, 

relocation services and home care services are provided. 

People with Alcohol or other Drug Addictions 

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division works with partners and providers to ensure that 

detoxification services and treatment services for addiction are available throughout the state. 

Treatment programs include outpatient and residential services, which vary in length and intensity. 

Detoxification services are available for those individuals suffering from acute intoxication and/or 

withdrawal symptoms. 
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Victims of Domestic Violence 

The Minnesota Collaborative on Domestic Violence addressed statewide policy and training issues 

for the centers that serve victims of domestic violence in the state.  A number of shelters and 

service providers are available throughout the State, including in Duluth, St. Paul, and Minneapolis. 

People with HIV/AIDS and Their Families  

A combination of private non-profit providers and the Minnesota Department of Health provide 

HIV/AIDS services in Minnesota.  The Departments HIV/AIDS Program links people to services for 

disease prevention and control, including healthcare services for HIV.  HIV testing and services are 

provided by numerous public health clinics throughout the state.  

Describe programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health 

institutions receive appropriate supportive housing 

The CoCs work closely with non-profit service providers and public institutions to ensure that the 

needs of persons making transitions from health facilities receive appropriate housing.  This 

includes coordinating services and using HMIS to match persons with the most appropriate services 

available.   

 

Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to undertake during the next year to 

address the housing and supportive services needs identified in accordance with 

91.215(e) with respect to persons who are not homeless but have other special needs.  

Link to one-year goals. 91.315(e) 

The State plans to continue to fund activities for special needs populations by encouraging sub 

recipients to prioritize these populations. Special needs population will continue to remain a 

funding priority with HOME, NHTF, CDBG and HOPWA funds that are allocated throughout the 

upcoming program year. 

The State of Minnesota in in the process of implementing its Olmstead Plan in response to the 

landmark Olmstead ruling by the Supreme Court. As part of this plan, the State’s housing programs 

are implementing a comprehensive strategy to ensure people with disabilities have choices about 

where they live, with whom, and in what type of housing. They can choose to have a lease or own 

their own home and live in integrated settings appropriate for their needs. Supports and services 

will allow flexibility to support individuals’ choices on where they live and how they live in their 

communities. These principles are in the process of being integrated in the State’s homeless 

programs which serve many persons with disabilities to the maximum extent possible, with a focus 

on trauma-informed care and positive supports and practices. 

For entitlement/consortia grantees: Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to 

undertake during the next year to address the housing and supportive services needs 

identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with respect to persons who are not homeless 

but have other special needs.  Link to one-year goals. (91.220(2)) 

Not Applicable.  
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MA-40 Barriers to Affordable Housing – 91.310(d) 

Negative Effects of Public Policies on Affordable Housing and Residential Investment 

In the 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey, respondents were then asked if they 

knew of any barriers to the development or preservation of housing in their communities. As shown 

in Table III.17, respondents most commonly identified community opposition, or a “not in my 

backyard” mentality, as a barrier to the development or preservation of housing. Cost was also a 

commonly perceived impediment, with more than half of respondents identifying the costs of land, 

materials, or labor as barriers to the development or preservation of housing. Those who provided 

additional narrative commentary in response to this question tended to highlight these same 

concerns, with many calling for outreach and education to address NIMBYism and a range of 

strategies designed to decrease the costs of providing affordable housing, including redevelopment, 

updates to zoning codes, and additional funding. 

 
Table III.17 

Do any of the following acts as barriers to the 

development or preservation of housing? 
State of Minnesota 

2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Barrier 
Number of  
Mentions 

Not In My Back Yard (NIMBY) mentality 276 

Cost of land or lot 223 

Cost of materials 220 

Cost of labor 210 

Lack of Affordable housing development policies 168 

Construction fees 118 

Permitting process 101 

Permitting fees 97 

Lack of available land 89 

Density or other zoning requirements 89 

Lack of qualified contractors or builders 77 

Building codes 72 

Impact fees 66 

Lack of other infrastructure 55 

ADA codes 40 

Lot size 38 

Lack of sewer system 26 

Lack of water system 21 

Lack of water 10 

Other Barriers 44 
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MA-45 Non-Housing Community Development Assets -91.315(f)  

Introduction 

The following section describes the non-housing community development assets in the State of Minnesota. 

Economic Development Market Analysis 

Business Activity 

Business by Sector Number of 

Workers 
Number of Jobs Share of Workers 

% 

Share of Jobs 

% 

Jobs less workers 

% 

Agriculture, Mining, Oil & Gas Extraction 16,866 16,910 2 3 1 

Arts, Entertainment, Accommodations 86,107 65,182 10 11 1 

Construction 43,017 33,162 5 5 0 

Education and Health Care Services 173,376 126,554 21 21 0 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 50,027 28,610 6 5 -1 

Information 15,746 9,799 2 2 0 

Manufacturing 154,873 126,436 19 21 2 

Other Services 33,674 25,839 4 4 0 

Professional, Scientific, Management Services 55,707 25,630 7 4 -3 

Public Administration 0 0 0 0 0 

Retail Trade 124,802 98,043 15 16 1 

Transportation and Warehousing 27,821 20,006 3 3 0 

Wholesale Trade 53,173 35,683 6 6 0 

Total 835,189 611,854 -- -- -- 

Table 37- Business Activity 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS (Workers), 2011 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (Jobs) 
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Table III.18 
Employment by Industry 

State of Minnesota 
BEA Data: Select Years 2000-2014 

NAICS Categories 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
% 

Change 
13-14 

Farm employment 100,675 83,616 81,178 85,833 85,343 82,191 81,572 80,611 78,724 -2.3% 

Forestry, fishing, related activities, and other  11,430 12,626 13,196 13,171 13,160 13,340 13,619 13,813 14,071 1.9% 

Mining 8,662 7,896 9,078 7,913 9,728 9,595 12,085 11,841 12,454 5.2% 

Utilities 13,057 12,711 13,370 13,406 13,390 13,351 13,273 13,573 13,483 -0.7% 

Construction 175,290 192,666 181,123 157,823 146,846 150,443 154,606 160,855 169,027 5.1% 

Manufacturing 407,602 354,740 347,778 314,225 305,380 315,559 320,085 322,935 329,080 1.9% 

Wholesale trade 138,866 143,937 143,516 136,542 133,585 136,837 138,875 140,695 142,164 1.0% 

Retail trade 374,696 374,977 363,607 348,753 340,959 346,461 347,094 352,389 355,296 0.8% 

Transportation and warehousing 109,298 109,933 108,520 104,655 103,044 107,645 108,638 110,552 114,541 3.6% 

Information 76,558 68,202 67,417 63,990 62,243 62,011 61,944 61,841 61,243 -1.0% 

Finance and insurance 174,531 191,830 198,353 205,720 203,142 215,223 212,086 214,999 212,372 -1.2% 

Real estate and rental and leasing 86,388 123,670 119,539 117,757 120,131 122,543 123,483 125,465 125,410 0.0% 

Professional and technical services 182,927 207,178 208,567 201,624 200,731 204,839 206,699 212,755 218,833 2.9% 

Management of companies and enterprises 64,088 68,612 73,531 72,139 72,742 74,669 76,907 78,971 80,738 2.2% 

Administrative and waste services 156,354 173,669 168,083 155,994 163,150 170,465 171,484 172,986 174,429 0.8% 

Educational services 55,371 76,417 79,448 82,589 86,379 86,672 86,922 89,417 90,954 1.7% 

Health care and social assistance 341,564 418,600 430,739 439,324 441,196 444,948 453,765 463,888 472,245 1.8% 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation 64,273 77,283 79,104 78,580 78,143 80,096 82,126 81,969 83,567 1.9% 

Accommodation and food services 197,314 222,036 220,427 213,298 210,750 215,319 218,942 223,104 226,506 1.5% 

Other services, except public administration 181,179 195,973 195,794 191,005 185,379 190,094 189,511 190,473 196,152 3.0% 

Government and government enterprises 406,664 419,502 420,054 418,456 420,953 415,182 416,806 417,591 420,073 0.6% 

Total 3,326,787 3,536,074 3,522,422 3,422,797 3,396,374 3,457,483 3,490,522 3,540,723 3,591,362 1.4% 

 

 

 



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 87 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

Employment 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics collects data on labor force participation and employment, and this 

represents a count of people either working or seeking work. These data are collected through the 

Current Employment Statistics program, which surveys about 144,000 businesses and government 

agencies each month. 

 The labor force, which includes all who are working or looking for work, grew steadily and rapidly 

through the 1990s, adding around 38,500 workers per year on average through 2000 and topping 

2.8 million in that year. That growth slowed after 2000, as shown in Diagram III.2; however, the 

state continued to add around 13,000 workers per year. The number of employed workers also 

grew steadily through the nineties; however, that growth slackened considerably after 2000. In 

2008 the number of employed began to decline, falling by over 60,000 the following year and 

bottoming out at around 2.7 million in 2009. Since that time, the state has enjoyed considerable 

job growth, narrowing the gap between the number of those who are working and the total number 

of workers in the labor force. 

Diagram III.2 
Employment and Labor Force 

State of Minnesota 

1990-20
15 BLS Data 

 

That gap represents the number of persons who are looking for work but cannot find any; i.e., those 

who are officially unemployed. Nearly a decade of steady growth in the number of employed 

brought the unemployment rate (i.e., the percentage of workers who could not find a job) down 

from 4.8 percent in 1990 to below three percent by 1999. However, though growth in the labor 

force began to slow after 2000, it also began to outpace growth in the number of employed, which 

slowed even more substantially than labor force growth. As shown in Diagram III.3, the result was 

an increase in the unemployment rate, which rose to just below 5 percent in 2003. The next few 

years brought renewed, albeit modest, growth in employment and a reduction in the 

unemployment rate. However, this period of growth was short-lived and the dramatic decline in the 

number of employed in the late 2000s contributed to a spike in the unemployment rate, which 

2,898,864 

3,010,367 

2,000,000

2,200,000

2,400,000

2,600,000

2,800,000

3,000,000

3,200,000

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Employment Labor Force



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 88 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

reached 7.8 percent in 2009. Strong employment has since brought the unemployment rate down 

to 3.7 percent. 

Diagram III.3 
Unemployment Rate 

State of Minnesota 
1990-2015 BLS Data 

 

Monthly unemployment data suggest that this steady drop in the unemployment rate began around 

the middle of 2009, when 8 percent of the labor force was unable to find work. As shown in 

Diagram III.4, the unemployment rate has declined steadily since that time. 

Diagram III.4 
Monthly Unemployment Rate 

State of Minnesota 
1990-2015 BLS Data 

 

3.7 

5.3 

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

U
n

e
m

p
lo

y
m

e
n

t 
R

a
te

 

State of Minnesota U.S.

3.7 

5.0 

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

J
a

n

A
p

r

J
u

l

O
c
t

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

U
n

e
m

p
lo

y
m

e
n

t 
R

a
te

 

State of Minnesota U.S.



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 89 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

Labor Force 

Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force 1,175,127 

Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over 1,100,919 

Unemployment Rate 6.31 

Unemployment Rate for Ages 16-24 18.21 

Unemployment Rate for Ages 25-65 4.41 

Table 38 - Labor Force 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

 

Occupations by Sector Number of People 

Management, business and financial 229,120 

Farming, fisheries and forestry occupations 36,469 

Service 124,363 

Sales and office 250,700 

Construction, extraction, maintenance and repair 120,213 

Production, transportation and material moving 81,954 

Table 39 – Occupations by Sector 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

 

Travel Time 

Travel Time Number Percentage 

< 30 Minutes 718,224 71% 

30-59 Minutes 229,704 23% 

60 or More Minutes 69,745 7% 

Total 1,017,673 100% 

Table 40 - Travel Time 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

 

 

Education: 

Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older) 

Educational Attainment In Labor Force  
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Civilian 

Employed 

Unemployed Not in Labor 

Force 

Less than high school graduate 43,664 6,522 20,596 

High school graduate (includes 
equivalency) 267,586 18,948 65,121 

Some college or Associate's degree 355,093 18,328 58,989 

Bachelor's degree or higher 237,250 6,065 31,107 

Table 41 - Educational Attainment by Employment Status 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

 

Educational Attainment by Age 

 Age 

18–24 yrs 25–34 yrs 35–44 yrs 45–65 yrs 65+ yrs 

Less than 9th grade 2,310 4,087 4,581 9,405 39,275 

9th to 12th grade, no diploma 25,394 14,521 11,531 26,662 30,877 

High school graduate, GED, or 
alternative 56,930 65,447 73,349 213,002 140,519 

Some college, no degree 66,531 62,851 72,968 149,456 55,408 

Associate's degree 13,919 41,681 39,402 66,604 11,736 

Bachelor's degree 11,664 52,034 57,939 90,639 29,980 

Graduate or professional degree 405 12,113 21,284 40,600 17,698 

Table 42 - Educational Attainment by Age 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

Employment and Compensation 

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) defines “total employment” as a count of jobs rather than 

workers, so workers can be counted twice in these data, e.g., those who work two or more part-

time jobs. 

The slowdown in labor force growth after 2000, discussed previously, was reflected in slackening 

growth in the number of jobs in the state, as shown in Diagram III.5. The 63,400 jobs that state 

business were adding every year between 1990 and 2000 slowed to around 5,500 through 2003, 

after which new job creation continued at a pace of around 48,000 per year through 2007, a year 

in which the total number of full and part-time jobs in the state topped 3.5 million. However, job 

growth came to a halt in 2008 as the nation entered into a period of economic recession, and by 

2010 the number of jobs had fallen by nearly 140,000. Since that time, relatively strong growth has 

brought the number of jobs back above pre-recession levels, to around 3.6 million in 2014. 
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Diagram III.5 

Full- and Part-Time Employment 
State of Minnesota 

1969–2014 BEA Data 

 

Along with strong growth in the number of jobs in the state came considerable growth in the 

amount that the average worker earned at his or her job, particularly after 1995. As shown in 

Diagram III.6, this growth largely continued through 2004, after which time “real”, or inflation-

adjusted, earnings fell, fluctuating between $50,000 and $55,000 over the following six years. 

However, growth has generally been positive since 2009, and inflation-adjusted earnings rose 

above $55,000 for the first time in 2011. In 2014, the average worker earned $56,676 at his or her 

job. 
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Diagram III.6 
Real Average Earnings Per Job 

State of Minnesota 
1969–2014 BEA Data, 2015 Dollars 

 

 

Though real earnings in Minnesota have been consistently above the U.S. average, real per capita 

income has generally been below. As shown in Diagram III.7, growth which continued through 

2008. Real per capita income fell by around $2,800 in 2009, but has since shown relatively strong 

growth. Real PCI stood at $49,485 throughout the state in 2014. 

Diagram III.7 
Real Per Capita Income 

State of Minnesota 
1969–2014 BEA Data, 2015 Dollars 
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Educational Attainment – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months 

Educational Attainment Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months 

Less than high school graduate 0 

High school graduate (includes equivalency) 0 

Some college or Associate's degree 0 

Bachelor's degree 0 

Graduate or professional degree 0 

Table 43 – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months 

Data 

Source: 

2008-2012 ACS 

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors 

within the state? 

According to the information above in Table III.18, health care and social assistance, government 

and governmental enterprise and retail trade held the highest number of employment in 2014.  In 

addition, mining, construction, and transportations and warehousing had the highest rate of growth 

between 2013 and 2014. 

Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of business in the state. 

As found in the 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey, shown in Table III.19, the 

business and economic development activities with the highest need are to foster business with 

higher paying jobs, retention of existing businesses, and provision of job training.   

 
Table III.19 

Please rate the need for the following Business and Economic Development activities. 
State of Minnesota 

2016 Housing and Community Development Survey 

Question 
No  

Need 
Low  
Need 

Medium  
Need 

High  
Need 

Missing Total 

Foster businesses with higher paying jobs 5 35 133 289 191 653 

Retention of existing businesses 2 27 156 284 184 653 

Provision of job training 4 34 168 253 194 653 

Rehabilitation of commercial properties of downtown areas of Greater Minnesota 26 54 151 217 205 653 

Attraction of new businesses 6 46 205 211 185 653 

Expansion of existing businesses 4 64 186 207 192 653 

Provision of job re-training, such as after plant or other closures 14 107 157 185 190 653 

Enhancement of businesses infrastructure 7 92 229 128 197 653 

Provision of technical assistance for businesses 8 128 203 113 201 653 

Development of business parks 23 133 185 105 207 653 

Investment as equity partners 21 131 190 103 208 653 

Provision of venture capital 19 129 202 93 210 653 

Other business activities 14 1 12 48 578 653 
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Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned public 

or private sector investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect job and 

business growth opportunities during the planning period. Describe any needs for 

workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create. 

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998 is a federal law that provides the framework for a 

workforce preparation and employment system to help businesses and job seekers in the U.S. 

With WIA as the overarching plan, DEED coordinates a joint planning process that includes public 

and private entities, and members of the general public, to develop a state unified plan that meets 

WIA requirements while focusing on Minnesota-specific needs and goals. Local workforce 

investment boards (WIBs) in Minnesota in turn submit unified plans that describe how the local 

workforce investment systems under their guidance, via Workforce Service Area (WSA) providers, 

will respond to the needs of regional labor markets. 

 

How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment 

opportunities in the state? 

According to Minnesota’s Combined State Plan for Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act 

Plans, Employers also report high levels of competition for employees and often find that they are 

competing with other firms on the basis of wages and benefits. Companies located outside of the 

Metropolitan area find this issue to be especially acute in not only experiencing relatively small 

additions to the local labor market but also pressure to raise wages in fiercely competitive markets. 

Often, workers are applying for jobs without the requisite skill sets required forcing employers to 

make difficult choices of either going without needed workers or hiring individuals and providing 

significant levels of on-the-job training. The strength of the growing economy has pushed the 

conversation past a "skills gap" to a "body gap." 

 

Describe current workforce training initiatives supported by the state. Describe how 

these efforts will support the state's Consolidated Plan. 

The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) is the foundation of our workforce 

development initiatives and job-training programs for adults and youth. 

WIOA gives government, nonprofit, education, and industry partners greater flexibility to work 

together. The result is career training programs that give workers the skills they need to get good 

jobs at family-sustaining wages and give employers the qualified workers they need to stay 

competitive. 

 

Describe any other state efforts to support economic growth. 

The State plans to utilize CDBG funds for economic development.  Refer to the goals laid out in the 

Strategic Plan to see allocation and outcome measures. 

 

Discussion 
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MA-50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion  

Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated? 

(include a definition of "concentration") 

Housing problems (incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, overcrowding, or 

cost burden greater than30 percent) tend to be concentrated in areas with high rates of poverty.  As 

shown previously, some 78 percent of households at or below 30 percent MFI have housing 

problems.  Refer to the following question for areas with high concentrations of 

poverty.  Concentration is defined as having a disproportionate share or ten percentage points 

higher.  The following section describes disproportionate share. 

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low-income 

families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration") 

Geographic analysis of racial distribution was conducted by calculating the percentage share of 

total population within each census tract of the particular sub-population; i.e., racial or ethnic 

group. That share was then plotted on a geographic map.  The goal of this analysis was to identify 

areas with disproportionate concentrations of each sub-population. HUD defines a population as 

having a disproportionate share when a portion of a population is more than 10 percentage points 

higher than the jurisdiction average. 

The Black population of Minnesota is largely concentrated in the Twin Cities Metropolitan area in 

2010. As shown in Map III.8, residents identifying as Black accounted for between half and two-

thirds of the population in Census tracts to the northwest and south of the Minneapolis city center, 

as well as a couple of tracts to the immediate west of the Saint Paul city center.  

The Asian population also tended to be concentrated in the Twin Cities Metropolitan area, notably 

in and around the St. Paul city center. Residents identifying as Asian accounted for more than 40 

percent of the population in several Census tracts in that area. 

Native American households were largely concentrated in and adjacent to Tribal Reservation lands.  

In many of these areas, the Native American population compromises a majority of residents.   

Those that identify as having Hispanic Ethnicity accounted for a larger share of the population in 

Minneapolis-St. Paul than they did in the state as a whole. Around 24 percent of the state’s 

Hispanic population lived with the city limits of either Minneapolis or St. Paul in 2010, and were 

most highly concentrated in in Census tracts in, and to the south of, both city centers. Beyond the 

Twin Cities area, Hispanic residents accounted for relatively large shares of the population in small 

urban and large rural areas in the south of the state, including St. James, Worthington, as well as in 

Long Prairie to the north. 

Though Census tracts with above-average poverty rates were widespread in rural areas of the state, 

the highest concentrations of households living in poverty are more likely to be located in and 

around urban areas. As shown in Map IIII.12, roughly half to three-quarters of the population were 

living in poverty in Census tracts near the centers of Minneapolis and St. Paul in 2010-2014.  
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What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods? 

The characteristics of the markets in these areas vary across the State.  Those areas that have high 

rates of poverty are also very likely to have high rates of cost burdens and households with housing 

problems.   

Are there any community assets in these areas/neighborhoods? 

Each area and community contains a variety of assets, which vary across the state.   

Are there other strategic opportunities in any of these areas? 

Not required. 
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Map III.8 
Black Population by Census Tract, 2010 

The State of Minnesota 
2010 Census 
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Map III.9 
Asian Population by Census Tract, 2010 

The State of Minnesota 
2010 Census 
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Map III.10 
American Indian Population by Census Tract, 2010 

The State of Minnesota 
2010 Census 
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Map III.11 
Hispanic Population by Census Tract, 2010 

The State of Minnesota 
2010 Census 
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Map III.12 
Poverty Rate by Census Tract, 2010-2014 

The State of Minnesota 
2010-2014 Five-Year ACS 
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IV. Strategic Plan 
 

SP-05 Overview 

Strategic Plan Overview 

The 2017-2021 Consolidated Plan has the following goals for the 5 year planning period.  These 

goals will use HOME, ESG, HOPWA, NHTF and CDBG funds. 

 Provide Decent Affordable Housing - DEED 

Fund housing rehabilitation activities for low to moderate income homeowner and rental 

households through CDBG funds, DEED 

 Enhance Affordable Housing Opportunities -MH 

Fund housing activities for low-to-moderate income rental and homeowner households, including 

renovation and new construction 

 Promote Economic Development 

Encourage robust economic growth through the development and retention of businesses and jobs 

throughout the State  

 Facilitate Housing and Service for the Homeless 

Provide funds for service providers to meet the various housing and service needs of the homeless 

population in Minnesota 

 Provide Funds for Special-Needs Housing and Services 

Continue to fund programs that provide housing and services to special needs populations, 

including those with HIV/AIDS 

 Address Public Facility and Infrastructure Needs 

Address community needs through improvements to public facilities and infrastructure  
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SP-10 Geographic Priorities – 91.315(a)(1) 

Geographic Area 

Table 44 - Geographic Priority Areas 

General Allocation Priorities 

Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction (or 

within the EMSA for HOPWA) 

Formula grant funds from the CDBG, HOME, NHTF, HOPWA, and ESG programs may be directed 

to their highest and best use first, within each set of program guidelines, given the funding of all 

housing and community development programs throughout Minnesota.  Diversity across the state 

means that different areas have different housing and community development needs that are best 

addressed through different types of investment activities. Minnesota’s experience with these 

programs shows that these resources are indeed distributed throughout the state. Properties 

throughout the state will be eligible to apply for HOME and NHTF, non-entitlement areas will be 

served by CDBG, and HOPWA funds are available outside the metropolitan area, as required by 

HOPWA regulations. 

The NHTF funds will be part of a deferred pool of resources, through Minnesota Housing, which 
are targeted to address specific and critical needs in rental housing markets, including multiple 
geographic priority areas: transit oriented development, areas with strong job markets or job 
growth, economic integration areas with higher incomes, and tribal areas. 
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SP-25 Priority Needs – 91.315(a)(2) 

Priority Needs 

Table 45 – Priority Needs Summary 

1 Priority Need 

Name 

Homelessness 

Priority Level High 

Population Rural 
Chronic Homelessness 
Individuals 
Families with Children 
Mentally Ill 
Chronic Substance Abuse 
Veterans 
Persons with HIV/AIDS 
Victims of Domestic Violence 
Unaccompanied Youth 

Geographic 

Areas Affected 

  

Associated Goals Facilitate Housing and Service for the Homeless 

Description Homelessness continues to be a high priority throughout the State 

Basis for Relative 

Priority 

This priority was established using the Needs Assessment, survey, public and 
stakeholder input. 

2 Priority Need 

Name 

Low-Moderate Income Renter and Owner Households 

Priority Level High 

Population Extremely Low 
Low 
Moderate 
Middle 

Geographic 

Areas Affected 

  

Associated Goals Enhance affordable housing Opportunities 

Description Low-Moderate income renter and owner households are a high priority in the 
state due to the level of cost burdens and other housing needs for these 
households. 

Basis for Relative 

Priority 

This priority needs was established through the Needs Assessment, survey, 
public and stakeholder input. 
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3 Priority Need 

Name 

Economic Opportunities 

Priority Level High 

Population Non-housing Community Development 

Geographic 

Areas Affected 

  

Associated Goals Promote Economic Development 

Description Economic Opportunities continue to be a high priority for the State to 
encourage continued economic growth. 

Basis for Relative 

Priority 

This priority was established using the Market Analysis, surveys, public and 
stakeholder input. 

4 Priority Need 

Name 

Public Facilities and Infrastructure 

Priority Level High 

Population Non-housing Community Development 

Geographic 

Areas Affected 

  

Associated Goals Address Public Facility and Infrastructure Needs 

Description There are many community needs throughout the State that can be met 
through public facilities and infrastructure.  This continues to be a high level 
need for the State. 

Basis for Relative 

Priority 

This priority was established through the Needs Assessment, Market Analysis, 
surveys, and public and stakeholder input. 

5 Priority Need 

Name 

Human Services 

Priority Level High 

Population Elderly 
Frail Elderly 
Persons with Mental Disabilities 
Persons with Physical Disabilities 
Persons with Developmental Disabilities 
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions 
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families 
Victims of Domestic Violence 

Geographic 

Areas Affected 

  

Associated Goals Provide Funds for Special-Needs Housing & Services 
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Description Special Needs populations continue to have a variety of unmet needs.  Human 
services continue to be a high priority in the State. 

Basis for Relative 

Priority 

This priority was established through the Needs Assessment, surveys, and 
public and stakeholder input. 

 

Narrative (Optional) 
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SP-30 Influence of Market Conditions – 91.315(b) 

Influence of Market Conditions 

Affordable 

Housing Type 
Market Characteristics that will influence  

the use of funds available for housing type 

Tenant Based 

Rental Assistance 

(TBRA) 

As shown by the pervious sections, the demand for rental has increased and is 
expected to continue to increase throughout the course of this Plan.  This state 
expects to see the need for TBRA to continue as the number of cost-burdened 
families continues to grow.   

TBRA for Non-

Homeless Special 

Needs 

The Non-Homeless Special Needs populations within the state have a variety of 
housing needs throughout the state.  The increase in demand for rentals and the 
increase in the price of rentals will place a high need for special need populations 
within the state.  These increases make rentals unaffordable to many special 
needs populations.   

New Unit 

Production 

As shown by this Market Analysis section, housing production has not been 
keeping pace with demand, resulting in an increase in price.  New unit 
production will increase the number of affordable units available to Minnesota 
households.  The 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey results 
indicated a high level of need for new unit production, especially for rental. 

Rehabilitation The state of Minnesota has seen a growth in the need for housing, and an 
increase in cost burdens.  This combination calls for rehabilitation of existing 
units in order to meet the needs of households throughout the state.  The results 
of the 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey also indicated a high 
level of need for unit rehabilitation.   

Acquisition, 

including 

preservation 

As shown previously in this Plan, there are a number of subsidized units at risk of 
expiring.  As the demand for affordable rental units continues to increase, the 
loss of these units will place additional households in need.  This, in addition to 
survey results, has indicated a high level of need for preservation of affordable 
units. 

Table 46 – Influence of Market Conditions 
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SP-35 Anticipated Resources - 91.315(a)(4), 91.320(c)(1,2) 

Introduction  

The following section describes the annual allocation the State of Minnesota expects to receive for program years 2017-2021. 

Anticipated Resources 

Program Source of 

Funds 
Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 

Amount 

Available 

Reminder 

of 

ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 

Description 
Annual 

Allocation: 

$ 

Program 

Income: $ 
Prior Year 

Resources: 

$ 

Total: 

$ 

CDBG public - 
federal 

Acquisition 
Admin and Planning 
Economic Development 
Housing 
Public Improvements 
Public Services 16,995,275 0 0 16,995,275 0 

   

HOME public - 
federal 

Acquisition 
Homebuyer assistance 
Homeowner rehab 
Multifamily rental new 
construction 
Multifamily rental rehab 
New construction for 
ownership 
TBRA 5,978,110 0 0 5,978,110 0 
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Program Source of 

Funds 
Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 

Amount 

Available 

Reminder 

of 

ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 

Description 
Annual 

Allocation: 

$ 

Program 

Income: $ 
Prior Year 

Resources: 

$ 

Total: 

$ 

HOPWA public - 
federal 

Permanent housing in 
facilities 
Permanent housing 
placement 
Short term or transitional 
housing facilities 
STRMU 
Supportive services 
TBRA 153,742 0 0 153,742 0 

   

ESG public - 
federal 

Conversion and rehab for 
transitional housing 
Financial Assistance 
Overnight shelter 
Rapid re-housing (rental 
assistance) 
Rental Assistance 
Services 
Transitional housing 2,064,352 0 0 2,064,352 0 

   

NHTF Public - 
federal 

Acquisition 

Multifamily rental new 
construction 

Multifamily rental rehab 3,000,000   3,000,000  

 

Table 47 - Anticipated Resources 
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Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and 

local funds), including a description of how matching requirements will be satisfied 

The HOME match requirement is met through tenant-based rental assistance from Minnesota 

Housing's Bridges program, which provides a rent subsidy for up to five years to persons with 

mental illness until they can obtain a permanent rent subsidy; and the State Housing Trust Fund 

program. The CDBG match will be a mix of private, local, and state resources such as loans from 

local banks, weatherization funds, and Minnesota Housing rehabilitation loans. CDBG-Economic 

Development match is through local initiatives, local banks, and owner equity. 

DHS has required its sub-recipients to provide eligible matching funds at the sub-recipient level for 

each dollar requested in ESG funding. To ensure compliance with the requirement, DHS has 

required identification of matching funds in all sub-recipient contracts and reimbursement requests. 

In addition, review of ESG matching funds has been added to the ESG Monitoring Protocol for ESG 

subrecipients and ensures that the adequate documentation of eligibility exists for funds used to 

match ESG. Because of the diverse nature of local homelessness program funding, it is not possible 

to summarize at the State level the exact types and amounts of each funding source, but the most 

common sources of matching funds include state Family Homelessness Prevention and Assistance 

Funds (FHPAP), state and HUD Transitional Housing Program funds (for scattered-site programs), 

Minnesota Community Action Grants, Private Foundations and Individual Donations. 

Minnesota Housing's HOME program leverages other agency, private, and low-income housing tax 

credit investment. 

If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the state that 

may be used to address the needs identified in the plan 

The State will not use state-owned land to address the needs identified in the plan, though CDBG 

recipients may use locally-owned land. 

Discussion 
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SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure – 91.315(k) 

Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated 

plan including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions. 

Responsible Entity Responsible Entity 

Type 

Role Geographic Area 

Served 

MN DEED Government Ownership 
Planning 
 

State 

MINNESOTA HOUSING Government Rental 

Non-homeless Special 
Needs 

State 

DEPT OF HUMAN 
SERVICES 

Government Non-homeless special 
needs 
public services 

State 

Table 48 - Institutional Delivery Structure 

Assess of Strengths and Gaps in the Institutional Delivery System 

The delivery of affordable housing programs authorized by the federal government and Minnesota 

state legislature is centralized in Minnesota Housing. DEED is the primary administrator and 

provider of CDBG funds in non-entitlement areas of the state. Minnesota Housing and DHS share 

the delivery of supportive housing programs for persons experiencing homelessness. DHS is 

primarily responsible for the delivery of supportive services for persons with special needs because 

many persons DHS serves are homeless. 

Affordable housing assistance in Minnesota depends upon a large network of local lenders, housing 

authorities, community action agencies, nonprofit and faith-based organizations, homeowner 

educators and counselors, and local governments throughout the state. The State relies on these 

entities to administer a number of affordable and supportive housing programs, to identify housing 

needs at the local level, and to encourage the development of affordable housing. 

Recognizing the need to increase both the accessibility and effectiveness of assistance programs for 

low- and very low-income people, Minnesota Housing has worked to increase the participation of 

local nonprofits and other nontraditional lenders in delivering its programs. These nontraditional 

participants provide a greater opportunity to coordinate the delivery of assistance and to better 

target funds to people with the greatest need. 
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Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and 

mainstream services 
Homelessness Prevention 

Services 

Available in the 

Community 

Targeted to 

Homeless 

Targeted to People 

with HIV 

Homelessness Prevention Services 

Counseling/Advocacy X X X 

Legal Assistance X X   

Mortgage Assistance X     

Rental Assistance X X   

Utilities Assistance X X   

Street Outreach Services 

Law Enforcement X X     

Mobile Clinics X       

Other Street Outreach Services X X     

Supportive Services 

Alcohol & Drug Abuse X X    

Child Care X X    

Education X X    

Employment and Employment 
Training X X    

Healthcare X X X 

HIV/AIDS X X X 

Life Skills X X    

Mental Health Counseling X X    

Transportation X X    

Other 

        

Table 49 - Homeless Prevention Services Summary 
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Describe the extent to which services targeted to homeless person and persons with HIV and 

mainstream services, such as health, mental health and employment services are made available 

to and used by homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, 

families with children, veterans and their families and unaccompanied youth) and persons with 

HIV within the jurisdiction 

There is a large array of services available to the persons with HIV and the homeless throughout the 

State.  These include health, employment and life skills services, along with others.  Services are 

targeted to homeless households through the coordinated efforts of service providers throughout 

the state and the utilization of HMIS. Many programs integrate services into coordinated programs 

to ensure access and availability. 

Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population and 

persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed above 

Service provider coordination and networks of care work to ensure that every person in need of 

assistance can receive care.  Through the coordination of local service providers, and a statewide 

strategy, efforts to address needs are done in a strategic way to help address both individual and 

system wide needs.  The State will continue to fund efforts throughout the state to meet the needs 

of special needs populations and the homeless.  These efforts are constrained by the amount of 

need and the lack of funds available.  

Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and service 

delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs 

Recognizing the need to increase both the accessibility and effectiveness of assistance programs for 

low- and very low-income people, Minnesota Housing has worked to increase the participation of 

local nonprofits and other nontraditional lenders in delivering its programs. These nontraditional 

participants provide a greater opportunity to coordinate the delivery of assistance and to better 

target funds to people with the greatest need. 

The State does not have any plans for developing new institutional structures but will continue to 

participate in the various structures currently in place, supporting the Minnesota Chapter of the 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)’s conferences and the 

Working Together conference. Minnesota Housing coordinates its RFP selections with other 

funding partners, including DEED. DEED’s CDBG grantees coordinate CDBG funding with 

Minnesota Housing, Greater Minnesota Housing Fund, DHS, Rural Development, Department of 

Health, and Weatherization funding. DHS will continue to participate in the various structures 

currently in place. The State hosts the Minnesota Interagency Council on Homelessness (MICH), 

through which all eleven state agencies involved in the provision of services to homeless persons 

meets monthly. Members of the MICH are assigned to all Continuum of Care committees and 

Family Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program advisory committees to provide technical 

assistance and attend meetings of these groups. The State also hosts the Interagency Stabilization 

Group as well as the Greater Minnesota Preservation Work Group and the Stewardship Council to 

ensure coordination of funding resources.  The State also hosts the Olmstead Implementation 

Office which coordinates and monitors the activities under the court approved Olmstead plan. 

The State participates in a number of standing meetings with representatives from local 

government, nonprofit, and private providers of housing and homelessness services. 



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 115 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

SP-45 Goals Summary – 91.315(a)(4) 

Goals Summary Information  

Sort 

Order 

Goal Name Start 

Year 

End 

Year 

Category Geographic 

Area 

Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

1 Provide Decent 
Affordable Housing 
- DEED 

2017 2021 Affordable 

Housing 

Non 
entitlement 

Low-Moderate 
Income Renter and 
Owner Households 

CDBG: 
$47,812,500 

Rental units rehabilitated: 
500 Household Housing Unit 
  
Homeowner Housing 
Rehabilitated: 
1500 Household Housing Unit 

2 Enhance affordable 
housing 
Opportunities - MH 

2017 2021 Affordable 
Housing 

Statewide Low-Moderate 
Income Renter and 
Owner Households 

HOME: 
$29,890,550 

National 
Housing Trust 
Fund 
$15,000,000 

Rental units rehabilitated: 955 
Household Housing Units 
  
Rental units constructed: 955 
Household Housing Units 

Other: 60 other 

3 Promote Economic 
Development 

2017 2021 Non-Housing 
Community 
Development 

Non-
Entitlement 

Economic 
Opportunities 

CDBG: 
$6,562,500 

Jobs created/retained: 
320 Jobs 
  
Businesses assisted: 
375 Businesses Assisted 

Facade treatment/business 
building rehabilitation: 
375 Business 
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Sort 

Order 

Goal Name Start 

Year 

End 

Year 

Category Geographic 

Area 

Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

4 Facilitate Housing 
and Service for the 
Homeless 

2017 2021 Homeless Statewide Homelessness ESG: 
$9,424,236 

Tenant-based rental assistance 
/ Rapid Rehousing: 
2015 Households Assisted 
  
Homeless Person Overnight 
Shelter: 
55760 Persons Assisted 
  
Homelessness Prevention: 
215 Persons Assisted 

5 Provide Funds for 
Special-Needs 
Housing & Services 

2017 2021 Non-Homeless 
Special Needs 

Non-
Entitlement 

Human Services HOPWA: 
$855,358 

Homelessness Prevention: 
1100 Persons Assisted 

6 Address Public 
Facility and 
Infrastructure 
Needs 

2017 2021 Non-Housing 
Community 
Development 

Non-
Entitlement 

Public Facilities and 
Infrastructure 

CDBG: 
$20,625,000 

Public Facility or Infrastructure 
Activities other than 
Low/Moderate Income Housing 
Benefit: 
2200 Persons Assisted 
  
Public Facility or Infrastructure 
Activities for Low/Moderate 
Income Housing Benefit: 
3500 Households Assisted 

Table 50 – Goals Summary 
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Goal Descriptions 

 

1 Goal Name Provide decent affordable housing-DEED 

Goal 

Description 

Fund housing rehabilitation activities for low to moderate income homeowner and rental households through CDBG 
funds, DEED. 

2 Goal Name Enhance affordable housing Opportunities 

Goal 

Description 

Fund housing activities for low-to-moderate income rental households, including renovation, new construction, and 
operating subsidy. 

3 Goal Name Promote Economic Development 

Goal 

Description 

Encourage robust economic growth through the development and retention of businesses and jobs throughout the State  

4 Goal Name Facilitate Housing and Service for the Homeless 

Goal 

Description 

Provide funds for service providers to meet the various housing and service needs of the homeless population in 
Minnesota 

5 Goal Name Provide Funds for Special-Needs Housing & Services 

Goal 

Description 

Continue to fund programs that provide housing and services to special needs populations, including those with HIV/AIDS 

6 Goal Name Address Public Facility and Infrastructure Needs 

Goal 

Description 

Address community needs through improvements to public facilities and infrastructure  

 

Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will 

provide affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2) 

Minnesota Housing anticipates serving 1,910 households through rental housing rehabilitation and new construction.   DEED anticipates 

serving 2,000 households through homeowner and rental housing rehabilitation.  All of these households must have incomes no greater 

than 80 percent AMI. 
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SP-50 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement – 

91.315(c) 

Need to Increase the Number of Accessible Units (if Required by a Section 504 Voluntary 

Compliance Agreement)  

Not applicable. 

Activities to Increase Resident Involvements 

Not applicable. 

Is the public housing agency designated as troubled under 24 CFR part 902? 

Not applicable. 

Plan to remove the ‘troubled’ designation  

Not applicable. 
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SP-55 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.315(h) 

Barriers to Affordable Housing 

In the 2016 Housing and Community Development Survey, respondents were then asked if they 

knew of any barriers to the development or preservation of housing in their communities. As shown 

in Table 4.5, respondents most commonly identified community opposition, or a “not in my 

backyard”• mentality, as a barrier to the development or preservation of housing. Cost was also a 

commonly perceived impediment, with more than half of respondents identifying the costs of land, 

materials, or labor as barriers to the development or preservation of housing. Those who provided 

additional narrative commentary in response to this question tended to highlight these same 

concerns, with many calling for outreach and education to address NIMBYism and a range of 

strategies designed to decrease the costs of providing affordable housing, including redevelopment, 

updates to zoning codes, and additional funding. 

Strategy to Remove or Ameliorate the Barriers to Affordable Housing 

Containing the cost of developing affordable housing is a critical issue in Minnesota.  In order to 

address the growing need for affordable housing, Minnesota Housing must build and preserve as 

many affordable units as possible with limited resources.  Costs of land, materials and labor are 

outside of what Minnesota Housing can control; however, cost containment is a goal at Minnesota 

Housing.  Costs are evaluated for each project and overall costs of production are also monitored 

and evaluated over time. Part of our award process includes incentives for projects with lower total 

development costs.  At the same time, Minnesota Housing balances cost containment objectives 

with other policy goals, such as long-term operating costs.   

Here are some additional examples of how Minnesota Housing reduces other barriers through our 

process.: 

We reduce the barrier of local land use and development policies by prioritizing developments that 

use land efficiently and minimize the loss of agricultural land and green space, 

We reduce barriers of zoning by prioritizing developments that address the needs of the 

underserved populations of households of color, single-headed households with minor children, 

and disabled individuals; developments that are located in opportunity areas. 

We reduce barriers of local application and permit processes by prioritizing developments for 

which costs are reduced or avoided by regulatory changes, incentives, or waivers by the local 

governing body, including fast-track permitting and approvals, flexibility in site development 

standards and zoning requirements, and waiver of permit or impact fees. 

In addition, the State fully supports efforts to reduce NIMBYism, prejudice, and negative attitudes 

toward affordable and multifamily housing, and will encourage planning decisions by CDBG sub-

recipient communities that work to decrease segregation and increase integration of populations. 

The State will also fully support civic leaders and developers who undertake education in 

communities statewide. Such education could be targeted, timely, and, in the context of a possible 

development, relevant to potentially affected citizens. 
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SP-60 Homelessness Strategy – 91.315(d) 

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their individual 

needs 

Due to a lack of resources to operate emergency shelters, the State of Minnesota has prioritized 

limited ESG funding for emergency shelter operations, limiting the amount of ESG funding available 

for street outreach to unsheltered persons. However, the State has a number of other sources of 

funding that provide street outreach services to targeted populations, including PATH, Homeless 

Youth Act (HYA), and Long-Term Homeless Supportive Services (LTH-SS) funding. Unfortunately, 

the amount of resources available through these state and federal programs is not sufficient to meet 

the needs of all homeless persons in Minnesota. The State of Minnesota is working in collaboration 

with the Continuum of Care Committees to implement and refine their newly developed 

Coordinated Entry systems in all areas of the state which will serve as a focal point for assessing the 

individual needs of both unsheltered and sheltered persons. 

Addressing the emergency and transitional housing needs of homeless persons 

The Minnesota Department of Human Services is one of the primary funders of emergency shelter 

and transitional housing in the State and will use the maximum amount of ESG, state Emergency 

Services Program, and State Transitional Housing resources available to provide funding to shelters 

and transitional housing programs. According to the 2015 Wilder Homeless study, there were 

approximately 3,700 persons are staying in emergency shelters in Minnesota and approximately 

3,800 persons are staying in transitional housing. Assuming no new resources become available, 

the State intends to continue supporting this current capacity of emergency shelter and transitional 

housing. 

In implementing its emergency shelter and transitional housing programs, the State strives to help 

homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, 

veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to permanent housing 

and independent living, including shortening the period of time that individuals and families 

experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals and families to affordable 

housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were recently homeless from becoming 

homeless again. 

Since the creation of the Prevention and Rehousing component of the Emergency Solutions Grant 

Program in FFY 2011, the State of Minnesota has had another tool to assist homeless persons to 

move from homelessness to permanent housing. Emergency Solutions Grant Program funds will be 

targeted to provide prevention and rehousing assistance and services to families, individuals and 

youth, many of whom are veterans and some of which are chronically homeless, to move these 

households from homelessness to housing. 

By targeting these funds to persons that currently reside in shelters (or who would were not for this 

assistance), the length of time these households are homeless will be reduced. With the provision 

of supportive services to the rapid rehousing participants, it is expected that permanent housing 

retention will be improved. The State has prioritized Chronic Homeless persons for additional state 

and federally funded assistance since the inception of the State’s Plan to End Long-Term 
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Homelessness in 2004. Since then, over 4,000 housing opportunities for the long-term and chronic 

homeless have been created by the State. 

Because the State’s Housing Trust Fund dollars, Infrastructure Bonds, and DHS-funded Long-Term 

Supportive Services dollars are focused on serving this population, and the length of stay limitations 

of ESG funding, the State has chosen not to prioritize ESG funds for this group. 

Help low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely low-

income individuals and families who are likely to become homeless after being discharged from a 

publicly funded institution or system of care, or who are receiving assistance from public and 

private agencies that address housing, health, social services, employment, education or youth 

needs 

In Minnesota, the state legislature appropriates over $8.5 million dollars per year under the Family 

Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program which is used mostly for homeleness prevention 

activities. These funds are available in all 87 Minnesota counties. The Minnesota Department of 

Corrections hosts Transitional Fairs at all of the state run correctional facilities. CoC coordinators 

and state homeless program staff have been active in attending these resource fairs during which 

they provide information and referrals to inmates who are being released into the community. 

The Department of corrections also has a small pilot program through which they are able to 

provide transitional housing to persons leaving state run correctional facilities. This program will 

assist approximately 200 persons leaving state run correctional facilities. In addition, the state's 

Housing Finance Agency recently developed a pilot rental assistance program designed to help 

persons who are formerly incarcerated to re-integrate into communities through rental assistance 

funding, the outcomes of which are still being evaluated. 

At the Department of Human Services, the Child Safety Permanency Division is in the middle of a 

two-year planning grant from the Federal Health and Human Services Youth Services Bureau to 

curb the population of homeless Minnesota youth leaving the foster care system. In addition, the 

state provides Healthy Transitions for Homelesness Prevention (HTHP) funding and Homeless 

Youth Act funding to support unaccompanied youth leaving foster care to become stably housed 

and avoid homelessness. 
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SP-65 Lead based paint Hazards – 91.315(i) 

Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards 

Exposure to lead-based paint is one of the most significant environmental and public health threats 

posed to homeowners and renters. Housing units built before 1960 are most likely to contain lead-

based paint or coatings. Units built between 1960 and 1978 have a lesser risk in comparison to 

homes built before 1960.  Lead was banned for use in household paint in 1978. In some cases,  

older units may have few if any lead hazards depending on construction methods, past renovation 

work, and other factors (HUD grants).  

 

The Environmental Health Division of MDH oversees a comprehensive lead program that includes 

testing, state-wide medical monitoring, health care, elevated blood investigations, compliance 

assistance, compliance assurance, and environmental remediation of identified lead hazards. The 

program is largely funded by federal dollars (HUD and EPA), with additional funding provided by 

the state’s general fund. For more information see: www.health.state.mn.us/lead.  

How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures? 

The evaluation and reduction of lead-based paint hazards in federally funded programs is mandated 

by the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act. According to the 

Through Minnesota Department of Health’s Environmental Health Division, these efforts have been 

fully implemented by the state. 

The Minnesota Lead Poisoning Prevention Act was enacted to prevent and reduce lead exposure to 

children up to the age of 72 months and pregnant women from the adverse health effects caused by 

elevated blood levels. The Act authorizes the adoption of lead rules in order to: 

- Set standards for the lead content of paint, dust, drinking water, and bare soil and establish 

methods for sampling and analyzing these components; 

- Establish methods for lead hazard reduction; 

- Establish licensing of persons who perform regulated lead work; and 

- Establish permit requirements for training courses. 

In addition, the Minnesota Legislature has directed that all contractors working in pre-1978 

residences have the proper EPA certification before being issued a building permit. Also, the rights 

of tenants and landlords in regard to lead in housing are outlined on the Department of Health 

website. 

 

  

http://www.health.state.mn.us/lead
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SP-70 Anti-Poverty Strategy – 91.315(j) 

Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty-Level Families 

In Minnesota, there is a statewide network of Community Action Agencies (CAAs) and tribal 

governments with a common purpose: to fight poverty and the effects of poverty in Minnesota 

communities. The goals of these agencies are to better focus available local, state, private, and 

federal resources to assist low-income individuals and families to acquire useful skills and 

knowledge, gain access to new opportunities, and achieve economic self-sufficiency. Each agency 

assesses needs, establishes priorities, determines strategies to respond to local poverty issues, and 

delivers a broad range of services and activities to strengthen self-reliance. 

Some of the programs delivered by the CAAs and tribal governments include: 

Energy Assistance – financial assistance toward energy bills for low-income households; 

Weatherization – weatherization of homes of low-income households to reduce heat loss and 

increase heating efficiency; 

Financial Literacy Programming – includes Family Assets for Independence in Minnesota, a 

program that matches low-income households’ income with state, federal, and private funding for 

the purpose of buying a home, furthering education, or starting a business. Other forms of financial 

literacy programming include tax preparation assistance, budget counseling, and general financial 

education; 

Food Shelves and various nutrition programs – food for households experiencing emergencies 

through the network of locally-run foodshelves; 

Head Start – assists low-income families break the cycle of poverty by improving the health and 

social competence of children up to age 5 and pregnant women and by promoting economic self-

sufficiency for parents; 

Homeless Programs – assists households or individuals who are at risk of being homeless, currently 

homeless, or who were previously homeless and are receiving follow-up services; 

Housing Construction, Rehabilitation, and Assistance – development of long-term, low-income 

housing; 

Congregate Dining and Meals on Wheels – provides meals for senior citizens in congregate setting 

or meals that are home-delivered to senior citizens or disabled individuals; 

Economic Development and Business Start-Up – subsidizes business ventures for low-income 

households; and 

Transit and Transportation Alternatives – provides bus passes, tokens, or rides to low-income 

persons and vehicle donation and repair programs. 
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These agencies also lead and participate in local collaborative efforts involving health departments, 

education institutions, employment and training providers, child care centers, governmental 

agencies, faith-based organizations, and others. 

How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this 

affordable housing plan 

In Minnesota, the state Office of Economic Opportunity administers both Community Action anti-

poverty funding, emergency food assistance funding, and numerous housing and homeless 

programs including the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) program. As a result, the affordable 

housing policies including in this affordable housing plan are closely coordinated with other anti-

poverty programs, and the agencies delivering these programs have participated in shaping the 

Consolidated Plan and activities.  When possible, funds are spent on activities that coordinate with 

other programs to maximize impact throughout the State. 
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SP-80 Monitoring – 91.330 

Describe the standards and procedures that the state will use to monitor activities carried out in 

furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with requirements of the 

programs involved, including minority business outreach and the comprehensive planning 

requirements 

 

SCDP Monitoring Procedures 
 

CDBG- Monitoring of Small Cities grants 

All grants will be monitored to determine whether or not the grant activities meet the following: 

federal objective, eligible activities, grant and financial management, activity specific and grant 

progress.  

 

There are two types of monitoring conducted:  

 Onsite Monitoring 

 Desk Monitoring-ongoing 

 

Onsite monitoring will be completed at least one time within the grant period.  The goal is to 

monitor each grantee early enough to prevent problems but late enough to review grantee 

performance and progress. A monitoring checklist will be used at the visit with a description of a 

concern or a finding if applicable.  Upon monitoring completion staff will input data into the 

monitoring spreadsheet. 

 

The following is the onsite monitoring process: 

 Notification of visit: The grantee and administrator will be emailed or called to set 

up the monitoring appointment and provided the monitoring checklist for 

preparation. 

 Entrance meeting onsite(describing the process) will occur between the state, 

grantee, and administrator; 

 State monitoring conducted using monitoring checklist: see areas reviewed in next 

section; 

 Exit Meeting: Provide positive feedback and discuss findings/concerns;  

 Cover letter and monitoring report written and approved by director prior to mail 

out; 

 Notification of results to mayor and administrator: Cover letter and report; 

 Follow up to clear Findings within 60 days from report date (when possible). 

Areas reviewed will consist of: 

 Activity Eligibility and National Objective; 

 Grant and Financial Management; 

 General areas of review: environmental, fair housing, labor standards- if applicable, 

grant progress, policies/procedures, and individual case files  

 

Desk monitoring consists of DEED reviewing the items below at any time during the grant period: 

 Annual Reports/Performance Measurements 
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 Disbursement Requests 

 Labor Standards-Notice of Contract Awards and Final Reports 

 Policies and procedures 

 Environmental 

 Requested information 

 

CDBG -Monitoring of economic development projects uses the same process as those established 

through the state of Minnesota's CDBG competitive program. The annual report asks for a list of the 

companies receiving the assistance, the nature of the assistance provided and use of funds; the cost 

of the assistance, the outcome of that assistance including number of people employed and jobs 

created, information regarding any private financial assistance secured as part of the business start 

or expansion, and the DUNS number where applicable. 

In addition to annual reporting, one onsite monitoring is completed during the grant period for 

grants greater than $250,000.  For grants less than or equal to $250,000, a desk monitoring is 

completed each year. 

 

ESG - Bi-annually, DHS Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) staff reviews all ESG grantees using 

a Grantee Assessment Tool (GAT) based on the HUD risk analysis tool. The tool has three broad 

areas of analysis: 1) General agency information, including such factors as Executive/Fiscal Director 

turnover, unresolved monitoring findings, agency systems and board function; 2) Program 

Operations, including compliance and reporting issues, partnerships and linkages and the quality of 

programming based on monitoring; and, 3) Fiscal operations, including audit findings, unresolved 

fiscal problems, fiscal systems and procedures, program deficits, and accurate reporting.  

The Grantee Assessment Tool (GAT) allows DHS to determine if a grantee needs immediate 

attention or can receive on-site monitoring as a part of the regular bi-annual rotation. In either case, 

the focus of the monitoring will include any risk areas highlighted by the risk analysis tool. The 

regular monitoring rotation ensures that grantees are monitored at least once during every grant 

cycle.  

Grantee concerns, whether identified through the GAT process, risk analysis, or via a monitoring 

visit, are addressed in a timely manner. Some issues must be addressed immediately, while others 

are dealt with over time.  

The on-site monitoring tool looks at the overall agency capacity and systems in place to deliver 

services determined through a guided discussion with program managers and direct service staff. A 

random selection of participant files is reviewed for specific documentation on homelessness, data 

privacy, disability status, case management, follow-up and supportive services. There is a 

verification of timeliness of grant expenditures and of homeless participation in policies and project 

development, ensuring that the expected number of participants is being served 

Desk monitoring, including monthly fiscal reporting, is provided throughout the grant period and 

consists of open communication and joint problem solving with grantees, analysis of monthly fiscal 

reports, annual audits, and required program reports.  

HOME and NHTF– Minnesota Housing monitors HOME-assisted rental properties for compliance 

by requiring owners to submit tenant income and rent information for annual review for 

compliance with HOME regulations.  Minnesota Housing Multifamily Division staff physically 
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inspect each property at least as frequently as required by 24 CFR 92.504(d) for compliance with 

property standard, to verify the accuracy of information owners submitted regarding tenant income 

and rents and to verify continued eligibility of a HOME-eligible lease form.   

Like HOME, NHTF requires monitoring and reporting during underwriting, construction and the 

affordability period.  Minnesota Housing has a compliance monitoring system for tracking required 

submissions from owner, instances of non-compliance, and reporting whether compliance is 

achieved.  The system is automated with pre-determined times for follow-up reminders to staff to 

complete identified tasks and jobs according to the required schedule, report to managers when 

internal standards for correcting non-compliance are not met, and send to automatic notices to 

owners and property managers when non-compliance is identified.   
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V. Annual Action Plan 
 

AP-15 Expected Resources – 91.320(c)(1,2) 

Introduction 

The following section describes the annual allocation the State of Minnesota expects to receive for program years 2017-2021. 

Anticipated Resources 

Program Source of 

Funds 
Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 

Amount 

Available 

Reminder 

of 

ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 

Description 
Annual 

Allocation: 

$ 

Program 

Income: $ 
Prior Year 

Resources: 

$ 

Total: 

$ 

CDBG public - 
federal 

Acquisition 
Admin and Planning 
Economic Development 
Housing 
Public Improvements 
Public Services 16,995,275 0 0 16,995,275 0 

   

HOME public - 
federal 

Acquisition 
Homebuyer assistance 
Homeowner rehab 
Multifamily rental new 
construction 
Multifamily rental rehab 
New construction for 
ownership 
TBRA 5,978,110 0 0 5,978,110 0 
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Program Source of 

Funds 
Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 

Amount 

Available 

Reminder 

of 

ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 

Description 
Annual 

Allocation: 

$ 

Program 

Income: $ 
Prior Year 

Resources: 

$ 

Total: 

$ 

HOPWA public - 
federal 

Permanent housing in 
facilities 
Permanent housing 
placement 
Short term or transitional 
housing facilities 
STRMU 
Supportive services 
TBRA 153,742 0 0 153,742 0 

   

ESG public - 
federal 

Conversion and rehab for 
transitional housing 
Financial Assistance 
Overnight shelter 
Rapid re-housing (rental 
assistance) 
Rental Assistance 
Services 
Transitional housing 2,064,352 0 0 2,064,352 0 

   

NHTF Public - 
federal 

Acquisition 

Multifamily rental new 
construction 

Multifamily rental rehab 3,000,000   3,000,000  

 

Table 51 - Expected Resources – Priority Table 
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Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and 

local funds), including a description of how matching requirements will be satisfied 

The HOME match requirement is met through tenant-based rental assistance from Minnesota 

Housing's Bridges program, which provides a rent subsidy for up to five years to persons with 

mental illness until they can obtain a permanent rent subsidy; and the State Housing Trust Fund 

program. The CDBG match will be a mix of private, local, and state resources such as loans from 

local banks, weatherization funds, Minnesota Housing rehabilitation loans. CDBG-Economic 

Development match is through local initiatives, local banks, owner equity. 

DHS has required its sub-recipients to provide eligible matching funds at the sub-recipient level for 

each dollar requested in ESG funding. To ensure compliance with the requirement, DHS has 

required identification of matching funds in all sub-recipient contracts and reimbursement requests. 

In addition, review of ESG matching funds has been added to the ESG Monitoring Protocol for ESG 

subrecipients and ensures that the adequate documentation of eligibility exists for funds used to 

match ESG. Because of the diverse nature of local homelessness program funding, it is not possible 

to summarize at the State level the exact types and amounts of each funding source, but the most 

common sources of matching funds include state Family Homelessness Prevention and Assistance 

Funds (FHPAP), state and HUD Transitional Housing Program funds (for scattered-site programs), 

Minnesota Community Action Grants, Private Foundations and Individual Donations. 

Minnesota Housing's Affordable Rental preservation program (HOME) leverages other agency, 

private, and low-income housing tax credit investment. 

 

If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction 

that may be used to address the needs identified in the plan 

The State will not use state-owned land to address the needs identified in the plan, though CDBG 

recipients may use locally-owned land. 

Discussion 
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AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives – 91.320(c)(3)&(e) 

Goals Summary Information  

Sort 

Order 

Goal Name Start 

Year 

End 

Year 

Category Geographic 

Area 

Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

1 Provide decent 
affordable housing-
DEED 

2017 2021 Affordable 
Housing 

Non-
Entitlements 

Low-Moderate 
Income Renter and 
Owner Households 

CDBG: 
$9,562,500 

Rental units rehabilitated: 100 
Household Housing Units 

Homeowner housing 
Rehabilitated:  300 Household 
Housing Units 

2 Enhance affordable 
housing 
Opportunities- MH 

2017 2021 Affordable 
Housing 

Statewide Low-Moderate 
Income Renter and 
Owner Households 

HOME: 
$5,978,110 

NHTF: 
$3,000,000 

Rental units rehabilitated: 199 
Household Housing Units 
  
Rental units constructed: 199 
Household Housing Units 

 

3 Promote Economic 
Development 

2017 2021 Non-Housing 
Community 
Development 

Non-
Entitlement 

Economic 
Opportunities 

CDBG: 
$1,312,500 

Jobs created/retained: 75 Jobs 
Businesses assisted: 10 Businesses 
Assisted 

Facade treatment/business 
building rehabilitation: 
75 Business 

4 Facilitate Housing 
and Service for the 
Homeless 

2017 2021 Homeless Statewide Homelessness ESG: 
$1,884,847 

Tenant-based rental assistance / 
Rapid Rehousing: 403 Households 
Assisted 
Homeless Person Overnight 
Shelter: 11,152 Persons Assisted 
Homelessness Prevention: 43 
Persons Assisted 



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 133 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

Sort 

Order 

Goal Name Start 

Year 

End 

Year 

Category Geographic 

Area 

Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

5 Provide Funds for 
Special-Needs 
Housing & Services 

2017 2021 Non-Homeless 
Special Needs 

Statewide Human Services HOPWA: 
$171,072 

Homelessness Prevention: 220 
Persons Assisted 

6 Address Public 
Facility and 
Infrastructure 
Needs 

2017 2021 Non-Housing 
Community 
Development 

Non-
Entitlement 

Public Facilities and 
Infrastructure 

CDBG: 
$4,125,033 

Public Facility or Infrastructure 
Activities other than 
Low/Moderate Income Housing 
Benefit: 440 Persons Assisted 
Public Facility or Infrastructure 
Activities for Low/Moderate 
Income Housing Benefit: 700 
Households Assisted 

Table 52 – Goals Summary 

 

Goal Descriptions 
1 Goal Name Provide decent affordable housing-DEED 

Goal 

Description 

Fund housing rehabilitation activities for low to moderate income homeowner and rental households through CDBG funds, 
DEED. 

2 Goal Name Enhance affordable housing Opportunities 

Goal 

Description 

Fund housing activities for low-to-moderate income rental households, including renovation and new construction 

3 Goal Name Promote Economic Development 

Goal 

Description 

Encourage robust economic growth through the development and retention of businesses and jobs throughout the State.  
$1,312,500 in CDBG and $2,483,306 in CDBG-ED funds will be used.  

4 Goal Name Facilitate Housing and Service for the Homeless 
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Goal 

Description 

Provide funds for service providers to meet the various housing and service needs of the homeless population in Minnesota, 
including emergency shelter 

5 Goal Name Provide Funds for Special-Needs Housing & Services 

Goal 

Description 

Continue to fund programs that provide housing and services to special needs populations, including those with HIV/AIDS 

6 Goal Name Address Public Facility and Infrastructure Needs 

Goal 

Description 

Address community needs through improvements to public facilities and infrastructure  
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AP-25 Allocation Priorities – 91.320(d) 

Introduction:  

The following section describes the allocation priorities for FY 2017. 

Funding Allocation Priorities 

  

 

Create Decent 
and Affordable 

Housing 

Enhance 
affordable 

housing 
Opportunities 

(%) 
Promote Economic 
Development (%) 

Facilitate Housing and 
Service for the 
Homeless (%) 

Provide Funds for 
Special-Needs Housing 

& Services (%) 
Address Public Facility and 
Infrastructure Needs (%) Total (%) 

CDBG 64 
0 9 0 0 27 100 

HOME 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 

HOPWA 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 

ESG 0 0 0 92 8 0 100 

NHTF 0 100     100 

Table 53 – Funding Allocation Priorities 

Reason for Allocation Priorities 

Percentages include administration costs. Allocation priorities are based on needs in market study, needs assessment and public input. 

CDBG: CDBG spending will be split between affordable housing, economic development and public facilities and infrastructure.  These 

spending priorities have been established through the planning process of where the most need is, as well as the capacity to make an 

impact on those in need in the State of Minnesota. The amount spent on each category is determined both by past performance and the 

current ability to meet housing and community development needs in the State.  Economic Development funds will be utilized to support 

the Minnesota Investment Fund Program by providing gap financing to businesses creating jobs that benefit LMI workers. 
 

HOPWA: Federal regulations dictate both the geography in which HOPWA funds may be used and the beneficiaries. Because only 15% 

of persons living with HIV/AIDS live in counties outside the seven-county Twin Cities metropolitan area and most are already housed, 

preventing homelessness is a more cost-effective approach than housing development or tenant-based rent assistance. 
 

NHTF: National Housing Trust Funds will be directed towards efforts to enhance affordable housing opportunities through new 
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construction and rehabilitation. 

 

HOME: Many federally assisted and naturally affordable housing developments need rehabilitation to preserve their federal rent subsidy 

or affordability of their units. There is a growing need for affordable rental housing. All of the HOME funds will be directed toward 

enhancing the affordable housing opportunities for low to moderate income households throughout the State. 
 

ESG: The total funds for ESG will be spent on services and housing, including homelessness prevention and emergency shelter, for 

homeless households and households at-risk of homelessness in the State.     
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How will the proposed distribution of funds will address the priority needs and specific 

objectives described in the Consolidated Plan? 

For CDBG, the distribution of funds address the high needs of low to moderate income households, 

economic opportunities, and public facilities and infrastructure. 

For HOME and NHTF, the Consolidated Plan ranks the low to moderate income households as a 

high need.  There is a high need for rental and owner rehabilitation.  Funds will be targeted to 

projects that will serve low to moderate income households in the State.  

Minnesota uses its HOPWA resources to maintain persons with HIV/AIDS in their current housing 

by providing emergency assistance because that is the most pressing need identified for this 

population.  

As outlined in the Consolidated Plan, ESG funds will be used to meet the priority needs of 

providing emergency shelter, prevention and rapid re-housing to persons at-risk of, and 

experiencing, homelessness. 
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AP-30 Methods of Distribution – 91.320(d)&(k) 

Introduction:  

Formula grant funds from the CDBG, HOME, NHTF, HOPWA, and ESG programs may be directed to their highest and best use first, 

within each set of program guidelines, given the funding of all housing and community development programs throughout Minnesota. 

Still, the housing and community development needs statewide far exceed the available resources to address them. Therefore, it is 

necessary to consider needs by type of activity and geography in order to ensure the greatest impact with limited resources. Diversity 

across the state means that different areas have different housing and community development needs that are best addressed through 

different types of investment activities. Such activities are guided by selected ranking criteria. Minnesota's experience with these programs 

shows that these resources are indeed distributed throughout the state. The entire state will be served by HOME and ESG funds, and non-

entitlement areas will be served by CDBG and HOPWA funds. 

Distribution Methods 

Table 54 - Distribution Methods by State Program 

1 State Program Name: DEED:Small Cities Development Program and ED 

Funding Sources: CDBG 
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Describe the state program 

addressed by the Method of 

Distribution. 

Of the amount available for awards, DEED intends to provide SCDP funds in accordance to the 
following approximate allocations: 30 percent for Single Purpose Applications and 55 percent 
for Comprehensive Applications. The remaining 15 percent allocation is designated for DEED's 
federal economic development set-aside. Allocation percentages may be modified by the 
Commissioner of DEED if it is determined that there is a shortage of fundable applications in 
any category, as allowed in State Rules. DEED does not distribute funds based on specific 
geographic area. Applications are competitive in nature. Grants are typically 30 month 

projects but may longer depending on various factors including but not limited to timing 

of HUD release of funds and disasters affecting the project area. 

MOD calculation: The State subtracts from the CDBG Award the amount it sets aside for State 
Administration ($100,000 + 3% of the CDBG Award (2% for Administration and 1% for 
Technical Assistance which does not require a state match)) to determine the amount available 
for CDBG grants. The State then allocates the amount available for CDBG grants to three 
categories based on State Rules. That is; 15% for Economic Development Set-Aside, 55% for 
SCDP Comprehensive Grants, and 30% for SCDP Single Purpose Grants. The Business Finance 
Unit administers the Economic Development Set-Aside Grant Program and the Community 
Assistance Unit administers the Small Cities Development Program. 

The next step in the allocation process is to determine if there are any unawarded Economic 
Development Set-Aside funds from the previous fiscal year’s CDBG allocation, as those funds 
by State Rules must be awarded by June 30th of the current year. Thus, the unawarded 
Economic Development Set-Aside funds are added to the current year SCDP allocation to be 
awarded prior to June 30th. Also, added to the current SCDP allocation are funds reverted 
from grantees that did not spend their total grants awarded to them in previous fiscal years 
and any program income within applications. 

Once the State has determined a total SCDP allocation available for award, it allocates this 
total to the Comprehensive and Single Purpose grant budget based on the ratio of 
Comprehensive funds to Single Purpose funds which is 64.7% to 35.3%. Once SCDP determines 
their grant awards for the year, they determine the percentage of grants awarded for 
comprehensive projects. If that percentage is less than 55%, we seek approval from the DEED 
Commissioner for the lesser percentage. DEED allows a maximum of 15% of project costs to 
administer the grant payable to grantees. 

In the event of a disaster, the State of Minnesota reverses the right to use funds for any 
eligible CDBG activity to an eligible grantee. 
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Describe all of the criteria that will 

be used to select applications and 

the relative importance of these 

criteria. 

 Projects are evaluated based on an assessment of need, impact and the capacity of the applicant to complete 

the project in a timely manner. SCDP Funds: Up to 240 of the points will be awarded based on evaluation of 

the proposed project to serve low- and moderate-income persons in relation to housing, alleviate slum and 

blight in commercial areas, and/or address public facility activities. Up to 180 points will be awarded based on 

evaluation of need, impact, and capacity for the proposed project. Need-up to 90 points given for the 

following: Benefit to low and moderate income persons and are either substandard or pose a threat to the 

health or safety of the occupants; An inadequate supply of affordable housing for low or moderate income 

persons; or Other documented condition that gives evidence of the need for improvement or additional units 

to the housing stock serving low and moderate income persons.  Impact- up to 90 points given for the 

following: An evaluation of the extent to which the proposed project will eliminate housing deficiencies or 

improve public facilities services serving low and moderate income persons. Evaluation of administrative 

capacity to complete the activity in a timely manner.  The application must include information documenting 

an applicant’s history in administering prior SCDP funds and/or other programs similar in nature, to determine 

whether the applicant has the ability to complete the proposed activity.  Prior SCDP performance will be taken 

into consideration for future funding.  Cost-Effectiveness-up to 30 points given for the following:  An 

evaluation of the extent to which the proposed project will make cost-effective use of grant funds, including 

consideration with, and use of, funds from other public and private sources. Per household benefit is 

reasonable. Project benefits existing, rather than future, population, unless growth is beyond applicant’s 

control.  State Demographics-Up to 30 points based on: The number of poverty-persons in the area under the 

applicant’s jurisdiction. The percentage of persons residing in the area under the applicant’s jurisdiction. The 

per capita assessed valuation of the area under the jurisdiction of the applicant, such that points are awarded in 

inverse relationship to the applicant’s per capita assessed valuation. Economic Development Applications 

must attain at least 400 of the 600 available points for the project to be recommended for funding. Points are 

broken down as follows: Community Need and Capacity maximum of 170 points: Economic Distress 

Demographics.  Up to 70 points may be awarded based on unemployment levels, percent of poverty persons 

and median income compared to the state averages. Improve Economic Stability.  Up to 80 points may be 

awarded based on economic vulnerability of the community, chronic unemployment and out-migration due to 

lack of jobs. Consideration of Capacity.  Up to 20 points may be awarded based on applicant’s ability to 

properly manage project within state and federal guidelines. Impact - maximum of 230 points: Impact of 

Project.  Up to 230 points may be awarded based on project’s job creation, the ratio of grant funds to each 

full-time equivalent job, increase in property tax base and the immediacy of impact. Financial Feasibility and 

Cost Effectiveness - maximum of 200 points: Financing Gap.  Up to 70 points may be awarded based on 

reasons for financing gap. Investment Analysis. Up to 130 points may be awarded based on ratio of 

private funds to CDBG/MIF funds, ratio of total leverage funds to CDBG/MIF funds and percent interest rate 

on CDBG/MIF award. 

ED:  Funds disbursed via the Minnesota Investment Fund to support economic 

development activities are selected based upon potential job creation and retention, 

project financial viability and community need factors. In more detail, projects are scored 

based upon the proposed project’s ability to improve local economic stability, 

unemployment rate and median income ratios, projected job creation & retention, wage 

and tax base impact, financial feasibility, and public and private investment ratios. 
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If only summary criteria were 

described, how can potential 

applicants access application 

manuals or other 

state publications describing the 

application criteria? (CDBG only) 

 Selection Criteria for the Minnesota Investment Fund is guided by Minnesota Statutes 
116J.8731 which are available on the MN Office of the Revisor of Statutes web page, and 
application information is also available on the State of MN Department of Employment and 
Economic Development’s website. 

Describe the process for awarding 

funds to state recipients and how the 

state will make its allocation 

available 

to units of general local government, 

and non-profit organizations, 

including community and faith-based 

organizations. (ESG only) 

 Not applicable. 

Identify the method of selecting 

project sponsors (including providing 

full access to grassroots faith-based 

and other 

community-based organizations). 

(HOPWA only) 

 Not applicable. 

Describe how resources will be 

allocated among funding categories. 

 All funds must be used for economic development related activities undertaken by a 
Minnesota business. 

Describe threshold factors and grant 

size limits. 

 The maximum MIF grant size is $1,000,000 and is determined by financing need, project 
leverage capacity and number of jobs to be created or retained. 

What are the outcome measures 

expected as a result of the method of 

distribution? 

 Number of LMI jobs created or retained and private leverage achieved. 
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2 State Program Name: Minnesota Emergency Solutions Grant Program 

Funding Sources: ESG 

Describe the state program 

addressed by the Method of 

Distribution. 

Emergency Solutions Grant Program. 

Describe all of the criteria that will 

be used to select applications and 

the relative importance of these 

criteria. 

 For more detail on criteria, see "AP-30 ESG Methods of Distribution" Attachment under 

AP-90 Attachments. 

If only summary criteria were 

described, how can potential 

applicants access application 

manuals or other 

state publications describing the 

application criteria? (CDBG only) 

Announcement of the Request For Proposals for the ESG program will be distributed to all 
Department of Human Services - Office of Economic Opportunity funded housing agencies, all 
Continuum of Care committees, all members of the Minnesota Interagency Council on 
Homelessness, the Minnesota Coalition for the Homeless, the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development local office. The RFP will be posted on the Minnesota Department of 
Human Services website and published in the State Register. 

Describe the process for awarding 

funds to state recipients and how the 

state will make its allocation 

available 

to units of general local government, 

and non-profit organizations, 

including community and faith-based 

organizations. (ESG only) 

017 ESG funds will be awarded through a two-year competitive Request For Proposals. Eligible 
applicants will include non-profit 501 (c) (3) organizations and local units of government. Many 
of non-profits are community and/or faith based.  

For more detail, see "AP-30 ESG Methods of Distribution" attachment under AP-90 
Attachments. 
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Identify the method of selecting 

project sponsors (including providing 

full access to grassroots faith-based 

and other 

community-based organizations). 

(HOPWA only) 

 

Not Applicable. 

Describe how resources will be 

allocated among funding categories. 

 
The State of Minnesota will use the maximum amount of funding allowable for shelter 
activities, which in FY2017 is 60 percent of the State's estimated allocation or $1,247,246. 
The State of Minnesota and its sub-recipients will use the maximum allowed amount for ESG 
Administration. A portion of these funds are shared with sub-recipients to assist in 
administration of their ESG programs. 
 
Additional ESG funds above the allowable shelter and administration limits will be used 
exclusively for prevention and rapid re-housing activities. 
 

Describe threshold factors and grant 

size limits. 

The State of Minnesota does not have grant limits in awarding ESG funds. However, because 
DHS attempts to achieve statewide distribution with emergency shelter and re-housing funds, 
sizes of grant awards may be limited by available funds and the number of requests. There are 
no threshold factors for funding other than those identified in "AP-30 ESG Methods of 
Distribution" attachment under AP-90 Attachments, which is limited to the timely and 
complete submission of application materials by the deadline. 
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What are the outcome measures 

expected as a result of the method of 

distribution? 

  

For the upcoming program year, we anticipate that 9,400 homeless persons will receive 
adequate emergency shelter and that 490 households who are either at-risk of, or currently 
experiencing homelessness, will be moved to permanent housing.   

By funding a continuum of activities with ESG, we address the needs of homeless persons for 
both crisis and short or medium-term housing, including emergency shelter, prevention (re-
housing those at-risk of homelessness) and rapid re-housing (for those already homeless by 
HUD's definition). We are the only State agency providing funding for emergency shelter 
activities, which meets a critical needs gap in rural parts of Minnesota. 

 

3 State Program Name: Minnesota Housing-HOME 

Funding Sources: HOME 

Describe the state program 

addressed by the Method of 

Distribution. 

HOME Affordable Rental Preservation (HARP) 
 
This is a statewide program that provides deferred loans to help cover financing gaps of 
rehabilitating or acquiring and rehabilitating qualified affordable rental housing for the 
purpose of preserving rental subsidies or the affordability of non federally-assisted housing. 
Assistance will generally be in the form of a 0 percent interest rate, 30 year deferred loan due 
and payable at the end of the term. Minnesota Housing provides the loans directly to the 
owners. While rehabilitation is a priority for Minnesota Housing, a portion of funds allocated to 
HARP may be redirected to rental new construction, depending on the types of applications 
received in response to the consolidated RFP and the relative need for new construction or 
preservation. 
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Describe all of the criteria that will 

be used to select applications and 

the relative importance of these 

criteria. 

HOME is administered as a statewide program that provides deferred loans to help cover 
financing gaps of rehabilitating or acquiring and rehabilitating permanent affordable rental 
housing with or without long-term, project-based federal subsidies for the purpose of 
preserving the subsidies or the affordability of housing without federal subsidies. Properties 
without federal rental assistance or tax credit properties ending their compliance period must 
have the support of the Interagency Stabilization Group (ISG), a group of government and 
philanthropic organizations, at least one member of which has provided funds for the project 
at least 15 years ago. These “stabilization” projects are required to have a comprehensive 
stabilization plan approved by the ISG that stabilizes the property’s operations and physical 
needs for the long term. 

HOME funds are primarily provided through the Minnesota Housing Consolidated RFP, which 
awards assistance from several different sources. Applicants are not required to identify a 
funding source, other than tax credits. Selected applications and developers are evaluated and 
offered the best matched funding source. If funding is sufficient, the Agency may offer a 
portion of the HOME funds on a pipeline basis. Projects are evaluated for financial feasibility; 
developer capacity and fiscal condition are also considered, and CHDOs receive preference 
points. All projects are required to be selected by the Minnesota Housing Board of Directors 
and obtain approval from the agency's Credit Underwriting committee before loans may be 
closed. 

While rental rehabilitation is a priority for Minnesota Housing, a portion of funds allocated to 
HOME may be redirected to rental new construction, depending on the types of applications 
received in response to the consolidated RFP and the relative need for new construction or 
preservation. 

If only summary criteria were 

described, how can potential 

applicants access application 

manuals or other 

state publications describing the 

application criteria? (CDBG only) 

Not Applicable. 
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Describe the process for awarding 

funds to state recipients and how the 

state will make its allocation 

available 

to units of general local government, 

and non-profit organizations, 

including community and faith-based 

organizations. (ESG only) 

Not Applicable. 

Identify the method of selecting 

project sponsors (including providing 

full access to grassroots faith-based 

and other 

community-based organizations). 

(HOPWA only) 

Not Applicable. 

Describe how resources will be 

allocated among funding categories. 

Ninety percent of the program funds will be directed towards programs.  Up to 10 percent will 
be used for administration. 

Describe threshold factors and grant 

size limits. 

HARP: The development must be receiving federal rental assistance, be nearing the end of its 
tax credit compliance period, or be in need of stabilization and have a stabilization plan 
approved by the Interagency Stabilization Group, at least one member of which had provided 
funding to the projects at least 15 years ago. There are no limits on assistance amounts other 
than those established in HOME regulations. 
 
Rental applications under the Consolidated RFP must meet the threshold requirements 
specified in the RFP at that time. The most recent threshold requirements were that the 
project had to meet the six factors of project feasibility, and the applicant had to meet the five 
factors of organizational capacity. Application processes and eligibility criteria for the 2016 
Consolidated RFP may be found at MHFA's website www.mnhousing.gov. 

What are the outcome measures 

expected as a result of the method of 

distribution? 

Numbers of rental units rehabilitated and preserved or constructed. 
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4 State Program Name: Minnesota Housing-HOPWA 

Funding Sources: HOPWA 

Describe the state program 

addressed by the Method of 

Distribution. 

Grant funds are currently awarded to the Minnesota AIDS Project (MAP), which provides the 
assistance to low-income persons diagnosed with HIV/AIDS, and their families. MAP is the only 
HOPWA formula project sponsor in Minnesota outside of the metropolitan area, and works in 
partnership with over 1,000 volunteers in community and outreach efforts. MAP provides a 
range of support services for persons with HIV, works to prevent the spread of HIV, and 
collaborates with a number of community organizations. 

Describe all of the criteria that will 

be used to select applications and 

the relative importance of these 

criteria. 

With limited funding, renewal of existing grants is a priority. 

If only summary criteria were 

described, how can potential 

applicants access application 

manuals or other 

state publications describing the 

application criteria? (CDBG only) 

Not Applicable. 

Describe the process for awarding 

funds to state recipients and how the 

state will make its allocation 

available 

to units of general local government, 

and non-profit organizations, 

including community and faith-based 

organizations. (ESG only) 

Not Applicable. 
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Identify the method of selecting 

project sponsors (including providing 

full access to grassroots faith-based 

and other 

community-based organizations). 

(HOPWA only) 

Following priorities set by the Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition, which acts as an advisory 
group to make recommendations for HOPWA funding, renewal funding for ongoing programs 
receive funding priority. There is a separate renewal process for ongoing HOPWA programs. If 
funds appropriated exceed the amount necessary to continue those programs at comparable 
levels, or if priorities change to address changing needs, those funds will be made available in 
the Minnesota Housing Multifamily Consolidated RFP process for application by all eligible 
sponsors, including eligible grassroots faith-based and other community-based organizations. 

Describe how resources will be 

allocated among funding categories. 

There is only one funding category and all resources are allocated to it. 

Describe threshold factors and grant 

size limits. 

With limited funding, renewal of existing grants is a priority. 

What are the outcome measures 

expected as a result of the method of 

distribution? 

Assisted households remain in their homes. 

5 State Program Name: Minnesota Housing-National Housing Trust Fund 

Funding Sources: National Housing Trust Fund 

Describe the state program 

addressed by the Method of 

Distribution. 

Minnesota will not allocate funds to subgrantees for their distribution to owners/developers.  
Instead, NHTF funds will be distributed directly to owner/developers of affordable housing via 
Minnesota Housing’s annual Consolidated Request for Proposals.  The NHTF funds will be part 
of a deferred pool of resources, through Minnesota Housing, which are targeted to address 
specific and critical needs in rental housing markets, including multiple geographic priority 
areas: transit oriented development, areas with strong job markets or job growth, economic 
integration areas with higher incomes, and tribal areas. Minnesota Housing retains the option 
to offer funds on a pipeline basis in the event qualified proposals are insufficient to use the 
entire HTF grant. 
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Describe all of the criteria that will 

be used to select applications and 

the relative importance of these 

criteria. 

Developers, owners, and the entire development team are required to meet the same 
eligibility criteria as for other agency programs, as specified in the Consolidated RFP.  

The needs of very low income renters, those with incomes below 50% of area median income 
(AMI), are a high priority for the State of Minnesota, with significant priority on extremely low 
income renters (below 30% AMI).  Applications will be evaluated in accordance with need and 
scoring criteria that emphasizes other State priorities. For the 2016 consolidated RFP, these 
strategic priorities include: 

1. Preservation of developments that contain existing federal assistance or other critical 
affordable units at risk of loss, 

2. Address specific and critical rental housing needs, for example, TOD on fixed transit, 
economic integration, workforce housing, senior housing, 

3. Planned community development, and 

4. Prevent and end homelessness through permanent supportive housing. 

Among proposals that best satisfy strategic priorities, Minnesota Housing will give priority in 
awarding funding to the proposals that best meet the greatest number of selection priorities in 
effect at the time of the RFP. Selection priorities may be found in the “Multifamily Request for 
Proposal Guide.” The 2016 Guide is located on the Minnesota Housing website, 
www.mnhousing.gov. 

Consistent with Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing regulations, Minnesota Housing requires 
that each housing provider carry out an affirmative marketing program to attract prospective 
buyers or tenants in the housing market area regardless of race, creed, color, religion, sex, 
national, origin, marital status, status with regard to public assistance, disability, sexual 
orientation, or familial status.  The plan should detail how the housing provider intends to 
market and attract populations that are least likely to apply to the project, including persons 
with disabilities and households of color. 
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If only summary criteria were 

described, how can potential 

applicants access application 

manuals or other 

state publications describing the 

application criteria? (CDBG only) 

Not Applicable. 

Describe the process for awarding 

funds to state recipients and how the 

state will make its allocation 

available 

to units of general local government, 

and non-profit organizations, 

including community and faith-based 

organizations. (ESG only) 

Not Applicable. 

Identify the method of selecting 

project sponsors (including providing 

full access to grassroots faith-based 

and other 

community-based organizations). 

(HOPWA only) 

Not Applicable. 

Describe how resources will be 

allocated among funding categories. 

Minnesota Housing will allocate 10% of its grant to program planning and administration costs; 
up to one-third for operating cost assistance or funding operating cost assistance reserves; the 
balance of the grant will provide capital funding for new construction or rehabilitation of NHTF 
units.  
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Describe threshold factors and grant 

size limits. 

The development must be receiving federal rental assistance, be nearing the end of its tax 
credit compliance period, or be in need of stabilization and have a stabilization plan approved 
by the Interagency Stabilization Group, at least one member of which had provided funding to 
the projects at least 15 years ago. There are no limits on assistance amounts other than those 
established in HOME regulations. 
 
Rental applications under the Consolidated RFP must meet the threshold requirements 
specified in the RFP at that time. The most recent threshold requirements were that the 
project had to meet the six factors of project feasibility, and the applicant had to meet the five 
factors of organizational capacity. Application processes and eligibility criteria for the 2016 
Consolidated RFP may be found at MHFA's website www.mnhousing.gov. 

What are the outcome measures 

expected as a result of the method of 

distribution? 

Numbers of rental units rehabilitated and preserved or constructed, or provided operating 
assistance. 
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AP-35 Projects – (Optional) 

Introduction:  

As allowable in State Consolidated Plan, projects will be entered after the submission of the 2017-

2021 Con Plan. 

# Project Name 

  

Table 55 – Project Information 

 

Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing 

underserved needs 

Not Applicable. 

 

AP-38 Project Summary 

Project Summary Information 

Not Applicable. 
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AP-40 Section 108 Loan Guarantee – 91.320(k)(1)(ii) 

Will the state help non-entitlement units of general local government to apply for Section 

108 loan funds? 

No 

Available Grant Amounts  

N/A 

Acceptance process of applications  

N/A 

 

 

 

AP-45 Community Revitalization Strategies – 

91.320(k)(1)(ii) 

Will the state allow units of general local government to carry out community 

revitalization strategies? 

No 

State’s Process and Criteria for approving local government revitalization strategies 

N/A 
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution – 91.320(f) 

Description of the geographic areas of the state (including areas of low-income and 

minority concentration) where assistance will be directed  

Funds are available statewide to eligible entities.  CDBG funds are available statewide to eligible 

non-entitlement entities 

 

Geographic Distribution 

Target Area Percentage of Funds 

Statewide 100 

Non-Entitlement Entities 100 

Table 56 - Geographic Distribution  

 

Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically  

No geographic distribution - statewide eligibility to non-entitlements for CDBG.  HOME and NHTF 

funds are available statewide.   

For ESG Shelter funding, the application is open to all areas of the state, but priority is given to 

applications from the balance of state areas (non-ESG entitlement areas). Within ESG entitlement 

areas, priority is given to those jurisdictions which have chosen to use their ESG resources for 

emergency shelter but still demonstrate significant unmet need. For ESG Prevention and Rapid Re-

Housing funding, funds will only be awarded to applications from non-ESG entitlement areas of the 

state. 

 

 

Discussion 
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AP-55 Affordable Housing – 24 CFR 91.320(g) 

Introduction:  

The term affordable housing that is used in 24 CFR 92.252 and 92.254 includes several elements 

that are not requirements of ESG, HOPWA and CDBG. Therefore, the only units that receive 

federal assistance that can be assured of meeting the standard of "affordable housing" and are 

described here are HOME units. 

 

One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported 

Homeless 
0 

Non-Homeless 
382 

Special-Needs 
0 

Total 
382 

Table 57 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement 

 

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported 

Through 

Rental Assistance 
0 

The Production of New Units 
0 

Rehab of Existing Units 
382 

Acquisition of Existing Units 
0 

Total 
382 

Table 58 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type 

Discussion:  
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AP-60 Public Housing - 24 CFR 91.320(j) 

Introduction:  

The State does not own or manage public housing. 

Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing 

In February 2015, MHFA awarded nearly $18,000,000 of state bond proceeds to make essential 

repairs and energy improvements to 35 public housing developments with 2,438 units. Troubled 

PHAs are not eligible to apply for these funds and the State has no plans to provide other financial 

assistance to troubled PHAs.  

Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management 

and participate in homeownership 

The State does not own or manage public housing and, therefore, has no opportunities to access 

public housing tenants and has no actions planned. 

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance 

will be provided or other assistance  

The State is not a PHA. 

Discussion:  

See discussion above. 
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AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities – 

91.320(h) 

Introduction 

During FY 2017, the State of Minnesota plans on using ESG funds to address homeless needs 

throughout the State in order to help combat the rate of homelessness in the State.  These efforts are 

coordinated through the Continuum of Care and strives to reduce the amount of homelessness in 

the State. 

Describe the jurisdictions one-year goals and actions for reducing and ending 

homelessness including 

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their 

individual needs 

The State of Minnesota provides funding to a number of street outreach, emergency shelters and 

transitional housing programs across the state with the state and federal funding that has been made 

available to it. Many of these programs will provide outreach to the unsheltered homeless 

population. Unfortunately, the amount of resources available through these state and federal 

programs is not sufficient to meet the needs of all homeless persons in Minnesota. The State of 

Minnesota is working in collaboration with the Continuum of Care Committees to develop 

Coordinated Entry systems in all areas of the state which will serve as a focal point for assessing the 

individual needs of both unsheltered and sheltered persons. 

Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons 

The State of Minnesota will use the resources available to it to provide funding to shelters and 

transitional housing programs across the state. On a given night, approximately 4,000 persons are 

staying in emergency shelters in Minnesota and approximately 3,500 persons are staying in 

transitional housing. The goal for the 2017 year, assuming that no new resources will become 

available, is to continue to support these capacities at current levels. 

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, 

families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the 

transition to permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period 

of time that individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for 

homeless individuals and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals 

and families who were recently homeless from becoming homeless again 

Emergency Solutions Grant Program funds will be targeted to provide prevention and rehousing 

assistance and services to families, individuals and youth, many of whom are veterans and some of 

which are chronically homeless, to move these households from homelessness to housing.  By 

targeting these funds to persons that currently reside in shelters (or who would were not for this 

assistance), the length of time these households are homeless will be reduced. With the provision 

of supportive services to the rapid rehousing participants, it is expected that permanent housing 

retention will be improved.  In addition to efforts with ESG funding, the State provides over $8.5 
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million dollars per year in Family Homelessness Prevention and Assistance Program (FHPAP), a 

funding stream which is dedicated to transitioning homeless persons to stable housing, and 

preventing persons who are at greatest risk from becoming homeless  

Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially 

extremely low-income individuals and families and those who are: being discharged from 

publicly funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental 

health facilities, foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and 

institutions); or, receiving assistance from public or private agencies that address 

housing, health, social services, employment, education, or youth needs 

In Minnesota, the state legislature appropriates over $8.5 million dollars per year under the Family 

Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program which is used mostly for homelessness prevention 

activities. These funds are available in all 87 Minnesota counties. 

At the Department of Human Services, the Child Safety Permanency Division is in the middle of a 

two-year planning grant from the Federal Health and Human Services Youth Services Bureau to 

curb the population of homeless Minnesota youth leaving the foster care system. In addition, the 

state provides Healthy Transitions for Homelessness Prevention (HTHP) funding and Homeless 

Youth Act funding to support unaccompanied youth leaving foster care to become stably housed 

and avoid homelessness. 

 

 

AP-70 HOPWA Goals – 91.320(k)(4) 

One year goals for the number of households to be provided housing through the use of HOPWA 

for: 

 

Short-term rent, mortgage, and utility assistance to prevent homelessness of the individual or 
family 220 

Tenant-based rental assistance 0 

Units provided in permanent housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with HOPWA funds 0 

Units provided in transitional short-term housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with 
HOPWA funds 0 

Total 220 
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AP-75 Barriers to Affordable Housing – 91.320(i) 

Introduction:  

The State’s programs are heavily weighted toward reducing the financial barriers to affordable 

housing, but the State recognizes that there are non-financial policy barriers to affordable housing 

as well.  The State does not have control over local land use controls, zoning, permitting, or growth 

policies; but it can, and does, provide incentives in Minnesota Housing’s Consolidated Request for 

Proposals, which DEED also participates in, to alleviate the barriers to affordable housing those 

local policies may impose. Actions the State has taken in its Consolidated RFP in the past to reduce 

regulatory and policy barriers and will likely continue are described below. 
 

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that 

serve as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting 

land, zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and 

policies affecting the return on residential investment 

Containing the cost of developing affordable housing is a critical issue in Minnesota.  In order to 

address the growing need for affordable housing, Minnesota Housing must build and preserve as 

many affordable units as possible with limited resources.  Costs of land, materials and labor are 

outside of what Minnesota Housing can control; however, cost containment is a goal at Minnesota 

Housing.  Costs are evaluated for each project and overall costs of production are also monitored 

and evaluated over time. Part of our award process includes incentives for projects with lower total 

development costs.  At the same time, Minnesota Housing balances cost containment objectives 

with other policy goals, such as long-term operating costs.   

Here are some additional examples of how Minnesota Housing reduces other barriers through our 

process.: 

We reduce the barrier of local land use and development policies by prioritizing developments that 

use land efficiently and minimize the loss of agricultural land and green space, 

We reduce barriers of zoning by prioritizing developments that address the needs of the 

underserved populations of households of color, single-headed households with minor children, 

and disabled individuals; developments that are located in opportunity areas. 

We reduce barriers of local application and permit processes by prioritizing developments for 

which costs are reduced or avoided by regulatory changes, incentives, or waivers by the local 

governing body, including fast-track permitting and approvals, flexibility in site development 

standards and zoning requirements, and waiver of permit or impact fees. 

In addition, the State fully supports efforts to reduce NIMBYism, prejudice, and negative attitudes 

toward affordable and multifamily housing, and will encourage planning decisions by CDBG sub-

recipient communities that work to decrease segregation and increase integration of populations. 

The State will also fully support civic leaders and developers who undertake education in 

communities statewide. Such education could be targeted, timely, and, in the context of a possible 

development, relevant to potentially affected citizens. 
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AP-85 Other Actions – 91.320(j) 

Introduction:  

The following sections discuss other actions the state will undertake in FY 2017. 

Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs 

The State has found that the largest obstacle in meeting underserved needs is a lack of funding.  The 

State will continue to fund projects within its scope of funding to serve residents in need in 

Minnesota and will continue to seek other funding sources to address additional needs in the State. 

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing 

Minnesota Housing will continue to give preference points in its RFPs to projects for which 

considerations are given by local units of government to enhance the affordability of the project.  

However, Minnesota Housing does not require local consent.   

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) and additional state deferred financing are 

available to owners and investors of affordable rental housing for low-income households to help 

finance development. The State will mitigate the effects of zoning, land use, and impact fee barriers 

by giving preference points in its selection process to LIHTC projects that rehabilitate existing 

housing and to new construction projects that use existing sewer and water lines without 

substantial extensions. Preference points are also awarded for projects for which development-

specific assessments or infrastructure costs are donated or waived or that have been approved for 

reduced setbacks, reduced parking requirements, decreased road widths, flexibility in site 

development standards and zoning code and other requirements, preservation of affordable 

housing, WAC/SAC reductions or fast-track permitting and approvals. 

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards 

 
Exposure to lead-based paint is one of the most significant environmental and public health threats 

posed to homeowners and renters. Housing units built before 1940 are most likely to contain lead-

based paint or coatings. Units built between 1960 and 1978 have a lesser risk in comparison to 

homes built before 1960.  Lead was banned for use in household paint in 1978. In some cases, 

older units may have few if any lead hazards depending on construction methods, past renovation 

work, and other factors (HUD grants).  

The Environmental Health Division of MDH oversees a comprehensive lead program that includes 

state-wide medical monitoring, health care, elevated blood investigations, compliance assistance, 

compliance assurance, and environmental remediation of identified lead hazards. The program is 

largely funded by federal dollars (HUD and EPA), with additional funding provided by the state’s 

general fund. For more information see: www.health.state.mn.us/lead 

 Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families 

In Minnesota, there is a statewide network of Community Action Agencies (CAAs) and tribal 

governments with a common purpose: fighting poverty and its effects in Minnesota communities. 

The goals of these agencies are to better focus available local, state, private, and federal resources 

http://www.health.state.mn.us/lead
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to assist low-income individuals and families to acquire useful skills and knowledge, gain access to 

new opportunities, and achieve economic self-sufficiency. Each agency assesses needs, establishes 

priorities, determines strategies to respond to local poverty issues, and delivers a broad range of 

services and activities to strengthen self-reliance. 

The specific programs delivered by the CAAs and tribal governments include: 

• Energy Assistance: Provides financial assistance toward energy bills for low-income households; 

• Weatherization: Offers weatherization of homes of low-income households to reduce heat loss 

and increase heating efficiency; 

• Financial Literacy programming: Includes Family Assets for Independence in Minnesota, a 

program which matches low-income households’ income with state, federal, and private funding 

for the purpose of buying a home, furthering education, or starting a business. Other forms of 

financial literacy programming include tax preparation assistance, budget counseling, and general 

financial education; 

• Food Shelves and various nutrition programs: Provides food for households experiencing 

emergencies through the network of locally run food shelves; 

• Head Start: Assists low-income families break the cycle of poverty by improving the health and 

social competence of children up to age 5 and pregnant women and by promoting economic self-

sufficiency for parents; 

• Homeless Programs: Provides assistance to households or individuals who are at-risk of being 

homeless, who are currently homeless, or who were previously homeless and are receiving follow-

up services; 

• Housing Construction, Rehabilitation, and Assistance: Develops long-term low-income housing, 

including the rehabilitation of unoccupied housing and the provision of rental housing assistance. 

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families 

The delivery of affordable housing programs authorized by the federal government and Minnesota 

state legislature is centralized in Minnesota Housing. DEED is the primary administrator and 

provider of CDBG funds in non-entitlement areas of the state. Minnesota Housing and DHS share 

the delivery of supportive housing programs for persons experiencing homelessness. DHS is 

primarily responsible for the delivery of supportive services for persons with special needs because 

many persons DHS serves are homeless. 

Affordable housing assistance in Minnesota depends upon a large network of local lenders, housing 

authorities, community action agencies, nonprofit and faith-based organizations, homeowner 

educators and counselors, and local governments throughout the state. The State relies on these 

entities to administer a number of affordable and supportive housing programs, to identify housing 

needs at the local level, and to encourage the development of affordable housing. 

Recognizing the need to increase both the accessibility and effectiveness of assistance programs for 

low- and very low-income people, Minnesota Housing has worked to increase the participation of 

local nonprofits and other nontraditional lenders in delivering its programs. These nontraditional 

participants provide a greater opportunity to coordinate the delivery of assistance and to better 

target funds to people with the greatest need. 

The State does not have any plans for developing new institutional structures but will continue to 

participate in the various structures currently in place, supporting the Minnesota Chapter of the 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)’s conferences and the 
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Working Together conference. Minnesota Housing coordinates its RFP selections with other 

funding partners, including DEED. DEED’s CDBG grantees coordinate CDBG funding with 

Minnesota Housing, Greater Minnesota Housing Fund, DHS, Rural Development, Department of 

Health, and Weatherization funding. DHS will continue to participate in the various structures 

currently in place. The State hosts the Minnesota Interagency Council on Homelessness (MICH), 

through which all state agencies involved in the provision of services to homeless persons meets 

monthly. Members of the MICH are assigned to all Continuum of Care committees and Family 

Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program advisory committees to provide technical assistance 

and attend meetings of these groups. The State also hosts the Interagency Stabilization Group as 

well as the Greater Minnesota Preservation Work Group and the Stewardship Council to ensure 

coordination of funding resources. 

The State participates in a number of standing meetings with representatives from local 

government, nonprofit, and private providers of housing and homelessness services. 

For economic development CDBG activities, the state does not have any plans to develop new 

institutional structures, but will continue to utilize collaborations already in place.  DEED partners 

with communities, counties, non-profit agencies, the Economic Development Association of 

Minnesota, Minnesota Bankers Association, and the Council of Development Finance Agencies to 

ensure that funds are accessible to businesses throughout the state.  Working with these partner 

organizations enables the State of Minnesota to better access underserved communities and address 

financing needs for local companies throughout the region.  Administration of Minnesota 

Investment Funds dollars is passed through to local government entities with oversight conducted 

by the state to ensure regulatory compliance. 

Actions planned to develop institutional structure  

The delivery of affordable housing programs authorized by the federal government and Minnesota 

state legislature is centralized in Minnesota Housing. DEED is the primary administrator and 

provider of CDBG funds in non-entitlement areas of the state. Minnesota Housing and DHS share 

the delivery of supportive housing programs for persons experiencing homelessness. DHS is 

primarily responsible for the delivery of supportive services for persons with special needs because 

many persons DHS serves are homeless. 

Affordable housing assistance in Minnesota depends upon a large network of local lenders, housing 

authorities, community action agencies, nonprofit and faith-based organizations, homeowner 

educators and counselors, and local governments throughout the state. The State relies on these 

entities to administer a number of affordable and supportive housing programs, to identify housing 

needs at the local level, and to encourage the development of affordable housing. 

Recognizing the need to increase both the accessibility and effectiveness of assistance programs for 

low- and very low-income people, Minnesota Housing has worked to increase the participation of 

local nonprofits and other nontraditional lenders in delivering its programs. These nontraditional 

participants provide a greater opportunity to coordinate the delivery of assistance and to better 

target funds to people with the greatest need. 

The State does not have any plans for developing new institutional structures but will continue to 

participate in the various structures currently in place, supporting the Minnesota Chapter of the 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)’s conferences and the 
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Working Together conference. Minnesota Housing coordinates its RFP selections with other 

funding partners, including DEED. DEED’s CDBG grantees coordinate CDBG funding with 

Minnesota Housing, Greater Minnesota Housing Fund, DHS, Rural Development, Department of 

Health, and Weatherization funding. DHS will continue to participate in the various structures 

currently in place. The State hosts the Minnesota Interagency Council on Homelessness (MICH), 

through which all state agencies involved in the provision of services to homeless persons meets 

monthly. Members of the MICH are assigned to all Continuum of Care committees and Family 

Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program advisory committees to provide technical assistance 

and attend meetings of these groups. The State also hosts the Interagency Stabilization Group as 

well as the Greater Minnesota Preservation Work Group and the Stewardship Council to ensure 

coordination of funding resources. 

The State participates in a number of standing meetings with representatives from local 

government, nonprofit, and private providers of housing and homelessness services. 

For economic development CDBG activities, the state does not have any plans to develop new 

institutional structures, but will continue to utilize collaborations already in place.  DEED partners 

with communities, counties, non-profit agencies, the Economic Development Association of 

Minnesota, Minnesota Bankers Association, and the Council of Development Finance Agencies to 

ensure that funds are accessible to businesses throughout the state.  Working with these partner 

organizations enables the State of Minnesota to better access underserved communities and address 

financing needs for local companies throughout the region.  Administration of Minnesota 

Investment Funds dollars is passed through to local government entities with oversight conducted 

by the state to ensure regulatory compliance. 

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social 

service agencies 

The delivery of affordable housing programs authorized by the federal government and Minnesota 

state legislature is centralized in Minnesota Housing. DEED is the primary administrator and 

provider of CDBG funds in non-entitlement areas of the state. Minnesota Housing and DHS share 

the delivery of supportive housing programs for persons experiencing homelessness. DHS is 

primarily responsible for the delivery of supportive services for persons with special needs because 

many persons DHS serves are homeless. Coordination between public and private housing and 

social services primarily occurs at the local or regional level and is supported by the Continuum of 

Care committees and other regional planning bodies funded, in part, by the State of Minnesota. 

Affordable housing assistance in Minnesota depends upon a large network of local lenders, housing 

authorities, community action agencies, nonprofit and faith-based organizations, homeowner 

educators and counselors, and local governments throughout the state. The State relies on these 

entities to administer a number of affordable and supportive housing programs, to identify housing 

needs at the local level, and to encourage the development of affordable housing. 

Recognizing the need to increase both the accessibility and effectiveness of assistance programs for 

low- and very low-income people, Minnesota Housing has worked to increase the participation of 

local nonprofits and other nontraditional lenders in delivering its programs. These nontraditional 

participants provide a greater opportunity to coordinate the delivery of assistance and to better 

target funds to people with the greatest need. 
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The State does not have any plans for developing new institutional structures but will continue to 

participate in the various structures currently in place, supporting the Minnesota Chapter of the 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)’s conferences and the 

Working Together conference. Minnesota Housing coordinates its RFP selections with other 

funding partners, including DEED. DEED’s CDBG grantees coordinate CDBG funding with 

Minnesota Housing, Greater Minnesota Housing Fund, DHS, Rural Development, Department of 

Health, and Weatherization funding. DHS will continue to participate in the various structures 

currently in place. The State hosts the Minnesota Interagency Council on Homelessness (MICH), 

through which all state agencies involved in the provision of services to homeless persons meets 

monthly. Members of the MICH are assigned to all Continuum of Care committees and Family 

Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program advisory committees to provide technical assistance 

and attend meetings of these groups. The State also hosts the Interagency Stabilization Group as 

well as the Greater Minnesota Preservation Work Group and the Stewardship Council to ensure 

coordination of funding resources. 

The State participates in a number of standing meetings with representatives from local 

government, nonprofit, and private providers of housing and homelessness services. 

The state does not have plans to provide financial assistance to troubled PHAs. Troubled and other 

PHAs are invited to participate in the "Working Together" conference to receive training on topics 

relevant to their operations, Because the state is not a public housing owner, it does not have plans 

to encourage residents to become more involved in management of public housing or have a 

specific outreach plan to public housing residents to encourage homeownership. Public housing 

residents are eligible to apply for homeownership assistance and receive the same outreach as 

other potential first-time homebuyers. 

Discussion:  
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AP-90 Program Specific Requirements – 91.320(k)(1,2,3) 

Introduction:  

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)  

Reference 24 CFR 91.320(k)(1)  

Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the 

Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in 

projects to be carried out.  

 

 

1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before the start of the 
next program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed 300,000 

2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be used during the year 
to address the priority needs and specific objectives identified in the grantee's strategic plan. 0 

3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements 0 

4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the planned use has 
not been included in a prior statement or plan 0 

5. The amount of income from float-funded activities 0 

Total Program Income: 300,000 

 

Other CDBG Requirements  
 

1. The amount of urgent need activities 0 

  

2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that benefit 
persons of low and moderate income. Overall Benefit - A consecutive period of one, 
two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum overall benefit of 70% 
of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and moderate income. Specify the 
years covered that include this Annual Action Plan. 70.00% 
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HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)  

Reference 24 CFR 91.320(k)(2)  

1. A description of other forms of investment being used beyond those identified in Section 

92.205 is as follows:  

None 

2. A description of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds when 

used for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:  

Not applicable because Minnesota will not use HOME for homebuyer assistance. 

3. A description of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of units 

acquired with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows:  

Not applicable because Minnesota will not use HOME for homebuyer assistance. 

 

4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing that is 

rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a description of the refinancing guidelines required 

that will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows:  

There are no plans for using HOME to refinance existing debt. 

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)  

Reference 91.320(k)(3)  

1. Include written standards for providing ESG assistance (may include as attachment)  

All sub-recipients of ESG funding have been required by DHS to establish written standards for 

the provision of emergency shelter, homelessness prevention and rapid rehousing assistance to 

homeless persons. The State will not be developing statewide written standards due to the 

complex needs and characteristics of the 87 counties in which ESG assistance is provided. 

DHS has developed a monitoring tool based on the requirements found in 576.400(e)(3) and is 

conducting reviews of each sub-recipient's Written Standards during the annual monitoring 

cycle to ensure that they adequately include the elements broadly outlined in 576.400(e)(3). 

During the monitoring visit, DHS staff will also ensure that the ESG sub-recipients Written 

Standards are in accordance with the local Continuum of Care's plans for Coordinated 

Assessment. 

DHS has provided guidance on required standards for prevention and rapid re-housing 

providers (evaluating eligibility, prioritizing assistance, determining type, amount and length of 

assistance) in the 2015 Application Package. 

2. If the Continuum of Care has established centralized or coordinated assessment system 

that meets HUD requirements, describe that centralized or coordinated assessment 
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system.  

DHS funds ESG projects in all ten Minnesota CoCs Each Continuum of Care region is in a 

different phase of planning and implementation of Coordinated Assessment, and it is therefore 

impossible to summarize the characteristics or status of each CoC. Two CoCs (West Central and 

Ramsey) have chosen to pilot a coordinated assessment system, and ESG sub-recipients in the 

area are actively participating in this system. 

In addition, with the recent release of CoC regulations, the MN Interagency Council on 

Homelessness (MICH) has convened a working group to advise and assist in the consistent and 

timely development of coordinated assessment systems throughout the State. ESG sub-recipients 

are participating in these planning session, and DHS has informed them that they are required 

to participate in any coordinated system developed for their CoC. 

The State continues to play an active role in ensuring these systems meet both the requirements 

and intent of the new HUD regulations, and will describe these assessment system(s) in future 

ESG Action Plans. The State will also ensure that ESG sub-recipients are involved in this 

coordinated assessment to the maximum extent practicable, and that such participation 

requirements do not unintentionally prevent or discourage the most vulnerable homeless 

populations from receiving the outreach and emergency shelter they urgently need. 

3. Identify the process for making sub-awards and describe how the ESG allocation 

available to private nonprofit organizations (including community and faith-based 

organizations).  

ESG funds are awarded as part of a funding allocation process that combined the grant with 

available money from four state-funded programs: the Emergency Services Program (ESP), the 

Homeless Youth Act (HYA), the Transitional Housing Program (THP) and Safe Harbor Shelter 

and Housing. 

The application process for ESG funding is open to programs from all areas of the state. Priority 

will be given to shelter applications from the balance of State areas (non-entitlement areas), and 

funds for homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing activities will only be awarded to 

balance of state areas who do not receive their own ESG allocation. 

The allocation of funding to specific programs is based on the overall quality of responses to the 

evaluation criteria and in accordance with regional and local priorities, as established by each 

Continuum of Care (CoC) committee. Eligible organizations include local government, 

nonprofit, community, and faith-based organizations such as shelters, transitional housing 

programs, and emergency service providers. 

Requests For Proposals (RFPs) are sent to all current Office of Economic Opportunity homeless 

programs grantees, all Continuum of Care Committees throughout the state, and all other 

interested parties who have contacted OEO during the course of the year and expressed interest 

in the homeless program funding. DHS also publishes the RFP in the State Register and posts 

the RFP on the DHS website. 

4. If the jurisdiction is unable to meet the homeless participation requirement in 24 CFR 

576.405(a), the jurisdiction must specify its plan for reaching out to and consulting with 
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homeless or formerly homeless individuals in considering policies and funding 

decisions regarding facilities and services funded under ESG.  

The recipient is a State and therefore not required to meet the homeless participation 

requirement in 24 CFR 576.405. However, all sub-recipients are expected to actively work to 

consult and involve homeless or formerly homeless individuals in their policy development and 

program operations and are monitored regularly on this topic. In addition, State staff recently 

conducted an extensive semi-structured interview process with over 100 persons residing in 

emergency shelter to increase opportunities for input and learning from persons experiencing 

homelessness. 

5. Describe performance standards for evaluating ESG.  

The existing performance standards for ESG were developed in recent years during meetings 

with CoC representatives from around the state, and reflect the basic purpose of ESG shelter, 

prevention and rapid re-housing funds to a) keep people safely sheltered, b) re-house persons 

who are  

homeless, and c) ensure persons are stably housed at program exit. ESG sub-recipient 

performance reports are sent to each CoC Coordinator, and include information on these goals 

and sub-recipient performance. This set of outcomes, as well as specific annual goals for these 

ESG-funded activities, are included in the Outcomes Measures and Performance Standards 

section of this Plan. 

For the current Action Plan Year, the following performance standards will be used for 

evaluating each FY2017 ESG-funded activity: 

Emergency Shelter: 

# of individuals in households receiving safe, adequate emergency shelter. 

Prevention (Re-Housing)/Rapid Re-Housing; 

# of individuals in households who are stably re-housed. 

# of individuals in households who remain stably housed at program exit. 

 

In addition to these performance standards, on-going evaluation of ESG sub-recipient performance 

occurs through DHS Grantee Assessment Tool (Risk Analysis) and its bi-annual monitoring process. 

This monitoring process places a heavy emphasis on program performance and effectiveness as 

well as ensuring sub-recipients have the technical assistance they need to be successful. 

ESG Monitoring is described in more detail in the following attachment uploaded below: ESG 

Monitoring. The State will continue to share the outcomes of its monitoring visits with Continuum 

of Care Coordinators when there are relevant performance issues identified, and seek mutual 

problem-solving and assistance from CoC committees when appropriate. 

Discussion:  
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Appendix - Alternate/Local Data Sources  

 
1 Data Source Name 

2015 CoC Point-in-Time Count 

List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set. 

 Minnesota Continuums of Care 

Provide a brief summary of the data set. 

 2015 Point-in-time count data 

What was the purpose for developing this data set? 

 A snapshot of homelessness in the State 

How comprehensive is the coverage of this administrative data? Is data collection concentrated in 
one geographic area or among a certain population? 

 Statewide 

What time period (provide the year, and optionally month, or month and day) is covered by this 
data set? 

 A one day count. 

What is the status of the data set (complete, in progress, or planned)? 

 Complete 

2 Data Source Name 

2015 CoC Housing Inventory Data 

List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set. 

 Minnesota Continuums of Care 

Provide a brief summary of the data set. 

 An inventory of homeless facilities in the State 

What was the purpose for developing this data set? 

 To inventory available facilities  

How comprehensive is the coverage of this administrative data? Is data collection concentrated in 
one geographic area or among a certain population? 

 Statewide 

What time period (provide the year, and optionally month, or month and day) is covered by this 
data set? 

 2015 

What is the status of the data set (complete, in progress, or planned)? 

 Complete 
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3 Data Source Name 

2015 HOPWA CAPER 

List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set. 

 State of Minnesota 

Provide a brief summary of the data set. 

 Elevation of 2015 HOPWA program 

What was the purpose for developing this data set? 

  

How comprehensive is the coverage of this administrative data? Is data collection concentrated in 
one geographic area or among a certain population? 

  

What time period (provide the year, and optionally month, or month and day) is covered by this 
data set? 

 2015 

What is the status of the data set (complete, in progress, or planned)? 

 Complete 
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State of Minnesota Citizen Participation Plan 
Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development 

2017-2021 

 

Introduction 

 

Under guidelines established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 

the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development, Minnesota Housing 

Finance Agency and Minnesota Department of Human Services, hereinafter referred to as the 

“State”, must prepare a Consolidated Plan that addresses the housing, community development, 

and economic development activities that the State will undertake to assist its citizens through 

HUD’s formula grant programs.   

 

DEED is the lead agency responsible for the Consolidated Planning process and the administration 

of the:  Community Development Block Grant funds (CDBG).  Minnesota Housing is the lead 

agency responsible for the Home Investment Partnerships (HOME), Housing Opportunities for 

Persons with AIDS (HOPWA), and the National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF).  DHS is the lead 

agency responsible for the Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG).  

 

The Consolidated Planning process is intended to more comprehensively fulfill three basic goals: to 

provide decent housing, to provide a suitable living environment and to expand economic 

opportunities. 

 

Provision of decent housing may involve assisting homeless persons in obtaining appropriate 

housing, retaining the affordable housing stock, increasing the availability of permanent affordable 

housing for low-income households without discrimination or increasing supportive housing to 

assist persons with special needs. Providing a suitable living environment might entail improving 

the safety and livability of neighborhoods, including the provision of adequate public facilities; 

deconcentrating housing opportunities and revitalizing neighborhoods; restoring and preserving 

natural and physical features with historic, architectural, and aesthetic value; and conserving energy 

resources. Expanding economic opportunities can involve creation of accessible jobs, providing 

access resources for community development, and assisting low-income persons in achieving self-

sufficiency.  

 

The Consolidated Plan is a three-part planning process required by HUD. It comprises developing a 

five-year strategic plan, preparing annual action plans and submitting annual performance reports. 

These three parts are intended to furnish the framework whereby Minnesota can identify its 

housing, homeless, community, and economic development needs, identify resources that will be 

tapped and actions to be taken that will address the needs, as well as look back and evaluate the 

State's progress toward achieving its strategic goals. Completing these documents on time and in a 

manner that is acceptable to HUD ensures program funding. 
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The precursor to the Consolidated Plan is the Citizen Participation Plan (CPP). The objectives of the 

CPP are to ensure that the citizens of Minnesota, particularly persons of low and moderate income, 

persons living in slum and blight areas, units of local government, housing agencies and other 

interested parties, are provided with the opportunity to participate in the planning and preparation 

of the Consolidated Plan, including amendments to the Consolidated Plan and the Annual 

Performance Report. In doing so, the CPP sets forth general policies and procedures for 

implementing and carrying out the Consolidated Planning Process, such as how the Consolidated 

Plan will be developed, dates and milestones along which the process will proceed, and methods 

for citizens to offer the State assistance and guidance in the formulation of the Plan.   Furthermore, 

the provisions of the CPP fulfill statutory and regulatory requirements for citizen participation 

specified in the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development's rules for the Consolidated 

Plan, the HOME, CDBG, ESG, NHTF and HOPWA programs and the Analysis of Impediments to 

Fair Housing4.  In Minnesota, the participation process will be developed and monitored by a 

Consolidated Plan Coordinating Committee consisting of representatives from the Department of 

Employment and Economic Development (DEED), the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency 

(Minnesota Housing), and the Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS).   

 

Purpose of  the Citizen Participation Plan 

 

In order to ensure maximum participation in the Consolidated Plan process among all populations 

and needs groups, and in order to ensure that their issues and concerns are adequately addressed, 

the State of Minnesota will follow the standards set forth in this Citizen Participation Plan during 

development of its Consolidated Plan. 

 

The Citizen Participation Plan also provides citizens an opportunity to evaluate and comment on 

the State’s performance, as reported in the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation 

Report (CAPER). 

Relevant Areas 

 

The term “entitlement areas” refers to cities and counties that qualify to receive one or more 

formula grants.  These areas must complete a Consolidated Plan separately from the State’s to 

receive funding.  For purposes of this Citizen Participation Plan, “non-entitlement” refers to cities 

and towns that do not file Consolidated Plans individually or as part of a consortium and are not 

eligible to receive formula funding from HUD directly.   

 

Entitlement areas for the CDBG program include:  the cities of Bloomington, Coon Rapids, Duluth, 

Eden Prairie, Mankato, Minneapolis, Minnetonka, Fargo/Moorhead, North Mankato, Plymouth, 

                                                 

4 See 24 CFR § 91.115 
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Rochester, St. Cloud, St. Paul, Woodbury, and the counties of Hennepin, Anoka, Dakota, Ramsey, 

Washington, and St. Louis.   

 

Entitlement areas for the HOME program include:  the cities of Duluth, Minneapolis, and St. Paul, 

and the counties of Hennepin, Dakota, and St. Louis.   

 

Entitlement areas for the ESG program include:  the cities of Duluth, Minneapolis, St. Paul, and the 

counties of Hennepin, Dakota, Ramsey, and St. Louis.   

 

 

Individuals wishing to contribute to the Consolidated Planning process in these areas should 

contact housing and community development specialists in these cities/counties. 

 

Encouraging Cit izen Involvement  

 

Public Notice and Outreach 

 

An informed citizenry is critical to effective and responsive housing and community development 

programs. Efforts to educate residents and empower participation are an ongoing element of the 

Consolidated Planning process. 

 

As the fundamental means of notifying interested citizens about the Consolidated Plan and related 

activities, such as the Annual Action Plan or the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation 

Report, the State will utilize multiple display advertisement notices, which include but are not 

limited to one or more newspapers of general circulation, press releases, social media, mass 

emailings, and/or website postings. Written notices will be published at least 14 calendar days prior 

to public hearings. All notices will be written in plain, simple language and direct efforts will be 

undertaken to publish and/or post information at locations that will elicit maximum low- and 

moderate-income and minority participation.   

 

Public education and outreach will be facilitated through the use of public advertisements that 

describe the Consolidated Planning process, opportunities for citizen participation and available 

funding through the CDBG, ESG, HOME and HOPWA programs. The State's Consolidated Plan 

contact list will likely include social service organizations, local jurisdictions, low-income housing 

consumers, neighborhood groups, previous participants and commentators, and others expected to 

desire input on the Plan.   

 

The Consolidated Plan will offer many other opportunities for citizen participation.  The State will 

particularly encourage participation of persons with special needs and/or persons who are often 
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underrepresented in public process (low-income, persons of color, non-English speaking persons, 

persons with disabilities, persons who are homeless).  The State will also encourage the 

participation of statewide and regional institutions and organizations that are involved or affected 

by the formula grants in the process of developing and implementing the Consolidated Plan. 

Participation will be solicited and encouraged through the activities discussed below.   

Communications sent and posted by the state will encourage input from these parties so they can 

provide input about priorities and strategies they wish to see as a result of the plan. 

 

Public Hearings and Input Meetings  

 

At least two public input meetings will be held before the publication of the final Consolidated 

Plan.  The primary purpose of the first public hearing is to gather citizen input on housing and 

community development needs and the proposed Consolidated Plan before it is published for 

comment.  The second public hearing will be held during the Consolidated Plan 30-day public 

comment period and will be for review and comment on the Consolidated Plan draft.  The public 

hearings will be announced at least two weeks prior to being held. Announcements may be made 

through the DEED and Minnesota Housing websites and at least one additional method which may 

include newspaper, social media, mass emails, or written postings.   

 

The public hearings will take place in locations identified in the announcement of the public 

hearings that are accessible to persons with disabilities.  The dates, times and locations for public 

hearings will be convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries.  Non-English speaking persons 

and those with disabilities will be encouraged to attend. Where a significant number of non-English 

speaking residents are expected to participate, the State will provide translators when notified of 

this need prior to the public meetings.  Contact information will be provided in all public 

announcements. 

 

Regional and Interest Area Forums and Focus Groups 

 

In addition to the public hearings, DEED, Minnesota Housing, and DHS may solicit input on 

housing and community development issues and needs of the homeless population at regional or 

interest area forums, focus groups, or web-based meetings. 

 

If these types of meetings are conducted, agencies, advocates, statewide and regional institution 

and organizations and community residents will be informed of the meetings through state agency 

websites, personal contact, mass emails, media releases, and other methods that the state believes 

may be productive.  All sites selected for the forums or focus groups will be accessible to the 

physically disabled.  The State will work with advocacy groups to determine the need for special 

accommodations (beyond physical accessibility) of special needs groups and non-English speaking 

attendees. 
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The forums will be conducted with the intention of providing Minnesota residents the opportunity 

to voice their opinions and provide insight into the issues prevalent in their communities.  The 

forums will also provide an opportunity for citizens and interested parties to obtain information 

about state housing and community development programs, the administering agencies, and 

funding requirements.   

 

Publication of Consolidated Plan Documents  

 

The State will publish its draft Consolidated Plan documents for public review in a manner that 

affords citizens, public agencies and other interested parties a reasonable opportunity to examine 

its contents and submit comments.  

 

The draft Consolidated Plan documents will be available for viewing on Minnesota Housing’s 

website http://www.mnhousing.gov and DEED’s website http://www.mn.gov/deed, DHS’ website 

http://www.mn.gov/dhs, or a centralized website or webpage dedicated to the State of Minnesota’s 

Five Year Consolidated Plan. A reasonable number of hard copies of the proposed Consolidated 

Plan will also be available from DEED and Minnesota Housing during the public comment period. 

 

Citizens or groups that have attended any of the forums or public hearings will be notified by mail 

or e-mail of the Consolidated Plan’s availability for comment. 

 

The draft Consolidated Plan will describe the amount of assistance the State expects to receive and 

the range of activities that may be undertaken, including the estimated amount that will benefit 

persons of low- and moderate-income and the plans to minimize displacement of persons and to 

assist any persons displaced. 

 

The State will openly consider any comments of individuals or groups received verbally or in 

writing, including e-mail, during the Consolidated Planning process or at public hearings.  A 

summary of the written and public hearing comments will be included in the final Consolidated 

Plan, along with the state’s response to the comments. 

 

Public Comment on the Consolidated Plan Documents 

 

Prior to the adoption of the Consolidated Plan, the state will make available to interested parties the 

draft Consolidated Plan and Executive Summary for a comment period of no less than 30 days.  

Notification of the availability of the proposed Consolidated Plan will be provided in at least one 

media source which may include websites, newspaper, social media, or postings.   

 

Before the State submits a Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) to 

HUD, the State will make available to interested parties the proposed CAPER for a comment period 
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of no less than 15 days.  Citizens will be notified of the CAPER’s availability through newspaper 

notification, website postings, and/or social media.   

 

The CAPER will be available on Minnesota Housing’s and DEED’s websites for the full public 

comment period.  Hard copies of the CAPER will be available upon request from DEED and 

Minnesota Housing during the public comment period.  The State will consider any comments of 

individuals or groups received verbally at public hearings or in writing, including e-mails.  A 

summary of the written and public hearing comments and the State’s responses will be included in 

the final CAPER. 

 

Public Access to Records 

 

The State will provide all interested parties with access to information and records related to the 

State’s Consolidated Plan and the State’s use of assistance under all programs covered by the 

Consolidated Plan during the preceding five years.  The public will be provided with reasonable 

access to housing assistance records, subject to laws regarding privacy and obligations of 

confidentiality. 

Consultation with Organizations and State Agencies  
 

When preparing the Consolidated Plan, the State will actively consult with public and private 

agencies that provide housing, health and social services in order to ensure that the interests and 

needs of all groups are being adequately addressed.  This consultation may occur through regional 

and interest area forums, interviews conducted with such organizations (especially those that 

provide services to special needs populations), surveys, and incorporation of data and reports 

produced by such organizations into the Consolidated Plan. 

 

Amendments to the Consolidated Plan  
 

Pursuant to HUD regulations, an amendment to the Consolidated Plan is required whenever the 

jurisdiction determines to: 

 

 Substantially change the allocation priorities or its method of distributing HUD formula 

grant funds; 

 Utilize formula grant funds (including program income) to carry out an activity not 

previously described in the action plan; or 

 Change the purpose, scope, location or beneficiaries of an activity. 
 

Such changes, prior to their implementation, are reviewed under various federal or State 

requirements. Substantial amendments to the Consolidated Plan are, in addition, subject to a formal 

citizen participation process. Notice and the opportunity to comment will be given to citizens 

through public notices in local newspapers or other appropriate means, such as public meetings, 
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social media, or website postings. A public comment period of not less than 30 days will be 

provided prior to implementing any substantial amendment to the Consolidated Plan. State staff 

will prepare a summary of all comments received in writing and, in cases where any citizens' views 

are not accepted, provide reasons for the decision. This documentation will be attached to the 

substantial amendment, which will be available to the public and submitted to HUD. 

 

Substantial Amendments  

 

Occasionally, public comments or events warrant an amendment to the Consolidated Plan.  The 

criteria for whether to amend are referred to by HUD as Substantial Amendment Criteria.  The 

following is the State’s Substantial Amendment Criterion. 

  

A change in the described method of distributing funds to local governments or nonprofit 

organization subrecipients to carry out activities.  Elements of a “method of distribution” are:   

 

A. Application process for subrecipients;   

B. Criteria for selecting subrecipients. 
 

 

Citizen Participation in the Event of a Substantial Amendment 

 

In the event of a substantial amendment to the Consolidated Plan, the State will comply with the 

following citizen participation process: 

 

1. The State will notify citizens of the availability of the draft substantial amendments, a 

minimum 30-day comment period, and, if in the State’s judgment a public hearing is 

desirable, the time and location of the public hearing through website, social media, or 

newspaper. 

2. Depending on which of the formula grant programs is affected, the substantially amended 

sections of the Consolidated Plan will be made available on either Minnesota Housing’s 

website http://www.mnhousing.gov, DEED’s website, http://www.mn.gov/deed or DHS’ 

website, http://www.mn.gov/dhs and hard copies will also be available from the affected 

state department for the full duration of the public comment period. 

 

Consideration of Public Comments on the Substantially Amended Plan.   

 

In the event of substantial amendments to the Consolidated Plan, the State will openly consider any 

comments on the substantially amended Consolidated Plan from individuals or groups.  Comments 

must be received in writing, including e-mail, or at public hearings if hearings are conducted.  A 

summary of the comments received on the substantial amendments will be included in the final 
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substantially amended Consolidated Plan.  Also included in the final substantially amended 

Consolidated Plan will be a summary of all comments not accepted and their reasons for dismissal. 

 

Changes in Federal Funding Level 

 

Any changes in federal funding level after the Consolidated Plan’s draft comment period has 

expired and the resulting effect on the distribution of funds will not be considered an amendment 

or a substantial amendment.         

 

Standard Amendments 

 

“Standard amendments” are those that are not considered substantial in nature and pertain chiefly 

to minor administrative modifications of the programs.  Thus they do not require in-depth citizen 

participation. 
 

Complaints and Grievances 

 

Citizens, administering agencies and other interested parties may submit complaints regarding 

violations of this Citizen Participation Plan or federal regulations regarding the preparation of the 

consolidated plan, amendments to the consolidated plan, or performance reports. 

 
Citizens may also present complaints and grievances orally or in writing at the community meetings 

and/or public hearing. All public comments, including complaints and grievances, made either 

orally or in writing within the 30-day public comment period, will be included in the final 

Consolidated Plan, subject to such limitations of the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act that 

may apply.  Such complaints or grievances shall be directed to the Consolidated Plan 

representative, Ms. Hillary Friend of DEED at 332 Minnesota St, Ste. E200, St. Paul, MN 55101, or 

her successor. 

 

Timely Response to Complaints or Grievances  

Within 15 calendar days of receiving the complaint, the program manager shall discuss the matter 

with the department manager, respond to the complainant in writing, and maintain a copy of all 

related correspondence, which will be subject to State review. A copy of the State's response from 

the Consolidated Plan representative will be transmitted, concurrently, to the complainant and to 

the DEED Director.  If, due to unusual circumstances, the Consolidated Plan representative finds 

that it is unable to meet the prescribed time limit, the limit may be extended by written notice to 

the complainant.  The Consolidated Plan representative’s notice must include the reason for the 

extension and the date on which a response is expected to be generated, which may be based on 

the nature and complexity of the complaint. 

 

Public review materials and performance reports will include data, as appropriate under 

confidentiality regulations, on any written complaints received and how each was resolved. 
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Citizen Participation Requirements for Local Governments Receiving 

CDBG (Small Cities Development Program) Funds from the State 

 

Units of general local government must provide for and encourage citizen participation as 

prescribed at 24 CFR 570.486.  All Small Cities Program applicants for CDBG funds are required to 

provide citizen notification and involvement in planning and implementation of the proposed 

projects through one or more public hearings and other informational efforts.  Public hearings must 

be held at times and in places that are convenient to all community residents, particularly those 

who will be affected by implementation of the project(s).  The needs of persons with disabilities 

and non-English speaking persons should be considered for the dissemination of information and 

the location of public hearings and meetings must be accessible to persons with disabilities.  In 

addition, applicants are required to conduct a community development survey to allow for citizen 

input on the housing and community needs of the jurisdiction. 

 

Availabili ty of the Cit izen Participation Plan  

 

Copies of the CPP may be obtained at the Minnesota Housing website 

(http://www.mnhousing.gov), the DEED website at http://www.mn.gov/deed., or DHS’ website, 

http://www.mn.gov/dhs Upon request, the State will make the Plan available in an alternative 

format accessible to persons with disabilities. 

 

Outreach Contacts 

 

Copies of the Consolidated Plan will be sent electronically to the following: 

 

Libraries 

 

ALBERT LEA PUBLIC LIBRARY phavener@selco.info 

ANOKA COUNTY LIBRARY Maggie.Snow@co.anoka.mn.us 

ARROWHEAD LIBRARY SYSTEM Jim.Weikum@alslib.info 

AURORA PUBLIC LIBRARY Paula.Chapman@alslib.info 

AUSTIN PUBLIC LIBRARY ahokanson@selco.info 

BABBITT PUBLIC LIBRARY Lisa.Pennala@alslib.info 

BAUDETTE  PUBLIC LIBRARY Kelli.Pelland@alslib.info 

BAYPORT PUBLIC LIBRARY jsmith@ci.bayport.mn.us 

BLUE EARTH COMMUNITY LIBRARY egaydo@tds.lib.mn.us 

http://www.mnhousing/
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BLUE EARTH COUNTY LIBRARY tim.hayes@blueearthcountymn.gov 

BOVEY PUBLIC LIBRARY Tara.Deguiseppi@alslib.info 

BROWNS VALLEY PUBLIC LIBRARY bpiechowski@brownsvalley.lib.mn.us 

BROWNSDALE PUBLIC LIBRARY dsmith@selco.info 

BUHL PUBLIC LIBRARY Dan.Wilde@alslib.info 

CALEDONIA PUBLIC LIBRARY adress@selco.info 

CALUMET PUBLIC LIBRARY Melanie.Lefebvre@alslib.info 

CANNON FALLS LIBRARY jpadgett@selco.info 

CARLTON AREA PUBLIC LIBRARY Jodie.Johnson@alslib.info 

CARVER COUNTY LIBRARY SYSTEM hhoks@co.carver.mn.us 

CHATFIELD PUBLIC LIBRARY monica@selco.info 

CHISHOLM PUBLIC LIBRARY Katie.Christenson@alslib.info 

CLARKFIELD PUBLIC LIBRARY clibrary@mnns.com 

CLOQUET PUBLIC LIBRARY Mary.Lukkarila@alslib.info 

COLERAINE PUBLIC LIBRARY Joanne.Mikulich@alslib.info 

COLUMBIA HEIGHTS PUBLIC LIBRARY renee.dougherty@ci.columbia-heights.mn.us 

COMFREY AREA LIBRARY libtbc1@tds.lib.mn.us 

COOK PUBLIC LIBRARY Crystal.Phillips@alslib.info 

CROSBY: JESSIE F. HALLETT MEMORIAL LIBRARY peggi@hallettlibrary.org 

DAKOTA COUNTY LIBRARY Margaret.Stone@co.dakota.mn.us 

DODGE CENTER PUBLIC LIBRARY iherfindahl@selco.info 

DOUGLAS COUNTY LIBRARY jodland@douglascounty.lib.mn.us 

DULUTH PUBLIC LIBRARY cpowers@duluthmn.gov 

EAST CENTRAL REGIONAL LIBRARY bmisselt@ecrlib.org 

EAST GRAND FORKS CAMPBELL LIBRARY chelgeson@egflibrary.org 

EDGERTON PUBLIC LIBRARY edejager@plumcreeklibrary.net 

ELBOW LAKE: THORSON MEM LIBRARY ghedstrom@elbowlake.lib.mn.us 

ELMORE PUBLIC LIBRARY libtfe@tds.lib.mn.us 

ELY PUBLIC LIBRARY Rachel.Heinrich@alslib.info 

EVELETH PUBLIC LIBRARY MaryBeth.Kafut@alslib.info 

FARIBAULT: BUCKHAM MEMORIAL LIBRARY djames@ci.faribault.mn.us 

FERGUS FALLS PUBLIC LIBRARY esmith@fergusfalls.lib.mn.us 
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FULDA MEMORIAL LIBRARY bcuperus@plumcreeklibrary.net 

GILBERT PUBLIC LIBRARY Nicole.Miller@alslib.info 

GLENWOOD PUBLIC LIBRARY lrandall@glenwood.lib.mn.us 

GRAND MARAIS PUBLIC LIBRARY Steve.Harsin@alslib.info 

GRAND MEADOW PUBLIC LIBRARY abaugh@selco.info 

GRAND RAPIDS AREA LIBRARY manderson@ci.grand-rapids.mn.us 

GREAT RIVER REGIONAL LIBRARY karenp@grrl.lib.mn.us 

HANCOCK COMMUNITY LIBRARY pjoos@hancock.lib.mn.us 

HANSKA PUBLIC LIBRARY dnelson@tds.lib.mn.us 

HARMONY PUBLIC LIBRARY ssilvers@selco.info 

HENDRICKS: SIVERSON PUBLIC LIBRARY librarianhendricks@yahoo.com  

HENNEPIN COUNTY LIBRARY lthompson@hclib.org 

HIBBING PUBLIC LIBRARY Coral.Ellshoff@alslib.info 

HOKAH PUBLIC LIBRARY barbb@selco.info 

HOUSTON PUBLIC LIBRARY hpublib@gmail.com 

HOYT LAKES PUBLIC LIBRARY Coral.Ellshoff@alslib.info 

INTERNATIONAL FALLS PUBLIC LIBRARY Diane.Adams@alslib.info 

IVANHOE PUBLIC LIBRARY svizecky@plumcreeklibrary.net 

JACKSON COUNTY LIBRARY terickson@plumcreeklibrary.net 

KASSON PUBLIC LIBRARY atiff@selco.info 

KEEWATIN PUBLIC LIBRARY Paula.Fowler@alslib.info 

KENYON PUBLIC LIBRARY motte@selco.info 

KINNEY PUBLIC LIBRARY k.bragge@mchsi.com 

KITCHIGAMI REGIONAL LIBRARY ridgem@krls.org 

LA CRESCENT PUBLIC LIBRARY lbeach@selco.info 

LAKE AGASSIZ REGIONAL LIBRARY lynchl@larl.org 

LAKE BENTON PUBLIC LIBRARY sfinzen@plumcreeklibrary.net 

LAKE CITY PUBLIC LIBRARY pbross@selco.info 

LAKE ELMO PUBLIC LIBRARY ndeprey@lakeelmo.org 

LAMBERTON PUBLIC LIBRARY cvanmeveren@plumcreeklibrary.net 

LANESBORO PUBLIC LIBRARY tjohnson@selco.info 

LE ROY PUBLIC LIBRARY rbarnes@selco.info 
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LONSDALE PUBLIC LIBRARY mmoran@selco.info 

MABEL PUBLIC LIBRARY donnaj@selco.info 

MARBLE PUBLIC LIBRARY Tanja.Smith@alslib.info 

MARSHALL-LYON COUNTY LIBRARY michele.leininger@marshalllyonlibrary.org 

MARTIN COUNTY LIBRARY jjepse@tds.lib.mn.us 

METROPOLITAN LIBRARY SERVICE AGENCY (MELSA) ken@melsa.org 

MINNEOTA PUBLIC LIBRARY mbuysse@plumcreeklibrary.net 

MOOSE LAKE PUBLIC LIBRARY Steven.Devine-Jelinski@alslib.info 

MORGAN PUBLIC LIBRARY morganlibrary@redred.com 

MORRIS PUBLIC LIBRARY myauk@morris.lib.mn.us 

MOUNTAIN IRON PUBLIC LIBRARY Sally.Yuccas@alslib.info 

MOUNTAIN LAKE PUBLIC LIBRARY clehman@plumcreeklibrary.net 

NEW ULM PUBLIC LIBRARY kwiley@tds.lib.mn.us 

NEW YORK MILLS PUBLIC LIBRARY jadams@newyorkmills.lib.mn.us 

NOBLES COUNTY LIBRARY cwolthuizen@plumcreeklibrary.net 

NORTH MANKATO TAYLOR LIBRARY llowry@nmlibrary.org 

NORTHFIELD PUBLIC LIBRARY teresa.jensen@ci.northfield.mn.us 

NORTHWEST REGIONAL LIBRARY hansonk@nwrlib.org 

OWATONNA-STEELE COUNTY LIBRARY marykay@owatonna.info 

PELICAN RAPIDS PUBLIC LIBRARY: A MULTICULTURAL 
LEARNING CENTER 

awrigg@pelicanrapids.lib.mn.us 

PERHAM AREA PUBLIC LIBRARY sheusser-ladwig@perham.lib.mn.us 

PINE ISLAND: VAN HORN PUBLIC LIBRARY mkhansen@selco.info 

PIONEERLAND LIBRARY SYSTEM laurie.ortega@pioneerland.lib.mn.us 

PIPESTONE: MEINDERS COMMUNITY LIBRARY jody.wacker@pas.k12.mn.us 

PLAINVIEW PUBLIC LIBRARY ahenderson@selco.info 

PLUM CREEK LIBRARY SYSTEM jtrojanowski@plumcreeklibrary.net 

PRESTON PUBLIC LIBRARY bethand@selco.info 

RAMSEY COUNTY LIBRARY snemitz@ramsey.lib.mn.us 

RED WING PUBLIC LIBRARY jessica.mcgee@ci.red-wing.mn.us 

REDWOOD FALLS PUBLIC LIBRARY tsmith@ci.redwood-falls.mn.us 

ROCHESTER PUBLIC LIBRARY audrey@rochester.lib.mn.us 
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ROCK COUNTY COMMUNITY LIBRARY sgutnik@plumcreeklibrary.net 

RUSHFORD PUBLIC LIBRARY shart@selco.info 

SAINT PAUL PUBLIC LIBRARY jane.eastwood@ci.stpaul.mn.us 

SCOTT COUNTY LIBRARY jgrussing@co.scott.mn.us 

SIBLEY COUNTY LIBRARY libtsh@tds.lib.mn.us 

SILVER BAY PUBLIC LIBRARY Julie.Billings@alslib.info 

SLAYTON PUBLIC LIBRARY slarson@plumcreeklibrary.net 

SLEEPY EYE: DYCKMAN FREE LIBRARY akelton@tds.lib.mn.us 

SOUTH SAINT PAUL PUBLIC LIBRARY kathy.halgren@southstpaul.org 

SOUTHEASTERN LIBRARIES COOPERATING ahutton@selco.info 

SPRING GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY dljohnson@selco.info 

SPRING VALLEY PUBLIC LIBRARY jsimon@selco.info 

SPRINGFIELD PUBLIC LIBRARY lroige@tds.lib.mn.us 

ST. CHARLES PUBLIC LIBRARY sherryg@selco.info 

ST. PETER PUBLIC LIBRARY dougw@saintpetermn.gov 

STEWARTVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY patj@selco.info 

STILLWATER PUBLIC LIBRARY lynnesb@ci.stillwater.mn.us 

TAYLORS FALLS PUBLIC LIBRARY dianed46@frontier.com 

TRACY PUBLIC LIBRARY vquist@plumcreeklibrary.net 

TRAVERSE DES SIOUX LIBRARY COOPERATIVE rboese@tds.lib.mn.us  

TWO HARBORS PUBLIC LIBRARY Katie.Sundstrom@alslib.info 

TYLER PUBLIC LIBRARY cskjong@plumcreeklibrary.net 

VIKING LIBRARY SYSTEM pwerner@viking.lib.mn.us 

VIRGINIA PUBLIC LIBRARY Nancy.Maxwell@alslib.info 

WABASHA PUBLIC LIBRARY bhall@selco.info 

WABASSO PUBLIC LIBRARY mdaub@plumcreeklibrary.net 

WASECA-LE SUEUR REGIONAL LIBRARY lienemann@tds.lib.mn.us 

WASHINGTON COUNTY LIBRARY keith.ryskoski@co.washington.mn.us 

WATONWAN COUNTY LIBRARY cbjoin@tds.lib.mn.us 

WELLS PUBLIC LIBRARY libtfl@tds.lib.mn.us 

WEST CONCORD PUBLIC LIBRARY sdahms@selco.info 

WESTBROOK PUBLIC LIBRARY kourada@centurytel.net 
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WHEATON COMMUNITY LIBRARY tanderson@wheaton.lib.mn.us 

WINDOM PUBLIC LIBRARY daamot@plumcreeklibrary.net 

WINNEBAGO:  MUIR LIBRARY hkittl@tds.lib.mn.us 

WINONA PUBLIC LIBRARY cubl@ci.winona.mn.us 

ZUMBROTA PUBLIC LIBRARY jhill@selco.info 

  

Regional Development Commissions 

 

Arrowhead RDC, 221 West 1st, Duluth, info@ardc.org 

East Central RDC, 100 South Park Street, Mora, ecrdc@ecrdc.org 

Headwaters RDC, P.O. Box 906, Bemidji, hrdc@hrdc.org 

Metro Council, 390 North Robert Street St. Paul, public.info@metc.state.mn.us 

Mid-Minnesota Development Commission, 333 West Sixth Street, Suite 2, Willmar, mmrdc@mmrdc.org 

Northwest RDC, 115 S. Main Ave., Ste. 1, Warren, bsafranski@nwrdc.org  

Region Five Development Commission , 611 Iowa Avenue, Staples, despe@regionfive.org 

Region Nine Development Commission, P.O. Box 3367, Mankato, nicole@rndc.org 

South West RDC, 2401 Broadway Ave., Ste. 1, Slayton, srdc@swrdc.org 

Upper Minnesota Valley RDC, 323 West Schlieman, Appleton, info@umvrdc.org 

 

 

Minnesota Initiative Offices 

 

Initiative Fund, 405 First Street SE, Little Falls, info@ifound.org 

Northland Foundation, 202 West Superior, Ste. 610, Duluth, info@northlandfdn.org 

Northwest MN Initiative Fund, 722 Paul Bunyan Dr. NW, Bemidji, info@nwmf.org 

Southern Minnesota Initiative Foundation, 525 Florence Avenue , Box 695, Owatonna, 

inquiry@smifoundation.org 

Southwest MN Foundation, 15 3rd Avenue NW, Hutchinson, info@swifoundation.org 

West Central MN Initiative Fund, 1000 Western Avenue, Fergus Falls, info@wcif.org 

 

Councils, Associations, and Other Locations 

 

Council on Asian Pacific Minnesotans, 658 Cedar Street, 1st Floor., St. Paul, capm@state.mn.us 

Centro Cultural Chicano, 1915 Chicago Ave. S., Minneapolis, infocenter@centromn.org 

CLUES, 220 S. Robert St., Ste. 103, St. Paul, info@clues.org 

Council for Minnesotans of African Heritage, 332 Minnesota Street, Suite E1240, St. Paul, 

COBM@state.mn.us 

mailto:ecrdc@ecrdc.org
mailto:hrdc@hrdc.org
mailto:public.info@metc.state.mn.us
mailto:mmrdc@mmrdc.org
mailto:bsafranski@nwrdc.org
mailto:despe@regionfive.org
mailto:srdc@swrdc.org
mailto:info@ifound.org
mailto:info@northlandfdn.org
mailto:mailto:info@nwmf.org
mailto:inquiry@smifoundation.org
mailto:info@swifoundation.org
mailto:info@wcif.org
mailto:infocenter@centromn.org
mailto:info@clues.org
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Minnesota Coalition for the Homeless, 2233 University Ave W Ste 434, Saint Paul, 

info@mnhomelesscoalition.org 

Minnesota Council on Latino Affairs, One West Water Street, Suite 240 Saint Paul, mcla.desk@state.mn.us 

Upper Midwest American Indian Center, 1035 W Broadway Ave, Minneapolis, sn.user@umaicmn.org 

Arrowhead Economic Opportunity Agency, 702 3rd Avenue S., Virginia, scott.zahorik@aeoe.org 

MICAH, 463 Maria Ave., St. Paul, info@micah.org  

 

Continuum of Care Offices 

 

Hennepin CoC: Mercy Das-Sulc, mercy.das-sulc@hennepin.us 

Ramsey CoC: Laura DeRosier, laura.derosier@co.ramsey.mn.us 

Northwest CoC: Carla Solem, carlas@cableone.net 

Northeast CoC: Patty Beech, pbeech@cpinternet.com 

St. Louis CoC: Charles Obije, obijec@stlouiscountymn.gov 

West Central CoC: Carla Solem, carlas@cableone.net 

Central CoC: AG Huot, ag@cmhp.net 

Suburban Metro Area CoC (SMAC): Abby Guilford, abby@mesh-mn.org 

Southwest CoC: Justin Vorbach, justinv@swmhp.org 

Southeast CoC: Jennifer Prins, jprins@threeriverscap.org 

 

  

http://www.bing.com/local?lid=YN447x190054304&id=YN447x190054304&q=Minnesota+Coalition+for+the+Homeless&name=Minnesota+Coalition+for+the+Homeless&cp=44.9624633789063%7e-93.1921234130859&ppois=44.9624633789063_-93.1921234130859_Minnesota+Coalition+for+the+Homeless&FORM=SNAPST
mailto:mcla.desk@state.mn.us
mailto:mercy.das-sulc@hennepin.us
mailto:laura.derosier@co.ramsey.mn.us
mailto:carlas@cableone.net
mailto:pbeech@cpinternet.com
mailto:obijec@stlouiscountymn.gov
mailto:carlas@cableone.net
mailto:ag@cmhp.net
mailto:abby@mesh-mn.org
mailto:justinv@swmhp.org
mailto:jprins@threeriverscap.org
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Infrastructure Focus Group 

Comment 1: Can I ask you a question? Is that based on household size and income?  Is that 

what is considered when there is a line and you are either above or below poverty. What is 

poverty? 

Presenter: Poverty is defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. It is by family size and it is 

income by a consumer basket of goods and the basket changes over time, but the level of 

poverty relative to history stays the same. So then you can track that. Many of the jurisdictions 

that I have worked with do not have poverty rates that look like this. They are 30 percent, 28 

percent, 40 percent. This is really very god. 

Comment 2: That would be places like? 

Presenter: Mississippi. If we take California, that is not a good example. If we take North 

Dakota their poverty rate is also low, but it is not this low. It is a little bit better until the boom 

began, but now it is bust for them. Wyoming has laid off many miners in the meantime. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 3: What are some other theories on what those could be. 

Presenter: Well these are units that within this period of time people have said that I am done 

with that. It is often people have moved away from declining areas and moved into areas 

where there is some form of economic opportunity like a job. They have left their housing 

behind and maybe they left a rental but it is no longer for rent. They have given up trying to 

rent it. They can’t sell it. Maybe the flood plain expanded and they can’t get flood insurance 

and they can’t invest in it. It is and things do change. 

Comment 4: (Inaudible) 

Presenter: I did this study a few years ago for a community in Nebraska and there was this 

huge area in the county that they didn’t know what to do with and I overlaid a flood map and 

said here is the old and here is the new one. The new one says all of these housing units are in 

the flood plain. There is nothing you can do. You can’t invest in them because nobody will 

loan you anything on them so they are kind of dead in the water. So they rent them until they 

fall down and then they are   nothing. They are other vacant. They should be torn down at that 

point, but that is an infrastructure question, because there is still the infrastructure in place.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 5: I think some of the previous discussion it surrounds completing the project. So 

often these dollars will come in to do construction and all of that and it doesn’t come in 

(Inaudible) do everything in connection with construction and the houses aren’t and that 

doesn’t necessarily solve the problems. (Inaudible) we talked a little bit about it in other areas 

and reaching for. 

Comment 6:  That is necessarily my department so I am kind of here just more for to gather 

information. So I don’t really have a lot of comments right now. I know that we have a high 

need for water and sewer and streets, rural areas. 
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Comment 7: I think some areas can have needs for CDBG funds (inaudible) and navigating and 

understanding (Inaudible) I have been getting a better grasp on that. (Inaudible) 

Comment 8: Didn’t you say that all these numbers are statewide so the metro is not… 

Presenter: That is correct. 

Comment 9: So I wouldn’t be surprised that street and road improvements that is the biggest 

thing here in the metro area and that is where most of the population is and if you take those 

things out I think for the small cities program. My sense is that we don’t hear about what goes 

in town but everyone needs some waste water or they have sewer hookup issues. So I think 

that overall for the needs for the program if you extract out the metro area that would look a lot 

different as it relates to the Small Cities Program a with the CDBG funds. 

Presenter: I will tell you what we will do a separate one of the non-entitlements from 

everything else and then we will be able to look directly at the CDBG program, the Small 

Cities Program for some of economic development, infrastructure, and not so much housing. 

Comment 10: I think it would look way different. 

Presenter: It would look way different. I know what we did in the beginning was let’s do it for 

the state. Fortunately, my staff put it in and the first question was so we lucked out. So we will 

do that for the next set. 

Comment 11: Another thing that we say with infrastructure is we are going to use filler money. 

So the max that we do current activities is $600,000 but when we see these projects and the 

leverage. This is where we need the leverage. It is four or five economic projects and so 

whether it is with partnerships or with strategies and agencies, if we can get an example the 

activities and objectives and somehow if there are ways we can turn this into a two faceted 

project so we can put a little more money in the pot that would be interesting. Again, we want 

need in the rural areas verse the metro area. (Inaudible) 

(Presentation) 

Comment 12: I would say even like transportation is huge in the rural areas too. 

Presenter: Pardon me. 

Comment 13: Like transportation and stuff need and broadband too. 

Presenter: Transportation is its own category. 

Comment 14: (Inaudible) 

Presenter: I don’t think I have it in these set of slides. I think maybe it was in the first one. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 15: So transportation service, what does that mean, both transit buses? 

Presenter: Not public, because this is services for special needs populations. Transportation for 

special needs. They might need a trip to the doctor because they can’t drive and they can’t get 

there. They have a need for other transportation services. 

Comment 16: So special needs could be for someone who is disabled, it could be a senior 

who doesn’t drive. 
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Presenter: Correct. 

Comment 17: So that whole category. 

Comment 18: I think this will be really interesting to see how this is in the non-entitlement 

areas. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 19: I suspect that if we did that we would be able to see transportation as an issue as 

far as infrastructure goes in the metro area. You are going to see broadband and housing issues 

be and waste water treatment planning and water stuff in rural Minnesota. So those numbers 

will probably look very different. 

Presenter: I will tend to think that we will have six or seven hundred replies. We will probably 

have fewer than 200 if you will from the non-entitled areas of the state and the whopping share 

will be from the metropolitan area. The richness of those two data sets will still be really a great 

asset to us. 

Comment 20: I do a lot of redevelopment work and in the metro area they don’t even need 

sewer and water. It is all developed and it is all fairly broadband issues and stuff like that. It is 

about transporting people from here to there and trying to get done some whatever. I think that 

housing stuff is interesting though and again I think there is a difference between what goes on 

in the metro area and what goes on in greater Minnesota. I was in a sensible land use 

discussion where the housing issue came up and everybody says well all the young kids these 

days they want to live in that dense thing and they want to live in building that has the coffee 

shop on the bottom and they want to ride light rail and do all that kind of stuff.  I don’t know 

do they or do the other people are saying that no they don’t, but the college debt is so high that 

they can’t affords to get a loan and they can’t afford to make a house payment with the loan 

payments because of the debt load they have they can’t get a loan to make a downpayment on 

a house. So they are forced to almost live in those dense areas and not have a car and take 

public transportation. So all that stuff is sort of interesting to see it and you see those numbers 

of how the rental is going up and is in such demand and the market is kind for tight. Then you 

look at the housing that is a little less tight which maybe is part of that being able to buy or 

maybe not. 

Presenter: Prices are high on top of that. 

Comment 21: The other outfit to that is that I think there is a lot of and I think this older 

workforce holding the high end job. So people are coming in and they are stuck in more entry 

level and people are not growing as fast as they used to in a position. So again and have a lot 

of debt. So buying a house is not so because their income is not (inaudible). 

Comment 22: Then you have the whole issue with infrastructure in rural Minnesota with some 

of those communities. They probably don’t have adequate infrastructure and how and when 

are they going to be around. 

Presenter: How much are they going to like hearing that? 

Comment 23: I know but it is reality with some of those towns I did a little drive through of 

some of those towns and it is like you know. 
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Comment 24: Old housing stock. There is a catch there to it. The older it is sometimes they are 

protected by the State Historical Preservation Office where they won’t allow you to just you 

know demolish it. There is a catch there too and sometimes you have old housing stock and it 

is designated and you just can’t go in there and do as you want, because there are a certain 

amount of repairs that are more pricy than if you had a new house doing repairs. If you have a 

small community your housing stock is the only thing you have because you can’t expand. 

That is the area that happens. It is your only choice is to rehab. You can’t get rid of it even 

though you wish you could, because people have too much investment in it, too much equity 

in it, and it is like a catch 22. 

Comment 25: The other thing that we considered with CDBG funds was are we getting 

revitalization and that these funds are going to go through and how before a city can go to it 

and start moving away and that is a good thing or are we catching it too late and I don’t want 

to say often or not, but (inaudible) report. 

Comment 26: I will tell you one thing. Homeowners love that this is one wonderful option for 

them to do something. It is an amazing option out there. So the cities are really competing and 

trying to get as much grants because that is used. The structure the financing is perfect. 

Comment 27: And their housing stock looks better. Smaller communities are competing with 

the other town seven miles down the road. If anybody is going to come in that area they want 

to be the city that looks the best so that the company or the expansion happens in their city 

instead of some other place. So there is this competition between who will get the grant to 

make their housing look better and then have the waste water infrastructure issues. As long as 

people are still living there they need to have healthy and safe water to drink and it is the 

question  is how much money do we put toward all of the infrastructure stuff, because  people 

will not be living there much longer. Is that a good investment for the state to put that in to get 

people to live there? They need to have clean water, running water, whatever their needs are. 

Comment 28: The city council and the mayor they are not going to say and I don’t know how 

that would be determined. I don’t think that you ever see that in the grant process because if 

you are working for the city and you are supported. It is just interesting. 

Comment 29: I think that broadband piece is interesting because you know like basic 

infrastructure sewer, water, and that kind of stuff at least in my mind that is a clear all-purpose 

kind of thing, but infrastructure and the public pays for that. I think there is a debate on the 

broadband piece. You know there is a bunch of providers out there that provide that stuff. Is 

that something that should be, should the public be putting that in here as kind of a basic. Is 

that basic infrastructure needs like water, sewer , and roads or is that something the  private 

providers should be putting in if there is a demand in the market for that or is the public put in 

a bunch of broadband to service farms that are out there. Not that they shouldn’t have it, but 

whose role is that? Whose role is broadband? Is that public infrastructure? Is that private? 

Presenter: I guess on one hand the public own the airwaves, so you sell that off or maybe they 

own the wires that go to the hubs that go to the wireless. I am kind of with you. 

Comment 30: I think here we sort of figure that if public has any piece in broadband it is going 

to be to put the conduit in, because that would be publically owned and maintained. Then 

there is going to have to be some user agreements with the broadband people who actually put 

in the fiber optics and whatever you call it through the conduit. That is the private piece that 
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they are making money on so it is almost like sewer. We will put the pipe in and get you 

water. We will put the conduit it and it is there for someone like a private provider to put in the 

to get internet access. I find that to be sort of interesting to watch how that is and there is a lot 

of bills. Big money for broadband and that debate has been interesting to see what the thoughts 

are on what that is. It is a the same thing  with this discussion on how far we put that out and 

how much investment do you make on some of the areas of  our state that are so sparsely 

populated. Like the one guy who lives out there and want to sell his stuff because he is an artist 

on Etsy. He should be able to sell his product just like everyone else. 
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Economic Development Focus Group 

Comment 1: I am not sure if this really falls in your scope. One thing when we are doing our 

annual rewarding, we need a certain percentage of comprehensive applications and 

comprehensive grants. So there is housing compliant and either commercial or new 

construction and when we have a lot of commercial and economic development that takes 

away from our other requirement to assist a certain percentage of low to moderate persons. I  

am wondering through all of this and through your experience writing these plans if you have 

seen any degree of ways to have economic development   and a low to moderate income 

combination? 

Presenter: You will find and I am going to answer this in a reverse fashion. It is important to 

consider where you are going to head with your assessment of fair housing, because the idea of 

that and this is a little background. There used to be an Analysis of Impediments to Fair 

Housing Choice and now it is Assessment of Fair housing. It is a rather different process and 

they have you take a look at different things. It is no longer impediments. That is out the 

window. The idea is to discover disparate treatment of certain groups in disproportionate 

shares whether they have access to good schools, a good environment, a safe neighborhood, 

and if they don’t and they live in perhaps a lower income area with a higher crime rates. So 

what are you going to do? There are really two choices: mobility having them be able to get to 

a place to move to a place for employment for the opportunity areas. You can also choose to 

invest where they live, but in many ways this assessment of fair housing has you go through the 

exercise of pointing out areas with high concentrations of racial and ethnic minorities. So that 

is going to be a real challenge for you when you come to take a look at that, a significant 

challenge. In the past all of that has been driven largely by what our political leaders view as 

economic development. This is not your state, but we might expand our court so we get more 

in, right. It wasn’t anything about where people lived. It was just jobs. The idea was hopefully 

give jobs to lower income citizens who can qualify. There are other complications as well, but 

this is going to add a level of complication to your plan, because next year you are going to do 

Assessment of Fair Housing. It might be to different results we are getting here, be that as it 

may. Did I actually answer your question or did I avoid it pretty well? 

Comment 2: The latter. It is getting me to think about things I can research more about. That is 

the battle we have where our commission has to sign off as we do not have enough 

comprehensive applications, because there were not enough public facilities or community 

centers. This year we actually have a great percentage of comprehensive applications that 

barely meet our low to moderate income requirement. There is  a really what we are doing 

there is a really tight window, so I am just wondering how we can  and anything anyone else 

has done and what you have seen through your experience. 

Presenter: Communities have been very challenged by that. 

Comment 3: I have so many thoughts about what you just asked.  

Comment 4: My contact it at the end. 

Presenter: You can also state comments at any time.  

Comment 4: I just, we, Saint Paul revamped its grants program, which I think has made us 

more responsive to both you and the council. We also have our own compliance requirements 

when it comes to things like construction and workers and one of the things we don’t do is 
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require things like when they give you what you would consider a comprehensive application. 

It has some infrastructure stuff, it has a commercial component and it has a housing 

component, but then we don’t require anyone to do anything with the housing. Like I said 

yesterday we all know mixed income communities do better and the market-rate units help 

support, not really but help maintain and show, but the environment will always been seen as 

nice. We don’t require anything for that. Other communities have inclusionary policies that 

seem to work well. I do not know how HUD and the grants deal with that. I really like it which 

I also think is kind of silly if you think about what their goals are and what the funding sources 

goals are and so those are kind of my thoughts on that. Let’s make mixed income communities. 

Let’s think about concentrations of people of color as not necessarily being a bad thing, but the 

fact that you have both people of color and those people are poor that is the problem. You take 

people and give them mobility like you said; transportation to a job or away from where you 

live it takes away a whole thing that could be considered a community wealth. So, you could 

drop off your kid at a neighbor or your sister or whatever and not pay or pay less for daycare 

and then go to your job, you take something away from all of those communities. Social 

capital, you have eliminated some amount of wealth from the community. I mean so then you 

still have people leaving to get  jobs or leaving entirely to move somewhere else and it is like 

why can’t we try building some of those multi-income, multi-racial, multi-skill level 

communities given the situation we are in now. We have all these carrots, but we either give 

the carrot away really freely and don’t provide enough hoops to jump through or and we do it 

all the time in our community. We get projects and we let them get away with all sorts of bad 

design. That is a whole other thing, but if we are giving you millions of dollars you should 

probably build something that looks like something people would feel comfortable walking by 

and around. So those are my thoughts.  

Comment 5: The thing is what is a requirement and what is a policy about that? 

Comment 6: That is something we ran into writing our Consolidated Plan. Is like there is all 

these HUD policies that may or may not be grounded what we currently know about how 

people live and so how many and I turned to him and said why don’t we just and take some of 

the money and pay a lobby to tell HUD “hey stop doing things the way you have always done 

then.”  I definitely went home energized yesterday. So thank you. 

Presenter: Thank you by the way. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 7: Are those figures adjusted for inflation? 

Presenter: Yes. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 8: Before you go. I didn’t say this yesterday. I think that the BEA numbers are 

artificially inflating the average earnings in terms of wages. If you look at the quarterly Census 

on wages from DEED you will see  general decreases in wages because of the massive 

retirements that the 65 plus age group and those age groups are retiring and  people are getting 

hired at a lower wage to a similar job. I just want to throw that out there that the states data 

doesn’t necessarily match up with what the nation has. 

Presenter: Quarterly employment and salary data is a sample of employers. BEA includes sole 

properties and domestic employees. It is a much larger base so… 
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Comment 9: I get that. I just think that like when you are talking about and we don’t like to go 

to, we like to look at what we can collect because we collect it all the time and we can look at 

it on a quarterly basis and it is I think, this is more data points so it is more accurate, but I don’t 

think it is what people think of when they think of the dataset in terms of policy makers. 

Comment 10: And the quarterly Census is not a sample. It is all on firms that have employment 

insurance. So it doesn’t include like your farmer or individuals, but it is about 97 percent. I was 

in the labor department before I moved to housing. So that really is and maybe we can send 

you to that dataset, but that is what we have always used as a state as the mass data job 

numbers. 

Comment 11: So when I looked and we do a report every six months on all these things 

including and we show lots of wages declining in part like I said people are retiring on the high 

end, but when we look at just the City of Saint Cloud, people are making on the average less 

than they were ten years ago which doesn’t feel good for policy makers. 

Presenter: Yes, if you would send me that data. 

Comment 12: I think it would help to at least have another data point. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 13: I would like to see more jobs first and higher paying is great too, but more jobs. I 

don’t know if this gets to the individual employer, but more willingness to work with people 

with barriers such as past criminal history, but then then that gets to the employers. I still think 

it should be optimal. 

Presenter: So that is down here with job training and retraining. 

Comment 14: Reentry into the work force. 

Comment 15: So that is not on your list at all. 

Presenter: Reentry? No. That would be more service related, but this is for employers rather 

than employees. 

Comment 16: I am surprised that job training is not higher, because when we talk to provider 

from we hear that they can’t find enough people who are qualified. Even if they needed to train 

them to do the work they can’t find people that they feel like they have the sort skills to show 

up. So that is why we have got the Saint Paul College working with our folks in the special 

program in  trades to help people learn the soft skills and then the trades can provide how to 

be a carpenter, how to be a plumber, what the trades are interested in is how people can hold 

a job. I would be interested to see what would happen if you took your high through low need 

and no need things and weeded them and then resorted them and see what sorted out after 

that. 

Presenter: Weeded them how? 

Comment 17: So that, let’s say that a person said higher paying jobs had a high need and job 

training had a medium need, and  retention had a low need and the next person sort of saw 

those three things as the same, as the  top three things, but rate them differently. So if you 

weighted an answer that if it got a high nee, it had a higher weight then a medium need and 

then reshuffle your list I would be interested to see how that. 



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 194 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

Presenter: Each question is separate. 

Comment 18: Right. 

Presenter: You can do anything you want with them. You can vote for everything as if it were a 

high need. Provision of job training came in third. 

Comment 19: It came in third because it has got 229 high needs. 

Presenter: That is us the way it was made convenient to sort it. I have has some customers say 

that that is just not aggregate. You ought to add medium and high together. That would give 

you a better picture. The reality is in the eCon Planning Suite, now you can only put in projects 

that have a high need. That is just some detail. 

Comment 20: That is some composite needs. One point for low, two points for medium. 

Presenter: It used to be where are not going to fund it. We might if we find extra money. We 

are going to try to fund it. None of that dialog even goes. You are going to do it or you are not 

kind of a corner to get painted into.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 21: It kind of it depends on whether people think about broadband to houses or to 

businesses. Infrastructures work that government organizations so that is where if it is going 

towards businesses or towards economic development.  

Presenter: Now in your opinion should broadband have been ranked higher? 

Comment 22: Is there any way in this survey to do a geographic, we don’t know where people 

are coming from so you wouldn’t be able to split out needs of the greater Minnesota verses the 

urban areas? 

Presenter: The first question said check this box if you are in one of these entitlements and 

then there was remainder of state. So we can do that. 

Comment 23: Do you think that it would be different? 

Presenter: It will be, most definitely, because then you would see water and sewer kind of rise 

to the top for the other areas of the state. So you would be able to see those things better. 

Comment 24: The non-entitlement communities you would get a sense of. 

Comment 25: I guess I would argue that broadband could conceivably be higher in facilities, 

because then you could expand through generally choice. You wouldn’t have to in any place 

you could work from your home or from some other place and also if a person lives in an area 

that only had one choice for broadband is the highest possible priced thing up until about three 

months ago. It is not just a rural issue; urban communities that are disadvantaged tend to be the 

last to get a choice when it comes to broadband services. 

Comment 26: I don’t know if you know the last thing I saw was that the governor was 

proposing 100 million towards our broadband and the question we have gotten from city 

management was if it would fit into CDBG funds and whether or not that is a good idea. So 

depending on what exactly the 100 million would go towards the CDBG funds potential would 

bring it into the home verses the city and things like that. So if you wanted to have the 

government say this is what we need an area and an option.  
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Comment 27: I guess if you think about it as going to qualified Census tracts you can certainly 

market this and be used and that would probably be a statewide thing. 

Comment 28: It can be used as and it can go towards federal activities  as a qualified activity, 

but whether or not we should branch into that area is  there is a potential 100 million going 

there. Just thinking about how much to go at it at once and what exactly that would look like. 

Comment 29: Do you know based on surveys does it ever say anything about what has the 

highest number of missing? So those missing, just that show an issue or what make people 

select don’t know. 

Presenter: These questions I always report the missing, because those are people who skip the 

question. 

Comment 30: We just have to infer what that meant? 

Comment 31: It will just be a few more on that one, but otherwise they are all missing. 

Comment 32: Did some people just not answer the public facilities, because they only 

answered the housing needs. 

Comment 33: The other end is I live in the metro area and it is not comprehendible that there 

are people who really don’t have much for internet choices so they skip the questions they 

don’t understand. There are a lot of variables in there. 

Presenter: I want to emphasis who the clientele larger was that received this was stakeholders 

who are proceeded. So generally speaking the stake holder is generally more familiar with the 

challenges than John Q. Public. 

Comment 34: The other ironic point is this was a survey sent out via internet and we asked 

broadband questions. So it might not have translated very well.  If they do not have internet 

then they can’t tell you that. 

Presenter:  But they represent a group that doesn’t have internet then they can tell you all 

about it in the comment section. 

Comment 35: Exactly. 

Comment 36: You brought up a great point that a lot of people just don’t know that it is an 

issue even if it is an issue of the people sitting right around them. I can talk to a million people 

in my office who may or may not live in the metro who know people in the metro that have no 

access to broadband. You just can’t even fathom that that would be a thing. So that is what I 

am thinking. 

Comment 37: I don’t know the order but if you are ranking needs and it shows emergency 

shelters for women and children and then broadband. My head is going to go to the shelter 

first. 

Presenter: Each one was a separate question that was answered or not. 

Comment 38: That is a good point that even if they were answered separately that I thought the 

shelter got a high need and depending on how you feel about broadband if it is a source of 

entertainment then how are you going to compare that to a shelter. 
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Comment 39: There is even that conversation out there now that is internet a basic right and 

person here would say yes. 

Presenter:  Well some people do not have a computer, but they do have a phone, a smart 

phone.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 40: I guess the only thing about economic development that I would add to the 

conversation goes back to your point about these applications with infrastructure and 

commercial and all those things together is that one of the things and I think we have said this 

to DEED staff before and the council as well is there doesn’t seem to be enough money for 

things like land acquisition and site assembly and then enough applications to go along with 

that. Often we will have a site that we have purchased years ago and the market has not had 

the opportunity to have that site turned over often because it is too small for the kinds of things 

that we can get funded because of such a mixed bag of projects. So having the ability to 

acquire tax forfeit properties and work with other groups to build things together. You will see 

that went really really well and finally  on the other side of Saint Paul where we started the 

process years ago,  20/25 years ago and this and  next year we will break ground to complete 

that project which is mixed income it is jobs, it is reestablishment of place and transit and other 

infrastructure projects together, but it took an effort and at the time when the economy was in 

the tank we had more opportunities but less means to purchase the adjacent properties, but it is 

site assemble and patience. 

Comment 41: Do you know the program you are working with? 

Comment 42: Over time? We have council funding and LDC funds, there were some cleanup 

grant funds, and we threw a lot of cash at it. The cleanup funds went (Inaudible), but generally 

site assemble had been bought. We have been paying $12,000 for something in the market 

would be $212,000. When somebody gets wind of a public entity wanting to buy something 

they think that they will make a lot of money and that is where we use our partners to broker 

deals without letting people know who is buying it, typically site assemble. 

Comment 43: That wouldn’t be something that DEED could with CDBG with HUD? 

Comment 44: …ensuring infrastructure goes beyond just roads and bridges and anticipates the 

broadband thing for people who don’t have access and if they do it is so cost prohibitive that 

lower income communities cannot access it. So if CDBG is the tool to get from the street to the 

house, same thing with the sewer. 

Comment 45: So you are saying the connections between OK. 

Comment 46: Not having access that would be like  bus, transit, working all happily doing 

their thing in an area as appropriate and looking at the last half to transit or to whatever and 

making sure that we finish the last piece and get to that job.  
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Homeless and Housing Focus Group  

Comment 1: Do you have some preliminary findings that you are going to go over, because I 

have something I would like to share with the group. 

Presenter: Please, share. 

Comment 2: The need I would like to share is I am with the City of Brooklyn Park and we have 

recently built a homeless teen shelter called Brooklyn Avenues, but that is too small. We are 

finding that we have a lot of a larger percentage of youth homelessness and folks are coming 

from North Minneapolis, from Albertville, they are coming from all around our area. Just either 

it is through the school district and the schools that they go to or they are transferred to their 

friend’s school or they are coach hopping or whatever the case may be. We need more space 

to help young people stabilize their lives and so part of what I am here to do today is to find 

out how can that happen. Then number 2 when these young people transition out of the 

Brooklyn Avenues they have to go to either Saint Paul or to Minneapolis. What can be done so 

they don’t have to transition outside of our City Brooklyn Park if they don’t want to? 

Presenter: We will be talking about some of the homeless statics and I did notice there were a 

number of youth unaccompanied fewer than 18 in the Point-In-Time Count. I found that a little 

bit unusual. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 3: I have a question. Is this the first meeting of a series to come or has this been 

done before? This is my first time I have come to one of these. 

Presenter: Yes, I have done hundreds of these. This is the first of the current Five-Year Plan for 

the State of Minnesota. The State of Minnesota did a Five-Year Plan five years ago where we 

had focus groups and public input meetings. We will do three focus groups on specific topics 

today and tomorrow. The second week of May, we go to three of four communities around the 

state and it is a more developed presentation, but it will be the same presentation. Then we 

huddle and try to figure out from those public involvements what are the strategies that we are 

going to pose in the Five-Year Plan. 

Comment 4: I was just wondering, because I have been with Leech Lake Housing Authority for 

three and a half years and this is the first I have seen of this. 

Presenter: The State and every entitlement jurisdiction such as Minneapolis and Saint Paul, 

they all get money from HUD and they have to do this. The state typically there are program 

differences, but typically CDBG is considered the non-entitled areas of the state and housing is 

largely the entire state and stuff like that. We are approaching this for the entire state. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 5: Could I ask you categories. Households without children and adult and one child, 

households with only children. What is a household with only children? 

Presenter: These are people that are only children. They are children alone. 

Comment 6: There is no adult present, is that what you are saying? 

Presenter: No adult present. 

Comment 7: Unaccompanied youth. 
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Presenter: Right. 

Comment 8: What age would that be? 

Presenter: It is under 18. Children under 18. So we have some unaccompanied youth. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 9: We find that trends and yes they could be undercounted is the most interesting in 

this type of data is watching the trends over time and I was wondering if you have that? 

Presenter: If you have that that would be good to see it. What I have seen in trend data is a 

methodology for counting the homeless has changed over time. So there may be significant 

increases or significant decreases because in some years it is collected one way and in some 

years it is collected a different way. Some years they will really try to count everyone. 

Physically count them and then in other years they will use statically procedures to estimate 

being in a shelter. So it is sometimes a little bit. 

Comment 10: Have they started to count elderly that are homeless like 55 and older, 65 and 

older. I have seen some discussion of that, but I don’t know who is collecting that. 

Presenter: I did not collect this data. I am reporting it and it is from the Point-In-Time. 

Comment 11: It is a HUD design. 

Comment 12: I think that also with some of the Continuum of Care is focusing on HUD 

money and some Continuum of Care do that also? 

Presenter: Yes. 

Comment 13: And for the population in particular in Hennepin County in areas pockets of 

Hennepin County where teen parent housing. Teen parent homeless is so; these are under 18 

teens that are homeless. Is there some kind of coordination with then on the national levels? 

Presenter: The national level? 

Comment 14: That information is national, right? 

Comment 15: Local. 

Presenter: It is local information, but it is reported up through HUD. 

Comment 16: My question is  are you aware if HUD is going to start looking at those trends, 

because those trends are predicting homelessness of older people, but that continuous cycle of 

homelessness. Poverty and generational homelessness. This is data and I know you didn’t 

collect this and I know you do have some control, but the best I could advocate that HUD 

would look at that population in particular the relationship, where there is no parent. They are 

transported to school by shelters. If you are a homeless teen parent then you are living 

someplace and they can’t find you. There appears to connect in some very critical areas for 

teen parents. Does that make sense? 

Presenter: Yes it does. 

Comment 17: Is there, I can here hoping to find some answers to obviously the area that I am  

interested in, but there follow ups to the requests with HUD or is that not. 

Presenter: I am just here for you to talk. As long as you are talking to me that is good. 
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Comment 18: Is somebody going to send stuff to the Feds? 

Comment 19:  Yes. 

Comment 20: I wasn’t here in the beginning. 

Comment 21: Sure, this focus group is part of our Five-Year Consolidated Plan we do send to 

HUD. So that goes to them. They review it and they review the comments we have both from 

the survey and from these groups and other findings that we have so that is a comment that we 

want. 

Comment 22: I appreciate that. In particular ask about the disconnect between. 

Comment 23: Other comments is this is being recorded. So he is taking the conversation from 

today and he will be jotting it down so all of these notes go into that report. 

Comment 24: I apologize. 

Comment 25: You are fine. 

Comment 26: So we should talk about that. 

Comment 27: Yes, definitely. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 28: In the metro area. 

Comment 29: Just need to comment on that as far as poverty goes. I don’t know how this 

conversation is supposed to go. If we look at poverty and we look at the metro area that is like 

Minneapolis, St. Paul. So the urban corridor and we begin to look at suburban Hennepin and I 

think this probably holds true for Ramsey also. That there are high concentrations of poverty in 

the suburbs whether or not people recognized regardless on that level of housing and 

homelessness, infrastructure and those kinds of things. I think as it is in a little section if we can 

put them together and talk about a bigger picture how that would be. Homelessness and 

poverty to get a picture of what is going on. (Inaudible) 

Presenter: We still have the larger picture of statewide economic recovery is occurring and 

some people are being left behind. We have rising employment. We have rising wages 

following unemployment rates.  

Comment 30: Are you in any of your data are you looking at rising wages in comparing to the 

rising cost of housing? 

Presenter: I have some statics during the housing discussion that talks about those people with 

housing problems. One of which is a cost burden or sever cost burden or overcrowding. Who 

is that and what race or ethnicity. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 31: And renters went up by 27,000. 

Presenter: Yes. 

Comment 32: The cost of rents? 
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Presenter: The cost of rents is the challenge those which are for-sale that is done a lot. I mean 

the vacancy rate in these statics went from 8 percent to 4.9 percent. The for-sale and the vacant 

went from 2 percent to 1 percent. It is significant differences. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 33: Is that all new construction or is it moving from vacant to a whole house rehab? 

Presenter: These are all permits, new construction permits issued by permit issuing area. They 

represent new construction. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 34: Do you have a map of how many are expiring in Section 8 and how many… 

Presenter: We had that data five years ago, but I don’t have it quite yet. 

Comment 35: We did get that. 

Presenter: You did? So we do have it. It would be nice to have. 

Comment 36: The tax payer funds for the first 15 years and how many in the second. So some 

come up at 15 and they need to be recapitalized. It is great that they are all layered, but what 

kind of shape are they in. 

Presenter: Good point. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 37: What did the last plan do to try to stop that racial disparity and address the deep 

poverty and housing burdens in those populations? I mean what was in the last plan. This isn’t 

new. It is not a new issue. We know about this. So what was in the last plan? 

Comment 38: It was in, there was a goal. There were five or six goals in the last plan and that 

was one of them to mediate. I am coming from DESCD at the community development block 

funds. Our funds can’t go in the metro area and that is where you are seeing a lot of that. That 

doesn’t help, but anyways with the areas we can work in we are required to owner occupied 

rehab to address (inaudible) populations  that with rentals and that is where those funds are 

going to housing. 

Comment 39: Right and housing influences the HOME dollars? Very  limited resource and the 

impact it has on the greater disparity might be (inaudible). 

Comment 40: We do not target racial groups? 

Comment 41: No we do not target. It is real and it is there, but how do we better the 

communities. (Inaudible) It is harder to hit it head on, the racial component. 

Comment 42: It is tricky. On… 

Comment 43: One of the things that you said about the Native American community is how 

can and it is true for all communities, but the disenfranchised and fragile populations. One of 

the things that I have experienced in  my career is that people leave the inner core because of 

crime because of poor schools and  they go to the suburbs, but there is nowhere to put them in 

actual affordable housing. This was a phenomenon which is less now, but to be available to 

many people and there is no social service network for them. So they fail on their housing. Do 

you understand what I am saying? So that the  solution to the problem is some of what  
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happens during relocating and also networks and providers that connect in some other way to 

provide services, because the family and the staff persons are not connecting. They moved to 

the suburbs and lost all the personal service connections and then had no transportation in the 

suburbs to get into the social service which they could have still accessed and it is so 

important. Then she just fell into this cycle of homelessness and it was just horrible. They 

would pick them up and bring them home, but it is really tough. I think when HUD begins to 

and unfortunately if you are preventative the business model of housing I think that is what we 

are going to do is create a new business model in housing. How do we support people who 

have fragile lives and have families with other issues, but to get interested in housing is the first 

step in stabilizing all of the other challenges. I think that is a big challenge and you know, but 

if we are going to do something about it. It seems weird to put an expiration on it. 

Presenter: I agree and thank you for your comments. 

Comment 44:  It’s on the reservation/off the reservation and it is making those connections in a 

consistent way. Resources are there, but we find in our loan application in this agency there 

was a , but it is getting better. The relationship is getting better and input is getting a lot  better, 

but there is still a disadvantaged part verses the metro area.  

Comment 45: They don’t want to build housing and there just isn’t enough. There  is just not 

enough and that is the bottom line. 

Comment 46: We could use taxes to pay, but your data shows that we are building new 

construction with very low poverty, which as a housing authority you know it is hard 

management. It is a juggling act. Resources are there and we are providing, but at the same 

time there is no subsidy  that goes with that either, those 15 years. 

Comment 47: We can’t operate. 

Comment 48: You have a development cost per unit to try to work with. 

Comment 49: I feel that the aging population which covers all races and cultures; the housing 

that is being built is unaffordable. So we are going to start seeing in the next a spiral of 

homeless elders of all sizes and shapes and genders and sexual persuasions and everything that 

we are not prepared to deal with. I think that is starting to happen a little bit. I know two 

people and they can’t find housing that they can afford. 

Comment 50: Thirteen percent at Silvers and 15 to 13 percent. 

(Inaudible) 

Comment 51: I just think of all of the elders that we work with. They can’t afford them and 

they can’t move. 

Comment 52: I don’t know when you are going to take input into solving things, but it sounds 

like a lot of the issues you are identifying are so much of the ones that we heard in the last  

Consolidated Plan. Which is that it is not big developments that are the problem. It is actually 

safe and affordable housing units less than five units. I am guessing from my travel down state 

from working in this metropolitan area for 20 years that is where you find the places people 

can afford to live if they can’t get on the list and they can’t get a voucher. It is a single unit or it 

is three units that are all completely in disrepair. I mean you look at any of the historic 

structures on the eastside of Saint Paul or even the non-historic one. Those are the places 

where people are living because that is where they can afford to live, but it is not safe and that 
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is where your housing problems. I  think that is true for out of states folks who don’t live on the 

reservation and they live in town, but not necessarily in a place that is very well supported. 

Most of  the funding sources can’t go to units, structures with units less than five. So that I 

would guess one of the biggest issues facing everybody regardless of how they got to this room 

in supporting people in places and that goes to old people with the age in place and that goes 

to people of color finding a place to live and having a job. That also have an issue with 

retention and with wages rising and employment going down and I don’t think that is why, but 

in the data (inaudible). 

Comment 53: To follow up with that. I don’t think there are any rental rehab programs for 

small units in that there is a need and also there is a need for more  energy related rehab  

programs especially for communities of color and refugees, new Americans that have large 

families. They end up in a larger property which  has energy issues. So  they are paying 

strongly large bills and it is just kind of the single family house, small duplex, large building 

that is not on the map for the multi-housing properties that are funded through tax credits. 

Comment 54: Then you need vouchers, right? 

Comment 55: Well yes. 

Comment 56: People need to be able to pay the rents and they don’t have it and expanding the 

housing program is key. 

Comment 57: This is people who could be paying rent, but high utility bill. Any bills could 

easily push you over to homelessness. It is just a ,matter of what it is. 

Comment 58: The affordability specter for it with the landlord. 

Comment 59: The place is too expensive so you get evicted. 

Comment 60: Right so there is some other part of that. Social service in part is educating 

landlords about how to be a good landlord; how to afford being a landlord when you still have 

your own house to take care of, networking with each other, and all of that. 

Comment 61: That whole access to Section 8 housing vouchers isn’t big in that council and 

that is a very interesting thing. What the council has access and what other areas of 

government have. It isn’t and I talk about Continuum of Care there doesn’t seem to be a 

continuum in housing case that supports moving from one place to another and having all the 

things. 

Comment 62: I will just throw this out there that the market and if what we are following is the 

market and if every housing units was a quality housing unit you wouldn’t have this 

stratification with the market economically to live to. So as soon as you have 100 percent of 

your housing units being essentially on parody with each other, luxuries notwithstanding, that 

demand for vouchers goes down because you do to need one necessarily to afford quality 

housing. 

Comment 63: But how are you going to get that if people can’t pay the rents. How are you 

going to get all of those units? 

Comment 64: So I guess that would be my argument if we look at continuing maintaining 

multi-family structures that has subsidy go down continuing that process you create and take all 

of those substandard units and make them standard. You will no longer have a pressure on 
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those units to cost more for people to get and  have them be high value. If they are just units 

that are valuable for a person and a person no longer needs support to have that housing unit. 

Maybe I am not making sense. 

Comment 65: No. 

Comment 66: You take care of all of the capital repairs and you don’t require for the public 

pays for the capital repairs and the tenants rent only has to cover… 

Comment 67: The rent. 

Comment 68: But the rent covers capital improvements. It is supposed to. 

Comment 69: But it doesn’t and that is my point that is doesn’t with so many units in so much 

disrepair the deferred maintenance on them, which certainly our programs don’t like to cover 

deferred maintained and that is your fault. You didn’t maintain the maintained. So… 

Presenter: You have a very good, but a very large challenge. 

Comment 70: Absolutely, but… 

Comment 71: A whole other problem. 

Comment 72: Somebody said if you gave someone a solid housing units you start to solve a lot 

of the other problems. We have demonstrated that in a small group of people in Frogtown in 

Saint Paul. Once we stabilized their housing they were able to get to school, work, and eat and 

all of those things and all HUD keeps doing is funding new multi, essentially either renovation 

of existing structure is we can do that that cost less than building brand new structure, but we 

keep funding and only building brand new  multi-family structures that can’t house large new 

American communities necessarily or large existing American communities. You are just going 

to keep building yourself into this problem. 

Comment 73: The disproportion of the  number of renters and the number of units suggests to 

me that we not only need to  renovate and repair existing units, but we do need additional 

units. 

Comment 74: Sure we have all of those  vacant units that are vacant because… 

Comment 75: We don’t have enough and I agree with her. I think about a year ago I was at 

one meeting (inaudible) where they had mentions they had met council Section 8, 50 percent, 

Section 8 voucher, they had to return their Section 8 because of the market as it was they 

couldn’t find housing. I have been around for a long time. When the market is really tight the 

landlords can be extremely selective. They can select themselves out of Section 8 when the 

market. The  economy is bad they make it just a little worse.  

Comment 76: Remember Section 8 the outlet the owner the landlord must qualify.  

Comment 77: You can get any unit into a Section 8 unit. 

Comment 78: But when the market and the economy is really tight what they used to do in the 

past is keep the rents about 10 dollars above Section 8 in one and two bedroom units. There 

was no flexibility. This is in the past. When the market was bad and they needed tenants they 

keep the rents within Section 8 guidelines.  
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Comment 79: Because Section 8 comes in and does a building inspection and the landlords 

have to make a lot of repairs. 

Comment 80: That is another. 

Comment 81: You get a Section 8 tenant then… 

Comment 82: That is another, but when the housing market is very tight it is  one extra thing 

they don’t do. 

Comment 83: Why can’t housing come in and say just barely failed the Section 8 and you are 

going to take the voucher that we will come in and we will give you that extra $10,000 for the 

repairs. 

(Inaudible) 

Presenter: Make this one person at a time. 

Comment 84: So with Minnesota Housing we do have a strategy and  a priority around 

preserving this Section 8 rental housing, but I agree with you that it is insanely difficult to do 

these small building. Especially for scattered sites in the metro and that is really where the 

substandard housing is and so I think and it is unfair that we do some strategy that starts to 

address  the people that are not able to fund it. We can’t touch it. We have some, but it is to 

enough. We don’t have enough money anyways so we resource this and tailor the programs to 

fit some of these units. 

Comment 85: I have a question. Do you have any data in your PowerPoint about racial, not 

racial disparities, but disparities with housing and people with criminal records? 

Presenter: This is the last piece and it is the survey. I really want to show you what people 

favor. It is really pretty much what you have been talking about. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 86: Those percentages in the last five years housing debt. 

Presenter: Housing was a little bit lower and economic development was really high. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 87: Two comments on this. As a private citizen I am also involved with water issues. 

So one thing that this commenting is saying about the infrastructure and water might be asking 

a group of people who don’t deal with water, which most of a lot of the times people miss 

construe about housing related. Second thing is on enhanced broadband that is essential for 

rural Minnesota. One economic development in rural development you need internet. 

Presenter: You got it right there. We are talking two worlds. So we have two ways to look at 

every problem. 

Comment 88: Is that urban verses suburban verses rural. About poverty and about populations 

and this is all of the years that I have lived in Hennepin County, pushing out of the office into 

the continuous (inaudible) then you could get race to poverty level and the poverty level and 

homelessness level and raises for that. Those areas and those people and we tend to forget 

about suburban. It is a different a world. It is absolutely different. 
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Comment 89: Just on that a lot of the stuff was built in the post war, 1950 before apartment 

buildings are now 50 years old. A lot of homes in the suburban communities. I work for Saint 

Paul and when I see a housing voucher, I get a call from all of these other areas and just look at 

the housing structure, but the 1950 walk up apartment buildings is what you are seeing at least 

closer in. 

Comment 90: It is continuous. 

Comment 91: Continuous right and now we are probably touching the ones that were built in 

the 60s. 

Comment 92: ...and moving out. 

Presenter: I just want to emphasize that I am only telling you what people have said.  

Comment 93: You are asking for public comments. 

Presenter:  I am just facilitating. 

Comment 94: This is just a word choice, but as we are talking about various needs that people 

precede all of the things that people have mentioned have great validity. I am really troubled a 

little bit by urban verses rural and suburban. I feel as a state we need to start talking about all of 

these needs and finding ways to address them as opposed to pitting them against one another. 

Comment 95: And recognizing the differences. 

Comment 96: It is like urban, suburban, world. It is not it shouldn’t be verses. 

Comment 97: But it is real so….I grew up in central Minnesota in a small little town. I grew up 

with an innate jealously of the urban areas. I am now living in the Twin Cities since 1980 and I 

understand the differences, but there there is this innate image that even though it is not shared 

per capita cost. There is a lot of there goes the Twin Cities again where is my share. Looking at 

these small towns who are having there serious infrastructure issues and they have got city; 

Clara City is at 1,300 people. So they are looking at $10,000 property taxes in order to deal 

with their water system and their old sewer systems. So I think that education is there. I think 

that we really need to educate the urban/suburban population of the deterioration that is 

happening in all of these areas. I think in the  same step, I have been working in north 

Minneapolis for well over 20 years and I am seeing more sewer collapse in the last three or 

four years than I have in the prior 20. 

Comment 98: Household? 

Comment 99: Single family, detached, sewer collapse. It is because that infrastructure all 

comes in at the same time too. So it is, so we look at infrastructure and we look at waste water 

systems and so on. There is a strong need for below ground emphasis that cities can’t ignore 

anymore. A lot of it has to do with the change in traffic. Our road systems were built for not the 

horseless carriages for the most part and the size and weight of vehicles has created a lot of 

street damage and sewer damage premature. So I don’t know what I am trying to say. I am just 

thinking. 

Comment 100: I am just thinking, they require you to pay for it, but when do we start. So that 

is a problem in and of itself. You could put a whole new infrastructure under the road, but 

have no way to connect to it and pay to have your fixed. 
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Comment 101: A lot of the times you have a homeowner who doesn’t have the credit, doesn’t 

have the money to fix and you want to talk about collapse sewer system. Health and safety. 

There is no emergency fund for that kind of improvement.  

Comment 102: But if there is not a direction form someone up here saying. Hey everybody we 

are super up into states’ rights and that is great, but there still needs to be the overarching 

things saying that these are the ways that we see things going. These are the things that we 

know can fix things. Making a multi-family rental would solve a lot of issues and you would 

have to make sure that you maintain your property and m with your renters that pay market-

rate. I don’t know what make the communities do better then income segregated. So … 

Comment 103: The slide just a couple back that had a high need for supportive housing. It 

would be interesting to see when we get more data from (inaudible) Continuum, they have a 

years’ worth of data and the majority of their people are rapid rehousing in an area where we 

have just been putting in people with pretty low barriers in permanent supportive housing and 

“taking up” that unit indefinitely with no motivation to move out. So when we are more 

strategically prioritizing and making sure that the folks going in the PSH really needs PSH it 

will be interesting to see if that need shifts and we figure out resources for some of those. 

Comment 104: Just that one according to access entry it is a HUD mandate, but it is unfunded. 

So the way we are paying for it is using state dollars and HUD wants it across the state  so that 

is one bill that they are going to be looking at with state money to pay for.  

Comment 105: This goes back to the one of the very earlier slides that you have five year 

average of $185,000 cost of housing and yet it is over $270,000 in construction costs alone. 

Presenter: It is mean value it is all existing. 

Comment 106: Understood. I am still saying that is a $90,000 gap. So whether it is a developer 

gap or it is an affordability gap. It is not there and we are seeing this as a non-profit developer. 

The ability to provide affordable housing long-term is getting harder, harder, and harder. It is so 

the state funds, the federal funds in Minneapolis provides a maximum $50,000 developer 

value gap. We are almost there. We put in a proposal for some new construction for 300 

vacant lots in north Minneapolis and we proposed $75,000 gap. That pretty much means no 

developer fee in order to get that. The City came back and said well that $75,000 that is really 

high. We don’t want you put more than $50,000 into it. So where do we go? We go to other 

sources and all of a sudden you are layering the states guidelines for affordable housing on top 

of the city’s guidelines for affordable housing. Heaven forbid you go to have them for afford 

housing.  It makes it virtually impossible for non-profit developers to fix these issues. I wish 

there was a more consistent approach to the definition of affordable housing. A definition to 

quality housing. I wish private developers had to meet even 75 percent of the requirements of 

non-profit developers in terms of quality construction, the number of units, and long-term 

affordability, but they don’t so we are losing out to less than quality. I think part of it is poor 

people have no return of investment. So it is like, we are going to put $100,000 of subsidy into 

one single unit. Why? They are not even worth it. So I think that is an issue as to what is the 

lets all try to have an honest conversation about what is the issue. Is it the sources of funds? 

Uses of funds? Is it the recipient of funds?  

Comment 107: That is good points. For our Housing Authority Reservation Home on 30th, we 

lifted are ceiling rents and actually went to 30 percent to help our cash flow. Try to invest into 
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the future of affordable housing developments. That is still (inaudible), our waiting list is 546 

people on our waiting list.  

Comment 108: For how many units? 

Comment 109: We have 610 total units that we manage right now. 

Comment 110: We could double the number of units. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 111: (Inaudible) no these are the people who need help. They are struggling and 

(inaudible) 

(Presentation) 
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3.9.2016 Minnesota Eligible Grantee Outreach Committee Meetings 

Comment 1: Can you please explain how this plan will play into determining funding for 

communities that have their own 5 year plans? I.e. would funds be awarded under this plan to 

grantees operating in areas like Minneapolis or Hennepin County with their own plans, or will 

this only be for areas without their own 5 year plan?  

Presenter: That actually is a matter for DEED and Minnesota Housing to determine. Some of 

the jurisdictions will participate in the Continuum of Care. Some will not likely participate and 

CDBG, others may be able to participate in state funded housing.  Some may be able to 

participate in HOME program funding perhaps through a consortium or group engagement. So 

there are ways in which this State Consolidated Plan will have elements for other communities 

such as Minneapolis or Hennepin County. I hope I have answered your question. 

Comment 2: Thanks, that answers the question. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 3: Is a more formal Needs Assessment done in addition to a survey and if so what 

data will be looking at for this end? 

Presenter: There are other needs assessments that are done in conference with the focus 

groups. The three topics for the focus groups are rental housing, excuse me, housing in 

general. In that regard, we are going to address homelessness, racial and ethnic 

homeownership diversity, disparity. Preserving housing with federal project based rent 

assistance, housing needs for Minnesota’s changing demographics, and local housing needs 

ranging from some supportive housing to workforce housing. The other focus group is 

economic development and there we are going to be addressing a variety of things in addition 

to trying to promote better wages, but we also have trying to locate and address business and 

industrial park needs, broadband needs throughout the state, and the infrastructure, which we 

haven’t heard much from quite yet, but we expect that those focus group participants will 

discuss the water/ waste water and sewer improvements needed throughout the state. Some 

streetscape and ascetics with those. So the focus groups are one additional way in which we 

can assimilate some of the needs. We also have a series of public input meetings which is 

another opportunity and so the Needs Assessment is a process coaxing through everyone a 

variety of methods, their involvement and their opinions. We also use quantitative data for 

needs assessment as well as these other qualitative issues. I hope I have answered your 

question there. 

Comment 4: Thank you - answers my question 

 

  



 

 Consolidated Plan MINNESOTA 8/15/16: page 209 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) Draft for Public Review 

5.24.2016 Minnesota Eligible Grantee Outreach Committee Meetings 

No Comments 

 

 

 

Alexandria Public Input Meeting 

Comment 1: I know you don’t have it in these slides, but if you have it in the report, age by 

race and ethnicity. I think that is really fascinating because it is the younger population that is 

of color or ethnicity and it is the baby boomers who are primarily white. We are getting a shift 

in persons of age. 

Presenter: It is funny you mention that because there is and that data does exist. This data the 

2014 population estimated is released by age and race, but it is a really tricky data to make 

sense out of because you have all of these sub-tables, but I have a fun way to show it. We will 

put that into the report. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 2: I have a question about the American Community Survey and how it handles 

college student households. 

Presenter: That is a good question. It does send surveys to college students in the hope that 

they do respond. They do have people that are employed. I get a question and I am going to 

talk about vacant housing. So how would a vacant household fill out a survey, but they do 

have people that follow up and track. So they probably have people that go into colleges and 

see and track down the respondent. They do try to follow up on that. 

Comment 3: So those people are counted typically where there parents live. 

Presenter: Yes that is correct, their residences. 

Comment 4:  Since they are in a dormitory they would be considered in an institution. 

Comment 5: But they are and half of them are living in a house. 

Presenter: So that could also be another explanation of the six or seven more. That is a good 

point. It would be interesting to see that by communities. I will have to take a look at that, but 

statewide as a whole the state isn’t a college town. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 6: In the slides that they did in St. Paul, your boss I think it was 2000 and 2010 

Census data so that you could compare actual houses. I think that is where and we were 

talking this morning. The number of renters decreasing by 50,000. The number of units going 

down by 50,000 that were available to rent. So are those slides in there? 

Presenter: Those slides are not in here, but I will try to get them in for the next one. Sorry 

about that. I didn’t quite follow you. 

Comment 7: Oh that is alright. It was just a gap that was pointed out. I don’t know if it was 

these we were was looking at or year ones. 
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Presenter: I do not know why that is not in here. That is something I can put in pretty easily. 

Comment 8: That was back in April in St. Paul. 

Presenter: That was the Focus Group? 

Comment 9: That was the Focus Group. 

Presenter: My boss, he came out and did host a bunch of Focus Groups specifically on housing 

and that kind of thing. If those numbers exist I can find them. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 10: What kind of permits do they pull those off of.  I live in a rural area. My 

township is not zoned. 

Presenter: That would be unincorporated. 

Comment 11: So if someone is building a house there is it not included in these. 

Presenter: It should be. 

Comment 12: Is it on the tax rolls or something then. 

Presenter: I know they do and it is by place and by county. So if you are in an unincorporated 

area you still need to get a building permit and get with someone and you can’t just build 

whatever you want? 

Comment 13: Pretty much. 

Presenter: Really? Then I would say that it is not included. So it is under represented. I didn’t 

realize that. I do know that they do have unincorporated areas listed in this dataset. 

Comment 14: Then they pulled it from county tax records. 

Presenter: I do not know if they are that ambitious, but I could call them. 

Comment 15: Do you need to know the permit? 

Comment 16: I work for the City for building permits so I know how it works in the City’s 

limits. I live in a township. 

Comment 17: I was just looking at the data notes and they are not all in there. We can get a list 

of what is not covered. 

Presenter: Yes, that is fine. I have never heard that before. Is it a nice house? 

Comment 18:  When he builds it is going to be. I know my son it will be perfect. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 19: Do you have anywhere in the report based on this analysis with the maps the 

share of public housing and tax credit housing that are in those different categories of poverty? 

Presenter: The percentage? 

Comment 20: This percent is the highest category. 

Presenter: We can and I think we have done that, but the code exists in our office. My map 

making guy does do that. We can probably include that. 
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Comment 21: It would be very interesting to see, because it is hard to decipherer this. 

Presenter: Especially, yes it is really hard to see what is going on here. It would be nicer to 

have a hard number. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 22: Does that have the number of units for this project? 

Presenter: I think this dataset does have the number of units. I think this map is just… 

Comment 23: To take a hard number in terms of that number and poverty, because 

percentages are one thing, but actual real number in poverty in that Census tract related to the 

number of units and tax credits. 

Presenter: I think we do have the number of units. I think the way we got the data was all the 

units listed by. It was a fun one to manipulate. I remember this dataset. It was both by project 

and by unit count. So we can get the number of units in the poverty tract. That would be a 

good helpful thing to evaluate. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 24: Who does the survey go to? 

Comment 25: We Deed and DHS, MHFA, we sent it to various listers that we had. It went to a 

good 20,000 recipients. So people who specialize and focus in certain areas in development 

and we also have lesser people who sign it themselves and say they want to participate in 

surveys. 

Presenter: You know that 621 is a pretty god result for statewide. Like I said we do the survey 

or something like this across a variety of states and 600 is a good response rate. We like it to be 

better, but it is already pretty solid. 

Comment 26: That is 600 out of 20,000? 

Presenter:  Yes. It is a low response rate and it is a very long survey and that is why you see 

some missing columns. People start the survey then they stop before the survey is done.  

(Presentation) 
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New Ulm Public Input Meeting 

Comment 1: Continuum of Care that is what I do, do you know what that is? 

Presenter: Yes. 

Comment 2: It is similar to ESG, but it is grants. I suppose those don’t come through Minnesota 

Housing. 

Comment 3: Or DHS. They are not a formula allocation, but a lot of the same needs. 

Comment 4: And ESG mixed up with that. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 5: Do you run that with the 14 number? 

Presenter: I did not, but I can. Just the age cohort, they do exist. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 6: I think it is important to think about the Point-in-Time is a HUD count. The 

Minnesota definition of homeless counts (inaudible). 

Presenter: Yes that is a great comment so it is probably under representing the true 

homelessness in the state. 

Comment 7: Especially in winter.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 8: Considered full-employment? 

Presenter: It is what the textbook answer for it. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 9: Does that include like babies? 

Presenter: Yes, I think it is just population. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 10: I don’t think it was the whole county just an ordinance in a township. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 11: I have a question about some of the last few slides. You didn’t really talk about 

rental stock. You talked a lot about housing permits and I am guessing that the red on the 

previous slide was for multi and for rentals. The previous slide talked about homeownership 

going down. So those people are not in an owned house. Where is the increase in rental units? 

Presenter:  That is a part of the problem, because the households are being doubled up. We 

saw that in that one slide. Those six and seven persons family households are increasing.  

Comment 12: That just correlates with that. I saw an increase in larger households. Well is bad 

for kids because they don’t have a place to rent then. 

Presenter: I do have a slide like this that is the rental vacancy rate. I should put that in. It will 

be in the final document as well. 
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Comment 13: One other thing I want to comment is can you make any comparison with the 

homeownership with the trends that were discussed in the Harvard Study that are saying 

actually the next generation of people that are looking at housing are actually renting longer 

than buying houses and will probably see a decrease in home ownership across the region.  

We need to increase the rental stock. 

Presenter: Is that ties and  I have seen that argument and it is kind of tied into that next 

generation is burdened by a large amount of student loan debt. 

Comment 14: I think that was one of the components. Plus we have an aging population that is 

aging in place and probably going to get out of there townhome and their condominium and 

look at rental units. So they don’t have the responsibilities of maintenance that housing 

property and the individuals that are coming up are living at home longer because they are 

starting families later. So if they are going to move well after college it is not just the debts, but 

they are single and this population is also looking at more career changes. So they are not 

starting out buying a condo and that is all in that Harvard Study. When you see that trends we 

are not just seeing people lose their housing, they are not buying houses quicker. They are not 

looking to buy. 

Presenter: That is why we see the decrease in the homeownership rate. 

Comment 15: I think that is why we have also seen a rebound in the multi-family permits 

verses the single family. There is certainly a shortage. We have been hearing things that are 

saying 0.5 percent and not much about it. 

Presenter: I knew I should have put that slide in. Do you happen to know the name of that 

study? 

Comment 16: I don’t know. They do that annually. They look at homeownership. They look at 

rentals. They look at vacancies. They look at trends. It is Harvard Housing Study. 

Comment 17: I have, I have got it. 

Comment 18: I will send you the PowerPoint and you will have my info and if you want to 

send it. 

Comment 19: If you want to read full certification great, but they do a really good job at where 

they pull each section out and tell you exactly. 

Presenter: I would like to see that. We do this kind of work all over the country and if that is a 

national trend that is an important thing to know about. 

Comment 20: I think if those are to be believed and they didn’t just make them up. We need to 

increase looking at rental property and licenses and developments and not homeownership. 

Presenter: That is a good point and once we get to the survey we will see if that actually comes 

out.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 21: As those being in high need communicated by the general public or anybody in 

housing supports that concept of need. We need it because there is not enough. 

Presenter: Hopefully we will be able to spend these resources on these projects here. Yes. 
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Comment 22: I am struck at how well senior housing is given the economics. There are statics 

showing that the number of people over 65 is just going to sky rocket nationally and in 

Minnesota and if you don’t start building it now it is not going to be ready. 

Presenter: By the time they are ready to move into it. 

Comment 23: Yes. 

Presenter: That is true and that is very forward thinking. 

Comment 24: A lot of them are 65 plus now, but it is really not until the 85 plus where there is 

a big change in terms of moving out of homeownership situations and needed services and 

rental housing units. I think this category in the survey because it called nursing homes and 

assisted living. We are not thinking about that. What we are thinking about at the agency now 

if how can we help you to stay in your home longer. That sort of in house modification can be 

made so you can age in place until they are going to need facilities such as that. I don’t know, 

but maybe it is how it was written in the survey, but those are different things of importance. 

Presenter:  You are right that you should see that coming and it takes years to build that kind of 

housing stock. 

Comment 25:  There is a bonding bill before the legislature now in this Homes for All 

campaign that is trying to get 130 million with 20 million of that for senior housing units. It is 

not looking like it is going to pass.  

Comment 26: Just a note we do have in our RFP this year, we had one senior housing project 

and lets do this with services to see how this works. So we are starting to figure out how we are 

going to make it work. So there is one coming this year and once we get ideas and assistance 

and services mixed in with the new construction. 

Comment 27: One of the side effects of this is when you create senior housing which we have 

in Brown County; we have a large amount of assisted living nursing home here. You draw on 

the population and they burn through their income and become dependent on the county to… 

Presenter: Subsidize. 

Comment 28: Provide their housing and it is extremely expensive. You get somebody in 

assisted living or a nursing home and it is $3,000 to $5,000 a month. It is a problem that if we 

develop senior housing it needs to be, it can’t be concentrated like that. Services say that your 

rates are really high on the senior side and that is because we have all senior housing. That is 

the problem. So it needs to get diversified so that loan shift equally to affordable. 

Comment 39: That is a great comment. 

Presenter: This discussion is wonderful. Thanks. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 40: My comments are the things that struck me was the graph that showed the 

number of units being created was going down. I don’t know if that was rental or for sale. 

Presenter: It was both. 

Comment 41: Then at the same time cost per unit was going up. 
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Presenter: That was single family. We do have and like I said this was just an overview of the 

data. We do have a more detailed table of the multi-family and the cost for multi-family unit 

will also be in that table.  

Comment 42: Do you remember if the cost in the multi-family was similar? 

Presenter: It was also increasing. I don’t remember off the top of my head. 

Comment 43: It is just striking in that we kind of need the opposite trend. We need more 

housing being built and we need cost per unit to at least plateaus, because given homelessness 

and given shortage of affordable housing and the last thing was the feedback in the survey was 

the top need for public facilities was emergency shelters. My feeling about that is shelters are 

what we don’t want. We want housing.  

Comment 44: We want affordable housing. So you are not homeless. 

Comment 45: Right and the fact that that comes out at the top is a sign that it is not working. 

Presenter: I understand what you are saying and I wonder if it was just because it was under 

different; it wasn’t under the housing category. It was under a different category. 

Comment 46: I think shelters came along in the 80s and were meant to be short term solution.  

Just a temporary thing and now they have become part of and in some ways part of our 

housing plan which is not good in my opinion. 

Comment 47: I have a comment on the cost of construction. We have an affordable housing 

project and we are building the same houses we were building eight years ago, but our cost 

has gone up per house about $20,000 and it is the cost of materials and all of this and the 

energy requirements. So that cost is going to go up. So it is not that we are building nicer 

homes that are bathrooms and more bedrooms. 

Presenter: It is just more expensive to build. 

Comment 48: Did that adjust for inflation? 

Presenter: The 2015? It was. We see that here that the cost of materials is listed very high. 

Comment 49: Followed by all the fees. 

Comment 50: Something with sheetrock and concrete has gone up. 

Comment 51: It is across the board. 

Comment 52: There was a concrete shortage. 

Comment 53: We also did an acquisition demolition new construction project and we 

received value gap from Minnesota Housing and we needed $47,500 in value gap to make the 

project work, to make it affordable to the market and to anyone. We ended up selling the 

house to a single parent with two children which was our goal, but you can see why the 

private market won’t build starter homes.  

Comment 54: With my involvement with the local homeless response team and the 

Continuum of Care I have got to see some of  the requests for endorsements permits and 

certificates and the developers will flat out tell you to build affordable units within a multi-

family property it is not sustainable. We can’t do it. We need something like the highly 

competitive tax credits to even consider this. It is not like we don’t want to house the 
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homeless; we can’t even make our business float. To go back to why doesn’t the private market 

want to build housing, because they can’t make it work. They are going to go out of business 

and we have 80 units that are now empty because the business is done. So there has to be that 

go between, do we want to house the most needy and those people that need housing or the 

private sector it has to be a sustainable business model. 

Comment 55: That is capitalism. 

Presenter: Yes it is capitalism and there in the market to make money unless you alter the 

incentives. 

Comment 56: I know we can really offer (inaudible) it just doesn’t work because even the 

charitable organizations need somebody to keep that thing floating. It is not just there. 

Comment 57: We also do a small cities rental rehab program and one of the things that we 

have encounter from the owners is that they don’t want to do rental rehab, because their taxes 

will increase.  

Presenter: The assessed value will go up.  
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Walker Public Input Meeting 

Comment 1: Something that I found helpful in St. Paul is if you could just describe the funding 

streams that are covered by this Consolidated Plan.  

Presenter: I think that is the next slide. Is that what you were talking about? 

Comment 2: Yes. I couldn’t remember.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 3: Is that also related to the Wilder Reports? 

Presenter: I am not sure. 

Comment 4: The Wilder report is and this would have been in January of 2016. The Wilder 

Report is done in October 2015, which is a more favorable time to do a census on homeless. It 

is only done every three years. The other issue with the Wilder Report is they do include 

slightly different definitions of who is included in the homeless. The shelter is apple to apples, 

but when you having untraditional housing that is some slight difference there, but it is also the 

general trend. 

Comment 5: I work for an agency that is primarily housing and we work together and do the 

Point-In-Time homeless count and typically it is done in January and why in the world do they 

do that when it is 26 below. So we try to figure that out, because we work with law 

enforcement and other agencies and we do that and we are tracking people down in the woods 

and see how they are doing, but they could be mentally ill. They are not going to be out, but 

take June and July and he works for the shelters and some other people here as well, but you 

are going to find people in the woods or in tents. We do a tent count and we provide tents on 

any given day. As soon as it starts warming up we provide them with tents. 

Comment 6: I would say these are low. These are a low estimate and you are right because it is 

January in Minnesota.  

Comment 7: It is good to have and I understand that we need and HUD is doing a count in 

Florida and other places. 

Comment 8: What is the housing and urban development, where it is… 

Comment 9: Urban. 

Comment 10: Urban, where there is a lot of shelters and people sleeping on the streets, but we 

have tried to get them to change the date for years and they just will not, but the Wilder Count 

will be coming out. They started the data is starting to trickle out. It takes them a while, but I 

would say that already the regional data, so we may want it incorporate. 

Presenter: We are happy to have that. 

Comment 11: It really does and there is a much more extensive outreach effort during that 

count because it doesn’t have to be during that time of the year and there is a lot more 

orientation around it. 

Comment 12: The one thing that I am wondering about is Wilder since Wilder will no longer 

be doing the HMIS and transition out. Is there somebody else who is going to be doing the 

Point-In-Time and the three year? 
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Comment 13: The three-year is separate. It never involved HMIS. It was a very person heavy a 

very volunteer heavy. So they will continue to do it. 

Presenter: Do you get the Wilder Report? 

Comment 14: It is all available online. They have a new website. 

Presenter: Great, because the preliminary findings of the report will be written up in July so we 

will get those numbers in there. 

Comment 15: I know the slide is coming up, but do you understand more of the underlying 

reasons for homelessness, like criminal background? Is there a high percentage of these or 

other contributing factors? 

Comment 16: In the Wilder Survey that is one of the things that they do a really good job of is 

getting to some of the underlying causes. They will produce reports as the year goes on about 

the different characteristics of the homeless population. So they will do one on youth that have 

been in the out of home placement. They will do one on persons with a felony and criminal 

backgrounds. Forty seven percent of the people are in the Wilder study because they have had 

a felony or a criminal background. So I would say that it is the single largest reason they can’t 

get housing based on the 2012 Census. We have done some surveys in shelters last year that 

kind of confirmed that. 

Comment 17: Do you know what the coordinated increase is going to help? 

Comment 18: It is actually going to make the problem worse, because the people who can’t 

get housing and the shelter. Sorry to take over for that, because I don’t think that it accounts for 

that and problems with rehousing. 

Presenter: We will make sure to incorporate that and make sure that we have a discussion 

based on the Wilder Report. We will certainly expand on that. I haven’t seen it yet, but I am 

happy too. 

Comment 19: So another huge cause would be mental illness as well. 

Presenter: Yes and when we get into the survey at the end we can talk about that. We get input 

about that as well. You will see that for sure. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 20: Have you considered looking at labor force participation rates. I feel like they 

are not, like they have declined. While we see the unemployment go down they report that the 

participation has also decreased. 

Presenter: It is almost the same or it off sets? 

Comment 21: Well it is masking that. It is looking like an economic recovery more so. 

Presenter: Because people are moving or leaving. 

Comment 22: It would be really interesting to see that. 

Presenter: We could do that. I know where that table is. 

Comment 23: Especially compared to the national. 

Presenter: It might actually be in the report. This is just the brief overview. 
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(Presentation) 

Comment 24: In our area and I am sure it is across the state, we have community gatherings, 

and we work with our foundation. We try to figure out, because we have such a need for 

certain areas of employment and we can’t get people to move in our area. When we find out 

the housing stock is needed, affordable housing, good housing makes  the difference and 

having transportation, child care, and all the basics that can do that and how can small rural 

communities thrive and compete when they are dealing with somebody who can move to a 

different area and have everything they need.  We have great trees and lakes and wonderful 

fishing, but it does not supply them to come to and we struggle with that with our hiring 

processes and retention and trying to offer a job and at the same time having the housing stock 

and everything that will keep them there. So I know the economic growth is there, however 

there are a lot of communities that are really struggling. 

Presenter: This is average. This is aggregated throughout the state. 

Comment 25: Do you have anything that breaks it down. Do you do different disparities across 

the state? 

Presenter: For different counties? This data does go down to county level. I don’t know if it is 

in there right now, but it could be. The BLS, the BLS is the unemployment stuff and it does go 

down to city level, but the BEA stuff only goes down to county level.  

Comment 26: There is one person at the at the  Blandin Foundation and he has a stack this big 

and about 20 years’ worth of data and it consistently states the  same thing, but then how do 

you break through the barriers and those problems to actually address the community’s issues. 

We are just one piece of the pie. 

Presenter:  Like you were mentioning before the urban/rural divide. We try to address that in 

the survey as well towards the end of this. We see that as well. If you want to look at the 

statewide and where you are going to allocate resources such as rural urban they both have 

problems, but they have different problems. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 27: Is there any correlation on any of  these as to what kind of subsidized income or 

programs that people are on so that their poverty may not be directly related to that, because 

they are getting so much subsidy that their… 

Comment 28: So much subsidy?  So a family of four is $23,000. In 2014, a family of four was 

$23,000 and program is about 400 or 500, maybe it is up to 525 now, SNAP or food stamps. It 

would put them at 125 percent poverty, but it is not going to push them, much above that. I 

can’t remember how they calculate income verses poverty driven? What do they do? 

Comment 29: I think it is just, that is just income. 

Comment 30: Earned. 

Comment 31: Earned income.  

Comment 32: This slide is concerning to me. It looks like in 14 years the poverty rate almost 

doubled. So what I am wondering is what is it in 2015. Just one more year. It is trending really 

fast. 
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Presenter: Yes and like I said the other small area income poverty estimates that we should that 

is we don’t have will be included. Those are yearly estimates as well so you can see the yearly 

trend. So we will make sure that we include that in this report as well.  

(Presentation) 

Comment 33: I was just thinking in these last couple of slides we are looking at I understand 

why you are using the Five-Year Census and other  statistics, but we are missing a lot of the 

housing recovery. So when you look at something like homeownership rates, which we have 

actually seen in the last five years in Minnesota is a steady decline in the homeownership rate 

and it is getting lost in the data and it is something that is definitely impacting our vacancy rates 

and rentals.  I don’t know if you can look at just 2014, the one year? 

Presenter: We can if we do it statewide. 

Comment 34: You will see that trend a little more. 

Presenter: You get temporal resolution. 

Comment 35: A five-year especially in housing in the last five years especially is moderating 

what we have last seen. 

Presenter: The data and like you said if this is single family construction and they are not 

building units. 

Comment 36: There is the five-year period. 

Presenter: Exactly, we can think about switching to one-year. If you look statewide we do the 

five-year if we want to dial it down to the maps, but if we are just doing statewide report then 

the one-year is available. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 37: Can you go back to the taxes slide? Is there any, you said it was purple. 

Presenter: Yes, blue and purple are the higher poverty rate levels.  

Comment 38: How many tax credit projects were up north, like the location. 

Comment 39:  It looks like Cass County and Leech Lake Reservation it is purple on every one 

of these slides. What about lighter Mahnomen County, Red Lake. Those are Mahnomeh 

County has a Reservation, but they are not. I always hear that Mahnomeh County is the poorest 

county, but this tells me that we are sitting right now. 

Presenter: These are Census tracts and I guess if you aggregate it up to and if you aggregate it 

up to the county you might start seeing that like we have had a wealthier Census tract with a 

lower Census tract and also if you are doing weighted so there might not be a lot of people 

living here, but they are all in poverty. So if you aggregate out up to the county level you might 

see that average of the poverty rate. It would be and it would show a different thing. Maybe we 

should do a county map as well. 

Comment 40: I am just curious why Leech Lake area is so bolded in there. 

Presenter: This is percentage of people in poverty and it is probably and I would have to look 

at the actual raw data, but I am guessing that it is a small number of people and they are all in 

poverty or something along those lines. When you aggregate it to a larger area like a county or 
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something you see other counties with larger poverty rates than that. So just the averages are 

finicky things sometimes depending on how many people are there. 

Comment 41: I agree with him. It would be really nice to see more of the county and breaking 

it down. It would be helpful for the larger bigger plan. Recently, I was out in Vermont and we 

were talking about some of the things that were out there. There is one town that has the 

highest level of meth and heroin, top of the charts heroin, but when you think of the census 

counts in the state, which doesn’t have a high population anyway, it is skewed.  

Comment 42: That happens when you have a higher poverty rate than that because our 

population may be bigger. 

Comment 43: But it just changes and I am just using that as an example for housing because it 

is like maybe the population lie you said is smaller but it changes. 

Presenter: I do some work in Nebraska too and we calculate population changes  in counties 

and the counties in Nebraska they have 93 counties and there are always one to two counties 

that just standing like this all the time and everyone is like what is going on there? Well there is 

only 200 people in that county and a county with 200 people and they had a barbeque when 

they took the Census or something. You see weird little things like that. Artifacts popping up. 

So we can easily make county level maps. 

Comment 44: Isn’t that Red Lake though where the highest concentration is? 

Comment 45: So it is Red Lake? 

Comment 46: So Red Lake would be like Leech Lake is more dispersed as far as where the 

Native Americans are. It is not one big chunk. It is like little plots here and there. Whereas Red 

Lake is one big. So that is really why it looks like that. 

Comment 47: So that border is all Red Lake County. 

Comment 48: So show where Leech Lake is then? Just so he knows. 

Comment 49:  Where is Cass County on that map? Where are we sitting today? 

Comment 50: Here is where we are. Here is Leech Lake. Here is Red Lake. 

Comment 51: So then the other concentrated blue area is Mehnomah. The south and west. 

Presenter: Should I go back to that American Indian population? 

Comment 52: I don’t want to be disruptive. 

Presenter: No we are all in this together. 

Comment 53: I am learning. 

Comment 54: So am I. 

Comment 55: One of the conversations that we had at our local COC yesterday was talking 

about the disparity with different parts of the northern and the southern. One of the 

conversations we entered in was you can build the housing and stuff there, but to create the 

jobs there isn’t the employment, case managers, or supportive services to be able to be in those 

positions. So then it is difficult and you might have people move in here, but you need the 

supports and you need the jobs and you need the training and you have all of these other 

different things because they also need a place to live. So it is this big trickledown effect that 
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occurs. So how do you support that and you want them to build housing and you want them to 

be successful, but then how do you try to work to partner with them at such a distance. 

Presenter: Yes, how do you jumpstart that whole process? 

Comment 56: Right that needs to be jump-started. 

Presenter: Then somehow that has to keep going, self-propagating. That is a difficult problem 

and not just for Minnesota. 

Comment 57: Is there any movement for the housing stock that exists? I live in Itasca County 

and even in our immediate areas around Grand Rapids there is about 1,200 rentals that are 

substandard but there isn’t and we need to have inspections and correlate with the local HRA 

so that those and we don’t have that yet. To try to increase as I look at some of the apartments 

that are 650 plus basic electricity, so we need the rent for that person is 700, but I wouldn’t 

even necessarily want a cockroach to live there. Then there are other apartments that are 

beautiful and you want to be able to try to support the landlord with CDBG funds? I don’t 

know. We also work with a lot of landlords and we would love to improve their properties that 

are aging. The financial, tax bracket that they are in… 

Presenter: They don’t have the excess capital. 

Comment 58: To even put them in touch… 

Comment 59: Who are you talking about? In subsidized? 

Comment 60: Yes. 

Comment 61: I know it is something that we run into a lot with housing is how you use funds. 

They don’t have a tax credit. We do have one program the rural, RDL, so it was in pilot last 

year and it continues in pilot and has been successful so far. There are a lot of administrators 

around that are doing it, but it continues to be in small scale. There are not a lot of funds, but 

we are hearing about it everywhere we go around the state we are gearing more support for 

this. 

Comment 62: I know a landlord and he was able to remodel all four, he has a four-plex. He 

was able to remodel it, yet it didn’t go as far he needed it to, but it did help, but some of it was 

like DIY on HGTV where you get into it and there is mold and there is other issues. So what he 

wanted to do and what he could do, he was able to save his building, but it wasn’t able to 

replace like the shower or the,  he had  the infrastructure done but not the… 

Presenter: The ascetics. That is something that we talk about on the survey. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 63: We have had a number of building code changes that have occurred over the 

last year or so and the boarder communities are feeling the impact of that much more than 

those further in. For example Moorhead and Fargo where Fargo you don’t have to (inaudible) 

in Minnesota you do and higher energy codes and those things. I know on the border they are 

finding that they can’t be competitive on the Minnesota side. It is cheaper to live on the other 

side. I’m surprised it is not higher. There has been a pretty good increase in the last couple of 

years. 

Comment 64: What other states have confiscated, Iowa, Wisconsin? 
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Comment 65: Probably all of our sides. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 66: Did you anywhere about the location of jobs and housing? I notice there is 

economic activity occurring where there is. 

Presenter: At the very start of the survey we ask which community or communities you want to 

address. So we do have these data broken down my number of communities by the state.  

Comment 67: Like where a barrier to economic development or a barrier to where housing is? 

Presenter: The only way to get that out of the data is if they checked like at the beginning and I 

am talking about Minneapolis and then this, but we allowed them to check multiple places and 

we can certainly aggregate the data and create these. Every table that we see here we can 

create it for a specific community that was checked on the survey. Other than that we do have 

other in the comment field, so a lot of people put in the comments that specifically mention, so 

you just have to read through the comments to see. It would be nice to have a second high 

need and where, but you can get the data the other way. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 68: You also need it to operate businesses.  

Presenter: Economic development is a driver. 

Comment 69: There are a lot of homeless people and they have the best cell phone, because it 

is the only way to get around trying to get a job or apartment or whatever. So it is really like… 

Presenter: Yes it is 2016... 

Comment 69: They need their cell phone and I get that because we live in social media, but at 

the same time you can’t develop jobs unless you have the ground work in rural areas where 

you just lose your service. Who want to be dial up? We were dialup in 2004 in the rural area. 

Presenter: Yes, it doesn’t work. You can’t attract jobs or companies if they have to hear the 

modem ring tones. 

Comment 70: It makes a difference in where you buy your property. Like in Marble, Minnesota 

they have broadband and if you go over a little bit to another small town and they don’t have 

it. It makes a difference in where you choose to buy a home or rent. 

Presenter: To start a business or anything. That is an important thing and that is why it is 

number 3 there and we did a breakdown. Again the urban and the remainder are much higher 

in the remainder. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 71: Most of those things had a trickledown effect like back in the 80s I remember 

when there was a movement when they were just like give them medication and they will be 

OK.  The increase in the homeless being taking out of facilities that could help them and work 

with them. I work with severely mentally ill.  We have closed a lot of facilities throughout the 

state and what we are looking at we give then health homes which are very expensive and the 

high need  and competition  to build them, plus to staff them. The need is great and then I look 

at and I work with people with severe mental illness and they want supports, they want 
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freedom of choice, they love the Homestead Act because it offers that. It is expensive too also 

and when they have supports and they have housing people can do incredibly well because 

they are in a safe secure environment. There are shelters and if they could just have length of 

stay a bit longer. 

Presenter: It is on record. 

Comment 72: I think the change in the shift with our veterans and what the federal government 

is doing with our veterans has modeled some ways of the ways that they work to  help support 

people to  get into a job or that plan to end homelessness for veterans has significantly 

impacted and changed things, but again funding. 

Presenter: Funding yes and that is why we are here because there is some funding coming 

down the pipe and we have to figure out where that funding is going. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 73:  People released from prison those are typically the easiest people for me to 

work with and to house because they are wrapped with a parole officer who is there and they 

have opportunities for support and I think the landlords and get them housed pretty easily. 

When I have somebody coming who is exiting jail not so much. Different shift, completely 

different because they don’t have a team approach with a parole officer, they might not be on 

probation so there is and landlords want to be able to say can you help me with this situation 

because my evictions were 18 this year and it is not necessarily people with criminal records it 

is just trying to avoid another unlawful behavior. I could talk to you about that later. 

Presenter: These are tricky problems. 

Comment 74: They are. 

Presenter:  They haven’t been solved yet and people have been working on them for decades. 

Comment 75: I can honestly say that the people that are in the HTF program that are coming to 

and visiting our prison and they are homeless they get supports and then they can get a job. 

They see an opportunity and they do pretty well. The ones on the HTF programs that just get 

all of their rent completely paid and who  do not use supports they are going to exit out and 

that is choice and that is purely choice.  

Presenter:  Having a support and having a broader package. 

Comment 76: Somebody who is happy and going to do your plan so that you do not fall back 

on the city, shifts, but they do have a different take on them. 

Comment 77: There is a trend going on is sort of a banishment ordinance of sex offenders that 

might be a special need. Like 80 communities in Minnesota that have some form of 

banishment order in the works right now with sex offenders. Where are they to go? We are not 

going to get them all to go to Fargo. 

Presenter: Even though the housing might be cheaper. 

Comment 78: They have an ordinance there too. They send them to Iowa and they send them 

back. The sex offender population is a real challenge in housing. 

Presenter: That is a good point. 
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Comment 79: This plan is a five-year plan? I am surprised the senior needs are not coming up a 

little bit higher based on the demographics, but may be that will show up. 

Presenter: Yes every five years. We see that. The frail elderly keep popping up, but the other is 

a little low. People are just entering that age bracket. The S and P did really well for the last 

since 2009. We will see if there is another market crash and we will see that. 

Comment 80: We will see that the baby boomers are really still at home. They will be there 

until about 85. So what we see as this (inaudible) effecting the housing market it is more like 

getting them services to rehab their homes and then when we get up to that frail elderly it is 

different, but I think we will still see that increase over the years. 

(Presentation) 

Comment 81: The Bonding bills? 

Presenter: I am going to differ that. 

Comment 82: I don’t know about the Bonding bill. It changes yearly. 

Comment 83: I will send you an email today. 

Comment 84: The way the Census defines income is what they use to calculate 100 percent of 

the poverty line, but what we are seeing there is wages, unemployment, social security, SSI, 

pensions, child support is included there. It is all cash sources of income including benefits are 

included in that poverty line. The only thing that is not included is like food stamps or SNAP, 

medical and public housing. 

Comment 85: What about VA? 

Comment 86: VA, veterans benefits are included in that income. They are considered cash 

benefits. Just some of the poverty rates around here, so if you take a family of two it is $15,000 

and of four it is $24,000. Cass County it is 15.7 and Beltrami it is 18.5 percent of households 

under poverty, St. Louis is 17 percent, Mahnomen was the highest at 19.6. Quite a bit higher 

than the state average. 

Comment 87: What were you looking at? 

Comment 88: Just the quick facts. 

Presenter: Thank you for that. 

Comment 89: Our state is vastly different because of the land; from the northern part to the 

central to the southern you will see things. 

Comment 90: Even with a county like Becker is below 10 percent and then the county next to 

it doesn’t have lakes… 

Comment 91:  There is even a big difference between northern and Cass County. 

Comment 92: Because of the lakes and the recreational opportunities. 

Presenter: That makes things even more difficult if you are going to allocate your resources to 

the whole county if it is different in the county. 

Comment 93: The high rates trump and the mining and the big impact of the mining and that 

has been going on the last 6, 9 months of the year. 
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Presenter: The resources have been falling. 

Comment 94: The unemployment statewide has been down, but on the range … 

Presenter: Spiked up. Those are and mining is a descent paying job and it is fulltime 

employment and that hurts. I know and I do some work in Wyoming and with the oil prices 

falling they are just really feeling it as well. The falling prices really impact you. 

Comment 95: Do you think we could engage when you were talking about the mom and pop 

and they could try to do a survey like this or people in our community. I could get them to 

write 18 letters in 15 minutes because they are so passionate about it. It is trying to get 

somebody that is so busy trying to take those ten minutes to take that survey. 

Presenter:  It is hard with face to face and knocking on their door, but that takes time out of 

someone else’s day. Time is also a resource that unfortunately you can’t buy more of. 

Comment 96: I will say I was just (inaudible) they have a landlord training every year for 

landlords and other people. She tries to build relationship and also provide a resource instead 

of just asking them for help, but give them information. She gets a lot of small mom and pops, 

because they want to learn. She has a daily list that she uses. I think it is smart and some other 

home providers do that throughout the city. It would actually be an opportunity to reach. 

Comment 97: So maybe a local agent in the community to deal with somebody and … 

Comment 98: It is like as you say if they are getting a test they are more likely to fill it out. If 

you are from the state… 

 

 

 

 

6.23.2016 Minnesota Eligible Grantee Outreach Committee Meetings 

Comment 1: Now that Ramsey County can provide accurate wait list information for  those 

needing shelter, meaning the ability to quantify the number of homeless needing help, we 

know there are not enough beds to address this. We know that 30 to 45 families at any given 

time (average size family is 3) have to wait. We can now quantify how much funding is needed 

and there is a gap, Those counties like Ramsey who have been able to quantify the actual 

need/gap - particularly as we know how many beds we associated programming we need to fill 

the gap - can identify $$/funding needed to address this. Thanks 
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Racial equity and mental health are the largest issues.  Permanent supportive housing is needed 

since there is repeat clientele.  There is a 1% vacancy rate in the metro and all the vacancies are in 

the suburbs.  With no transportation these individuals cannot get from home to work. 

 

Racial disparities present in housing.  In North Minneapolis there is a bridge separating black 

communities from other parts of Minneapolis.  There are less healthy food options along with lower 

paying jobs in the area as well.  There is little code enforcement.  Slums are widespread. 

 

Exclusionary practices are common.  Many landlords do not allow Section 8 and require income to 

be above 300% of rent. There needs to be policy that does not allow Section 8 to be excluded (i.e. 

stronger source of income laws).  We need more affordable housing that allows more vouchers, 

more units, and more rehab. 

 

Other issues on the horizon include housing issues for those with acute medical conditions.  Tie 

housing with medical care together.  Individuals are discharged from the hospital and go straight to 

the homeless shelter because they have nowhere to go.  There is minimal staff and care at the 

shelters.  Frail elderly are more commonly showing up at homeless shelters.  These are expensive 

issues because they are handled on an individual basis. 

 

These same issues keep coming up.  Sometimes the solution is to invest more money into these 

issues [to prevent].  Funds could be used more efficiently.  There is a disconnect between funding 

sources. 

 

There is little done for eviction prevention.  There are foreclosure prevention programs and 

programs against predatory lending.  If there are practices to prevent homelessness then we can end 

this pattern [of homelessness]. 

 

There are housing programs for artist lofts with many tax credits.  90% of tenants are white.  This is 

not a funding issue it is a tenant selection issue. 

 

Education and schooling effect a student’s future.  We have ignored this problem for too long.  

DHS has an $11 million grant for homeless youth.  Is it too late [in this cycle]?  Youth under age 18 

often cannot sign a lease. 

 

Master leasing is a program that has been noted as a best practice in supportive housing delivery.  

This is where a non profit organization leases the property from the owner and subleases it to 

tenants on the condition the tenants receive supportive services.  A similar model also allows a 

tenant to sublease and eventually lease a property so they can establish rent history. 

 

The wider array of programs we have, the more agile we can be against these issues.   
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