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___________________________________________________________________________

 

The purpose of this memorandum is to: 

• summarize key outcomes and priorities from our discussion on November 1, 2021,  

• summarize the federal guidance on use of ARPA funds for affordable housing, 

• describe how the case study programs allocate funds, and 

• describe a preferred option for focusing the use of the $5 million in ARPA funds that City Council, 
earmarked for affordable housing based on the November 1 discussion.  

KEY OUTCOMES AND PRIORITIES 

We had another productive conversation during the November 1 work session as the committee members 
weighed the three different funding options that we presented, with the intent of refining those options into a 
recommendation. 

For discussion purposes, we created three funding scenarios that prioritized different activities, as summarized in 
the image top of the next page.   

Key differences among the options include: 

• Option 1 focuses on renovation and rehabilitation of existing homes, preferably WHA homes, for 

affordable homeownership, as well as robust funding for expanding home repair programs for current 

homeowners.  This option would help improve the condition of up to 170 homes and offer services to 100 

households. 

• Option 2 adds an option to fund renovation and repair for affordable rental homes, increasing the overall 

affordability range that would be supported by the effort.  This option would impact approximately 140 

homes (90 for-sale and 50 rental), as well as 100 households that would receive services. 

• Option 3 focuses on for-sale homes and existing homeowners, but adds funding for new construction to 

funding for renovation and rehabilitation.  This option would impact approximately 115 homes, as well as 

100 households that would receive services. 

The primary intent of prescribing specific allocations in each option was to be able to illustrate the potential 

impacts in terms of units created and households supported.  The case study programs are not this prescriptive. 
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The presentation of the above funding options led to robust discussion about what should be priorities for the 
ARPA funds, particularly keeping in mind that additional funds will come available in the short- to mid-term as 
WHA portfolio homes are sold.   

Key points of agreement and discussion are summarized below.  Following each statement is commentary based 
on best practices we have observed. 

• The AHF should not be as prescriptive as the above options, meaning that it should not earmark a 
specific amount of funds for renovation/rehab, home repair, homeowner services, and/or new 
construction.  Rather, it should be set up with parameters around goals and what uses are eligible, and 
“let the market dictate” what types of projects are proposed.  The review committee would have to weigh 
the pros and cons of each project, and decide how they align with the overall goals and requirements of 
the programs. 
 

• Several committee members agreed that a geographic target for use of the funds (i.e., formerly redlined 
areas or specific neighborhoods) would help the impact stretch further.  At the same time, it is important 
to ensure that adequate community infrastructure is in place.  That is, education, transportation, health 
care, grocery, and similar options that support stability should be accessible to ensure that the physical 
investments in housing are supported long-term. 
 

• Some concern was raised about renovation and rehabilitation funds because those programs made 
available through WHA (via HUD funds) go unused, although part of that could be the rules associated 
with the programs. 
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• There was general consensus (i.e., most committee members seemed to agree) that Option 1 would 
impact the most households/units, but that Option 2 would better address community needs, including 
impacts of COVID on housing stability. Specifically, it was discussed that Option 2 would serve a wider 
income range than Option 1, including lower-income households than a homeownership focus.  It would 
also provide options to address rental housing conditions.   
 

• There was additional discussion around whether or not to include new construction as part of the 
recommendation for using ARPA funds. A key reason some committee members said this is needed is 
because affordable housing providers such as Habitat for Humanity and Mennonite Housing could provide 
more new homes to families if additional funding was available.  They generally have lots under control 
already, and could prepare eligible families in the timeline.  A secondary reason cited for supporting new 
construction with ARPA funds was the need to address all of the vacant lots Wichita’s core 
neighborhoods—that returning these to productive use is critical to stabilizing neighborhoods.   
 

While most committee members agreed that supporting new construction as part of the AHF is important 
in the long-term, most agreed that there is a need to focus the APRA funds to impact as many households 
as possible within the specified timeframe.  One committee member indicated that they support Option 
2, so long as some of the funds that are raised when WHA properties are sold are earmarked to support 
new construction.  A key concern raised about committing ARPA funds to new construction is that the gap 
to produce these homes is much larger than a repair and renovation approach.  
 

Additional notes from the discussion are included in the slide deck, Advisory Committee Slide Deck_3rd Meeting 
11.1.2021.pdf, that will be provided.   

ARPA GUIDELINES FOR AFFORDBLE HOUSING 

As discussed in our work sessions, the ARPA funds are relatively flexible in terms of how they can be used to 
support affordable housing.  However, there are a few important guidelines that should shape our 
recommendations.  A fact sheet, American Rescue Plan Act:  Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds 
(June 2021), is attached for your reference, and is used in the following summary as a source. 

The Department of the Treasury’s Interim Final Rule (May 17, 2021)1and subsequent guidance (June 24 revised 
FAQ #2.21) from the Treasury Department indicate that the following uses are eligible to respond to the impacts of 
the pandemic: 

• Assistance to households in the form of rent, mortgage, utility, and relocation assistance; 

• Provide housing stability services in the form of housing counseling, fair housing counseling, case 
management, outreach to households at risk of eviction, promotion of housing assistance programs, 
housing-related services for survivors of domestic abuse or human trafficking, and specialized services for 
individuals with disabilities or seniors.  This includes legal aid, court-based eviction prevention, or eviction 
diversion programs; 

• Support COVID-19 prevention in congregate living facilities, such as homeless shelters and group living 
facilities, ventilation improvements, supporting access to medical or public health services, or support for 
isolation or quarantine; 

• Affordable housing development to increase the supply of affordable and high-quality living units; 

• Services to address homelessness, such as supportive housing, and to improve access to stable affordable 
housing for those experiencing homelessness; and, 

• Housing vouchers, residential counseling, or housing navigation assistance to facilitate moves to 
neighborhoods with high levels of economic opportunity and mobility for low-income residents. 

 

1 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/17/2021-10283/coronavirus-state-and-local-fiscal-
recovery-funds  

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/17/2021-10283/coronavirus-state-and-local-fiscal-recovery-funds
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/17/2021-10283/coronavirus-state-and-local-fiscal-recovery-funds
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A key element communicated in the Interim Final Rule is that the fund must address the “disproportionate 
negative impacts on certain communities and populations by investing in housing and neighborhoods.”  

According to the fact sheet prepared by National Low Income Housing Coalition: 

These equity-focused services are broadly applicable to Qualified Census Tracts (QCT; as designated by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development), other disproportionately impacted areas, and when 

provided by Tribal governments. Recipients may provide these services to other populations, 
households, or geographic areas that are disproportionately impacted by the pandemic, but recipients 
must be able to support their determination that the populations served have been disproportionately 
impacted (IFR, p. 19).2 
 

These guidelines touch on several key themes that the committee has discussed during our work sessions: 
 

1. Geographic focus:  a map of the QCTs in Wichita is include below, and provides an initial guideline for 
where the funds can/should be used.  While the geography can be expanded, the City would have to 
document that those areas and/or households to be served in those areas are “disproportionately 
impacted.”  This is where the guidance becomes vague, and proving this element would add another layer 
of complexity to using the funds.  While there are certainly impacted individuals and households outside 
of the QCTs, those areas do include the formerly redlined neighborhoods in Wichita, and align with the 
geographic focus communicated by several members of the committee.  Therefore, we recommend using 
the QCTs as the eligible geography for use of ARPA funds.   

  

 

2 American Rescue Plan Act:  Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds. National Low Income Housing 
Coalition, June 28, 2021. 
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2. Programmatic focus:  Each of the funding options discussed during the November 1, 2021 meeting are 

eligible per the Treasury’s guidance, although there are additional eligible uses that we have not 
specifically discussed in the context of ARPA funds.   

a. For instance, we have not discussed direct rent/mortgage assistance, primarily because the city 
has successfully distributed emergency rental funds.  

b. We also did not discuss providing homeless services or housing through ARPA funds because 
there are substantial other funds being directed to those elements, including HOME-ARP funds. 

c. We did not address supporting COVID-19 prevention with the ARPA funds, although this element 
could be addressed through the renovation/rehabilitation program.   

d. We did not specifically address eviction prevention and other housing stability services, although 
these could be included as eligible uses if we expand the “homebuyer/owner services” concept 
to “housing services”.  Specifically, we have seen eviction mitigation and housing navigation 
services to substantially help with housing stability in other markets. 

  
CASE STUDY BEST PRACTICES 

The five case study affordable housing funds that we profiled and interviewed through the course of this process 
provide several valuable lessons that help focus recommendations for Wichita’s fund.  It is important to consider 
that, at the time we researched the funds and spoke to the managers, none had received an allocation of ARPA 
funds.  In fact, the City of Wichita was ahead of many communities in committing ARPA dollars to affordable 
housing.  Nonetheless, many of the programs offered address many of the goals around affordable housing that 
we discussed for Wichita.   

The following list summarizes best practices from the case study funds.  A table summarizing key elements noted 
in this list is included on the following page.   

1. Clearly state program goals and priorities:  The program goals and priorities set the tenor for what type 
of project proposals will be received.  Most are directed toward expanding affordable housing options and 
improving neighborhoods stability. 

2. Define eligible uses:  Each of the case study funds define what uses are eligible, while allowing for 
flexibility so that applicants can propose projects that are feasible and meet community needs. 

3. Describe eligible users: Some funds focus on expanding capacity and funding for non-profit organizations, 
while most are open to for-profit and non-profit developers.   

4. Outline affordability requirements (e.g., income levels and length of affordability): Most funds have 
separate requirement for rental and for-sale housing, and some differentiate workforce housing from 
affordable housing.  Generally, rental housing is targeted at or below 60 percent AMI, while for-sale is up 
to 80 percent AMI.  Affordability provisions for rental housing typically run from 10 to 30 years and are in 
the form of restrictive covenants or land-use restrictions. 

5. State funding limitations/program caps: Most funds have a per-project maximum, defined as a 
percentage of total development cost, a numeric cap, or a per unit cap.  For instance, Tulsa’s cap is 
$40,000 per unit, up to $1 million per project, while Greenville sets a cap at $500,000 per development 
project.  St. Louis has a cap of 25 percent of development cost for for-sale projects and 30 percent for 
rental projects.  Separate guidelines and caps are created for housing services and home repair programs. 

6. Describe the application and review process, along with applicable timelines:  All of the funds have 
application requirements and a review process.  Application cycles run from being on a rolling basis (i.e., 
applicants can submit their project at any time) to a once-a-year application window.  Review processes 
range from a 60-day turnaround, to quarterly reviews, to annual reviews and awards.   
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We have considered and discussed a lot of information over the past three months, and there is always additional 
information to think through, particularly when it comes to supporting better affordable housing options and 
solutions.  However, there is significant alignment between what we discussed as priorities for the City of Wichita, 
best practices for affordable housing funds, and the parameters that guide how the City can use ARPA funds for 
affordable housing. 

Our recommendations for the focus of the use of APRA funds to seed and launch the Affordable Housing Fund are 
as follows:   

1. Program goals and priorities:  

a. Goal Statement:  To improve the quality of the existing affordable housing stock (rental and for-
sale), while expanding quality affordable housing options and promoting neighborhood stability 
in Wichita’s core areas. 

b. Strategy:  Create a short-term strategy to leverage ARPA funds to renovate WHA properties, 
along with a long-term goal of improving the conditions in the surrounding blocks and 
neighborhoods.   

c. Equity:  The focus geography for the AHF serves Wichita’s minority communities, who are 
disproportionately impacted by housing insecurity.  Therefore, the fund should incorporate 
equity in its policies, program administration, review process, and oversight.  This should include 
ensuring that minority developers and contractors can reasonably participate, that decision-
making around project funding considers impacts to the minority communities, and that minority 
community leaders be an integral part of the Review Committee.     

d. Priorities 

a. Projects that renovate WHA homes. 

• Approximately 180 off WHA’s 352 homes are located in QCTs within the ECA 
and not in flood zones.  A map of these properties is attached. 

• An RFP process would be initiated that would include an application for AHF 
funds to renovate the homes for affordable homeownership or rental.   

• These projects would be given priority in a scoring matrix, so long as the 
proposed project is economically feasible, reasonable in cost, and meets the 
goals of the program.  (a sample scoring matrix will be provided).      

b. Projects within ¼-mile of existing WHA homes, particularly homes that are approved for 
renovation, or other work that is proposed alongside renovation of WHA homes.   

• For instance, a proposer may seek a cluster of 10 WHA homes, and build 5 new 
homes on vacant lots in the immediate area.   

• In addition, a partner could also propose a targeted home repair program 
within that same area.   

• This approach would maximize the impact of these funds in a specific location, 
and create opportunity for homeowners, renters, and developers alike.   

• A longer-term goal, as additional funds become available, would be to expand 
the priority geography. 

c. Projects located in formerly redlined neighborhoods (and QCTs).  

• 67 of the 180 WHA homes located in QCTs in the ECA are within formerly 
redlined areas neighborhoods deemed “hazardous” or “definitely declining”.  
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d. Projects that support sustainable homeownership. 

e. Projects that leverage other funding sources, such as Project-Based Section 8 vouchers, 
lead paint remediation, and LIHTCs (probably 4% given time constraints). 

f. Projects where site control or property ownership is already in place. 

• A benefit of leveraging WHA homes through the AHF is that they are all under 
the city’s ownership, and, through a clear RFP process and communication with 
HUD, the transfer of ownership to a developer should be straightforward. 

• Entities already working in the QCTs that have properties and ongoing projects 
could also use these funds to accelerate their plans and meet long-term 
objectives. 

2. Eligible uses:   

a. Single-family renovation or rehabilitation (for-sale or rental). 

• Definition:  Renovation or rehabilitation projects are those that modernize an existing 
home/housing unit.  For instance, major systems (i.e., plumbing, HVAC, and electric) 
would be replaced or upgraded, roofs would be replaced, windows would be repaired 
and replaced, kitchens and baths would be upgraded, and cosmetic items such as 
paint and flooring, would be replaced. 

• For rental housing proposals:  eligible projects will only be those that utilize project-
based vouchers in partnership with WHA, Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs, 
either 4% or 9%), or another rental program that already places long-term 
affordability requirements through a land use restriction agreement (LURA) on the 
property.  Leveraging these programs will require affordability beyond 2026, and 
would also ensure that the rental projects have suitable ongoing monitoring without 
requiring the city to setup an additional monitoring process.     

• An important element of the application process will be to summarize the need for 
and scale of the renovation project.   

• The proposer should be ready to document how the scope of the renovation will be 
determined, such as a capital needs assessment, contractor’s detailed bid, etc.   

• The WHA homes all have architectural drawings and capital needs assessments 
completed, and these would only need to be updated for the proposed activity. 

b. Home repair for existing low-income homeowners. 

• Definition: Home repair funds are intended to fix immediate housing needs that affect 
a household’s health and safety, including roofs, structural deficiencies, hot water 
heaters, plumbing, HVAC, and electric problems.  They are intended to stabilize a 
home so that residents can remain there. 

• The proposer should document how they will work with a homeowner to determine: 
o What the repair needs are 
o What the cost of these repairs are,  
o What the priority repairs are, and 
o What will occur if the scale of the need significantly outweighs the resources 

available (e.g., a home may be in such disrepair that it would be best to work 
with the owner to find more suitable housing). 

• There will be an inspection by city representatives at the end of the repair process to 
determine that they were completed as described and to release the final payments 
to the contractors.   



DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES DRAFT  10 

 

c. Housing services, including credit counseling, homebuyer training, homeowner training, eviction 
prevention and mitigation, and housing navigation for renters. 

• Development project proposals that include housing services and/or align with other 
“wrap-around” services that seek to set households up for long-term stability and 
success would receive a scoring bonus.   

d. New construction of affordable single-family homes. 

• Again, priority would go to new construction within ¼-mile of existing WHA homes, and 
projects within this geography would be eligible for greater per unit funding, as noted 
under “funding limitations/program caps.” 

*All development and home repair activities must occur within HUD-defined QCTs. 

2. Eligible users:  
a. Development support:  For-profit and non-profit developers that have a track record of 

completing renovation and new construction projects in reasonable timeline, and having 
honored/used prior funding commitments (i.e., HOME awards from prior years). 

b. Housing services:  Established non-profit organizations with demonstrated capacity to expand 
services utilizing these funds.   

3. Affordability requirements:  
a. For-sale Housing:  Affordable at or below 80% of AMI. 
b. Rental housing:  Affordable at or below 60% of AMI, with priority given to projects that have 

units affordable at or below 50% AMI.   
c. Home repair:  Household income is at or below 80% of AMI. 
d. Housing services:  Household income is at or below 80% of AMI. 

4. Funding limitations/program caps: here is a need to balance maximizing the impact of these funds vs. 
funding projects and organization that have a realistic ability to deliver within the timeline required. 

a. $25,000 limit on home repairs for each homeowner/housing unit.  The scope of home repair 
needs should be confirmed by some sort of inspection, and the city or entity carrying out the 
home repair program should coordinate with the contractor(s) on behalf of the homeowner.   

b. $40,000 to $50,000 per unit for renovation and/or new construction projects, or a set dollar limit 
per project.  New construction projects would be eligible for up to $80,000 per unit if located 
within ¼-mile of WHA homes undergoing renovations. 
 

5. Application and review process:  Given the relatively short timeline to commit and distribute the funds, 
we recommend a flexible model that allows for regular review of applications. 

a. Pre-application:  Applicants should attend a pre-application informational session that will be 
held quarterly and available as a recording online.  This will be an informational session to discuss 
what all is needed in an application, what the process is, and what elements would lead to an 
application to not be considered.   

b. Application timeline:  Applications should be accepted on a rolling basis, and reviewed by staff 
weekly.  

c. Review process:  Applications would initially be reviewed, scored, and summarized by city staff, 
then be presented to a review committed that would consider the application and make a 
recommendation.  If needed, the Review Committee could ask for more information from an 
applicant, request a presentation or conversation, and/or hold the application to the next review 
session.  Funding recommendations would be presented to City Council for approval at a regular 
City Council meeting within 30 days of the Review Committee’s recommendation. 

• If possible, the city should consider establishing criteria for projects that could be 
approved on an administrative basis to expedite funding.  For instance, home repair 
projects could be approved after city staff review, and approval by the Review 
Committee.  Or, a renovation project within the priority geography of less than $25,000 
per unit and of five or fewer units.  This would serve to accelerate the approval of 
projects that meet major program goals. 
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d. Project Award:  Applicants would be notified of their project award within 72 hours of council 
approval and a draft contract would be provided within 30 days.   

e. Program Review and Adjustment:  City staff and the Review Committee should evaluate the fund, 
what projects have been funded, what applications have been received, challenges, 
opportunities, and other factors every 6 months to ensure that the funds are being used 
appropriately.  This will also allow the fund to pivot where necessary, and build a foundation for 
expanding programs and funding as additional funding sources come available. 
 

6. Grants vs. Loans:  Most affordable funds use low- or no-interest loans as the primary mechanism to 
support development, and offer grants for housing services.  However, current ARPA guidelines are 
unclear as to whether or not the city can use the funds in a way where they would revolve back to the city 
at some future date (i.e., as a loan that would be repaid).  For this reason, we recommend that the city 
approach the awards of funds in two ways: 

a. For projects that have no long-term land use restriction or other means to ensure long-term 
affordability (i.e., home repair and for-sale programs), distribute the funds as forgivable loans.  
In this case, it would be important to establish claw back provisions, such as reducing the balance 
by 10 percent each year, until shortly before the deadline to distribute all ARPA funds (December 
31, 2026).  For example, if the property sells to a new owner (related or unrelated) before 
September 30, 2026, the loan, minus whatever percentage is already forgiven, would have to be 
paid back to the city.  The city could then disburse these funds to support another project.  The 
forgivable loan would be secured as a lien on the property.  The intent is to prevent predatory 
practices, but also allow flexibility so that homeowners could still benefit should they have to 
move.   

Forgivable loans should also be workable to support rental housing projects.   

b. Other projects, such as housing services, could be issued as grants to the applicant organizations.  
This is a regular practice by funds that support these efforts. 

At other funds, forgivable loans are frequently held in escrow until certain project goals are achieved, so 
not all of the funds are disbursed at one time, and the final disbursement would not occur until project 
completion is confirmed. 

7. Administration and Staffing:   
a. The City’s Role:  It is recommended that the City serve as a grant/fund administrator for the AHF 

based on best practices from other funds and to align with other ARPA-funded efforts.  That is, 
applicants would administer the day-to-day operations of the programs that are funded.  For 
instance, a local non-profit that is already carrying out home repair services might apply for a 
$250,000 grant to expand that program to reach more households.  The city would award and 
disburse the funds to the organization, and would follow-up regularly to monitor progress, while 
the organization would work directly with households and contractors to carry out the needed 
repairs.     

City staff would review applications, communicate with organizations submitting applications, 
summarize all applications for review by the Review Committee, and report to City Council.  In 
other words, they would operate as a conduit of information for the Review Committee, and a 
resource for potential applicants.   

b. Staffing:  The newer funds we researched typically have one to two full-time staff members and a 
cohort of advisors from the private market, including accountants, real estate attorneys, and 
underwriters.  Some of the more established and larger funds have five to six full-time staff 
members and are independent organizations.  Some also earmark a portion of their annual 
funding allocation or proceeds toward administration.  

We recommend adding one project manager-level position to help launch and administer this 
program, with part-time help from current staff members.   
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c. Other Considerations:  As the fund grows, additional staff will be needed, or it may be prudent to 
contract with an organization such as LISC or Enterprise Community Partners to manage and 
administer the fund.   

We also recommending setting aside $250,000 to $300,000 of the initial ARPA allocation to cover 
the new position and associated administrative costs, so long as that is allowed by the Treasury 
Department’s guidelines.  If not, the funds will need to come from another source. 

8. Oversight:  Almost all of the funds have a review committee or advisory boards that evaluates 
applications, makes funding recommendations, and provides guidance and support to staff as the 
programs evolve.  We recommend forming a 6- to 8-person Affordable Housing Fund board or review 
committee to serve this purpose. It is recommended that minority community leaders are intentionally 
included in the committee because funding decisions will directly impact minority neighborhoods.  
 
As stated earlier, recommendations from this group would go to Council for final approval.  It is important 
that committee members represent the diversity of the community and has expertise in housing and 
community development.  However, those who may use the funds should not be eligible to serve. 
 

9. Alignment with existing programs and processes:  As we discussed at each of our work sessions, there 
are a number of housing programs and initiatives under way, and efforts should be made to align and 
connect various efforts where possible. 

a. Leverage existing programs:  Where possible, leverage existing programs and fund to maximize 
how many projects the AHF can support.  For instance, the home repair funds could be stretched 
further by utilizing existing programs administered by Housing and Community Services, such as 
the lead abatement program and existing home repair funds, as well as weatherization programs 
administered by other entities.  This would allow the homeowner to have a property inspection 
and needs report, which is required by those programs, and help prioritize and coordinate the 
repairs to make the most impact.   

b. Align application processes:  If an applicant has already submitted an application for other 
programs, such as HOME or LIHTC, that application should be accepted for AHF funds, although 
the applicant should highlight to the AHF where the applicable information is located.  

c. Build partnerships:  As the housing conversation continues to progress and resources expand 
and/or change in the city, it is important to understand who is doing what and how those 
broader efforts impact the AHF.  For instance, philanthropy could invest more in affordable 
housing and expand what the fund is able to do, or community organization could expand to 
become a CDFI.   

d. Strategize for the Phase 2 and Phase 3 efforts:  As previously discussed, the City has a few unique 
opportunities, namely because of the WHA portfolio and because of the HOME-ARP funds to 
address homeless housing.  Additional funds will become available and, while they will have their 
own restrictions, will expand what the AHF is able to do.  For instance, the proceed from the sale 
of the WHA properties could be used to create a revolving fund that will impact the community 
for years to come.   
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NEXT STEPS FOR THE CITY 

Convening the Technical Advisory Committee while researching and understanding how other affordable housing 
funds were created and operate was an important first step to implementing an AHF.  Now that the committee has 
reached a consensus recommendation and key priorities, uses, users, and administrative considerations have been 
detailed, it is time for the City to take steps to create and implement the fund.   
 

1. Create an internal implementation plan 
a. Confirm staffing requirements 
b. Process and timing to hire  
c. Capacity and expertise of existing staff to provide support 
d. Department where the AHF will be housed 
e. Public engagement plan, including 

• Media outreach  

• Marketing  
f. Identify external assistance that will be needed, such as underwriting, legal support, grant 

review, etc. 
2. Brief City Council members on the recommendations 
3. Present recommendations to City Council (to be completed on January 25th) 
4. Present the recommendations to District Advisory Boards 
5. Publicize the recommendations and conduct needed community engagement and follow-up 
6. Determine the formal process needed to establish the fund, such as an enabling ordinance (examples will 

be provided) 
7. Draft enabling ordnance/document 
8. Determine the process to select the review committee 

a. Application and/or appointment process? 
b. Term length 
c. Description of experience, expertise, community involvement, and other skills/perspectives 

needed to serve on the committee 
9. Determine ongoing monitoring and oversight needed and appropriate processes for fund recipients  
10. Gain administrative approval 
11. Hire project manager and form review committee 
12. Finalize AHF policies and procedures 
13. Launch the AHF 
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APPENDIX A: 
 

SAMPLE PROCESS DIAGRAM 
 
 


