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HB 5011: Overview and Background

• HB 5011 approved during the 2021 
Regular Session

• Appropriations and spending bill for 
Oregon Housing & Community 
Services (OHCS)

• $10 million budget note for OHCS to 
partner with the Early Learning 
Division (ELD) to study and design a 
program for incentivizing “co-
located” housing developments that 
create space for child care and early 
learning centers
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Report Overview

• Section 1: Assessing the Field
• Section 2: What Does it Take to Co-

Locate ECE with Affordable Housing?
• Section 3: Program Recommendations
• Section 4: Other Policy Strategies to 

Encourage Co-Location
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Available here: 
https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/development/Documents/ARH/02-
2022-Feb-Co-Locating-Early-Care-and-Education-Facilities-with-
Affordable-Housing.pdf

https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/development/Documents/ARH/02-2022-Feb-Co-Locating-Early-Care-and-Education-Facilities-with-Affordable-Housing.pdf


Data Sources and Assessment of Need

• Data sources: 
• County-level Census data (American Community 

Survey 5-year estimates)
• Oregon Child Care Research Partnership (Oregon 

State Univ.) data on child care deserts
• OHCS Regional Housing Needs Analysis

• Key Indicators: 
• Percent children who are Black, Indigenous, or 

People of Color (BIPOC)
• Percent children in Limited English Proficient (LEP) 

households
• Percent of children living in households earning less 

than 200% federal poverty
• Percent of children living with a single parent or 

who have both parents in the labor force
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Data Sources and Assessment of Need
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Population 
characteristics help 
contextualize existing 
research showing 
Oregon needs to add at 
least 30,000 child care 
slots to meet current 
base demand and 
600,000 new housing 
units over the next two 
decades.



Benefits of Co-Located Development
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Co-Locating child care with affordable 
housing represents significant opportunity: 
1. Respond to severe housing and child care 

shortages simultaneously 
2. Promote healthy child development and 

alleviate racial, economic, and geographic 
disparities

3. Ensure economic growth and resilience
4. Support coordinate and smart regional 

planning
5. Efficiently use public resources

Source: Center for American Progress, The Effects of Universal Preschool 
in Washington, DC (2018)

https://www.americanprogress.org/article/effects-universal-preschool-washington-d-c/


Typical Scenarios and Partnerships
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Three broad approaches for co-located housing 
developments with ECE centers and/or home-
based providers: 

1. New construction of housing and ECE together
2. Preservation or rehabilitation of an existing 

building (physical building or affordability period)
3. Tenant improvements to an existing space

Two typical structures: 
1. Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 

developments in Qualified Census Tracts (QCTs) 
can use some housing resources to build 
community service facilities

2. If outside QCT, build housing with subsidy but 
legally separate the ECE facility and look for 
funding elsewhere

See full interactive mapping tool from HUD Policy & Research here: 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sadda/sadda_qct.html

Map of Qualified Census Tracts in Portland MSA, 2022

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sadda/sadda_qct.html


Challenges to Co-Locating
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• Prevailing Wage Requirements (PWR) –
including ECE typically triggers PWR on 
the entire project and can increase total 
development costs substantially

• Lack of understanding of QCTs and LIHTC 
policy

• ECE business model and limited debt 
capacity, especially among providers 
serving low-income families

• High (and increasing) construction and 
development costs



Challenges to Co-Locating
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Space & Land Use:
• Developer confusion with child care 

licensing and space requirements 
• Zoning for mixed-use development: 

conditional use permits often 
required (adds time, complexity, and 
cost)

• Limited outdoor space in urban and 
some suburban markets 

• Design nuance and security 
considerations

• Certified Family (CF) child care not 
allowed in denser housing

Partnerships and Technical Capacity:
• Few intermediaries who can support 

housing and ECE simultaneously
• Both sides struggle to find ready 

and motivated partners
• “Once in a career” project for ECE 

providers
• Programmatic and eligibility 

misalignments
• Long development timelines 

challenging for ECE operators



Castle Rock Apartments (Boardman, Oregon)
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Housing: Umatilla Co. Housing Authority (2010)
ECE: Oregon Child Development Coalition (2018)

Project Details: 
• 40 units affordable at 45% AMI
• Housing Authority sold unused adjacent land for 8,000 sq. ft. 

modular ECE center after construction/lease up
• Migrant/seasonal Head Start serving 65-80 children

Financing: ~$3.5 million total for ECE facility ($44k/child)
• City of Boardman CDBG allocation: $2 million
• Head Start Region XII Loan: $1.5 million
• Land acquisition: $50,000

Challenges: 
• Programmatic challenges: Head Start providers often barred 

from debt financing; capital resources only for Region XII
• CDBG: Funding for ECE rare; grant management complicated
• Modular: High soft costs increase cost per sq. ft.



PCC/Killingsworth (Portland, Oregon)

11

Housing: Home Forward (exp. 2022/2023)
ECE: Native American Youth & Family Center (exp. 2022/2023)

Project Details: 
• 84 units affordable at ~47% AMI
• 4,200 sq. ft. ECE center
• Located in QCT – allows Home Forward to include shell of ECE 

facility in LIHTC equity
• NAYA will pay for fit-out of ECE center with ARPA funds

Financing: 
• Total costs to Home Forward for housing and commercial 

shell: $38 million ($433/ sq. ft.)
• ECE fit-out costs: TBD

Challenges: 
• Prevailing wage: including commercial components trigger 

Oregon BOLI prevailing wage requirements, adding to project 
costs

• ECE fit-out costs: One-time funds not normally available



Leander Court (Portland, Oregon)
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Sample Floor Plan for Family Child Care Unit, Leander CourtHousing: Rose CDC (2007)
ECE: Two Registered Family Child Care providers

Project Details: 
• Family-oriented project with 37 affordable units at 30-50% AMI
• Two ground-floor 3 BDR units designed to accommodate FCCs
• Not located in QCT, so flexible space for child care classroom 

(600 sq. ft. each) attached to FCC units paid for without LIHTC 
• FCC providers must income-qualify for units

Financing: 
• Total development cost: $7.3 million
• Flex space for FCC units added $75,000 to project; income-

generating to project 

Challenges: 
• Retaining providers: Rose CDC initially supported FCC network, 

but lost sponsorship over time (provider recruitment more 
challenging)

• Prevailing wage: Developed prior to BOLI PWR change; now 
would trigger PWR on full development



Core Program Design Recommendations
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Core Recommendations: 
• Contract with an intermediary organization (e.g., 

CDFI) to manage the fund, track development 
pipelines, and provide technical assistance

• Create and monitor a state pipeline of ECE 
operators and developers

• Deploy funds using indicators of need: 
commitment to serving low-income and BIPOC 
families, rural communities, and other areas 
with severe housing and ECE supply shortages



Fund Design Recommendations

Primary Recommendation: Split the state’s $10 million seed investment so that half 
supports low-interest loans and the other half supports direct grants for centers and 
family child care homes. 
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See page 56 of the report for more information



Low-Interest Loan Fund
• State seed investment: $5 million
• Eligibility: Any affordable housing developer or ECE provider
• Financial Products and Terms: Low-interest loans (0.5 – 4.0%)
• Intended uses: Any pre-development, acquisition, construction, or fit-out costs related to newly 

constructed, preserved or enhanced, or retrofitted ECE facilities in affordable housing projects
• Award Caps and Formulas: No definitive caps, but subject to fund availability, stage of 

development, and anticipated project impact

15See page 60 of the report for more information



ECE Facilities Grant Pool
• State seed investment: $5 million (with $0.5 million set aside for FCC repair and renovation)
• Eligibility: Any licensed ECE provider (housing developers eligible for FCC setaside)
• Financial Products and Terms: Grants
• Intended uses: Any pre-development, acquisition, construction, or fit-out costs related to newly 

constructed, preserved or enhanced, or retrofitted ECE facilities in affordable housing projects
• Award Caps and Formulas: Caps of $120,000 (pre-development) and $2 million (full build-out). 

Per child caps of $40-60k (new construction), $25-50k (tenant improvement), or $2-5k (FCC 
repair and reno).

16See page 66 of the report for more information



Other Recommendations: ECE Policies
1. Create a dedicated stream of grant funding for ECE 

operators to develop, expand, or improve physical 
facilities regardless of co-location.

2. Redirect some Employment Related Day Care 
(ERDC) funds to offer grants and contracts to ECE 
providers, prioritizing those interested in 
expanding to a co-located facility. 

3. Create a pilot program through ERDC, Preschool 
Promise, or other state ECE programs to offer 
project-based ECE vouchers to housing developers 
seeking to co-locate. 

4. Update state child care licensing regulations to 
allow Certified Family (CF) Family Child Care 
homes in apartments and denser housing 
developments. 19

Congress remains divided on federal investments in child care 
and facilities, causing many states to begin to appropriate 
General and American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds to 
support supply-building (e.g., CA, NJ, MD, etc.). California 
recently closed a $100 million application window for repair 
and renovation of facilities and will open a $150 million new 
construction window soon.



Other Recommendations: ECE Policies

5. Take state or local action to make ECE an allowable use “by right” in residential 
and commercial land use zones. 

6. Dedicate funding to Early Learning Hubs, Child Care Resource & Referral 
agencies, or other intermediaries to support business networks. 

7. Continue to explore methods for braiding and blending ECE subsidy programs 
to ensure alignment of eligibility with housing programs. 

8. Efficiently allocate federal funds for replacing lead pipes and paint in ECE 
facilities and K-12 schools. 
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Next Steps: HB 5011

• Oregon Joint Emergency Board 
approved a recommendation by 
OHCS at its June 3 meeting to allocate 
$1 million from HB 5011 for 
administrative and start-up expenses

• Next steps: 
• OHCS to release RFP for third-

party program administrator in 
Fall 2022

• E-Board to release remaining $9 
million once fund manager 
selected
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A screenshot from the Oregon Emergency Board’s initial vote on the OHCS proposal for HB 5011. 
The full recording is available here, and a copy of the Human Services Subcommittee 
recommendations is here.

https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/mediaplayer/?clientID=4879615486&eventID=2022061035
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021I1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/255792


Next Steps: Federal Support for Facilities
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• $1.75 trillion social spending 
package

• No stand alone funding for 
facilities, but 25% of state 
child care funds must be 
used on supply and quality-
building activities

• Passed House but stalled in 
Senate; future uncertain

Build Back Better

There are currently no dedicated federal resources for constructing, expanding, 
or improving early care and education facilities. 

• Democrats actively shopping 
a scaled-down child care 
package through budget 
reconciliation ($150-200 
billion) that would include 
an $18 billion CCDBG 
setaside for facilities and 
workforce

• Some bipartisan interest but 
differences on income limits, 
total toplines, and inclusion 
of facilities dollars

• Introduced in 2021 by 
Katherine Clark, Suzanne 
Bonamici, and Jamaal 
Bowman

• Creation of new $10 billion 
grant program over 5 years 
to support facilities with 
direct support for technical 
assistance

• Future uncertain

Budget Reconciliation Child Care is Infrastructure Act



Thank you!

Joe Fretwell
Program Officer, Early Care & Education

jfretwell@liifund.org
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