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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

Capitol Extension Auditorium 
February 1, 2007  8:00 am 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL                       Shadrick Bogany, Chair  
 
CERTIFICATION OF QUORUM                         Shadrick Bogany, Chair
  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
The Audit Committee of the Board of the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs will solicit Public 
Comment at the beginning of the meeting and will also provide for Public Comment on each agenda item after the 
presentation made by the department staff and motions made by the Committee. 
 
The Audit Committee of the Board of the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs will meet to 
consider and possibly act on the following: 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
Item 1: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of 2007 TDHCA Internal Audit Plan         David Gaines 
 
Item 2: Presentation, Discussion and Acceptance of Audit Report from Deloitte and Touche, LLP (Fiscal Year 

2006): 
1. Communications with Audit Committee Letter 
2. Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Basic Financial Statements 
3. Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Revenue Bond Program Financial Statements 
4. Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Computation of Unencumbered Fund Balances  
5. Report to Management (Management Letter)  

 
REPORT ITEMS  
Item 3: External Quality Assurance Review Report of the TDHCA Internal Audit Division         David Gaines  
Item 4: Internal Audit of the Energy Assistance  
                   Weatherization Assistance Program - Subrecipient Monitoring                       David Gaines 
Item 5: Status of Prior Audit Issues                             David Gaines 
Item 6: Status of Internal/External Audits                              David Gaines 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION  
a) The Board may go into Executive Session (close its meeting to the public) on any agenda item if appropriate 

and authorized by the Open Meetings Act, Texas Government Code, Chapter 551 
 
ADJOURN                       Shadrick Bogany, Chair  
 

To access this agenda and details on each agenda item in the board book, please visit our website at 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us or contact, Nidia Hiroms,  TDHCA, 221 East 11th Street  

Austin, Texas 78701-2410, 512-475-3934 and request the information. 
 

Individuals who require the auxiliary aids, services or sign language interpreters for this meeting should contact 
Gina Esteves, ADA Responsible Employee, at 512-475-3943 or Relay Texas at 1-800-735-2989 at least two days 

before the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 
 

Non-English speaking individuals who require interpreters for this meeting should contact Nidia Hiroms,  
512-475-3934 at least three days before the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 

 
Personas que hablan español y requieren un intérprete, favor de llamar a Jorge Reyes al siguiente número  

(512) 475-4577 por lo menos tres días antes de la junta para hacer los preparativos apropiados. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
BOARD MEETING 

 
February 1, 2007 

9:30 AM 
Capitol Extension Auditorium, Austin, TX 

 
       A G E N D A  

 
CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL Elizabeth Anderson 
CERTIFICATION OF QUORUM Chair of Board 
  
PUBLIC COMMENT 
The Board will solicit Public Comment at the beginning of the meeting and will also provide for Public Comment on 
each agenda item after the presentation made by the department staff and motions made by the Board. 
 
The Board of the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs will meet to consider and possibly act on the 
following: 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
Items on the Consent Agenda may be removed at the request of any Board member and considered at another 
appropriate time on this agenda.  Placement on the Consent Agenda does not limit the possibility of any 
presentation, discussion or approval at this meeting.  Under no circumstances does the consent agenda alter any 
requirements provided under Texas Government Code Chapter 551, the Texas Open Meetings Act.  
 
Item 1: Approval of the following items presented in the Board materials: 
 

General Administration Items:   
a) Minutes of the Board Meeting of December 14, 2006 

 
Community Affairs Division Items: 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Section 8 2007 Annual Public Housing Agency 

(PHA) Plan 
 
c) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Energy Assistance Department of Energy 

Weatherization Assistance Program Annual Plan 
 
Financial Division Items:  
d) 1st Quarter Investment Report 

 
Community Development Block Grant Items Administered by the Office of Rural Community Affairs: 
e) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Requests for Amendments to CDBG contracts 

administered by ORCA:  
 

Contract #: DRS060023 Contractor Gallatin   
Contract #: DRS060054 Contractor Montgomery County 
Contract #: DRS060024 Contractor Galveston County 
Contract #: DRSCOG06004 Contractor South East Texas Regional Planning Commission  
 

f) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval to modify the CDBG Disaster Recovery Action Plan to 
allow non-housing activities to be funded in communities and Indian Tribes that do not levy a local 
property tax or sales tax option     

 
HOME Program Division Items: 
g) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Single Family HOME Disaster Relief Award 

recommendations:  
 

2006-0219 DR Uvalde County $520,000  
2006-0220 DR Grayson County $114,400  
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ACTION ITEMS 
 
Item 2: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Items from Audit Committee:  Shadrick Bogany 

 
a) Presentation, Discussion and Acceptance of Audit Report from Deloitte and Touche, LLP (Fiscal Year 

2006): 
1. Communications with Audit Committee Letter 
2. Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Basic Financial Statements 
3. Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Revenue Bond Program Financial Statements 
4. Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Computation of Unencumbered Fund Balances  
5. Report to Management (Management Letter)  

 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of 2007 TDHCA Internal Audit Plan 

 
c) Presentation of Report Items from Audit Committee 

1. External Quality Assurance Review Report of the TDHCA Internal Audit Division   
2. Internal Audit of the Energy Assistance Weatherization Assistance Program-Subrecipient 

Monitoring 
3. Status of Prior Audit Issues 
4. Status of Internal/External Audits 

 
Item 3: Approval of the Partial Texas Action Plan for Disaster Recovery to Use Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) Funding to Assist with the Recovery of Distressed Areas Related to the 
Consequences of Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma in the Gulf of Mexico in 2005 

 
Item 4: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Portfolio Management & Compliance Division 

Items: 
 
a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Requests for Amendments for Program Year 2005 

and 2006 HOME OCC Contracts (including Rita) to Increase the maximum amount of assistance per 
home 

 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Requests for Amendments to HOME Investment 

Partnerships Program contracts:  
 

1000596 Jefferson County 
 

Item 5:  Presentation, Discussion and Approval of Real Estate Analysis Items:  
 

a) Presentation, discussion and possible action on a timely filed appeal regarding the termination of  a 
development under the HOME/HTC/Tax Exempt Bond program, development Ennis Senior Estates in 
Ennis, TX 

  
Item 6: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Department Rules 

 
a) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Approval for publication in the Texas Register of a Draft 

Deobligation Policy to be codified at 10 Texas Administrative Code §1.19 for public comment and public 
comment on the deletion of  10 Texas Administrative Code §53.62(c)  

 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of the Draft Asset Resolution and Enforcement Rule 

for publication in the Texas Register to receive public comment  
 

c) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval for publication in the Texas Register of the Final Texas 
Bootstrap Loan Program Rules, to be codified at 10 Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 2, Part 1  

 
d) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval for publication in the Texas Register of the Final 

Colonia Self-Help Centers Rules, to be codified at 10 Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 3  
 

e) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval for publication in the Texas Register of the Final 
Colonia Housing Standards Rules, to be codified at 10 Texas Administrative Code, Section 1.18  
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   Item 7: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Multifamily Division Items – Specifically Housing 
Tax Credit Items:  

 
a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for Housing Tax Credit Amendments Not Recommended 

by Staff: 
 
070001 Fairway Crossing  Dallas 
 

b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for Housing Tax Credit Extensions Not Recommended by 
Staff:  

 
04200 Alvin Manor Estates  Alvin 
 

c) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action of Request for Reallocation of Housing Tax Credits and 
Extension of the Commencement of Substantial Construction to Wesleyan Retirement Homes, TDHCA 
#05142  

 
d) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits 

Associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with Other Issuers:  
 

060440 Town Square Apartments, Converse, Texas 
  Converse HFC is the Issuer 
  Recommended Credit Amount of $730,219 
 
07401 Gulfway Manor, Corpus Christi, Texas 
  Nueces County HFC is the Issuer 
  Recommended Credit Amount of $481,841 

 
07402 Rockwell Manor, Brownsville, Texas 
  Cameron County HFC is the Issuer 
  Recommended Credit Amount of $364,165 
 
07403 Amelia Parc, Fort Worth, Texas 
  Tarrant County HFC is the Issuer 
  Recommended Credit Amount of $738,472 
 

e) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action on Waivers of a portion of §49.12(f) of 2007 Qualified 
Allocation Plan and Rules for: 
 
060420 Gardens of DeCordova DeCordova 
060419 Gardens of Weatherford Weatherford 
060421 Woodside Manor Senior Community Conroe 
060429 Lakes of Goldshire Rosenberg 

 
f) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action on Extension of the Application Deadline for HTC 

Applications Associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with Other Issuers that Participated 
in the Bond Review Board Lottery: 

 
07411 Spencer Manor Senior Denton County HFC 
07410 Cantrell Manor Senior  Tarrant County HFC 
07409 HomeTowne at Matador Ranch Tarrant County HFC 
07407 Lakeside Apartments Southeast Texas HFC 
07406 The Villas at Shaver Southeast Texas HFC 
07408 The Villas at Tomball Southeast Texas HFC 
 

   Item 8: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Multifamily Division Items – Specifically 
Multifamily Private Activity Bond Program Items: 

 
a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Multifamily Mortgage Revenue Bonds and Housing 

Tax Credits with TDHCA as the Issuer:  
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07601  Park Place at Loyola, Travis County Texas for a bond Amount Not to Exceed $15,000,000 
and the Issuance of a Determination Notice Recommended Credit Amount of $1,225,615.  
Resolution No. 07-002 

 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Multifamily Mortgage Revenue Bonds, Housing Tax 

Credits and HOME funds with TDHCA as the Issuer:  
 

060612  Ennis Senior Community, Ennis, Ellis County Texas for a bond Amount Not to Exceed $0, 
the Issuance of a Determination Notice Recommended Credit Amount of $0 and an award 
of HOME funds in the Amount of $0.  Resolution No. 07-004 

 
c) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action for the Inducement Resolution Declaring Intent to Issue 

Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue Bonds for Developments Throughout the State of Texas and 
Authorizing the Filing of Related Applications for the Allocation of Private Activity Bonds with the Texas 
Bond Review Board for Program Year 2007, Resolution No. 07-003:  

 
07618 Chaparral Apartments   Odessa 
07608 Cove Village    Copperas Cove 
07615 El Nido Apartments   El Paso 
07611 Garden Apartments   Lubbock  
07616 High Plains Apartments   Lubbock 
07610 Jose Antonio Escajeda Apartments El Paso 
07617 Los Ebanos Apartments   Brownsville 
07612 Peppertree Acres   Fort Worth 
07613 River Park Village East   Lampasas 
07607 Sierra Vista Apartments   El Paso 
07614 Spring Terrace     Amarillo 
07609 Win-Lin Village    Amarillo 
07619 Costa Rialto    Houston 
07620 Windshire Apartments   Houston 

 
Item 9: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of HOME Division Items: 
 

a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a 2007 HOME Notice of Funding Availability for 
Tenant Based Rental Assistance serving Persons with Disabilities 

 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a 2007 HOME Notice of Funding Availability for the 

HOME Homebuyer Assistance Program Directed to Assist Persons with Disabilities 
 

c) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for an Amendment of the HOME Commitment for:  
 

1000383 Star Village Apartments  San Benito 
  

d) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Single Family Colonia Model Subdivision Program 
Awards from the following list of Applications: 

   Recommended 
2006-0216 Pharr Housing Development Corporation $1,415,449 City of Pharr 
2006-0215 Community Development Corporation of Brownsville    $1,500,000 Cameron/Willacy  
2006-0212 Alianza Para El Desarrollo Comunitario, Inc.        $0 San Elizario 
2006-0213 Neighborhood Housing Services of Dimmitt County        $0 Carrizo Springs 
2006-0214 Centro De Salud Familiar La Fe, Inc.        $0 San Elizario 
 

e) Presentation, Discussion and Action regarding use of the Housing Trust Fund as leverage for the FEMA 
Alternative Housing Pilot Program in the amount of $1 million 
 

 Item 10:  Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Bond Finance Items 
 
a) Resolution authorizing application to the Texas Bond Review Board for reservation of Single Family 

Private Activity Bond Authority and Presentation, Discussion and Possible Preliminary Approval of 
Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds, 2007 Series A, Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds, 
2007 Series B (Variable Rate Demand Bonds), Single Family Mortgage Revenue Refunding Bonds, 
2007 Series C and Approval of Underwriting Team for Program 69, Resolution No. 07-001 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION                                                                         Elizabeth Anderson 
 

a) The Board may go into Executive Session (close its meeting to the public) on any agenda item if 
appropriate and authorized by the Open Meetings Act, Texas Government Code, Chapter 551 

 
b) The Board may go into Executive Session Pursuant to Texas Government Code §551.074 for the 

purposes of discussing personnel matters including to deliberate the appointment, employment, 
evaluation, reassignment, duties, discipline or dismissal of a public officer or employee 

 
c) Consultation with Attorney Pursuant to §551.071, Texas Government Code:  
 

1. With Respect to pending litigation styled  TP Seniors II, Ltd. v. TDHCA, filed in State Court in Travis 
County, Texas 

 
2. With Respect to pending litigation styled Gary Traylor, et. al v. TDHCA, filed in State Court in Travis 

County, Texas 
 

3. With Respect to pending litigation styled Dever v. TDHCA Filed in Federal Court 
 

4. With Respect to pending litigation styled Ballard  v. TDHCA Filed in Federal Court 
 

5. With Respect to Any Other Pending Litigation Filed Since the Last Board Meeting 
 
OPEN SESSION Elizabeth Anderson 
  
Action in Open Session on Items Discussed in Executive Session 
  
REPORT ITEMS 
Executive Director’s Report 
 

1. Quarterly Report on Housing Tax Credit Ownership Transfers  
2. TDHCA Outreach Activities, November 2006  

   
ADJOURN                                                                                                                                      Elizabeth Anderson 
 

To access this agenda & details on each agenda item in the board book, please visit our website at www.tdhca.state.tx.us or contact  
Nidia Hiroms, 512-475-3934; TDHCA, 221 East 11th Street, Austin, Texas 78701, and request the information. 

Individuals who require auxiliary aids, services or sign language interpreters for this meeting should contact  
Gina Esteves, ADA Responsible Employee, at 512-475-3943 or Relay Texas at 1-800-735-2989 at least two days before the meeting so that 

appropriate arrangements can be made. 
Non-English speaking individuals who require interpreters for this meeting should contact Nidia Hiroms, 
512-475-3934 at least three days before the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 

Personas que hablan español y requieren un intérprete, favor de llamar a Jorge Reyes al siguiente número 
(512) 475-4577 por lo menos tres días antes de la junta para hacer los preparativos apropiados. 

 
 

 























COMMUNITY AFFAIRS DIVISION 
SECTION 8 PROGRAM 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
 

Action Item 
 

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Section 8 2007 Annual Public Housing Agency (PHA) 
Plan for the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs. 
 

Required Action 
 

The proposed Streamlined 2007 PHA Plan was on the November board agenda.  During the November 
meeting, the Board received public comment indicating that the Department’s Streamlined 5-Year PHA 
Plan did not indicate that the Department would apply for special-purpose vouchers targeted to families 
with disabilities, should they become available.  The Plan was tabled to give staff time to address the public 
comments. 
 
In lieu of resubmitting the 5-Year Plan, which was not on the Board agenda, staff recommends approval of 
the proposed Streamlined Annual PHA Plan for Fiscal Year 2007 with changes on page 10 to address the 
public comment.  These changes target available assistance to families with disabilities including that the 
Department may apply for special-purpose vouchers, should they become available; and will affirmatively 
market to local non-profit agencies assisting families with disabilities.  The Plan is written in compliance 
with 42 U.S.C.1437(c-1)(a) and (b).   
 

Background 
 

Section 511 of the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act (QHWRA), (Public Law No. 105-276), 
signed into law on October 21, 1998, made several changes to the requirements for entities which 
administer the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP).  42 U.S.C. 1437(c-1)(b) requires 
public housing agencies such as the Department to submit an Annual Plan.   
 
On June 24, 2003 (FR-4753-F-02), HUD published in the Federal Register (Vol. 68, No. 121, Page 37664) 
a final rule “Deregulation for Small Housing Agencies,” that simplifies and streamlines HUD’s regulatory 
requirements for small PHAs that administer the public housing and voucher assistance programs under the 
United States Housing Act of 1937.  
 
PHAs administering only vouchers are eligible to submit the new streamlined Annual PHA Plan.  This 
year’s plan covers the third year of the five year plan that is currently in effect.  On June 13, 2006, HUD 
changed the Department’s HCVP budget year from July 1st through June 30th to January 1st through 
December 31st.  At that time, the Department asked HUD if the Department would be required to submit a 
new PHA plan.  On September 28, 2006, HUD responded that the Department must submit a new plan to 
cover the change in our fiscal year.  The streamlined annual plan is limited to reporting only a few select 
components, and a certification listing any components (programs and policies) changed since submission 
of the last Annual Plan. 
 

Recommendation 
 
Approve 2007 Annual PHA Plan as presented by staff. 



______________________________________________________________________________________ 
form HUD-50075-SA (4/30/2003) 

 

 

PHA Plans 
Streamlined Annual 
Version 

U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 
Office of Public and Indian 
Housing 

  OMB No. 2577-0226 
(exp. 08/31/2009)   

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
This information collection is authorized by Section 511 of the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act, which added a new 
section 5A to the U.S. Housing Act of 1937 that introduced 5-year and annual PHA Plans. The full PHA plan provides a ready source 
for interested parties to locate basic PHA policies, rules, and requirements concerning the PHA’s operations, programs, and services, 
and informs HUD, families served by the PHA, and members of the public of the PHA’s mission and strategies for serving the needs 
of low-income and very low-income families.   This form allows eligible PHAs to make a streamlined annual Plan submission to HUD 
consistent with HUD’s efforts to provide regulatory relief for certain types of PHAs.  Public reporting burden for this information 
collection is estimated to average 11.7 hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data 
sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. HUD may not collect 
this information and respondents are not required to complete this form, unless it displays a currently valid OMB Control Number. 
 
Privacy Act Notice.  The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, Federal Housing Administration, is 
authorized to solicit the information requested in this form by virtue of Title 12, U.S. Code, Section 1701 et seq., and regulations 
promulgated thereunder at Title 12, Code of Federal Regulations.  Information in PHA plans is publicly available. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Streamlined Annual PHA Plan  
for Fiscal Year: 2007 
PHA Name:   
 Texas Department of Housing  
 and Community Affairs 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE:  This PHA Plan template (HUD-50075-SA) is to be completed in accordance with instructions 
contained in previous Notices PIH 99-33 (HA), 99-51 (HA), 2000-22 (HA), 2000-36 (HA), 2000-43 
(HA), 2001-4 (HA), 2001-26 (HA), 2003-7 (HA), and any related notices HUD may subsequently issue.   
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Streamlined Annual PHA Plan 
Agency Identification 

 
PHA Name:  Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
 
PHA Number:  TX901   
 
PHA Fiscal Year Beginning: (01/2007) 
 
 
PHA Programs Administered: 

Public Housing and Section 8   Section 8 Only Public Housing Only    
Number of public housing units:  Number of S8 units: 1540  Number of public housing units:  
Number of S8 units: 

 
PHA Consortia: (check box if submitting a joint PHA Plan and complete table) 

Participating PHAs   PHA  
Code 

Program(s) Included in 
the Consortium 

  Programs Not  in 
the Consortium 

# of Units 
Each Program 

     
Participating PHA 1:      
     
Participating PHA 2:     
     
Participating PHA 3:     
     

 
PHA Plan Contact Information:  
Name:  E. E. Fariss     Phone: (512) 475-3897 
TDD:   1-800-735-2989   Email (if available): efariss@tdhca.state.tx.us 
 
Public Access to Information 
Information regarding any activities outlined in this plan can be obtained by contacting: 
(select all that apply) 

 PHA’s main administrative office  PHA’s development management offices 
 
Display Locations For PHA Plans and Supporting Documents 
The PHA Plan revised policies or program changes (including attachments) are available for 
public review and inspection.         Yes       No. 
If yes, select all that apply: 

 Main administrative office of the PHA 
 PHA development management offices 
 Main administrative office of the local, county or State  government 
 Public library   PHA website   Other (list below) 

 
PHA Plan Supporting Documents are available for inspection at: (select all that apply) 

 Main business office of the PHA  PHA development management offices 
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 Other (list below) 
 

Streamlined Annual PHA Plan 
Fiscal Year 2007 
[24 CFR Part 903.12(c)] 

 
Table of Contents 

[24 CFR 903.7(r)] 
Provide a table of contents for the Plan, including applicable additional requirements, and a list of supporting 
documents available for public inspection.  
 
 
A. PHA PLAN COMPONENTS 
 

 1.  Site-Based Waiting List Policies  
903.7(b)(2) Policies on Eligibility, Selection, and Admissions 

 2.  Capital Improvement Needs  
903.7(g) Statement of Capital Improvements Needed 

 3.  Section 8(y) Homeownership  
903.7(k)(1)(i) Statement of Homeownership Programs 

 4.  Project-Based Voucher Programs  
 5.  PHA Statement of Consistency with Consolidated Plan. Complete only if PHA has 

changed any policies, programs, or plan components from its last Annual Plan.  
 6.  Supporting Documents Available for Review  
 7.  Capital Fund Program and Capital Fund Program Replacement Housing Factor, 

Annual Statement/Performance and Evaluation Report  
 8. Capital Fund Program 5-Year Action Plan 

 
B. SEPARATE HARD COPY SUBMISSIONS TO LOCAL HUD FIELD OFFICE  
 
Form HUD-50076, PHA Certifications of Compliance with the PHA Plans and Related Regulations: 
Board Resolution to Accompany the Streamlined Annual Plan identifying policies or programs the PHA 
has revised since submission of its last Annual Plan, and including Civil Rights certifications and 
assurances the changed policies were presented to the Resident Advisory Board for review and comment, 
approved by the PHA governing board, and made available for review and inspection at the PHA’s 
principal office;  
For PHAs Applying for Formula Capital Fund Program (CFP) Grants: 
Form HUD-50070, Certification for a Drug-Free Workplace;  
Form HUD-50071, Certification of Payments to Influence Federal Transactions; and  
Form SF-LLL &SF-LLLa, Disclosure of Lobbying Activities. 
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1.  Site-Based Waiting Lists (Eligibility, Selection, Admissions Policies) 
 [24 CFR Part 903.12(c), 903.7(b)(2)]   
Exemptions:  Section 8 only PHAs are not required to complete this component.   
        *N/A to AGENCY 

A.  Site-Based Waiting Lists-Previous Year 
 

1. Has the PHA operated one or more site-based waiting lists in the previous year?  If yes, 
complete the following table; if not skip to B. 

 
Site-Based Waiting Lists  

 
Development 
Information: 
(Name, number, 
location) 

Date 
Initiated 
 

Initial mix of 
Racial, Ethnic or 
Disability 
Demographics  

Current mix of 
Racial, Ethnic or 
Disability 
Demographics 
since Initiation of 
SBWL    

Percent 
change 
between initial 
and current 
mix of Racial, 
Ethnic, or 
Disability 
demographics 

     
     
     
     
 

2. What is the number of site based waiting list developments to which families may apply 
at one time?       

 
3. How many unit offers may an applicant turn down before being removed from the site-

based waiting list?       
 
4.   Yes   No: Is the PHA the subject of any pending fair housing complaint by HUD 

or any court order or settlement agreement?  If yes, describe the order, agreement or 
complaint and describe how use of a site-based waiting list will not violate or be 
inconsistent with the order, agreement or complaint below: 

 
B. Site-Based Waiting Lists – Coming Year 

 
If the PHA plans to operate one or more site-based waiting lists in the coming year, answer each 
of the following questions; if not, skip to next component. 

 
1.  How many site-based waiting lists will the PHA operate in the coming year?      

 
2.     Yes   No: Are any or all of the PHA’s site-based waiting lists new for the upcoming 

year (that is, they are not part of a previously-HUD-approved site based 
waiting list plan)? 
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If yes, how many lists?       
3.     Yes   No: May families be on more than one list simultaneously 

 If yes, how many lists?       
 

4. Where can interested persons obtain more information about and sign up to be on the site-
based waiting lists (select all that apply)? 

 PHA main administrative office 
 All PHA development management offices 
 Management offices at developments with site-based waiting lists 
 At the development to which they would like to apply 
 Other (list below) 

 
 
2.  Capital Improvement Needs  
[24 CFR Part 903.12 (c), 903.7  (g)]    *N/A to AGENCY 
Exemptions:  Section 8 only PHAs are not required to complete this component.   
 
A. Capital Fund Program 
 
1.    Yes   No    Does the PHA plan to participate in the Capital Fund Program in the 

upcoming year? If yes, complete items 7 and 8 of this template (Capital 
Fund Program tables).  If no, skip to B. 

 
2.    Yes   No:    Does the PHA propose to use any portion of its CFP funds to repay debt 

incurred to finance capital improvements?  If so, the PHA must identify in 
its annual and 5-year capital plans the development(s) where such 
improvements will be made and show both how the proceeds of the 
financing will be used and the amount of the annual payments required to 
service the debt.  (Note that separate HUD approval is required for such 
financing activities.). 

 
 
B. HOPE VI and Public Housing Development and Replacement Activities (Non-

Capital Fund) 
Applicability:  All PHAs administering public housing.  Identify any approved HOPE VI and/or 
public housing development or replacement activities not described in the Capital Fund Program 
Annual Statement. 
 
1.    Yes   No:   Has the PHA received a HOPE VI revitalization grant? (if no, skip to #3; if 

yes, provide responses to the items on the chart located on the next page, 
copying and completing as many times as necessary). 

 
2. Status of HOPE VI revitalization grant(s): 
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HOPE VI Revitalization Grant Status 

a. Development Name: 
b. Development Number: 
c. Status of Grant: 

Revitalization Plan under development 
Revitalization Plan submitted, pending approval 
Revitalization Plan approved 
Activities pursuant to an approved Revitalization Plan underway 

 
3.    Yes   No:    Does the PHA expect to apply for a HOPE VI Revitalization grant  in the 

Plan year? 
If yes, list development name(s) below: 

 
 
4.    Yes   No:    Will the PHA be engaging in any mixed-finance development activities 

for public housing in the Plan year? If yes, list developments or activities 
below: 

 
5.    Yes   No:  Will the PHA be conducting any other public housing development or 

replacement activities not discussed in the Capital Fund Program Annual 
Statement? If yes, list developments or activities below: 

 
 
3.  Section 8 Tenant Based Assistance--Section 8(y) Homeownership Program 
(if applicable) [24 CFR Part 903.12(c), 903.7(k)(1)(i)] 
 
1.    Yes   No:  Does the PHA plan to administer a Section 8 Homeownership program 

pursuant to Section 8(y) of the U.S.H.A. of 1937, as implemented by 24 
CFR part 982 ? (If “No”, skip to the next component; if “yes”, complete 
each program description below (copy and complete questions for each 
program identified.) 
 
The Department may collaborate with one or more PHAs that have a 
successful voucher homeownership program.  

 
2.  Program Description: 

The Department may implement a Section 8 Homeownership 
program. 

a.  Size of Program 
  Yes   No:  Will the PHA limit the number of families participating in the Section 8 

homeownership option? 
 

If the answer to the question above was yes, what is the maximum number 
of participants this fiscal year?  25 or fewer participants 
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b.  PHA-established eligibility criteria 
  Yes   No:  Will the PHA’s program have eligibility criteria for participation in its 

Section 8 Homeownership Option program in addition to HUD criteria?  
If yes, list criteria: 
 

c.  What actions will the PHA undertake to implement the program this year (list)? 
 
3.  Capacity of the PHA to Administer a Section 8 Homeownership Program: 
 
The PHA has demonstrated its capacity to administer the program by (select all that apply): 

  Establishing a minimum homeowner downpayment requirement of at least 3 percent of 
purchase price and requiring that at least 1 percent of the purchase price comes from the 
family’s resources. 

  Requiring that financing for purchase of a home under its Section 8 homeownership will 
be provided, insured or guaranteed by the state or Federal government; comply with 
secondary mortgage market underwriting requirements; or comply with generally 
accepted private sector underwriting standards. 

 Partnering with a qualified agency or agencies to administer the program (list name(s) 
and years of experience below):  

 Demonstrating that it has other relevant experience (list experience below): 
 

The Department may collaborate with one or more PHAs that have a successful 
voucher homeownership program.  

 
4.  Use of the Project-Based Voucher Program 
 
Intent to Use Project-Based Assistance  *N/A to AGENCY 
 

  Yes   No:  Does the PHA plan to “project-base” any tenant-based Section 8 vouchers in 
the coming year?  If the answer is “no,” go to the next component. If yes, answer the following 
questions. 
 

1.   Yes   No:  Are there circumstances indicating that the project basing of the units, 
rather than tenant-basing of the same amount of assistance is an appropriate option? If 
yes, check which circumstances apply: 

 
   low utilization rate for vouchers due to lack of suitable rental units 
   access to neighborhoods outside of high poverty areas 
   other (describe below:) 
 

2. Indicate the number of units and general location of units (e.g. eligible census tracts or 
smaller areas within eligible census tracts):   
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5.  PHA Statement of Consistency with the Consolidated Plan 
[24 CFR Part 903.15] 
For each applicable Consolidated Plan, make the following statement (copy questions as many 
times as necessary) only if the PHA has provided a certification listing program or policy 
changes from its last Annual Plan submission. 
 
1.  Consolidated Plan jurisdiction: (provide name here) 

 
 
2.  The PHA has taken the following steps to ensure consistency of this PHA Plan with the 

Consolidated Plan for the jurisdiction: (select all that apply) 
 

 The PHA has based its statement of needs of families on its waiting lists on the needs 
expressed in the Consolidated Plan/s. 

 The PHA has participated in any consultation process organized and offered by the 
Consolidated Plan agency in the development of the Consolidated Plan. 

 The PHA has consulted with the Consolidated Plan agency during the development of 
this PHA Plan. 

 Activities to be undertaken by the PHA in the coming year are consistent with the 
initiatives contained in the Consolidated Plan. (list below) 

 Other: (list below) 
 
3.  The Consolidated Plan of the jurisdiction supports the PHA Plan with the following actions 
and commitments: (describe below) 
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6.  Supporting Documents Available for Review for Streamlined Annual PHA 
Plans 
PHAs are to indicate which documents are available for public review by placing a mark in the “Applicable 
& On Display” column in the appropriate rows.  All listed documents must be on display if applicable to 
the program activities conducted by the PHA.   
 

List of Supporting Documents Available for Review 
Applicable 

& On 
Display 

Supporting Document Related Plan Component 

X PHA Certifications of Compliance with the PHA Plans and Related Regulations 
and Board Resolution to Accompany the Standard Annual, Standard Five-Year, 
and Streamlined Five-Year/Annual Plans;  
 

5 Year and Annual Plans 

X PHA Certifications of Compliance with the PHA Plans and Related Regulations 
and Board Resolution to Accompany the Streamlined Annual Plan 

Streamlined Annual Plans 

X Certification by State or Local Official of PHA Plan Consistency with 
Consolidated Plan. 

5 Year and standard Annual 
Plans 

X Fair Housing Documentation Supporting Fair Housing Certifications:  Records 
reflecting that the PHA has examined its programs or proposed programs, 
identified any impediments to fair housing choice in those programs, addressed 
or is addressing those impediments in a reasonable fashion in view of the 
resources available, and worked or is working with local jurisdictions to 
implement any of the jurisdictions’ initiatives to affirmatively further fair 
housing that require the PHA’s involvement.   

5 Year and Annual Plans 

N/A Housing Needs Statement of the Consolidated Plan for the jurisdiction(s) in 
which the PHA is located and any additional backup data to support statement of 
housing needs for families on the PHA’s public housing and Section 8 tenant-
based waiting lists. 

Annual Plan: 
Housing Needs 

N/A Most recent board-approved operating budget for the public housing program  Annual Plan: 
Financial Resources 

N/A Public Housing Admissions and (Continued) Occupancy Policy (A&O/ACOP), 
which includes the Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan [TSAP] and the Site-
Based Waiting List Procedure.  

Annual Plan:  Eligibility, 
Selection, and Admissions 
Policies 

N/A Deconcentration Income Analysis Annual Plan:  Eligibility, 
Selection, and Admissions 
Policies 

N/A Any policy governing occupancy of Police Officers and Over-Income Tenants in 
Public Housing.  Check here if included in the public housing A&O Policy. 

Annual Plan:  Eligibility, 
Selection, and Admissions 
Policies 

X Section 8 Administrative Plan 
 

Annual Plan:  Eligibility, 
Selection, and Admissions 
Policies 

N/A Public housing rent determination policies, including the method for setting 
public housing flat rents. 

 Check here if included in the public housing A & O Policy. 

Annual Plan:  Rent 
Determination 

N/A Schedule of flat rents offered at each public housing development.  
 Check here if included in the public housing A & O Policy. 

Annual Plan:  Rent 
Determination 

X Section 8 rent determination (payment standard) policies (if included in plan, not 
necessary as a supporting document) and written analysis of Section 8 payment 
standard policies.  Check here if included in Section 8 Administrative Plan. 

Annual Plan:  Rent 
Determination 

N/A Public housing management and maintenance policy documents, including 
policies for the prevention or eradication of pest infestation (including cockroach 
infestation). 

Annual Plan:  Operations 
and Maintenance 

N/A Results of latest Public Housing Assessment System (PHAS) Assessment (or 
other applicable assessment). 

Annual Plan: Management 
and Operations 

N/A Follow-up Plan to Results of the PHAS Resident Satisfaction Survey (if Annual Plan: Operations and 
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List of Supporting Documents Available for Review 
Applicable 

& On 
Display 

Supporting Document Related Plan Component 

necessary) Maintenance and 
Community Service & Self-
Sufficiency 

X Results of latest Section 8 Management Assessment System (SEMAP)  Annual Plan: Management 
and Operations 

X Any policies governing any Section 8 special housing types 
 Check here if included in Section 8 Administrative Plan 

The Department  may apply  for special-purpose vouchers targeted 
 to families with disabilities, should they become  available.  The 
 Department will affirmatively market to local non-profit agencies that  
 assist  families  with disabilities.  

Annual Plan:  Operations 
and Maintenance 

N/A Public housing grievance procedures  
 Check here if included in the public housing A & O Policy 

Annual Plan: Grievance 
Procedures 

X Section 8 informal review and hearing procedures.  
 Check here if included in Section 8 Administrative Plan. 

Annual Plan:  Grievance 
Procedures 

N/A The Capital Fund/Comprehensive Grant Program Annual Statement 
/Performance and Evaluation Report for any active grant year. 

Annual Plan:  Capital Needs 

N/A Most recent CIAP Budget/Progress Report (HUD 52825) for any active CIAP 
grants. 

Annual Plan:  Capital Needs 

N/A Approved HOPE VI applications or, if more recent, approved or submitted 
HOPE VI Revitalization Plans, or any other approved proposal for development 
of public housing.  

Annual Plan:  Capital Needs 

N/A Self-evaluation, Needs Assessment and Transition Plan required by regulations 
implementing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.  See PIH Notice 99-52 (HA).  

Annual Plan:  Capital Needs 

N/A Approved or submitted applications for demolition and/or disposition of public 
housing.  

Annual Plan:  Demolition 
and Disposition 

N/A Approved or submitted applications for designation of public housing 
(Designated Housing Plans). 

Annual Plan: Designation of 
Public Housing 

N/A Approved or submitted assessments of reasonable revitalization of public 
housing and approved or submitted conversion plans prepared pursuant to 
section 202 of the 1996 HUD Appropriations Act, Section 22 of the US Housing 
Act of 1937, or Section 33 of the US Housing Act of 1937. 

Annual Plan:  Conversion of 
Public Housing 

N/A Documentation for required Initial Assessment and any additional information 
required by HUD for Voluntary Conversion. 

Annual Plan: Voluntary 
Conversion of Public 
Housing 

N/A Approved or submitted public housing homeownership programs/plans.  Annual Plan:  
Homeownership  

N/A Policies governing any Section 8 Homeownership program 
(Section ______of the Section 8 Administrative Plan)  

Annual Plan:  
Homeownership  

N/A Public Housing Community Service Policy/Programs 
 Check here if included in Public Housing A & O Policy  

Annual Plan: Community 
Service & Self-Sufficiency 

N/A Cooperative agreement between the PHA and the TANF agency and between 
the PHA and local employment and training service agencies. 

Annual Plan:  Community 
Service & Self-Sufficiency 

N/A FSS Action Plan(s) for public housing and/or Section 8. The Department has 
requested an FSS exception, pending HUD response. 

Annual Plan:  Community 
Service & Self-Sufficiency 

N/A Section 3 documentation required by 24 CFR Part 135, Subpart E for public 
housing.  

Annual Plan:  Community 
Service & Self-Sufficiency 

N/A Most recent self-sufficiency (ED/SS, TOP or ROSS or other resident services 
grant) grant program reports for public housing.  

Annual Plan:  Community 
Service & Self-Sufficiency 

N/A Policy on Ownership of Pets in Public Housing Family Developments (as 
required by regulation at 24 CFR Part 960, Subpart G). 

 Check here if included in the public housing A & O Policy. 

Annual Plan:  Pet Policy 

X The results of the most recent fiscal year audit of the PHA conducted under the 
Single Audit Act as implemented by OMB Circular A-133, the results of that 
audit and the PHA’s response to any findings.  

Annual Plan:  Annual Audit 
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List of Supporting Documents Available for Review 
Applicable 

& On 
Display 

Supporting Document Related Plan Component 

N/A Other supporting documents (optional) 
(list individually; use as many lines as necessary) 

(specify as needed) 

N/A Consortium agreement(s) and for Consortium Joint PHA Plans Only:  
Certification that consortium agreement is in compliance with 24 CFR Part 943 
pursuant to an opinion of counsel on file and available for inspection.  

Joint Annual PHA Plan for 
Consortia: Agency 
Identification and Annual 
Management and Operations 
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Annual Statement/Performance and Evaluation Report                                  *N/A to AGENCY 
Capital Fund Program and Capital Fund Program Replacement Housing   
Factor (CFP/CFPRHF) Part I:  Summary 

PHA Name:   Grant Type and Number 
 Capital Fund Program Grant No:       
 Replacement Housing Factor Grant No:       

Federal FY 
of Grant: 
 

Original Annual Statement Reserve for Disasters/ Emergencies Revised Annual Statement (revision no:      )   
Performance and Evaluation Report for Period Ending:           Final Performance and Evaluation Report 

Line No. Summary by Development Account Total Estimated Cost Total Actual Cost 
  Original Revised Obligated Expended 
1 Total non-CFP Funds     
2 1406 Operations     
3 1408 Management Improvements        
4 1410 Administration     
5 1411 Audit      
6 1415 Liquidated Damages     
7 1430 Fees and Costs     
8 1440 Site Acquisition     
9 1450 Site Improvement     
10 1460 Dwelling Structures     
11 1465.1 Dwelling Equipment—Nonexpendable     
12 1470 Nondwelling Structures     
13 1475 Nondwelling Equipment     
14 1485 Demolition     
15 1490 Replacement Reserve     
16 1492 Moving to Work Demonstration     
17 1495.1 Relocation Costs     
18 1499 Development Activities     
19 1501 Collaterization or Debt Service     
20 1502 Contingency     
21 Amount of Annual Grant:  (sum of lines 2 – 20)     
22 Amount of line 21 Related to LBP Activities     
23 Amount of line 21 Related to Section 504 

compliance 
    

24 Amount of line 21 Related to Security – Soft Costs     
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Annual Statement/Performance and Evaluation Report                                  *N/A to AGENCY 
Capital Fund Program and Capital Fund Program Replacement Housing   
Factor (CFP/CFPRHF) Part I:  Summary 

PHA Name:   Grant Type and Number 
 Capital Fund Program Grant No:       
 Replacement Housing Factor Grant No:       

Federal FY 
of Grant: 
 

Original Annual Statement Reserve for Disasters/ Emergencies Revised Annual Statement (revision no:      )   
Performance and Evaluation Report for Period Ending:           Final Performance and Evaluation Report 

Line No. Summary by Development Account Total Estimated Cost Total Actual Cost 
  Original Revised Obligated Expended 
25 Amount of Line 21 Related to Security – Hard 

Costs 
    

26 Amount of line 21 Related to Energy Conservation 
Measures 

    

 
Annual Statement/Performance and Evaluation Report 
Capital Fund Program and Capital Fund Program Replacement Housing Factor (CFP/CFPRHF)  
Part II:  Supporting Pages 
PHA Name:       Grant Type and Number 

 Capital Fund Program Grant No:       
 Replacement Housing Factor Grant No:       

Federal FY of Grant:       
 

Development 
Number 

Name/HA-
Wide 

Activities 

General Description of 
Major Work Categories 

Dev. Acct 
No. 

Quantity Total Estimated Cost 
 
 

Total Actual Cost Status of 
Work 

    Original Revised Funds 
Obligated 

Funds 
Expended 
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Annual Statement/Performance and Evaluation Report 
Capital Fund Program and Capital Fund Program Replacement Housing Factor (CFP/CFPRHF)  
Part II:  Supporting Pages 
PHA Name:       Grant Type and Number 

 Capital Fund Program Grant No:       
 Replacement Housing Factor Grant No:       

Federal FY of Grant:       
 

Development 
Number 

Name/HA-
Wide 

Activities 

General Description of 
Major Work Categories 

Dev. Acct 
No. 

Quantity Total Estimated Cost 
 
 

Total Actual Cost Status of 
Work 

    Original Revised Funds 
Obligated 

Funds 
Expended 

 

          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          

 
Annual Statement/Performance and Evaluation Report 
Capital Fund Program and Capital Fund Program Replacement Housing Factor (CFP/CFPRHF)  
Part III:  Implementation Schedule 
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PHA Name:   Grant Type and Number 
  Capital Fund Program No:       
  Replacement Housing Factor  No:       

Federal FY of Grant:       
 

Development 
Number 

Name/HA-Wide 
Activities 

All Fund Obligated  
(Quarter Ending Date) 

All Funds Expended  
(Quarter Ending Date) 

Reasons for Revised Target Dates 

 Original Revised Actual Original Revised Actual  
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        



8.  Capital Fund Program Five-Year Action Plan 
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*N/A to AGENCY 
Capital Fund Program Five-Year Action Plan 
Part I: Summary                                                                  
PHA Name     Original 5-Year Plan 

Revision No:       
Development 

Number/Name/ 
HA-Wide  

Year 1 
 

Work Statement  
for Year 2 

 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:  

Work Statement  
for Year 3 

 
FFY Grant:  
PHA FY:    

Work Statement  
for Year 4 

 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:  

Work Statement 
for Year 5 

 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:   

 
 
 
 

 
Annual 

Statement 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
      
      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      

CFP Funds Listed 
for 5-year 
planning 

     

      
Replacement 
Housing Factor 
Funds 
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Capital Fund Program Five-Year Action Plan 
Part II: Supporting Pages—Work Activities                      
Activities 

for  
Year 1 

Activities for Year :____ 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:  

Activities for Year: ___ 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:  

 Development 
Name/Number 

Major Work 
Categories 

Estimated Cost Development 
Name/Number 

Major Work 
Categories 

Estimated 
Cost 

See       
Annual       
Statement       

       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       

Total CFP Estimated Cost  $   $ 
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Capital Fund Program Five-Year Action Plan 
Part II: Supporting Pages—Work Activities                      

Activities for Year :____ 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:  

Activities for Year: ___ 
FFY Grant:   
PHA FY:  

Development 
Name/Number 

Major Work 
Categories 

Estimated Cost Development 
Name/Number 

Major Work 
Categories 

Estimated Cost 

      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      

Total CFP Estimated Cost  $   $ 
 
 







FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

Report Item 
1st Quarter Investment Report 

Required Action 
Presentation of the Department’s 1st Quarter Investment Report 

Background 
•	 This report is in the prescribed format and detail as required by the Public 

Funds Investment Act. It shows in detail the types of investments, their 
maturity, their carrying (face amount) value and market value at the 
beginning and end of the quarter. 

•	 Overall, the portfolio increased by $145 million for a total of $1.6 billion. 
There were 9 new Multi-Family bond issuances issued for a total of $88M 
and one Single Family issue for $132.2M during the 1st quarter. The Single 
Family Mortgage Revenue Bond indenture paid $14.1M in principal and 
$10.0M in interest; the multi-family issues paid $26.6M in principal. The 
remaining difference is accounted for by construction draws made by multi-
family projects currently under construction. 

The portfolio consists of: 

Mortgage Backed Securities (MBS) 
Guaranteed Investment Contract/ 

Investment Agreement (GIC/IA) 
Repurchase Agreements 
Other 

Beginning Quarter 
63% 

27% 
7% 
6% 

Ending Quarter 
63% 

26% 
5% 
6% 
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The portfolio activity for the quarter: 

•	 $105 million of MBS purchases during the quarter represent portfolio 
activity for new loans originated. This denotes the largest single quarter for 
the last 5 quarters. 

•	 The maturities in MBS this quarter were $19.4 million which represents 
loan payoffs. The table below shows a strong trend in new loans and a 
more stable trend of loan payoffs. 

1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 1st Qtr 
FY 06 FY 06 FY 06 FY 06 FY 07 Total 

Purchases 57,279,673 93,337,220 71,241,317 44,123,295 104,944,001 370,925,506 

Sales 

Maturities 24,134,919 52,202,521 18,345,860 17,158,700 19,396,370 131,238,370 

•	 The changes in market value increased $11.4M for the quarter which 
decreased the difference between fair value and par value. The national 
average for a 30-year fixed mortgage as reported by HSH was 6.34% for the 
end of November. This is down from 6.63% at the end of August. The 
spread between the market rate and our below-market rates is decreasing. 

•	 This change in market value is to be expected. It is reflective of the overall 
change in the bond market as a whole. 

•	 Since we typically hold our investments to maturity, this is referred to as an 
unrealized loss. 

•	 The fact that our investments provide the appropriate cash flow to pay debt 
service and eventually retire the related bond debt is more important than 
their relative value in the bond market as a whole. 

•	 The more relevant measures of indenture parity, projected future cash flows, 
and the comparison of current interest income to interest expense are not 
part of a public funds investment report.  The attached page is an additional 
analysis prepared by the Bond Finance group (it is not part of the PFIA 
report). This report shows parity by indentures with assets greater than 
liabilities in a range from 102.8% to 117.5%. This is considered strong by 
rating agencies. The interest comparison shows interest income greater than 
interest expense by indenture and indicates a current positive cash flow. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
Bond Finance Division 

Executive Summary 
As of November 30, 2006 

Residential Collateralized 
Mortgage Home Mortgage 

Single Family Revenue Bond Revenue Bond Multi-Family Combined 
Indenture Funds Indenture Funds Indenture Funds Indenture Funds Totals 

PARITY COMPARISON: 

PARITY ASSETS 

Cash $ 220,917 $ 1 $ - $ 1,221,372 $ 1,442,290 
Investments $ 329,513,967 $ 33,310,427 $ 1,850,810 $ 208,706,440 $ 573,381,644 
Mortgage Backed Securities $ 624,749,012 $ 325,549,676 $ 14,483,194 $ 964,781,882 
Loans Receivable $ 46,405,429 $ 1,382,712 $ - $ 1,167,355,604 $ 1,215,143,745 
Accrued Interest Receivable $ 5,753,337 $ 2,370,995 $ 94,442 $ 17,021,734 $ 25,240,508 

TOTAL PARITY ASSETS $ 1,006,642,663 $ 362,613,811 $ 16,428,445 $ 1,394,305,150 $ 2,779,990,069 

PARITY LIABILITIES 

Bonds Payable $ 955,985,000 $ 345,065,000 $ 14,900,000 $ 1,169,323,218 $ 2,485,273,218 
Accrued Interest Payable $ 10,021,838 $ 7,768,570 $ 42,249 $ 17,419,162 $ 35,251,819 

TOTAL PARITY LIABILITIES $ 966,006,838 $ 352,833,570 $ 14,942,249 $ 1,186,742,380 $ 2,520,525,037 

PARITY DIFFERENCE $ 40,635,825 $ 9,780,241 $ 1,486,196 $ 207,562,771 $ 259,465,032 
PARITY 104.21% 102.77% 109.95% 117.49% 110.29% 

INTEREST COMPARISON (For the Third Fiscal Month) : 

INTEREST INCOME 

Loans $179,450.00 $11,191.00 $0.00 $5,515,210.00 $5,705,851.00 
Investments $3,823,218.00 $1,831,898.00 $93,532.00 $3,705.00 $5,752,353.00 
Real Estate Owned $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

TOTAL INTEREST INCOME $4,002,668.00 $1,843,089.00 $93,532.00 $5,518,915.00 $11,458,204.00 

INTEREST EXPENSE 

Interest on Bonds $3,506,278.00 $1,550,582.00 $83,704.00 $5,515,211.00 $10,655,775.00 

TOTAL INTEREST EXPENSE $3,506,278.00 $1,550,582.00 $83,704.00 $5,515,211.00 $10,655,775.00 

NET INTEREST $496,390.00 $292,507.00 $9,828.00 $3,704.00 $802,429.00 
INTEREST RATIO 114.16% 118.86% 111.74% 100.07% 107.53% 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
Bond Finance Division 

Executive Summary 
As of November 30, 2006 

Residential Collateralized 
Mortgage Home Mortgage 

Single Family Revenue Bond Revenue Bond Multi-Family Combined 
Indenture Funds Indenture Funds Indenture Funds Indenture Funds Totals 

PARITY COMPARISON: 

PARITY ASSETS 

Cash $ 220,917 $ 1 $ - $ 1,221,372 $ 1,442,290 
Investments $ 329,513,967 $ 33,310,427 $ 1,850,810 $ 208,706,440 $ 573,381,644 
Mortgage Backed Securities $ 624,749,012 $ 325,549,676 $ 14,483,194 $ 964,781,882 
Loans Receivable $ 46,405,429 $ 1,382,712 $ - $ 1,167,355,604 $ 1,215,143,745 
Accrued Interest Receivable $ 5,753,337 $ 2,370,995 $ 94,442 $ 17,021,734 $ 25,240,508 

TOTAL PARITY ASSETS $ 1,006,642,663 $ 362,613,811 $ 16,428,445 $ 1,394,305,150 $ 2,779,990,069 

PARITY LIABILITIES 

Bonds Payable $ 955,985,000 $ 345,065,000 $ 14,900,000 $ 1,169,323,218 $ 2,485,273,218 
Accrued Interest Payable $ 10,021,838 $ 7,768,570 $ 42,249 $ 17,419,162 $ 35,251,819 

TOTAL PARITY LIABILITIES $ 966,006,838 $ 352,833,570 $ 14,942,249 $ 1,186,742,380 $ 2,520,525,037 

PARITY DIFFERENCE $ 40,635,825 $ 9,780,241 $ 1,486,196 $ 207,562,771 $ 259,465,032 
PARITY 104.21% 102.77% 109.95% 117.49% 110.29% 

INTEREST COMPARISON (For the Third Fiscal Month) : 

INTEREST INCOME 

Loans $179,450.00 $11,191.00 $0.00 $5,515,210.00 $5,705,851.00 
Investments $3,823,218.00 $1,831,898.00 $93,532.00 $3,705.00 $5,752,353.00 
Real Estate Owned $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

TOTAL INTEREST INCOME $4,002,668.00 $1,843,089.00 $93,532.00 $5,518,915.00 $11,458,204.00 

INTEREST EXPENSE 

Interest on Bonds $3,506,278.00 $1,550,582.00 $83,704.00 $5,515,211.00 $10,655,775.00 

TOTAL INTEREST EXPENSE $3,506,278.00 $1,550,582.00 $83,704.00 $5,515,211.00 $10,655,775.00 

NET INTEREST $496,390.00 $292,507.00 $9,828.00 $3,704.00 $802,429.00 
INTEREST RATIO 114.16% 118.86% 111.74% 100.07% 107.53% 
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OFFICE OF RURAL COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
The following action is recommended related to non-housing activities under the State of Texas 
Act isaster Recovery 
Funds
 

f) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Approval for Amendments to Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) contracts administered by the Office of Rural 

Requested Action

ion Plan (Action Plan) for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) D
 to Areas Most Impacted and Distressed by Hurricane Rita: 

Community Affairs (ORCA). 
 

 
 

 funds under the Approve or deny the request for amendments related to the use of non-housing
CDBG Disaster Recovery Program. 
 

Background  
 
The U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development approved the State
Plan (Action Plan) related to the CDBG Disaster Recovery Funds to Areas M
Distressed by Hurricane Rita on

 of Texas Action 
ost Impacted & 

 June 16, 2006.  On August 30, 2006 the TDHCA Governing 
Board approved the non-housing project recommendations of the four COGs in the affected area 
and the Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA).   
 
The Action Plan approved by HUD specifically states “contract amendments that vary more than 
5% must be approved by the TDHCA Board.”  To date ORCA has received four requests for 
amendments that require Board approval. 
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City of Gallatin Contract Number DRS060023 

s to move three 
 dollars ($3,000) from the construction line item to an engineering line item.  There will 

be no change in the number of beneficiaries or scope of the project associated with this 

rs ($50,000) for 
costs only.  As a 

r three thousand 
gineering / architectural expenses for development of plans and 

and construction oversight associated with the construction of the shelter.  The 
pense related to 

Action 
ORCA recommends approval of a transfer in funding categories to move three thousand dollars 

 to an engineering line item at the request of the 
community and recommendation of the East Texas Council of Governments (ETCOG) for the 

Galveston County Contract Number DRS060024

 
Summary of Request 
The city of Gallatin is requesting approval of a transfer in funding categorie
thousand

amendment. 
 
On August 30, 2006 the TDHCA Governing Board approved fifty thousand dolla
construction of a shelter in the city of Gallatin (population 378) for construction 
part of the construction costs associated with this project the city will incu
dollars ($3,000) in en
specifications 
request to establish a line item for engineering / architecture is a reasonable ex
the construction of a shelter.    
 
Requested 

($3,000) from the construction line item

city of Gallatin. 
 
 

 

 cancellation of 
alveston County 

On August 30, 2006 the TDHCA Governing Board approved sixty-two thousand five hundred 
toration in the 

unincorporated community of Little Beach.  Because the community was not incorporated this 
ade to Galveston County to administer.  Upon receipt of the award Galveston 

ter this award in 
,000) award for another area of the 

county and declined the “Little Beach” award.   
 
The funds will be reallocated to Montgomery County in accordance with H-GAC’s competitive 
scoring process. 
 
Requested Action 
ORCA recommends approval of H-GAC’s request for a contract cancellation in the amount of 
sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars ($62,500) to Galveston County. 
 

 
Summary of Request 
The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) is requesting approval of the
funding in the amount of sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars ($62,500) to G
as per their request concerning the “Little Beach” project for dune repair. 
 

dollars ($62,500) for flood and drainage activities involving dune res

award was m
County determined that it did not have sufficient staffing available to adminis
addition to the three hundred fifty thousand dollar ($350
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Montgomery County Contract Number DRS060054 

questing approval of an increase in funding 
to Montgomery County in the amount of sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars ($62,500) as 

by the TDHCA 
e H-GAC region 
least one award 

set priorities for 
e supplemental 
arded was only 

partially funded.  Under H-GAC’s competitive scoring process, the additional dollars released by 
nty under the prior request is recommended for award to Montgomery County.  

helters and will 

 

mmends approval of H-GAC’s request for a contract increase for Montgomery 
County in the amount of sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars ($62,500). 

tract Number 

 
Summary of Request 
The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) is re

provided for by the H-GAC scoring system and recommendation. 
 
As a part of the method of distribution developed by H-GAC and approved 
Governing Board July 28, 2006 H-GAC required the affected communities in th
to compete for $3,616,156 in non-housing funds with the restriction that at 
would be made in each county.  Within this competitive process H-GAC 
activities that were matching other funding sources and thus leveraging th
funding.  Based on the scoring, Montgomery County, as the last applicant aw

Galveston Cou
The Montgomery County project will purchase generators at 4 community s
benefit 293,768 individuals (116,626 LMI). 

Requested Action 
ORCA reco

 
 
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission (SETRPC) Con
DRSCOG06004 
 

e thousand eight 
em to planning / 
fined by the US 
n the number of 

and six hundred 
the non-housing 

tivities.  After completion of the non-
housing work SETRPC has found that it overestimated the amount of general administrative 
activities for the support of the non-housing activities and based on HUD definition should have 
requested funding under the planning / project delivery.  
 
Requested Action 
ORCA recommends approval of a transfer in funding categories to move nine thousand eight 
hundred eighty-one dollars ($9,881) from the general administration line item to planning / 
project delivery line item to cover planning / project delivery expenses.  

SETRPC is requesting approval of a transfer in funding categories to move nin
hundred eighty-one dollars ($9,881) from the general administration line it
project delivery line item to cover planning / project delivery expenses as de
Department of Housing and Urban Development.  There will be no change i
beneficiaries associated with this change. 
 
On August 30, 2006 the TDHCA Governing Board approved eighteen thous
fifty-six dollars ($18,656) for SETRPC for general administration related to 
activities and no funding for planning / project delivery ac



 

OFFICE OF RURAL COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
The following action is recommended related to non-housing activities under the State of Texas 
Action Plan (Action Plan) for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Disaster Recovery 
Funds to Areas Most Impacted and Distressed by Hurricane Rita: 
 

g) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval to modify the CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Action Plan (Action Plan) to allow non-housing activities to be funded in 
communities and Indian Tribes that do not levy a local property tax or sales tax 
option. 

 
Requested Action 

 
Approval to modify the Action Plan to strike the requirement that non-housing grantees must 
levy a local property tax or sales tax option to be eligible for funding. 
 

Background  
 
The Action Plan states that “All non-housing activity Subgrantees must further demonstrate the 
ability to manage and administer the proposed project, demonstrate financial management 
capacity to operate and maintain any improvements resulting from the project, levy a local 
property tax or sales tax option, demonstrate satisfactory performance on previously funded 
CDBG contracts, and have resolved any outstanding compliance or audit findings.” 
 
 

Recommendation 
 
ORCA recommends that the Action Plan be modified to strike the requirement that a Subgrantee 
must levy a local property tax or sales tax option.  This language was included in error and is 
negatively impacting three very small communities and one Indian Tribe (Gallatin, Taylor 
Landing, Panorama Village, and the Alabama Coushatta Indian Tribe). If the Governing Board 
approves the proposed action, page 23 of the Action Plan will be modified as follows: 
 
“All non-housing activity Subgrantees must further demonstrate the ability to manage and 
administer the proposed project, demonstrate the financial management capacity to operate and 
maintain any improvements resulting from the project, demonstrate satisfactory performance on 
previously funded CDBG contracts, and have resolved any outstanding compliance or audit 
findings. More detail on these requirements can be found at 10 TAC 255.1 (ORCA).” 
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SINGLE FAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, discussion and possible approval of two Disaster Relief Program Award recommendations under 
the HOME Owner Occupied Housing Assistance Program in the amount of $634,400. 
 

Required Action 
 
Approval of two (2) Disaster Relief Program award recommendations. 
 

Background 
 

On March 19, 2006, a tornado destroyed and severely damaged many homes in Uvalde County.  On March 23-
24, 2006, TDHCA’s Disaster Relief Program Officer joined the Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS) and 
the Governor’s Division of Emergency Management (GDEM) in conducting Preliminary Damage 
Assessments (PDA’s) in the area.  Uvalde County received a Small Business Administration federal 
Declaration allowing Uvalde County 90 days from the date of the disaster declaration for potential applicants 
to request any disaster assistance available.  After the 90 day timeframe expires and all Federal sources have 
been depleted, counties affected by the federally declared disaster may apply for State assistance for any 
unmet housing needs.  As a result, Uvalde County requested a technical assistance visit from the HOME DR 
Program Officer to assist with the application process and a workshop was conducted on August 20, 2006.  
Uvalde County submitted the application October 4, 2006; however, there were several discrepancies noted in 
the application and have since been reconciled and ready to submit for Board approval. 
 
On May 9, 2006, a tornado destroyed or severely damaged a few homes in Grayson County.  On May 11-12, 
2006, TDHCA’s Disaster Relief Program Officer joined the Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS) and the 
Governor’s Division of Emergency Management (GDEM) in conducting Preliminary Damage Assessments 
(PDA’s) in the area.  Grayson County requested a technical assistance visit from the HOME DR Program 
Officer to assist with the application process and a workshop was conducted by SF HOME staff on August 14, 
2006.  Grayson County submitted an application to TDHCA on December 21, 2006. 

Applications have been thoroughly reviewed for eligibility. Section 2306.057, Texas Government Code, 
requires an assessment of the applicant and any affiliate of the applicant be conducted to identify the history 
with respect to all applicable requirements.  The organizational structure of these applications has been 
reviewed by all Divisions in the Department.  Review did not identify any issues that would warrant 
disqualification or material noncompliance. 
 

 
Application 

No. 

 
Applicant Name 

Project Funds 
Requested and 
Recommended 

Admin. Funds 
Requested and 
Recommended

Total Funds 
Requested and 
Recommended

#Units 
Requested and 
Recommended 

2006-0219 DR Uvalde County $   500,000 $ 20,000 $520,000 9 
2006-0220 DR Grayson County $   110,000 $  4,400 $114,400 2 

Total  $   610,000 $ 24,400 $634,400 11 
 

Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends approval of the above noted Single Family HOME Disaster Relief program awards.  The 
awards are in accordance with the TDHCA De-obligation Policy adopted by the Board on January 17, 2002.  
Staff also recommends approval as noted above, for an award of an additional 4% of project funds for program 
administration. 



FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 


February 1, 2007 


Action Items 
Audit reports from Deloitte and Touche, LLP (Fiscal Year 2006). 

Required Action 
Presentation, discussion and acceptance of audit reports from Deloitte and Touche, LLP. 

Background 
The Department’s governing statute, Texas Govt. Code §2306.074, requires an annual audit of 
the Department’s books and accounts. Texas Govt. Code §2306.204 requires an annual audit of 
the Housing Trust Fund to determine the amount of unencumbered fund balances that is greater 
than the amount required for the reserve fund. Additionally, the Department's bond indentures 
require audited financial statements of the Housing Finance Division and the Supplemental Bond 
Schedules. 

Recommendation 
Acceptance of the Department’s audit reports from Deloitte & Touche, LLP. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

External Audit Results 
for Fiscal Year 2006 

• Communications with Audit Committee Letter 
• Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Basic Financial Statements 
• Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Revenue Bond Program 
• Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Unencumbered Fund Balances 
• Report to Management (Management Letter) 
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Internal Audit Division 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
 

Action Items 
Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of 2007 TDHCA Internal Audit Plan. 
 

 
Required Action 

Review and approve of the proposed 2007 TDHCA Internal Audit Plan.  
 
 

Background  
The Texas Internal Auditing Act requires a state agency conduct a program of internal auditing 
that includes an annual audit plan that is prepared using risk assessment techniques and that 
identifies the individual audits to be conducted during the year.   Professional standards require 
that the chief audit executive establish risk-based plans to determine the priorities of the internal 
audit activities, consistent with the organization’s goals. 
 
Fifty-four mission critical processes and the Department’s hurricane disaster recovery programs 
were considered and included in the risk assessment process. 
 
The accompanying plan was based on information solicited from management and staff, the 
Executive Team, the Department’s external auditors including Deloitte and Touche, KPMG and 
the State Auditor’s Office, and the Department’s Board members and the Internal Audit’s staff’s 
historical knowledge of the agency. 
 
While significant risks were identified during the audit planning process that are not included in 
the audit plan, the Department has formal procedures in place for management to review, 
evaluate and mitigate the risks, if appropriate, to an acceptable level.  
 
The plan was proposed to the Executive Team to solicit their ideas and input on a proposed plan.  
The plan being proposed is the result of that communication. 
 
The plan emphasizes the CDBG hurricane disaster recovery program.  A review of the program 
in three phases is being proposed as follows: 
 

 Phase 1, Control Systems, Policies and Procedures, will be to obtain an understanding 
and assess the Department’s controls in place to manage significant risks associated with 
(1) processing payment requests from the subrecipients and (2) subrecipient monitoring.    
 

 Phase 2, Funding/Management of the Program, will include tests for operating 
effectiveness of the Department’s application of controls reviewed in Phase I and 
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designed to provide reasonable assurance of allowable activities and costs/cost principles.  
Phase 2 will be limited to assessing whether the Department’s payment/draw processing 
controls. 
 

 Phase 3, Subrecipient Monitoring, will include tests for operating effectiveness of the 
Department’s application of controls reviewed in Phase I designed to provide reasonable 
assurance of compliance with applicable laws, regulations, program rules and contract 
terms and achievement of contract performance statements.  This phase of the audit will 
be limited to consideration of controls over desk reviews and on-site monitoring visits.   

 
The plan includes follow-up projects on the status of prior internal audit issues to independently 
verify corrective actions taken by management in response to prior internal audits.  Follow-up 
projects will be pursued as issues relating to a prior audit are reported by management as 
implemented.    
 
The plan includes completion of two engagements carried over from FY 2006. The two carry 
over engagements include the following: 
 

 An audit of the Department’s Energy Assistance subrecipient monitoring function.  This 
audit, with its scope limited to the Weatherization Assistance Program, was completed 
and the report was released in December 2006. 

 An audit of the Homeowners’ Recovery Trust Fund.  Remaining tasks on this project 
include reviewing events subsequent to fieldwork, tests of subsequent events, if 
necessary, and preparing and releasing the report.  During the course of this audit, several 
significant improvements to the accounting and tracking processes used in conjunction 
with the HORTF were identified and implemented by the Manufactured Housing 
Division.  Follow-up procedures will be performed to determine whether processes have 
been fully implemented.   

 
The plan includes three other significant projects; (1) tracking and  reporting the status of prior 
audit issues; (2) developing an annual audit plan for FY 2008; and (3) preparing an annual 
internal auditing report for FY 2007 pursuant to the Texas Internal Auditing Act. 

 

Recommendation 

Approve the proposed 2007 TDHCA Internal Audit Plan. 

 



 
 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
 
 
 
 
 

2007 TDHCA Internal Audit Plan  
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
INTERNAL AUDIT PLAN 

FISCAL YEAR 2007 
 

PLANNED INTERNAL AUDITS/OTHER AUDIT PROJECTS/ACTIVITIES 

Project General Objectives 

Phase 1:  Control Systems, Policies and Procedures  
To obtain an understanding and assess the Department’s controls in place to manage 
significant risks associated with (1) processing payment requests from the subrecipients and 
(2) subrecipient monitoring.  Specific areas of consideration will include: 
 

 Request for payment/draw processing 
 Subrecipient Monitoring 
 Allowable Activities and Costs/Cost Principles 
 Beneficiary/Family Eligibility 
 Procurement, Suspension and Debarment 
 Construction Performance and  Standards 
 Environmental Clearance 
 Lead Based Paint 
 Fair Housing, Accessibility, and Affirmative Marketing 

 
Phase 1 will take into consideration and assess the adequacy of the Department’s written 
plans for developing control systems to effectively deliver the program in instances where 
systems have yet been develop. 
 
Anticipated completion – April 2007 

CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Program 

Phase 2:  Funding/Management of the Program  
To test for operating effectiveness the Department’s application of controls reviewed in 
Phase I and designed to provide reasonable assurance of allowable activities and costs/cost 
principles.  Phase 2 will be limited to assessing whether the Department’s payment/draw 
processing controls provide reasonable assurance that subrecipient draw requests for 
reimbursement of expenditures: 
 

 comply with relevant laws, regulations, policies, and contract provisions,  
 are adequately supported including support to provide reasonable assurance of 

allowable activities, costs and eligibility to participate in the program,  
 are properly posted to the accounting and program systems, and  
 are properly authorized/approved. 

 
Anticipated completion – August 2007 
 
Continued – next page 
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PLANNED INTERNAL AUDITS/OTHER AUDIT PROJECTS/ACTIVITIES 

Project General Objectives 

CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Program 

Phase 3:  Subrecipient Monitoring  
 
To test for operating effectiveness the Department’s application of controls reviewed in 
Phase I designed to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with applicable laws, 
regulations, program rules and contract terms and achievement of contract performance 
statements.  This phase of the audit will be limited to consideration of controls over desk 
reviews and on-site monitoring visits.   
 
The review of on-site monitoring visits will assess whether controls provide reasonable 
assurance of compliance with requirements relating to: 
 

 Allowable Activities and Costs/Cost Principles 
 Beneficiary/Family Eligibility 
 Procurement, Suspension and Debarment 
 Construction Performance and  Standards 
 Environmental Clearance 
 Lead Based Paint 
 Fair Housing, Accessibility, and Affirmative Marketing 

 
The review of desk review procedures will assess whether controls provide reasonable 
assurance that subrecipients are: 
 

 operating within expenditure budgets and limits,  
 expending administration and program funds at acceptable rates, and 
 achieving contract performance statements. 

 
A determination will be made whether monitoring results are adequately communicated to 
subrecipients and findings/exceptions noted are tracked and monitored to final resolution. 
 
Anticipated completion – December 2007 

Follow-Up on Status 
of Prior Internal 
Audit Issues 

To independently verify corrective actions taken by management in response to prior internal 
audit issues.  Follow-up projects will be pursued as issues relating to an audit are reported by 
management as implemented.  Follow-up projects anticipated for the year relate to the 
following internal audits: 
 

 Single Audit, Rpt. No. 1003.20, released September 23, 2005 
 Risk Assessment, Rpt. No. 1003.30, released August 5, 2005 
 Office of Colonia Initiative – Contract for Deed Draw Processing and Subrecipient 

Monitoring Function, Rpt. No. 1010.10,  released June 6, 2006 
 Office of Colonia Initiative – Self Help Program Draw Processing and Subrecipient 

Monitoring Function, Rpt. No. 1010.20, released August 31, 2006. 
 Energy Assistance – Subrecipient Monitoring, Rpt. No. 1012.00, released December 20, 

2006. 
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PLANNED INTERNAL AUDITS/OTHER AUDIT PROJECTS/ACTIVITIES 

Project General Objectives 

Subrecipient 
Monitoring  
(FY 2006 Carry-Over 
Audit) 

Energy Assistance – Subrecipient Monitoring  
To determine whether adequate monitoring policies and procedures are in place to provide 
reasonable assurance that the Department’s subrecipients comply with applicable Federal 
regulations, program rules and contract terms. 
 
Note – Audit completed.  Report No. 1012.00 released December 20, 2006. 

Homeowners’ 
Recovery Trust Fund 
(FY 2006 Carry-Over 
Audit) 

To determine whether the Manufactured Housing Division administers the Homeowners’ 
Recovery Trust Fund (HORTF) in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.   
 

Remaining Tasks Anticipated Completion 
Review events subsequent to fieldwork January 2007 
Test subsequent events, if necessary1 February 2007 
Prepare and release report March 2007  

Other Projects: 

Tracking Status of Prior Audit Issues - To track the status of prior audit issues for management/board report purposes. 

FY 2008 Annual Audit Plan - To develop an annual audit plan for FY 2008 pursuant to the Texas Internal Auditing 
Act. 

FY 2007 Annual Internal Audit Report - To prepare an annual internal auditing report for FY 2007 pursuant to the 
Texas Internal Auditing Act. 

Coordinate External Auditors - To coordinate and assist external auditors.   

 

                                                           
1  Several significant improvements to the accounting and tracking processes used in conjunction with 

the HORTF were identified and implemented by the Manufactured Housing Division during the 
course of this audit.  Follow-up procedures will be performed to determine whether processes have 
been fully implemented.   
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Internal Audit Division 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

 
Action Items 

Presentation of the External Quality Assurance Review of the TDHCA Internal Audit Division. 
 

Required Action 
Review the External Quality Assurance Review Report of the TDHCA Internal Audit Division. 

 
Background  

Texas Gov’t. Code § 2102.007 requires that the internal auditor conduct quality assurance reviews in 
accordance with professional standards and periodically take part in a comprehensive external peer 
review.  Professional standards require an external quality assurance review at least once every three 
years by reviewers independent of the audit organization being reviewed. 
 
The TDHCA Internal Audit Division began preparing for the review in summer, 2006, which began in 
August 2006.  The review was conducted by the Director of Internal Audit and a staff auditor from the 
Texas Office of the Attorney General and a staff auditor from the internal audit division of Texas Parks 
and Wildlife (the Review Team).  The external quality assurance review report was released in October 
2006.   
 
The Review Team concluded in its report released October 2006 that the TDHCA Internal Audit Division 
“fully complies” with the Institute of Internal Auditors (IIA) International Standards for the Professional 
Practice of Internal Auditing, the United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) Government 
Auditing Standards, and the Texas Internal Auditing Act (Texas Government Code, Chapter 2102).  This 
opinion is the highest of the three possible ratings and means that policies, procedures, and practices are 
in place to implement the standards and requirements necessary for ensuring the independence, 
objectivity, and proficiency of the internal audit function. 
 
The Review Team found: 

 The Internal Audit Division is independent, objective, and able to render impartial and unbiased 
judgments on the audit work performed.  

 The staff members are qualified, proficient, and knowledgeable in the areas they audit. 
 Individual audit projects are planned using risk assessment techniques, audit conclusions are 

supported in the working papers, and findings and recommendations are communicated clearly 
and concisely.    

 The Internal Audit Division is well managed internally, has effective relationships with the Board 
and is well respected and supported by management.   

 TDHCA management considers Internal Audit a useful part of overall agency operations and 
finds that the audit process and the report recommendations add value and help improve the 
agency’s operations.    

 
The Review Team recommended that the Internal Audit Division hire an experienced auditor having 
extensive experience managing large/complex audits and, preferable, possess a professional certification 
to replace the senior auditor who recently transferred out of the Division. 
 

Recommendation 
No action is required. 



 
 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
 
 
 
 
 

External Quality Assurance Review of the TDHCA Internal Audit 
Division 
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Internal Audit Division 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007  

 
Action Items 

Presentation of Internal Audit Report - Energy Assistances Weatherization Assistance Program - 
Subrecipient Monitoring.  

 
Required Action 

Review the Internal Audit Report.  
 
 

Background  
The Internal Auditing Division has completed its audit of the Energy Assistance (EA) subrecipient 
monitoring functions for the Weatherization Assistance Program.  The related report was released in 
December 2006. 
 
Although Energy Assistance (EA) has various strategies in place to provide reasonable assurance 
subrecipients comply with laws, regulations, and provisions of contracts and that performance goals 
are achieved, various conditions were noted that may preclude EA from achieving these objectives. 
 
Management agrees with the conditions noted and recommendations made in this report, which are 
summarized below. 
 
•  The quality and effectiveness of desk reviews performed could not be determined due to a 

general lack of documentation supporting what monitors should consider and perform during a 
review and what they actually consider and perform, and the results and conclusions of the 
reviews are not documented. 

 
We recommend management develop the goals and objectives of desk reviews supported by 
formalized policies and procedures for conducting the reviews. 
 

• While the monitoring compliance checklist used by EA monitors is generally adequate, the 
checklist should be enhanced to incorporate requirements relating to the maximum amount of 
federal funds that a Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) subgrantee can spend to 
weatherize a multi-family dwelling, the maximum amount of administrative funds to be made 
available to subgrantees for administrative purposes, and restrictions, limitations and 
requirements of weatherization activities funded by Investor Owned Utilities.  The checklist 
also needs to be updated for conditions noted by the State Auditor’s Office in a prior audit. 
 
EA should update its monitoring compliance checklist to incorporate these Federal requirements 
and conditions previously noted by the State Auditor’s Office. 
 

• Instances were noted where the monitoring checklists used during monitoring visits were not 
completed or it could not be determined whether required procedures were performed and 
documentation supporting the procedures performed and results obtained was insufficient to 
determine the adequacy of the procedures or whether the conclusions reached were reasonable. 
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Management should enhance documentation standards and establish quality control procedures 
to ensure the monitoring staff complies with established subrecipient monitoring policies and 
procedures. 
 

• Controls are not in place to provide reasonable assurance that results of monitoring activities are 
adequately communicated to appropriate subrecipient personnel. Tests of files disclosed various 
exceptions that were not carried to the monitoring report and it could not be determined from 
the supporting documentation in the files if these exceptions were discussed with appropriate 
subrecipient personnel, subsequently cleared or otherwise disposed of.  Monitoring reports were 
not distributed in a timely manner and follow-up on monitoring results was not timely or 
timeliness could not be determined. 
 
Controls should be established and put in place to provide reasonable assurance that results of 
monitoring visits are adequately communicated to appropriate subrecipient personnel. 

 
• The management information system is adequate to track most of the significant monitoring 

milestones such as the planned monitoring visit date, actual monitoring visit date, monitoring 
report date, monitoring report response due date and actual receipt date, follow-up letter date, 
and close-out date (close-out letter). However, data fields have not been created to capture 
significant milestones relating to the delivery of the monitoring letter to the subrecipient’s 
governing board chair and the subrecipient’s response to the monitoring follow-up letter. 
 
Monitors should inform management when they become aware that established due dates for the 
release of monitoring reports will not be met, discuss obstacles in meeting the due dates and 
strategies to achieve them, and document in the monitoring files reasons the reports are not 
released to subgrantees and board chairs within timeframes established by the Department. We 
also recommend EA enhance its subrecipient monitoring SOP to include standards for 
timeliness in issuing follow-up and close-out letters and for posting related data to the 
Monitoring Tracking System. 

 
• While management reports a text/memo field called Notes in the Monitoring Tracking 

System is used to capture the results of monitoring activities such as findings or conditions 
noted, required corrective actions, concerns and comments, the information recorded in the 
Notes field is unclear, not consistently posted, and, in instances, incomplete. 
 
Management should assess its information needs to ensure they are being adequately satisfied 
and strategies, including computer and non-computer solutions, should be developed for 
capturing necessary data to operate effectively. 

 
 

Recommendation 
No action is required. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Overall Conclusions 
 
Although Energy Assistance (EA) has various strategies in place to provide reasonable 
assurance subrecipients comply with laws, regulations, and provisions of contracts and that 
performance goals are achieved, various conditions were noted that may preclude EA from 
achieving these objectives.   
 
Key Points 
 
The quality and effectiveness of desk reviews performed could not be determined due to a 
general lack of documentation supporting what monitors should consider and perform during 
a review and what they actually consider and perform, and the results and conclusions of the 
reviews are not documented. 
 
While the monitoring compliance checklist used by EA monitors is generally adequate, the 
checklist should be enhanced to incorporate requirements relating to the maximum amount of 
federal funds that a Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) subgrantee can spend to 
weatherize a multi-family dwelling, the maximum amount of administrative funds to be made 
available to subgrantees for administrative purposes, and restrictions, limitations and 
requirements of weatherization activities funded by Investor Owned Utilities.  The checklist 
also needs to be updated for conditions noted by the State Auditor’s Office in a prior audit.   
 
Instances were noted where the monitoring checklists used during monitoring visits were not 
completed or it could not be determined whether required procedures were performed and 
documentation supporting the procedures performed and results obtained was insufficient to 
determine the adequacy of the procedures or whether the conclusions reached were 
reasonable. 
 
Controls are not in place to provide reasonable assurance that results of monitoring activities 
are adequately communicated to appropriate subrecipient personnel.  Tests of files disclosed 
various exceptions that were not carried to the monitoring report and it could not be 
determined from the supporting documentation in the files if these exceptions were discussed 
with appropriate subrecipient personnel, subsequently cleared or otherwise disposed of.   
Monitoring reports were not distributed in a timely manner and follow-up on monitoring 
results was not timely or timeliness could not be determined. 
 
The management information system is adequate to track most of the significant monitoring 
milestones such as the planned monitoring visit date, actual monitoring visit date, monitoring 
report date, monitoring report response due date and actual receipt date, follow-up letter date, 
and close-out date (close-out letter).  However, data fields have not been created to capture 
significant milestones relating to the delivery of the monitoring letter to the subrecipient’s 
governing board chair and the subrecipient’s response to the monitoring follow-up letter.  
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While management reports a text/memo field called Notes in the Monitoring Tracking 
System is used to capture the results of monitoring activities such as findings or conditions 
noted, required corrective actions, concerns and comments, the information recorded in the 
Notes field is unclear, not consistently posted, and, in instances, incomplete.   

 
Summary of Recommendations 
 
We recommend management develop the goals and objectives of desk reviews supported by 
formalized policies and procedures for conducting the reviews.   
 
EA should update its monitoring compliance checklist to incorporate certain Federal 
requirements and conditions previously noted by the State Auditor’s Office. 
 
Management should enhance documentation standards and establish quality control 
procedures to ensure the monitoring staff complies with established subrecipient monitoring 
policies and procedures. 
 
Controls should be established and put in place to provide reasonable assurance that results of 
monitoring visits are adequately communicated to appropriate subrecipient personnel.    
 
Monitors should inform management when they become aware that established due dates for 
the release of monitoring reports will not be met, discuss obstacles in meeting the due dates 
and strategies to achieve them, and document in the monitoring files reasons the reports are 
not released to subgrantees and board chairs within timeframes established by the 
Department.  We also recommend EA enhance its subrecipient monitoring SOP to include 
standards for timeliness in issuing follow-up and close-out letters and for posting related data 
to the Monitoring Tracking System.   
 
Management should assess its information needs to ensure they are being adequately satisfied 
and strategies, including computer and non-computer solutions, should be developed for 
capturing necessary data to operate effectively. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response 
 
Management agrees with the recommendations is this report. 

 
 

Background 
 

The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs’ (Department) Weatherization 
Assistance Program (WAP), authorized under Title IV, Part A, of the Energy Conservation 
and Production Act, as amended (10 USC 6851 through 6872), and Texas Government Code 
Sections 2305.036 and  2306.097, was established to reduce the energy cost burden of low-
income households.  The Department contracts with local organizations, Community Action 
Agencies, nonprofits, local Councils of Government, and units of local government to 
provide funding for the installation of weatherization measures, minor home repairs to 
improve energy efficiency and energy conservation education programs.    
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The Department operates the program primarily with funds from the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) and the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) from the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  Additional funds are provided from 
Independently Owned Utilities (IOUs).  IOUs participate in funding WAP activities as a 
result of settlements of utility rate cases filed with the Public Utility Commission. 
 
WAP subrecipients follow DOE regulations with the exception of more restrictive IOU 
requirements.  WAP, administrated through 34 subgrantees, collectively covers all 254 
counties in the state.   Participants in the program must earn at or below 125 percent of the 
federal poverty guidelines.  IOU participants must be customers of the particular utility 
company and receiving other Department weatherization services.      
 
The Department is provided funds from four IOU’s for WAP services: Southwestern Public 
Service Low-Income Program (SPS LIP), El Paso Electric Energy Savers Program (EPE), 
Entergy Assist Program (Entergy), and Southwestern Electric Power Company Residential 
Program (SWEPCO).  A summary of the planned and actual funding and number of units 
weatherized for eligible WAP participates is provided in the table below.  
 

Planned vs. Actual Funding and Number of Units Weatherized 

Program Year Ending March 31, 2006 (PY 2005) Program Year Ending March 31, 2007 (PY 2006) 
Funding 
Source Funding Expendi-

tures 
Planned 

Units 
Actual 
Units Funding   

Expendi-
tures (Thru 

Nov.) 

Planned 
Units 

Actual 
Units 

DOE $  5,599,993 $  5,124,234 1,518 1,658 $   6,607.385  $  2,469,258 1,680 791 
LIHEAP 8,249,453 7,515,592 2,473 2,690  12,148,153 3,571,184 2,580 898 
SPS LIP 300,000 306,436 300,000 198,005 
EPE 460,000 110,473 460,000 Note B 
Entergy 1,100,000 897,486 1,279,727 429,170 
SWEPCO 400,000 410,689

Note A 

400,000 79,085 

Note A 

Source: Energy Assistance                                  Unaudited     
 

Note A – Units are not used as measures of performance for Investor Owned Utilities.  IOU funds are 
used for energy efficient equipment and activities such as replacing energy inefficient refrigerators, 
purchasing and installing efficient room air conditioners, purchasing compact fluorescent lamps, 
aerators, and low-flow showerheads, providing energy education, and to supplementing TDHCA 
WAP for weatherization measures for low-income clients who heat and cool with electricity.  
 
Note B - The EPE contract has not been executed.  El Paso is in the process of renewing their service 
agreement with the Department and no expenditures have been made for PY 2006. 

 
 

In March 2006, President Bush signed into law $14.5 million additional funding for LIHEAP 
in fiscal year 2006.  The Department allocated an additional $6 million into the 2006 
LIHEAP WAP program year and reserved $8.5 million of the total funding for fiscal year 
2007 in order to ensure two years of increased funding for the Department’s subrecipients.  
The maximum benefit for a dwelling under LIHEAP WAP has increased from $2,744 in PY 
2005 to $4,000 in PY 2006.   
 
Subrecipients have the option to leverage DOE WAP funds of $2,744 per dwelling in PY 
2005, which increased to $2,826 per dwelling in PY 2006, with the LIHEAP WAP funds, 
which means the agencies may spend up to $6,826.00 per dwelling in PY 2006.  Additionally, 
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agencies can incur the costs of necessary health and safety measures that eliminate hazards 
such as moisture accumulation and lead-based paint dust that are affected or caused by the 
installation of weatherization materials.   
 
The Department monitors subrecipients to ensure subrecipients comply with laws, 
regulations, and provisions of contracts and that performance goals are achieved.  The 
primary strategies used to monitor subrecipients are field monitoring visits and desk reviews.   

 
 

Detailed Results 
 
 
Section 1 
Formalize Desk Review Procedures 
 
The quality and effectiveness of desk reviews 
performed could not be determined due to a general 
lack of documentation supporting what monitors 
should consider and perform during a review and what 
they actually consider and perform.  Additionally, the 
results and conclusions of the reviews are not 
documented. 
 
The following deficiencies were noted. 

 
• The goals and objectives of the reviews have not 

been formalized or supported by desk review 
policies and procedures. 

• Criteria for acceptable performance and 
expenditure rates have not been develop to assess 
actual performance. 

• Documentation standards have not been 
established. 

• The results and conclusions of the reviews 
conducted by EA staff could not be determined 
nor whether technical assistance was provided or 
corrective action was required of subrecipients in 
response to unsatisfactory performance.  

 
Desk reviews throughout the term of the contract are important to ensure satisfactory progress is 
being made in achieving the contract goals and objectives.   
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend management develop the goals and objectives of desk reviews supported by 
formalized policies and procedures for conducting the reviews.  The policies and procedures 
should be in accordance with the Department’s Standard Operating Procedure 1100.01, Standard 
Operating Procedure (SOP) System.   We recommend the SOP include or refer to standards for 
performance measurement and acceptable/unacceptable performance by which staff can assess 

Desk Reviews 
 
Monthly, six-month and nine-month 
desk reviews of Energy Assistance 
Weatherization Program subrecipient’s 
budget, performance and financial data 
are performed to determine if: 
• program and administration 

expenditure rates are reasonable, 
• a reasonable level of weatherization 

is provided,    
• expenditure and performance 

projections for the following month 
are reasonable, 

• incorrect amounts or unexplainable 
differences exist by comparing data 
to prior months’ data, and  

• circumstances exist whereby the 
Department should reallocate funds 
from an underperforming 
subrecipient to another subrecipient 
to ensure funds are effectively used. 

Source:  Energy Assistance Management 
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subrecipient performance.  The SOP should include documentation standards that require the EA 
staff to make record of desk reviews conducted and of related results and conclusions.  
Documentation should be required in instances where it is necessary to contact the subrecipient to 
provide technical assistance or where corrective action is required.  Any follow-up on 
unsatisfactory performance or on the status of required corrective actions should also be 
documented.   
 
Management’s Response 
 
While the EA Section already conducts desk reviews, we will develop a Standard Operating 
Procedure (SOP) for desk reviews by April 2007.  With the implementation of the new contract 
management system, the Section will establish a formal policy that includes documentation 
standards relating to results and conclusions of the desk and field reviews.  Documentation for 
all required actions will be scanned and kept in the Department’s electronic filling system. 
 
Planned Target Date for Completion - April 2007   
 
 
Section 2 
Enhance the Subrecipient Monitoring Compliance Checklist 
 
The monitoring compliance checklist used by Energy 
Assistance (EA) monitors in connection with 
monitoring visits of Weatherization Assistance 
Program (WAP) subrecipients is generally adequate to 
provide reasonable assurance of subrecipient 
compliance with laws, regulations, and provisions of 
contracts or grant agreements and that performance 
goals are achieved. 
 
Management reports that a monitor is assigned to 
review and update the checklist each year to ensure it 
has incorporated any changes in program laws, 
regulations and policy issuances.  An independent 
review is conducted on the updated checklist by the 
entire monitoring section.  The Department of Energy 
(DOE), in its WAP monitoring report dated May 9, 
2005, found the monitoring tool/instrument used by 
the Department’s EA staff to be comprehensive, well 
organized, and thorough.    
 
During the course of our review, we found the 
checklist adequately considers most significant 
requirements; however, the checklist should be 
enhanced to incorporate the following considerations.    
 

• The maximum amount of federal funds that a WAP subgrantee can spend to weatherize a 
multi-family dwelling as allowed by DOE (Prior Audit Issue, see Appendix 1, IA Ref. No. 306). 

• The maximum amount of administrative funds to be made available to subgrantees for 
administrative purposes in carrying out duties under the program. 

Source:  Energy Assistance Management 

Monitoring Visits 
 
Monitoring visits are conducted to 
provide reasonable assurance 
subrecipients comply with laws, 
regulations, and provisions of contracts 
and that performance goals are achieved 
in a timely manner, to aid in the 
detection of fraud, and to identify 
technical assistance needs.   
 
Monitoring visits consist of completing 
the monitoring checklist by agreeing 
subrecipient’s program expenditures 
with their financial records, testing 
documentation supporting program 
expenditures, reviewing the eligibility 
of participating households and multi-
family units, conducting inspections of 
units weatherized to ensure compliance 
with program requirements and 
determining compliance with other 
program requirements.   
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• Restrictions, limitations and requirements of weatherization activities funded by Investor 
Owned Utilities.   

• Certain conditions noted by the State Auditor’s Office to enhance monitoring procedures 
to ensure subgrantees:   

 consistently document their decision criteria for providing weatherization services to 
WAP applicants (Prior Audit Issue, see Appendix 1, IA Ref. No. 308), 

 conduct energy audits before providing weatherization services (Prior Audit Issue, see 
Appendix 1, IA Ref. No. 308),  

 input adequate data into the energy software (Prior Audit Issue, see Appendix 1, IA Ref. No. 
308),   

 allow only qualified individuals to conduct energy audits (Prior Audit Issue, see Appendix 
1, IA Ref. No. 308),   

 maintain current contracts with contractors, and  
 establish procedures to ensure weatherization contractors are paid reasonable prices 

including a material cost analysis survey prepared by the subgrantee of their service 
area, a competitive solicitation for labor and materials, and contracts with the winner 
of the solicitation. 

 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend EA update its monitoring compliance checklist to incorporate the considerations 
previously discussed.  We also recommend that appropriate training be provided to the 
monitoring staff to monitor effectively these issues. 
 
Management’s Response 
 
The EA Section acknowledges the need to improve documentation standards and quality control 
of its monitoring checklist.  The Section conducted a weeklong training in November 2006 
designed to promote proper monitoring techniques.  The training included: reviewing goals and 
objectives of the monitoring review process; reviewing federal and state regulations; reviewing 
the International Residential Energy Code; proper review of the single audits submitted by 
subrecipients; compiling proper support documentation of findings; and an in-depth review and 
critique of the 2005 monitoring checklist.  As a result of the training, the EA Section modified the 
2006 WAP monitoring instrument.  The revisions include the following: 
 

• Two checklists in the monitoring instrument that identify multifamily and single family 
units.  The checklist for multifamily units incorporates eligibility for individual dwelling 
units. The two checklists will allow Program Officers to review the maximum 
expenditures allowable for all individual dwelling units.  Additionally, the monitoring 
instrument directs Program Officers to review the “Building Data Information” form 
#04-11.30 that provides an expenditure breakdown for each individual dwelling of a 
building. 

• A question to determine that the maximum allowable amount of administrative funds 
allowed under the DOE and LIHEAP WAP programs has not been exceeded. 

• A question to determine if WAP units have received services prior to the completion of an 
energy audit.  Monitoring Instrument instructions prompts the Program Officer to review 
the signature dates of the completed energy audits and compare them to the dates of the 
purchase orders for materials.  Additionally, the Easy Audit (EZ) online energy audit 
documents the date of completion for each energy audit and identifies the individual who 
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completes the audit.  The energy audit completion date will be compared to the dates of 
purchase orders for materials. 

• The Department has established EZ online energy audit administrative procedures that 
allow the Department to authorize access only to qualified energy auditors.  The 
Administrative procedures also allow Department access to all audit and data entered by 
the energy auditor.  

• Monitoring Instrument instructions require the Program Officers to review the formal bid 
process to solicit labor and material contractors.  The review will assure that the most 
responsible bidder with the lowest price has been selected.  The review will include the 
examination of the current cost analysis performed by the subrecipient.  The Department 
will also perform a RS Means® cost analysis for each subrecipient to insure reasonable 
prices for materials and labor that have been contracted for. 

• The Department has established EZ online administrative procedures that require 
subrecipient agencies to enter all cost data by vendor prior to the completion of an 
energy audit.  The administrative procedures will allow the Department access to the cost 
data entered by the subrecipient agency.  The Department will compare these costs to RS 
Means® , a contractors’ pricing guide, to determine reasonableness, when appropriate. 

• The EA Section has added a section to the monitoring instrument that requires the 
Program Officers to list checks selected for review.  The list requires the Program 
Officer to document the purpose of each check selected. 

• The EA Section has added a section to the monitoring instrument that requires the 
Program Officer to list all homes inspected.  Any deficiencies that require a corrective 
action will be noted in that section. 

• Monitoring Instrument instructions require the Program Officer to review the Agency’s 
criteria to select clients for weatherization services. The Program Officer will 
substantiate the Agency’s decision and compare the information to the demographic data 
reported to the Department. 

 
These changes to the monitoring instrument also will assist in full implementation of issues noted 
in the prior State Auditor’s report; Reference No. Chapter 1-A (IA Ref. #306) and Reference No. 
Chapter 1-C (IA Ref. #308). 
 
Planned Target Date for Completion - Completed 
 
 
Section 3 
Enhance Documentation Standards and  
Establish a Quality Control Function 
 
Subrecipient Monitoring procedures are generally adequate to assess whether WAP awards are 
used for authorized purposes in compliance with laws, regulations, and provisions of contracts or 
grant agreements and that performance goals are achieved.   
 
However, documentation standards should be improved to require sufficient documentation of the 
items reviewed, the results of the review, and whether the results of the review are consistent with 
the conclusions reached to enable an experienced monitor other than the monitor who conducted 
the review to repeat the procedures performed, obtain the same results and reach similar 
conclusions (Prior Audit Issue, see Appendix 1, IA Ref. No. 309).  Additionally, quality control procedures 
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have not been developed or applied to the monitoring procedures performed to ensure the 
monitors complete the related procedures, including the monitoring checklist, and to ensure 
controls that have been established are operating as intended.    
                              
Instances were noted where the monitoring checklists were incomplete.  Eight of eight 
monitoring checklists reviewed were not adequately completed.  The following is a summary of 
some of the more significant portions of the checklist that were not completed. 
 
• One checklist did not indicate whether the monthly WAP expenditure report was derived 

from or reconciled to the subrecipient’s general ledger or other accounting records.    Energy 
Assistance (EA) monitoring staff cannot ensure expenditures charged to program are 
allowable without agreeing the expenditure reports submitted to the Department with the 
subrecipient’s accounting records.   

• One checklist did not indicate whether checks supporting disbursements for the fiscal review 
related to payroll and travel were reviewed during the monitoring visit.  Management cannot 
be assured monitoring staff adequately reviewed expenditures charged to program for 
allowability without staff documenting the expenditure checks they reviewed for supporting 
documentation. 

• Two checklists did not indicate whether prior monitoring findings had been resolved.  One of 
these checklists did not document the existence of two monitoring findings that had been 
previously reported in the prior program year.  EA cannot have reasonable assurance that 
prior monitoring findings are adequately resolved without a through independent follow-up of 
the status of findings previously reported.   

 
Instances were noted where required procedures were not completed or it could not be 
determined whether required procedures were performed.  The following is a summary of 
some of the more significant instances where procedures were not completed or it could not be 
determined if required procedures were performed. 
 
• Only four checks were selected during the review of the cash disbursement journal in 

connection with the Final Report for two of eight monitoring files/checklists tested.  The 
checklist requires a review of 5-10 checks.   An explanation why only four checks were 
reviewed was not provided.  Checks are reviewed in connection with the Final Report to 
provide additional assurance expenditures are allowable and to ensure charges to the program 
occurred and are obligated in the proper program year. 

• The Procurement Section was not completed for one of eight checklists tested and the 
procurement procedures used (i.e.  Sealed bid, competitive negotiations, small purchase, etc.) 
were not completed for six of the eight checklists tested.  Management cannot be assured that 
monitoring staff adequately considered procurement requirements in the absence of sufficient 
documentation supporting the monitors’ review.   

• The subrecipient’s population of client files and weatherized units was not documented in the 
monitoring files for eight of eight files reviewed.  Accordingly, although the program monitor 
generally documented the client files and units weatherized that were reviewed in connection 
with the monitoring visit, it could not be determined if the monitor reviewed ten percent of 
the client files for the total population of units weatherized during the period of being 
monitored, as required by the Subrecipient Monitoring Standard Operating Procedure.  
Additionally, without documentation of the subrecipient’s total population of units 
weatherized, it could not be determined for three of eight monitoring files tested if the review 
of less than the 10 minimum of units required to be reviewed by the Subrecipient Monitoring 
SOP was reasonable. 
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• The single audit results section of one checklist was not completed.  Management cannot be 
assured that findings noted during a single audit are satisfactorily resolved or that costs that 
have been determined to be unallowable are recovered in the absence of thorough 
consideration of the results of required single audits. 

• Two of eight subrecipients did not submit Information Technology (IT) questionnaires.  
Another subrecipient did not submit the section of the IT questionnaire relating to Network 
Organization.  The incomplete IT questionnaires were accepted without documentation of 
follow-up to enable an assessment of related risks and to ensure completeness of 
management’s prescribed monitoring procedures. 

 
Instances were noted where documentation supporting the procedures performed and 
results obtained was insufficient to determine the adequacy of the procedures or whether 
the conclusions reached were reasonable.  The following is a summary of some of the more 
significant instances of insufficient documentation.   
 
• The monitor did not document or explain the purpose of the checks reviewed for six of eight 

monitoring files tested.  Management cannot ensure the adequacy of procedures the monitors 
apply to determine reasonableness and allowability of expenditures without a description of 
the purpose of expenditures reviewed. 

• Four of eight checklists did not provide a listing of the homes inspected during the on-site 
visits or document the reason why a return visit was required.  Without adequate descriptions 
of the homes inspected and the reasons return visits are required, EA will not have the 
information necessary to ensure that the required return visits occur or that the purpose of the 
return visit was satisfied. 

• One of eight summary sheets was not completed.  The summary sheet compiles the results of 
the monitoring visit in a single location.  In absence of completing the summary sheet, EA 
does not have reasonable assurance that the conclusions reached by the monitor are 
reasonable or that conditions noted that should be reported as a finding or recommended 
improvement are reported. 

• Instances were noted where “No” was indicated on the checklist and the related conditions 
were not carried to the summary sheet, a recommended improvement, or a finding and the 
documentation does not support how the conditions were otherwise disposed of.  

• Information provided by the subrecipients on three of eight IT questionnaires was not 
consistent with comparable information on the monitoring checklists.   Energy Assistance 
does not have adequate information to assess the accuracy of information provided by 
subrecipients or the adequacy of IT controls without explanations for differences between 
information provided by the subrecipient and information prepared by the monitors.   

 
Management reports that each monitor maintains his or her own files of documentation reviewed 
during a monitoring visit to the extent they consider it appropriate.  However, discussion with 
monitoring staff indicated that documentation is not necessary maintained.  Additionally, the 
monitoring checklist and monitoring file is not updated for documentation obtained from the 
subrecipient subsequent to a monitoring visit that may clear a possible monitoring issue noted 
during the visit.   
 
Recommendations 
 
Management should enhance documentation standards to ensure monitors review sufficient 
information to support their conclusions and that monitors document the contracts reviewed, the 
units inspected, and other records and documentation reviewed to support their conclusions and 
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establish quality control procedures to ensure the monitoring staff complies with established 
subrecipient monitoring policies and procedures.  Each monitoring file should be subject to a 
minimum quality assurance review to ensure planned monitoring procedures are completed and 
the monitoring results support the conclusions reached.  All monitoring files should be subject to 
sampling and selection for an extensive quality control review designed to ensure subrecipient 
monitoring procedures are performed and documented as intended by management. 
 
Management’s Response 
 
The Energy Assistance Section acknowledges the need to improve its documentation standards 
and quality control processes.   The EA Section will formalize a peer review process of the 
monitoring checklist and support documentation upon return from the monitoring visit.  The peer 
review along with improvements made to the monitoring checklist will insure quality control and 
sufficient documentation of monitoring activities.  The peer review process will be implemented 
for the 2006 Weatherization Monitoring.  
 
Planned Target Date for Completion - January 1, 2007 
 
 
Section 4 
Ensure Monitoring Results are Adequately Communicated to 
Subrecipients 
 
Controls are not in place to provide reasonable assurance that results of monitoring activities are 
adequately communicated to appropriate subrecipient personnel.  Tests of files supporting eight 
monitoring visits disclosed various exceptions that were not carried to the monitoring report and 
it could not be determined from the supporting documentation in the files if these exceptions were 
discussed with appropriate subrecipient personnel, subsequently cleared or otherwise disposed of.   
The following are examples of some of the more significant exceptions noted. 
 
The disposition of “No” answers to the monitoring checklist was not documented in the 
monitoring files.  “No” answers on the monitoring checklist generally indicate unfavorable 
conditions.  Unfavorable conditions were not necessarily carried to the summary sheet, a 
recommended improvement, or a finding for further consideration, and the documentation does 
not support how the conditions were otherwise disposed of.  The following are examples of 
conditions noted resulting from a “No” indicated on the checklist. 
 

• Nueces County Community Action Agency (Nueces County) does not periodically 
backup critical data and has not implemented password aging as required by                                
Policy Issuance #04-11.5.   

• South Plains Community Action Association (South Plains) does not correctly allocate 
interest of WAP funds in an interest bearing account as required by 10 CFR 600.121, 
600.221. 

• Nueces County and Rolling Plains Management Corporation general liability insurance 
policies do not provide coverage for damages resulting from lead based paint or related 
work as required by Contract Section 17. 

• South Plains has not established adequate internal procedures to provide for the proper 
and effective management of all activities and funds authorized by the WAP contract 
with the Department as required by 10 CFR 600.121, 600.220. 
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• City of Lubbock and Tri-County Community Action Inc. (Tri-County) did not report 
expenses on completed units and units in process as required by 10 CFR 440.16(g).  

 
“No” answers on the IT Security Policy questionnaire were carried to the monitoring 
checklist as “Yes” answers.  “No” answers on the IT Security Policy questionnaire generally 
indicate unfavorable conditions; however, in instances, the answers were carried to the 
monitoring checklist as “yes” answers, which indicates a favorable condition.  The documentation 
does not provide explanations for the change in answers for the following conditions noted.   
 

• Tri County does not have a written IT security policy in place, a written disaster recovery 
plan, or written procedures for account management, and has not implemented password 
aging. 

• Community Service Inc. (CSI) does not maintain backups of critical data off site or have 
written procedures for account management.  Additionally, CSI has not implemented 
password aging or physical security practices. 

• Combined Community Action Agency does not have a written IT security policy, 
periodically tests restoring data from backups, or have a written disaster recovery plan. 

 
The disposition of an unfavorable condition was not adequately documented.  The program 
monitor noted in the monitoring file for Community Council of Reeves County (CC Reeves) that 
the same person signs purchase orders, maintains records and reconciles.  In the absence of other 
information, this appears to be a control weakness; however, there is no documentation in the 
files whether the monitor was concerned about appropriate separation of duties.  While there may 
be circumstances that preclude this from being a control weakness problem, such circumstances 
were not documented in the file.  The issue was not carried to the monitoring report and there was 
no documentation in the file whether it was communicated to appropriate client personnel or 
subsequently resolved.   
 
Recommendations 
 
Controls should be established and put in place to provide reasonable assurance that results of 
monitoring activities are adequately communicated to appropriate subrecipient personnel.   
Standard operating policies and procedures (SOPs) should be established which clearly describe 
the criteria, conditions or exceptions that warrant formal reporting to subrecipients.  The SOPs 
should also require the monitor to document the reasons an unfavorable condition noted during a 
monitoring review does not warrant formal reporting; such as unfavorable conditions or 
exceptions noted that are clearly insignificant or are subsequently resolved with the receipt of 
additional information during the normal course of the monitoring visit.  
 
Management’s Response 
The EA Section has been working proactively to improve the communication of the results to 
subrecipients.  Changes to the Monitoring Instrument and ongoing training of Program Officers 
will help insure documentation of unfavorable conditions noted during in a monitoring review, 
proper reporting of unfavorable conditions, and explanations of circumstances where such 
conditions are not included in the monitoring report.  The EA Section will develop an SOP to 
detail the criteria, conditions or exceptions that warrant formal reporting to subrecipients and 
the exceptions that may be resolved with the receipt of additional information prior to the release 
of the monitoring report. 
 
Planned Target Date for Completion - April 1, 2007 
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Section 5 
Ensure Monitoring Results and Follow-up Letters are Communicated to 
Subrecipients in a Timely Manner 

 
Monitoring reports were not distributed in a timely manner.  The monitoring report was not 
distributed within 30 days of the last date of the monitoring visit for the eight subrecipient 
monitoring files tested.  Report release dates ranged from 41 to 82 days after the end date of the 
monitoring visit.  EA’s Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 350.02.11, Subrecipient Monitoring, 
as well as DOE, requires that reports are due to the contractor within 30 days after the monitoring 
visit.    
 
Distribution of the reports to the subrecipient’s governing board or other oversight entity were not 
made within 60 days from the date of the monitoring report for five of six subrecipient 
monitoring files tested.  In response to a prior audit recommendation by the Texas State Auditor’s 
Office that copies of monitoring reports be provided to subgrantees’ board chairs to help ensure 
that subgrantees address issues identified (Prior Audit Issue, see Appendix 1, IA Ref. No. 309), the 
Department reported that copies of monitoring reports are being provided to board chairs 60 days 
after the monitoring report is sent to the subrecipient. 

 
Follow-up on monitoring results was not timely or timeliness could not be determined.   Of 
the eight subrecipient monitoring files tested, the follow-up or close-out letter was not distributed 
within 15 days from the date the subrecipient’s response was received for two of five 
subrecipients that should have received a follow-up or close-out letter during the audit period.  
Additionally, in review of the Monitoring Tracking System, there were numerous instances noted 
where data fields such as monitoring report response dates, follow-up letter dates, and close-out 
letter dates were not posted.  

 
Management states that the follow-up or close-out letter should be distributed within 15 days 
from the date of the subrecipient’s response.  While the EA SOP 350.02.11, Subrecipient 
Monitoring, requires the monitor to issue follow-up letters when warranted and close-out letters 
and to reflect the status of monitoring in the Tracking System, the SOP does not establish 
timeframes for the issuance of the follow-up or close-out letters or for posting related actual dates 
to the Tracking System.  Delays in follow-up letters may allow time sensitive unfavorable 
conditions or exceptions to continue to exist while delays in the close-out letters keep the 
monitoring file open. 

 
Recommendations 
 
Monitors should inform management when they become aware that established due dates for the 
release of monitoring reports will not be met, discuss obstacles in meeting the due dates and 
strategies to achieve them, and assess and document in the monitoring files reasons monitoring 
reports are not released to subgrantees and board chairs within timeframes established by the 
Department.   
 
We also recommend EA enhance its subrecipient monitoring SOP to include standards for 
timeliness in issuing follow-up and close-out letters and for posting related data to the Monitoring 
Tracking System.   
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Management’s Response 
 
The Section will develop an SOP similar to SOP 2300.01 Community Affairs Division 
CEAP/CSBG Joint Monitoring Process, which will serve as a basis to help ensure monitoring 
results and follow-up letters are communicated to subrecipients in a timely manner.  The SOP 
will include standards for timeliness for issuing follow-up and close-out letters and for posting 
related data to the Monitoring Tracking System.   Management will emphasize to the monitoring 
staff the importance of timeliness in issuing the monitoring reports and the related follow-up and 
close-out letters.  
 
Planned Target Date for Completion – May 20, 2007  
 

 
Section 6 
Assess and Satisfy Information Needs 

 
The management information system is adequate to track most of the significant milestones such 
as the planned monitoring visit date, actual monitoring visit date, monitoring report date, 
monitoring report response due date and actual receipt date, follow-up letter date, and close-out 
date (close-out letter).  However, data fields have not been created to capture significant 
milestones relating to the delivery of the monitoring letter to the subrecipient’s governing board 
chair and the subrecipient’s response to the monitoring follow-up letter.  
 
A text/memo field called Notes in the Monitoring Tracking System is used to capture the results 
of monitoring activities such as findings or conditions noted, required corrective actions, concerns 
and comments; however, the information recorded in the Notes field is unclear, not consistently 
posted, and, in instances, incomplete.   
 
Findings were not posted to the monitoring tracking system for six of the eight monitoring files 
tested, monitoring results are not tracked to conclusion (actions taken and final resolution), and 
multiple areas of concern were noted throughout the monitoring checklists and files that were not 
posted to the monitoring tracking system.   
 
Adequate information is necessary to ensure timely, efficient delivery of services.  Tracking 
results of subrecipient monitoring activities is important to ensure findings noted are satisfactory 
resolved.  The results of monitoring activities also provides meaningful information management 
can use to identify and prioritize risks for resources allocation purposes and to identify, plan and 
provide technical assistance.  Significant milestone dates are important to help ensure satisfactory 
progress is being made toward achieving the goals and objectives of the subrecipient monitoring 
function.   
 
The Department of Energy (DOE) requires that major findings from subgrantee monitoring visits 
and financial audits be tracked by the State to final resolution and recommends that the tracking 
record include, but not necessarily be limited to, findings, recommended corrective actions, 
deliverables, due dates, responsible parties, actions taken, and final resolution.  DOE also requires 
the State annually summarize and review each subgrantee's audit, program monitoring reports and 
findings for internal monitoring of State and subgrantee needs, strengths, and weaknesses and that 
the results of this annual monitoring be considered during annual planning and be available for 
the DOE Regional Offices to review during their State program monitoring visits. 
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Recommendation 
 
Management should assess its information needs to ensure they are being adequately satisfied.  In 
assessing its information needs, management should minimally: 
 

• determine what information is needed to function and operate on a daily basis,  
• evaluate major problems regularly encountered and assess how information can help 

solve the problems, 
• categorize the major decisions program management must make and determine how 

additional information could help,  
• identify various reporting requirements and related information needs,  
• evaluate how information can improve the effectiveness of services provided,  
• determine what kinds of information could enhance the program’s efficiency, and  
• assess information needs of others such as executive management and oversight and 

funding agencies. 
 
Strategies, including computer and non-computer solutions, should be developed for capturing 
necessary data to operate effectively.  Minimally, we recommend the information system be 
enhanced to capture the results of monitoring activities and track the status of monitoring findings 
to final resolution.      
 
Regardless of strategies selected, we recommend the processes be formalized with the goal of: 
 

• recording complete, accurate and timely information, which will require the incorporation 
of quality control procedures and edits,  

• facilitating the monitors performing their day-to-day operating activities and 
responsibilities,  

• facilitating management’s review and consideration of current performance against 
operating goals and objectives, and  

• satisfying the reporting requirements of oversight and funding agencies.   
 
Management’s Response 
During the planning of the Contract System being developed by the IS Division, the EA Section 
identified the daily operational needs of the Section.  The Contract System, once complete, will 
help the Section gather information needed to comprehensively monitor the subrecipients and 
make effective management decisions. However, Management acknowledges that the Contract 
System will only provide information for review.  The EA Section must provide timely updates, 
conduct quality control checks, and supplement additional information needs by updating the 
Intranet monitoring tracking system.  The updated monitoring tracking system will assist 
management by providing information, documenting results, and summarizing desk and field 
monitoring reviews.  
 
The EA Section will coordinate with IS to update the Intranet monitoring tracking system to 
incorporate text fields to capture findings and the events that occur up to, and including 
resolution of, the findings.   The updated system will be made available to all EA Program 
Officers, Project Managers, Section Manager, and to the Division Director.  Upon coordination 
with IS staff, the updated system will be implemented after completion of the 2006 monitoring 
visits.  In the interim, EA is using an Excel monitoring tracking system to track this information.  
 
Planned Target Date for Completion – May 30, 2007  
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Appendices 
 
 
 Appendix 1 
Status of Prior Audit Issues 
 
The status of prior audit issues relating to the objectives of this audit was reviewed.  The 
following is a summary of the status of prior audit issues.  
 
Corrective action was taken on the following conditions. 
 

 IA Ref. # 118 
Report - Selection of Subrecipients for Monitoring-Rpt.#9.09-2, dated June 4, 1999  
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs Internal Audit 
 
A formal risk assessment is not used by any of the Department’s programs to select subrecipients for 
monitoring reviews or on-site monitoring visits. 
 
Corrective Action - Corrective action taken. 

 
 

 Reference No. Chapter 3-C (IA Ref. # 316) 
Report - Selected Assistance Programs at the Department, dated June 2003  
Auditors - State Auditor’s Office  
 
The Department requires subgrantees to maintain complete and accurate financial and performance 
data.  However, it does not monitor subgrantees' controls or provide subgrantees with technical 
assistance regarding the adequacy of controls over information that they maintain electronically. 
 
Corrective Action - Corrective action taken. 

 
 

 Reference No. Chapter 4-A (IA Ref. # 317) 
Report - Selected Assistance Programs at the Department, dated June 2003 
Auditors - State Auditor’s Office  
 
The Department does not ensure that WAP subgrantees target weatherization services to the priority 
populations that the U.S. Department of Energy has established.  In addition, although the 
Department’s annual state weatherization plan specifies that it will give priority to the federal priority 
populations, its contracts with subgrantees do not list two priority populations - high residential energy 
users and households with a high energy burdens.  Subgrantees submit monthly reports on priority 
populations served; however, the Department does not monitor to ensure that its subgrantees are 
indeed targeting priority populations and this information does not ensure that subgrantees have 
actually targeted the priority populations 
 
Corrective Action - Corrective action taken. 
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 (IA Ref. # 136) 
Report - Identification and Tracking of Subrecipients-Rpt.#9.09-1, dated June 4, 1999 
Auditors - Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs Internal Audit 
 
The Department does not have formalized processes in place to identify and capture monitoring-related 
information that should be used to monitor and evaluate the performance of subrecipients, to plan and 
track the results of monitoring reviews and to share between the Department's program areas for 
planning and monitoring purposes to carry out monitoring responsibilities effectively and efficiently. 
 
Corrective Action – Corrective action taken. 
 

Management has implemented the Monitoring Tracking System.  This System is complemented 
with spreadsheets that helps satisfy EA’s information needs.  The management information system, 
when considered in the aggregate, is  adequate to track most of the significant milestones such as 
the planned monitoring visit date, actual monitoring visit date, monitoring report date, monitoring 
report response due date and actual receipt date, follow-up letter date, and close-out date (date of 
close-out letter).   
 
The addition of certain data fields may help ensure that management achieves its objectives.  The 
system also needs to be enhanced to capture effectively the results of monitoring activities and to 
track the status of monitoring findings to final resolution.  
 
See Section 6, Assess and Satisfy Information Needs, for additional information.  

 
 
Management and the Department’s Governing Board have accepted the associated risks of not 
fully implementing the following prior audit issues. 

 
 IA Ref. #119 

Report - Selection of Subrecipients for Monitoring-Rpt.#9.09-2, dated June 4, 1999 
Auditors - Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs Internal Audit 
 
The Department (agency-wide) does not have formal policies and procedures regarding “joint” 
monitoring visits to review multiple programs, if applicable, simultaneously, rather than monitoring 
individual programs separately. 
 
Corrective Action - The Department’s Governing Board accepted a report from management that the 
issue was partially implemented.     
 

Management reported to the Department’s Governing Board in June 1999 that it does not believe 
there would be sufficient benefit derived from coordinated monitoring visits on a routine basis 
relative to the scheduling issues that such coordination would create and that management, as in 
the past, will continue to establish team visits to perform comprehensive financial and 
programmatic monitoring visits when circumstances call for coordinated monitoring efforts.   

 
 

 Reference No. Chapter 1-B (IA Ref. #307) 
Report - Selected Assistance Programs at the Department, dated June 2003 
Auditors - State Auditor’s Office  
 
WAP, CEAP and CSBG subgrantees annualize 30 days of income to estimate annual income and 
determine income eligibility for services, which is allowable under federal regulations; however, using 
only 30 days of income allows applicants to receive services even when their annual household 
incomes exceed the program’s income eligibility thresholds.   
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Corrective Action – Management and Board accept associated risks. 
 

Although corrective action was initially taken by requiring 90 days of income to be annualized, in 
December 2004 the Department’s Governing Board subsequently accepted the risks associated 
with annualizing 30 days of income to estimate annual income and determine income eligibility 
for services.  

 
 
The following conditions relating to prior audit issues were not fully resolved. 
 

 Reference No. Chapter 1-A  (IA Ref. # 306) 
Report - Selected Assistance Programs at the Department, dated June 2003 
Auditors - State Auditor’s Office  
 
The Department did not ensure that subgrantees: 
 
• provided weatherization services to only eligible multi-family dwellings,  
• did not exceed the maximum they can spend to weatherize a multi-family dwelling, and  
• fulfilled a variety of other WAP multi-family requirements, including the need 

 to have applicants fully complete and sign WAP applications,  
 for authorized individuals to sign final inspection forms,  
 for utility billing histories to be obtained with only appropriate authorization, and  
 to ensure the owners of multi-family dwellings provide the required assurance that the low-

income residents will not be subject to rent increases as a result of receiving weatherization 
services. 

 
Corrective Action – Partially implemented. 
 

There is not evidence that monitoring staff review supporting documentation or conduct other 
monitoring procedures to determine that subrecipients do not exceed the maximum they can spend 
to weatherize a multi-family dwelling.   
 
This issue was repeated.  See Section 2, Enhance the Subrecipient Monitoring Compliance 
Checklist, for additional information. 

 
 

 Reference No. Chapter 1-C (IA Ref. # 308)   
Report - Selected Assistance Programs at the Department, dated June 2003 
Auditors - State Auditor’s Office  
 
The Department should: 
• Ensure that WAP subgrantees consistently document their decision criteria for providing 

weatherization services to WAP applicants. 
• Ensure that WAP subgrantees provide services only to applicants who meet the program’s 

eligibility criteria.  
• Ensure that WAP subgrantees obtain residents’ signatures on final inspection forms to verify that 

the weatherization work was actually performed.  
• Ensure that, because the energy audits are a critical factor in the determination of which services 

will be performed, subgrantees: 
 Input adequate data into the energy audit software. 
 Conduct energy audits before providing weatherization services. 
 Perform separate energy audits for each unit to be weatherized. 
 Allow only qualified individuals to conduct the energy audits. 
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• Provide adequate guidance to subgrantees to ensure that subgrantees maintain current contracts 
with weatherization contractors and pay contractors reasonable prices.  If the Department chooses 
to allow a variety of contract pricing mechanisms, it should provide guidance related to each 
alternative and describe the associated benefits and risks.  If payments are based on costs, 
subgrantees need to verify the accuracy of contractor’s claimed costs; if payments are based on a 
flat rate, subgrantees’ contracts must include clear statements of work so that the flat rate can be 
justified. 

 
Corrective Action – Partially implemented.   
 

Monitoring procedures have not been enhanced to ensure:  
 
• subgrantees consistently document their decision criteria for providing weatherization 

services to WAP applicants, 
• adequate data is inputted into the energy audit software, 
• energy audits are conducted before providing weatherization services, and  
• only qualified individuals are allowed conduct energy audits.   
 
These issues were repeated.  See Section 2, Enhance the Subrecipient Monitoring Compliance 
Checklist, for additional information. 
 

 
 

 Reference No. Chapter 1-D (IA Ref. # 309) 
Report - Selected Assistance Programs at the Department, dated June 2003 
Auditors - State Auditor’s Office  
 
The Department should: 
 
• not close files that have issues it identifies during monitoring visits until the subgrantees have 

corrected the issues,  
• develop WAP monitoring standards that ensure that monitors review a sufficient amount of 

information to support their conclusions and that the monitors document which contracts, files, 
and other documentation they reviewed to draw their conclusions, and 

• provide copies of its WAP, CEAP, and CSBG monitoring reports to subgrantees’ board chairs to 
help ensure that subgrantees address issues identified.  

 
Corrective Action - Partially Implemented. 
 

Recommendations not fully implemented include the following: 
• Developing WAP monitoring standards that ensure that monitors review a sufficient amount 

of information to support their conclusions and that the monitors document which contracts, 
files, and other documentation they reviewed to draw their conclusions. 

• Providing copies of monitoring reports to subgrantees’ board chairs to help ensure that 
subgrantees address issues identified. 

 
These issues were repeated.  See Section 3, Enhance Documentation Standards and Establish a 
Quality Control Function, and Section 5, Ensure Monitoring Results and Follow-up Letters are 
Communicated to Subrecipients in a Timely Manner, for additional information regarding the 
issues noted in the first and second bullet above, respectively. 
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Appendix 2: 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, METHODOLOGY AND OTHER 
 
Objectives 
The objectives of the audit were to assess whether Energy Assistance’s (EA) Weatherization 
Assistance Program (WAP) monitoring function is adequate to provide reasonable assurance that 
Federal and State awards are used for authorized purposes in compliance with laws, regulations, 
and provisions of contracts or grant agreements and that performance goals are achieved.   
 
Scope  
The scope of this audit included consideration of WAP subrecipient monitoring functions for 
program year 2005.  PY 2006 monitoring files were not within audit scope because monitoring 
visits were not planned to be performed until October or November of the 2006 program year.  
More specifically, our audit included consideration of the following areas: 
 
• Weatherization assistance monitoring checklist 
• Subrecipient monitoring files supporting on-site monitoring visits 
• Standard operating policies and procedures relating to subrecipient monitoring 
• Monthly desk reviews 
• Management information systems 
• Contract boiler plates between the Department and the subrecipients 
• Contracts between the Department and its subrecipients 
 
Methodology  
The methodology consisted of gaining an understanding of the EA WAP subrecipient monitoring 
function, including tools used to conduct monitoring reviews, documentation of monitoring 
reviews, methods used to follow up on deficiencies, and reporting the results and conclusions of 
monitoring efforts.  An understanding was gained through interviewing management and staff 
and by reviewing policies and procedures, monitoring tools, standard EA WAP contracts, 
management information reports, and relevant laws and regulations.   
 
Tests included considering, comparing and contrasting related monitoring tools and instruments, 
subrecipient files and management information reports to standards established by the 
Department, related program rules and requirements, and sound business practices.   Eight 
monitoring files processed in program year 2005 (24% of the WAP subrecipient population) were 
selected and tested to determine whether the checklist and monitoring file were adequately 
completed and properly supported, monitoring results were processed timely and reported to 
appropriate parties, prior monitoring findings were adequately followed-up on, and that the 
management information system was properly posted.  
 
Type of Audit/Audit Report 
The audit was a Performance Audit concentrating on EA’s WAP subrecipient monitoring 
activities, policies and procedures designed to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with 
significant laws, regulations, program rules and achievement of contract performance statements 
relating to WAP.  While not primary objectives, economy and efficiency issues such as protecting 
and using the Department’s resources and inefficient or uneconomical practices were considered.  
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Report Distribution 
Pursuant to the Texas Internal Auditing Act (Texas Government Code, Chapter 2102), this report 
is being distributed to the: 
 
• Department’s Governing Board 
• Governor’s Office of Budget and Planning 
• Legislative Budget Board 
• Office of the State Auditor 
 
Project Information  
Audit fieldwork was conducted from January 2006 through July 2006.  The audit was made in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards and the International 
Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.   
 
The following staff performed this audit: 
 
• Colleen Bauer 
• Lorrie Lopez 
 
Appreciation to Management and Staff 
We wish to express our appreciation to management and staff for their courtesy and cooperation 
during the course of the audit. 
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Internal Audit Division 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

Action Items 
Presentation of Status of Prior Audit Issues 

 
Required Action 

Review the Status of Prior Audit Issues 
 

Background  
The Status of Prior Audit Issues provides an overview of the current status of prior audit issues reported 
by TDHCA’s Internal Audit Division (IAD), external auditors, State oversight agencies, and funding 
source monitors.  Prior audit issues are removed from future reports once management reports prior 
audit issues as implemented or otherwise resolved or when IAD or other external auditor/monitor 
independently assesses the resolution of an issue.  Issues reported by management as implemented or 
otherwise resolved remain as open issues on IAD’s tracking system until the issues are determined to be 
resolved by IAD or other independent assessment.   
 
Thirteen prior audit issues are reported. Management has reported that one of the issues has been 
resolved.  While progress on addressing the remaining audit issues is generally considered satisfactory, 
the following is considered worthy of mention.   
 

 One audit issue (issue ref. no. 408, pg. 2/15) relates to the need for written agreements and 
program requirements between HOME homebuyers, homeowners, tenants, and the state’s 
subrecipients for certain HOME activities.  The issue is being address by an addendum to 
HOME contracts that the Department has submitted to HUD for approval.  The addendum was 
submitted to HUD in October 2006 and the Department continues to wait for approval of the 
addendum, which is necessary to resolve adequately the issue. 

 Four of the issues (ref. nos. 399-402, pgs. 5-9) relating to OCI’s Contract-for-Deed program’s 
subrecipient monitoring function are being addressed by transferring the associated 
responsibilities to the Portfolio Management and Compliance Division. The transition is 
expected to be completed by the end of January 2007. 

 One issue (ref. no. 413, pg. 11/15) relates to OCI’s Self-Help Centers program’s on-site 
monitoring function.  While preliminary discussions have been held to discuss combining the 
monitoring responsibilities of all CDBG funds, including the Colonia Self-Help Centers 
program, under PMC, the reported status does not make it clear if the transfer of responsibilities 
is definite or if the transfer will be made by the target date reported, January 31, 2007. 

 
Recommendation 

No action is required. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs  -  
Summary Report of Prior Audit Issues 
(except those prior audit issues previously reported as implemented or otherwise resolved)

Auditors 
p Report Name    Report  Date    

Ref. # Audit Scope  Codes*  Date
Status Target

Date

IA

PMC - Subrecipient Monitoring - Single Audit, Rpt. No. 1003.20

To ensure PMC's single audit review process provides reasonable assurance that a complete population of single 
audits are reviewed in complinace with state and federal regulations.

Portfolio Management & Compliance

394 09/23/05

PMC does not have a management information system that accumulates and provides necessary information to effectively and efficiently fulfill its 
single audit responsibilities.  The population of subrecipients considered for single audit processing is derived from two different program systems.  
Without a single integrated information system for processing single audits, single audit staff have considerable difficulty accumulating basic 
information in a single location to enable them to effectively fulfill their job responsibilities.

Px 09/23/05
Px 12/16/05
Px
Px
Px
Px
Ix

03/24/06
03/27/06
05/24/06
09/15/06
11/30/06

12/31/05
05/01/06
05/31/06
05/31/06
06/16/06
10/16/06Division:

Issue:

12/04/06 - The Program Monitoring Module was deployed in November 2066, providing for a single system for maintaining single audit and 
program monitoring data associated with HOME and Community Affairs subrecipient and contracts.

09/15/06 - Information Systems Division (ISD) made the Program Monitoring Module available for Portfolio Management and Compliance (PMC) 
testing in June 2006.  During testing, PMC and ISD (“the team”) identified 25 bugs and 16 enhancement needs.  In July and August, the team 
resolved most of these issues.

One major project goal, the development an ongoing interface of CS/EA organizations and contracts so that PMC can perform single audits of 
these organizations using the Program Monitoring Module, has taken substantially more effort than estimated.  The team originally planned to 
interface data from the CS/EA Contract System only.  However, during testing, the team identified needed data that was available only in a second 
source (an Access database).   As of September 15, we anticipate two additional weeks of interface development and testing, and a module rollout 
in October.

TDHCA housing division directors and ISD are meeting on September 25 to set Central Database priorities for FY 2007, factoring in the status of 
the Program Monitoring Module, Contract System and CMTS requests, and the Multifamily Module

5/24/06 - The PM Module has moved the projected PM Module release date two weeks, to June 16. The system will be made available for business 
team testing the week of May 29.

3/27/06 - Staff continues to work with the Information System Division to assist in development of the Program Monitoring(PM) Module.

03/24/06 - The Program Monitoring (PM) Module project team plans to deploy the module by May 31, 2006.

12/16/05 - Staff continues to work with the Information Systems Division to assist in development of the Program Monitoring (PM) Module.

09/23/05 - The Program Monitoring Module project team, composed of staff from PMC and ISD, will ensure that the PM Module addresses the 
more advanced single audit information needs and that the project deliverables include a simple Community Affairs (CA) contract interface (from 
the CA Contract System to the TDHCA Contract System), so the PMC staff can use the PM Module for HOME and CA contracts.

Status:

Thursday, January 18, 2007 Page 1 of 15*Status Codes:  I - Implemented; T - Partially Implemented (no further action intended); P - In process of implementation; 
D - Action delayed; N - No action intended;  NR - No response to status update request or Not Indicated

  x - Management's representation;   xx - Independent assessment by audit   



Auditors 
p Report Name    Report  Date    

Ref. # Audit Scope  Codes*  Date
Status Target

Date

HUD

Technical Assistance and Monitoring Visit Home Program M05-SG480100`

To review the state's HOME affordable housing program.

Portfolio Management & Compliance

408 05/10/06

Finding No. 1

There are no written agreements between the homebuyers, homeowners and tenants, and the state's subrecipients for the Owner-Occupied 
Rehabilitation/Reconstruction (OCC), First-Time Homebuyers (FTHB), and theTenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) projects.

The State must develop a written agreement specific to each type of funding activity that includes the requirements outlines in Section 92.504 
(c)(5). The agreement must be executed between the state recipient or subrecipient and their direct HOME-assisted applicants. HUD strongly 
recommends that the agreements provide the state with recourse in the event of noncompliance. The state also must develop and implement 
procedures to ensure that the state recipients or subrecipients and the applicants execute the agreements prior to the commitment of any HOME 
funds. The agreements and procedures must be submitted to HUD for review and approval

Px 06/13/06
Px 09/18/06
Px
Px

10/31/06
12/04/06

10/31/06

03/31/07Division:

Issue:

12/04/06 - The Department is currently waiting on HUD’s response to our 10/31/06 letter addressing the issue.

10/31/06 - The department concluded that we have currently met the requirements of the HOME statue.  Clarification received by HUD indicates 
their primary concern is for the participating family to receive, in writing, all of the program requirements and provisions for the particular type of 
assistance being reported.  Therefore, the Department has developed an application addendum explaining what the family will be required to 
comply with and execute in order to receive assistance.

09/18/06 - PMC and Legal Staff are working with HUD, including their attorney’s to request a model from another Participating Jurisdiction that does 
satisfy this issue so that Staff can evaluate and compare and then identify based on the preferred model what changes may need to be made to the 
Department’s existing agreements.

06/13/06 - The Department’s Legal Division is currently reviewing this issue to determine whether it is feasible under state law to incorporate all the 
required provisions outlined in 92.504(c)(5) in a single written agreement for execution by the state recipient or subrecipient and their direct HOME-
assisted applicants for each HOME activity.  Once a determination has been made by the Department's Legal Division, HUD will be contacted to 
discuss resolution to this finding.
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Thursday, January 18, 2007 Page 2 of 15*Status Codes:  I - Implemented; T - Partially Implemented (no further action intended); P - In process of implementation; 
D - Action delayed; N - No action intended;  NR - No response to status update request or Not Indicated

  x - Management's representation;   xx - Independent assessment by audit   



Auditors 
p Report Name    Report  Date    

Ref. # Audit Scope  Codes*  Date
Status Target

Date

HUD

Technical Assistance and Monitoring Visit Home Program M05-SG480100`

To review the state's HOME affordable housing program.

Portfolio Management & Compliance

411 05/10/06

Finding No. 4

There is no documentation in the files that FHA [Federal Housing Administration] foreclosed properties were in full compliance with the state’s 
property standards prior to closing.

The state must obtain documentation that clearly establishes that these properties were in full compliance with the state’s property standards prior 
to loan closing.  If this cannot be done, the state must take one of the following actions:

A. Reinspect the properties and complete any work required to bring the units into compliance with the state’s Texas Minimum Construction 
Standards (TMCS).  The state may use HOME funds to complete this work since no federal funds were previously expended for repairs to these 
properties, or
B. Reimburse its local HOME Trust Account for the full amount of the subsidy provided for the purchase of these units, from non-federal funds.  
The state may, at its option, require reimbursement from its subrecipient CAHFC.  

In its response, the state must either (a) provide documentation acceptable to HUD that these properties were in compliance at the time of closing, 
or (b) submit documentation (including the source of the funds used) in accordance with A or B above.  If the state has reimbursed its local HOME 
Trust Account, its response must include documentation that the reimbursement has been made. (The state must amend its policies and 
procedures manual to address the actions to be taken and documented if foreclosed properties from any sources will be included in the state’s 
FTHB program.)

Px 06/13/06
Px 09/18/06
Px
Px

10/31/06
01/05/07

10/31/06
12/31/06
01/14/07Division:

Issue:

01/05/07 - The Contract Administrator has informed the Department that the contractor obtained to repair the five homes will complete the 
requested work by 01/14/07.  Additionally, the Department's financial team has confirmed receipt of funds refunding the down payment assistance 
provided for two properties.

10/31/06 - Department staff met with the Contract Administrator (CA) and reached a resolution to the pending construction issues identified.  The 
CA will resolve all issues identified for five of the properties and will refund the Department the down payment assistance provided to two 
properties. 

09/18/06 - The consultant and the subrecipient are working with the Department to resolve the issue but final strategies have not been agreed upon.

06/13/06 - The HOME-assisted beneficiaries reviewed by HUD received assistance under the Department’s Homebuyer Assistance (HBA) funding 
category, which provides Contract Administrators with the option of providing funds to first-time homebuyers. Of the fourteen (14) HOME-assisted 
beneficiaries reviewed by HUD, six (6) are reported to be first-time homebuyers. The Department has attempted to contact 3 homeowner's to 
schedule inspections; however, responses have not been received to date.  Department staff will continue efforts to schedule inspections and once 
complete, will notify HUD of the results. If it is determined that the properties were not in compliance with TMCS, the Department will propose a 
recommended course of action in accordance with the options presented above.  In addition, the Department will amend the 2005 HOME Program 
Homebuyer Procedures Manual to address the actions to be taken and documented if foreclosed properties are purchased through the Department’
s homebuyer programs.
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HUD

Technical Assistance and Monitoring Visit Home Program M05-SG480100`

To review the state's HOME affordable housing program.

Portfolio Management & Compliance

412 05/10/06

Finding No. 5

New Hope Housing, a CHDO, has not developed and provided the state with its formal written process to allow for low-income program 
beneficiaries to advise the organization regarding the decisions and actions of the organization.

The state must begin working with this CHDO and all other CHDOs to develop a formal written process for low-income beneficiaries to advise it of 
any concerns, issues or questions that they may have. 

The state should determine if it wants all CHDOs to use the same process or if it wants to allow each organization to develop its own formal written 
process in conjunction with the state’s requirements.  If the latter option is selected, the state must review and approve each process, in writing, for 
each CHDO.

Px 06/13/06
Px 09/18/06
Px
Px
Px

10/31/06
12/04/06
01/05/07

10/15/06
11/30/06
11/30/06
03/31/07Division:

Issue:

01/05/07 - The CHDOs have until 01/15/07 to submit their revised formal process to the Department.   TDHCA staff will review the required 
information as it is submitted and will require resubmission, if necessary, until the requirements are satisfied.

12/04/06 - The Department has mailed a letter to all current CHDOs informing them to amend their by-laws, if necessary, to ensure they follow the 
correct process to receive input from low income residents.

10/31/06 - The Department received the modified documents from the CHDO (New Hope Housing) and submitted them to HUD for review.  The 
Department is in the process of revising the CHDO certification process and checklist.  All prospective CHDOs will be required to adopt the formal 
process and include the written formal process with the submittal of the CHDO certification checklist.   The Department is also reviewing CHDO files 
in its portfolio to ensure that the low income process has been properly developed and provided to the Department.

09/18/06 - In September 2006 a letter was sent to New Hope Housing (NHH) providing a copy of the city of Dallas' Certification Application of 
Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO), which includes the low-income input component detailing the low-income input process  
for their review and consideration.  The Department requested of NHH that a process be developed and implemented and that support 
documentation be submitted by October 15, 2006, which will then be forwarded to HUD.

The department will revise current CHDO’s certification requirements and will send a notice to all CHDO’s to ensure that they have developed and 
implemented a process to allow low income program beneficiaries to advise the organization by October 15, 2006.
 
06/13/06 - The Department will implement requirements as required, but is requesting guidance on appropriate methods and standards for the input 
process.  The Department has contacted the City of Dallas for information on an approach to obtain formal input from low-income beneficiaries, but 
has not received a reply.  In order to develop and enforce policy, the Department requires guidance on the minimum standards.
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Thursday, January 18, 2007 Page 4 of 15*Status Codes:  I - Implemented; T - Partially Implemented (no further action intended); P - In process of implementation; 
D - Action delayed; N - No action intended;  NR - No response to status update request or Not Indicated

  x - Management's representation;   xx - Independent assessment by audit   



Auditors 
p Report Name    Report  Date    

Ref. # Audit Scope  Codes*  Date
Status Target

Date

IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for CFD

Consideration of the OCI Contract for Deed programs' draw processing and subrecipient Monitoring functions from 
January 1, 2005 to June 2, 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

399 06/02/06

Roles and responsibilities of OCI staff relating to processing Contract for Deed draw requests have not been formally defined. Access rights have 
not been established in the Department’s Contract System to allow for authorization and subsequent processing of draw requests.  We also noted 
that formal policies and procedures for processing draw requests have not been developed. 

We recommend management clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the OCI staff for processing Contract for Deed draw requests.  
Minimally, roles and responsibilities should formally define the staff positions responsible for reviewing and approving draw requests for payment.  
Also, based on formal roles and responsibilities, establish the authorization role for approving draw requests in the Department’s contract system.

PX 06/02/06
Px 09/14/06
Px
Px

11/28/06
01/09/07

08/31/06
11/01/06
01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/09/07 - Due to revisions included in the "Final Transition Plan for the New HOME Division,” the transfer of HOME CFDC contracts from OCI to 
the new HOME Division will now take place on 1/31/2007 for all CFDC contracts except Contract No. 530021 with CACST and Contract No. 542005 
with OPSE which will be retained by OCI until closure.

11/28/06 - All contract administration, draw processing, oversight and monitoring duties for HOME contracts have been transferred to PMC.  
Technical Assistance responsibilities have been transferred to the new HOME Division.  To assist in the transition and provide continued support, 
OCI will continue to provide on-site technical assistance and marketing of all Department programs in the colonia areas.  This action is effective 
immediately; however, two HOME Contract for Deed Conversion contracts between the Department and OPSE and CACST will remain the 
responsibility of OCI until 12/31/06 to allow for continuity in the resolution of programmatic and monitoring findings.  

09/14/06 - A draft  Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for indentifying the roles and responsibilities of OCI staff for processing the Contract for 
Deed (CFD) draw requests has been developed and is undergoing revisions.

Access rights to the Department's Contract System have been established for all Border Field Office (BFO) staff and OCI Program Coordinators.

06/02/06 - The OCI will formally finalize by May 31, 2006 the roles and responsibilities of the OCI staff to process Contract for Deed draw requests 
and authorization roles for approving draws.
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IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for CFD

Consideration of the OCI Contract for Deed programs' draw processing and subrecipient Monitoring functions from 
January 1, 2005 to June 2, 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

400 06/02/06

The OCI division assumed monitoring responsibilities for the CFD Program in January 2005, but has not conducted any significant monitoring 
activities since that time.  Additionally, the monitoring function and approach have not been clearly defined.  Weaknesses noted in the monitoring 
function include the following:

•  Goals and objectives of the monitoring function have not been clearly defined.
•  Monitoring strategies with formal policies and procedures have not been developed, especially relating to the reconstruction and/or rehabilitation 
activities within the CFD Program to bring housing up to Colonia Housing Standards.
•  Responsibilities for the monitoring function have not been clearly assigned.  
•  While responsibilities for the monitoring function have not been clearly assigned, informal plans seem to indicate staff responsible for grant 
management and technical assistance will be responsible for monitoring.

We recommend management clearly define their monitoring objectives and goals.  Monitoring strategies, supported by formal policies and 
procedures, should be developed to ensure the monitoring objectives and goals are achieved.  

We recommend management develop ongoing monitoring activities such as reviewing budget, expenditure and performance reports to ensure 
reasonableness and timeliness of funds expended within the contract period and achievement of contract performance statements, reviewing draw 
requests and supporting documentation for reasonableness and allowability of expenditures, and obtaining proper documentation to protect the 
Department’s financial interests.

We recommend separate, risk-based, site-specific inspections be conducted to ensure housing financed by the Department is safe and meets 
minimum standards established by program rules and contract terms. 

Reporting standards should be established to ensure the results of monitoring and evaluation activities are properly reported to appropriate 
individuals who are in position to take corrective action and can be held accountable for acceptable performance.  Documentation standards to 
support monitoring activities conducted should be established.  We recommend standardized monitoring tools and checklists. 

Finally, we recommend monitoring responsibilities be clearly defined.  We recommend staff separate from the grant management and technical 
assistance functions be assigned responsibilities for the monitoring function.  Alternatively, the Department should consider transferring program 
monitoring responsibilities to Portifolio Management and Compliance's (PMC) existing program monitoring function for HOME funds in order to 
allow for adequate separation of the program monitoring function from the grant management and technical assistance functions and to capitalize 
on existing systems of controls.

Px 06/02/06
Px 09/15/06
Px
Px

11/28/06
01/09/07

08/31/06
11/02/06
01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/09/07 - Due to revisions included in the "Final Transition Plan for the New HOME Division,” the transfer of HOME CFDC contracts from OCI to 
the new HOME Division will now take place on 1/31/2007 for all CFDC contracts except Contract No. 530021 with CACST and Contract No. 542005 
with OPSE which will be retained by OCI until closure.

11/28/06 - All contract administration, draw processing, oversight and monitoring duties for HOME contracts have been transferred to PMC.  
Technical Assistance responsibilities have been transferred to the new HOME Division.  To assist in the transition and provide continued support, 
OCI will continue to provide on-site technical assistance and marketing of all Department programs in the colonia areas.  This action is effective 
immediately; however, two HOME Contract for Deed Conversion contracts between the Department and OPSE and CACST will remain the 
responsibility of OCI until 12/31/06 to allow for continuity in the resolution of programmatic and monitoring findings.  

09/15/06 - PMC has agreed to monitor the CFD contracts.  The CFD contracts will be included in PMC's risk assessment process designed for 

Status:
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Date
selecting high-risk subrecipients for on-site monitoring visits.  OCI is developing oversight controls to complement the risk-based, on-site monitoring 
visits, including checklists, quarterly reporting requirements and acceptable thresholds that will support the program.  Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) will be finalized to define clearly OCI’s role in the monitoring and oversight of individual contracts.  

OCI is working with the Information Systems Division to develop the information reports needed to oversee the CFD program effectively.

06/02/06 - The OCI has approached and requested the Portfolio Management and Compliance Division (PMC) to conduct the monitoring activities 
under this program.  PMC has agreed to monitor the OCI’s HOME contracts.

The OCI will work with the Information Systems Division to develop management reports by June 2006 in order to have readily available necessary 
information to monitor budget, expenditure, and performance reports and the progress of contracts.  The OCI field offices will provide oversight 
functions such as monitoring milestone thresholds or percentage of funds expended and determine if site specific inspections are required to 
ensure the projects meet minimum standards.
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IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for CFD

Consideration of the OCI Contract for Deed programs' draw processing and subrecipient Monitoring functions from 
January 1, 2005 to June 2, 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

401 06/02/06

Office of Colonia Initiatives (OCI) has not fully developed standardized operating procedures for processing draw requests or conducting 
subrecipient monitoring.  OCI states they will utilize PMC’s policies and procedures for the Contract for Deed (CFD) Program.  However, these 
standards have not been critically evaluated to assess whether they will achieve OCI’s objectives and goals or address differences between the 
divisions and/or limitations OCI may face such as staffing resources, capacity of the contract administrators serving the colonias, or other risks 
unique to the operations of OCI or its subrecipients.

Management should critically evaluate and amend or supplement where necessary PMC’s policies and procedures it intends to use for processing 
draw requests and conducting monitoring activities to assess whether they are sufficient considering OCI’s objectives, goals, resources, and the 
capacity of the contract administrators serving the colonias.  The policies and procedures should sufficiently detail tasks to be performed for the 
draw requests and monitoring processes to ensure stated goals, objectives and strategies are achieved and appropriate oversight of the 
Department’s CFD subrecipients and contractors.

While PMC’s policies and procedures may suffice for OCI in many respects, we recommend OCI comply with standards established by the 
Department for developing standard operating procedures (SOP 1100.01).  We also noted there are prior audit issues that, while PMC 
management reports they have been cleared, they have not been verified as properly implemented by a party independent of management and the 
corrective actions may not have been incorporated in the policies and procedures.  Accordingly, we recommend OCI management ensure the 
policies and procedures adequately address the following issues previously reported as audit or monitoring exceptions.

•  Procedures to ensure eligibility of applicants in program. 

• Procedures to ensure construction of affordable housing units begin within 12 months of the purchase of the land. 

•  Procedures to provide adequate monitoring and oversight of the processing and construction activities of its recipients in accordance with the 
HOME regulations and applicable OMB circulars.

•  Procedures to determine that all required lower-tier subcontracts are executed between applicable parties.

•  Procedures to ensure documentation of full compliance with requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), HUD environmental 
regulations at 24 CFR Part 58, and other related federal environmental laws and executive orders.

Px 06/02/06
Px 09/14/06
Px
Px

11/28/06
01/09/07

08/31/06
11/01/06
01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/09/07 - Due to revisions included in the "Final Transition Plan for the New HOME Division,” the transfer of HOME CFDC contracts from OCI to 
the new HOME Division will now take place on 1/31/2007 for all CFDC contracts except Contract No. 530021 with CACST and Contract No. 542005 
with OPSE which will be retained by OCI until closure.

11/28/06 - All contract administration, draw processing, oversight and monitoring duties for HOME contracts have been transferred to PMC.  
Technical Assistance responsibilities have been transferred to the new HOME Division.  To assist in the transition and provide continued support, 
OCI will continue to provide on-site technical assistance and marketing of all Department programs in the colonia areas.  This action is effective 
immediately; however, two HOME Contract for Deed Conversion contracts between the Department and OPSE and CACST will remain the 
responsibility of OCI until 12/31/06 to allow for continuity in the resolution of programmatic and monitoring findings.   

09/14/06 - A draft  Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for indentifying the roles and responsibilities of OCI staff for processing the Contract for 
Deed (CFD) draw requests has been developed and is undergoing revisions.  PMC's SOPs for the Owner Occupied Assistance and Homebuyer 
Assistance programs are being reviewed for applicability to the CFD program managed by OCI.

Status:
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06/02/06 - The OCI will formally finalize the SOPs detailing the various processes to administer the HOME Contract for Deed Conversion Program.  
PMC will conduct the monitoring processes for this program.

IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for CFD

Consideration of the OCI Contract for Deed programs' draw processing and subrecipient Monitoring functions from 
January 1, 2005 to June 2, 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

402 06/02/06

Office of Colonia Initiatives (OCI) has not utilized the Department’s contract system to identify and capture monitoring related information to 
adequately assess the expenditure rates of funds, achievements of contracted performance targets, and the status of monitoring reviews such as 
deficiencies noted, follow-up reviews made, and whether or not deficiencies have been resolved or corrective actions have been taken.

We recommend OCI develop processes that are supported by formalized policies and procedures to identify and capture relevant monitoring 
information in a form and time frame that will allow OCI staff to effectively and efficiently carry out their monitoring and ongoing oversight 
responsibilities.  We also recommend OCI work with the Information Systems Division to develop reports to facilitate its monitoring and 
management responsibilities.  The reports should summarize and organize sufficient information to assess the performance of subrecipients and to 
plan and track the results of OCI’s monitoring processes.

Px 06/02/06
Px 09/14/06
Px
Px

11/28/06
01/09/07

08/31/06
11/01/06
01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/09/07 - Due to revisions included in the "Final Transition Plan for the New HOME Division,” the transfer of HOME CFDC contracts from OCI to 
the new HOME Division will now take place on 1/31/2007 for all CFDC contracts except Contract No. 530021 with CACST and Contract No. 542005 
with OPSE which will be retained by OCI until closure.

11/28/06 - All contract administration, draw processing, oversight and monitoring duties for HOME contracts have been transferred to PMC.  
Technical Assistance responsibilities have been transferred to the new HOME Division.  To assist in the transition and provide continued support, 
OCI will continue to provide on-site technical assistance and marketing of all Department programs in the colonia areas.  This action is effective 
immediately; however, two HOME Contract for Deed Conversion contracts between the Department and OPSE and CACST will remain the 
responsibility of OCI until 12/31/06 to allow for continuity in the resolution of programmatic and monitoring findings.  

09/14/06 -  PMC has agreed to monitor the CFD contracts.  The CFD contracts will be included in PMC's risk assessment process designed for 
selecting high-risk subrecipients for on-site monitoring visits.  OCI is developing oversight controls to complement the risk-based, on-site monitoring 
visits, including checklists, quarterly reporting requirements and acceptable thresholds that will support the program.  Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) will be finalized to define clearly OCI’s role in the monitoring and oversight of individual contracts.  

OCI is working with the Information Systems Division to develop the information reports needed to oversee the CFD program effectively.

06/02/06 - OCI will work with the Information Systems Division to create various reports to monitor the performance and expenditure of funds in this 
program.

Status:
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IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for CFD

Consideration of the OCI Contract for Deed programs' draw processing and subrecipient Monitoring functions from 
January 1, 2005 to June 2, 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

403 06/02/06

During the course of our review the following compliance exceptions were noted:

•  Office of Colonia Initiatives (OCI) is not meeting the 400 CFD conversions per biennium required by General Appropriations Act riders.  
•  OCI is not implementing the guaranteed Contract for Deed Conversion Program required by Tex. Gov. Code Ann. § 2306.255. 
•  The CACST contract # 530021 has been servicing all the contract for deeds that had been converted to first lien notes and warranty deeds rather 
than sending payments to the Department for servicing.  Additionally, mortgage liens are in the name of CACST rather than the Department.  While 
contract terms reserves the Department’s right to permit the Administrator to retain interest or return on investment of HOME funds for additional 
eligible activities by the Administrator, there was not adequate documentation in the files to support the Department granting this right to the 
Administrator.  Section 21.3 of the contract states an Administrator agrees that all repayments (of loans), including all interest and any other return 
on the investment of HOME funds will be made to the Department.

We recommend the Department develop strategies to address each of these compliance issues.

Px 06/02/06
Px 09/14/06
Px
Px

11/28/06
01/09/07

08/31/06
09/30/06
12/31/06
03/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/09/07 - OCI has requested from CACST all of the original loan documentation necessary to transfer the liens from CACST to the Department.  
This information was requested on 12/6/2006 and has not yet been received; the OCI expects all of the information to be received by 1/31/2007.  
Once the information is received, a request for a transfer of the liens will be made to the Legal Division; the SOPs of the Legal Division indicate that 
it will take up to 30 days to transfer the liens.  OCI anticipates that this issue will be resolved by 3/5/2007.  OCI expects to be able to close CFDC 
Contract No. 530021 with CACST by 3/31/2007.

11/28/06 - CACST has been informed by OCI that the permission they received was not valid and that they would have to transfer the liens to the 
Department.  CACST agreed to do so after an arrangement was reached for the legal duties concerning the transfers to be carried out by the 
Department’s Legal Division.   

09/14/06 - In September 2006 OCI received a response to the monitoring issues letter sent to Community Action Council of South Texas in June 
2006.  OCI is in the process of evaluating the response.   No drawdowns will be approved until the CA resolves the outstanding issues. 

06/02/06 - The OCI cannot meet the 400 required contracts for deed conversions due to the amount and source of funding dedicated to this 
program.  The HOME Investment Partnership Program requires the home to meet a certain standard which requires additional funds.  Utilizing 
$4,000,000 of HOME funds will only provide approximately 80 contracts for deed conversions considering the required costs of rehabilitation 
necessary to bring the properties up to minimum standards.  The Department will need to set-aside approximately $20,000,000 of HOME funds to 
meet this mandate which represents approximately half (1/2) of the total HOME allocation to the Department.

The OCI implemented the Contract for Deed Conversion Loan Guarantee Program in 2003.  The Department entered into a partnership with Lone 
Star National Bank (the “Bank”) to implement this initiative.  The Bank converted the contracts for deed and carried the lien with the Department 
entering into a Guaranty Agreement with the Bank.  The Legislation governing this program identified the HOME funds as the funding source.  The 
HOME Program rules allow loan guarantees to stand for 2 years only.  The OCI struggled with the Bank to originate these loans.  The housing 
conditions and the amount of the loans discouraged the Bank from participating in this program.  Many other lenders voiced the same concerns.

The OCI assumed the Community Action Council of South Texas (CACST) contract #530021 in January 2005.  The OCI does not plan to process 
the last draw under this contract until all issues such as transferring the notes and deeds of trust to the Department and program income have been 
resolved.  The OCI anticipates closing out this contract in August 31, 2006.

Status:
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IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for SHC

Consideration of the OCI Self-Help Center program’s subrecipient monitoring and draw processing functions from 
January 2005 to June 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

413 08/31/06

Assess On-site Monitoring Options - OCI relies upon Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA) to conduct on-site monitoring visits.   However, the 
Department has not contracted with ORCA to conduct on-site monitoring visits and the timing, nature and extent of ORCA’s on-site monitoring 
visits may not be sufficient to reduce the risk of subrecipients’ non-compliance or non-performance to a level acceptable to the Department.  

The Department should assess its options relating to on-site monitoring visits to fulfill its subrecipient monitoring responsibilities, including 
developing an on-site monitoring function internally, utilizing the Department’s Portfolio Management and Compliance Division’s existing monitoring 
function, or contracting with ORCA or other third party to conduct on-site monitoring on behalf of the Department.  Regardless of the option 
pursued, the Department should clearly define the monitoring goals and objectives to be achieved and ensure that controls are in place and 
operating effectively to provide reasonable assurance that they are achieved and that subrecipients comply with laws, regulations and the 
provisions of contracts or grant agreements and that performance goals are achieved.

Px 08/31/06
Px 11/22/06
Px 01/08/07

01/31/07
01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/08/07 - Preliminary discussions were held with PMC and Executive to discuss combining monitoring of all CDBG funds being performed by PMC.

11/22/06 - In August 2006, the Department proposed and its Governing Board approved a Memorandum of Understanding between TDHCA and 
ORCA regarding management of CDBG funds for the Colonia Self-Help Center Program.  While TDHCA has not contracted with ORCA for the sole 
purpose of on-site monitoring visits, OCI intends to amend the MOU to formalize the roles and responsibilities of the oversight and monitoring 
between TDHCA and ORCA if it is the Department’s intent to continue to allow ORCA to provide the monitoring services.  In October 2006, OCI 
staff participated in working sessions with management to develop a list of SOPS’s that will be specific to the OCI framework. Finalization of the 
SOPs for monitoring and oversight is planned in January 2007.  In December 2006 OCI intends to Initiate a meeting with Legal staff and other 
appropriate staff to define the oversight role that will work best for the Department and, if necessary, amend the existing MOU in January 2007 to 
reflect oversight role(s) between ORCA/OCI staff.

08/31/06 - The Department recognizes the need to formalize the services with an executed contract if ORCA continues to provide the services.  
The Department will assess its options and develop either an on-site monitoring function for the self-help center program internally, utilize the 
Department’s Portfolio Management and Compliance Divisions existing monitoring function or contract with ORCA or other party to conduct on-site 
monitoring on behalf of the Department.

Status:
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IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for SHC

Consideration of the OCI Self-Help Center program’s subrecipient monitoring and draw processing functions from 
January 2005 to June 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

414 08/31/06

Formalize Strategies to Ensure Compliance with Federal Cost Principles - In instances, OCI accepted documentation as reasonable to support 
reimbursement of expenditures that does not necessarily ensure compliance with applicable Federal cost principles.  Additonally, OCI does not 
have formal policies and procedures for processing draw requests and there is no evidence of a quality assurance review by someone other than 
the Border Field Officer (BFO) approving the support for reimbursement.  
 
The Department should fully develop its on-site monitoring function to ensure that the monitoring activities, in the aggregate, provide reasonable 
assurance that subrecipients comply with Federal cost principles.   In instances where the Department’s draw documentation standards are less 
than ensuring compliance with the Federal costs principles, other monitoring strategies should be in place to ensure compliance.

We recommend the Department develop detailed minimum documentation standards required of the subrecipients in their submission of draw 
requests for reimbursement of expenditures.  

We also recommend that OCI develop formal policies and procedures for the processing of draw requests in accordance with the Department’s 
Standard Operating Procedure 1100.01, Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) System.  The SOP should include or refer to a checklist or other 
tool designed to ensure compliance with the Federal cost principles and completeness of processing draw requests, as well as quality control 
procedures sufficient to provide reasonable assurance that staff is processing draw requests accurately and as intended by management.

Px 08/31/06
Px 11/22/06

01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

11/22/06 - In October 2006, OCI created draft standard operating procedures (SOPs) to include, but not limited to, the procedures of reviewing, 
approving, holding, returning and tracking a draw down, in accordance with the Department’s SOP’s system.  One of the SOPs includes a checklist 
designed to ensure compliance with the Federal cost principles and completeness of processing draw requests, as well as quality control 
procedures sufficient to provide reasonable assurance that staff is processing draw request accurately and as intended by management.  
Finalization of the SOP for processing draw requests and the related checklist that will be included in each contract file is planned for January 2007.

08/31/06 - OCI will assess its options relating to on-site monitoring of its subrecipients.   SOPs will be developed to formalize the procedure of 
reviewing and approving draw requests.  OCI will also develop a more sophisticated and thorough checklist to be utilized during the review of draw 
requests that will be included in each contract file.  The checklist will assist OCI to ensure that all federal, state and programmatic requirements are 
met in a timely manner.  Special attention will be paid to the CDBG Monitoring Checklists included in the Program Implementation Manual to ensure 
that OCI contract administration is working in concert with what ORCA is monitoring.  The SOPs will be specific to the OCI framework; however, 
they will be critically compared with ORCA’s contract management SOPs and the CDBG Implementation Manual to ensure consistency.
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IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for SHC

Consideration of the OCI Self-Help Center program’s subrecipient monitoring and draw processing functions from 
January 2005 to June 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

415 08/31/06

Enhance the Desk Review Process and Supporting Documentation - Standards for performance measurement and acceptable performance 
variances have not been defined for use and consideration in conducting desk reviews.  Documentation of the reviews and the related results and 
conclusions is inconsistent or non-existent.   

We recommend OCI develop formal policies and procedures for conducting desk reviews that include or refer to standards for performance 
measurement and acceptable/unacceptable performance by which the BFOs can assess subrecipient performance.  The SOPs should include 
documentation standards that require the BFOs to make record of desk reviews conducted and of the related results and conclusions.  
Documentation should be required in instances where it is necessary to contact the subrecipient to provide technical assistance or where 
corrective action is required.  Any follow-up on unsatisfactory performance or on the status of required corrective actions should also be 
documented.

Px 08/31/06
Px 11/22/06

01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

11/22/06 - In October 2006, OCI created draft standard operating procedures (SOPs) to include, but not limited to, the procedures for conducting 
desk reviews that include or refer to standards for performance measurement and acceptable/unacceptable performance by which the OCI staff can 
assess Contractors performance, in accordance with the Department’s SOP’s system.  One of the SOPs includes documentation standards that 
require the OCI staff to make record of desk reviews conducted and of the related results and conclusions.  Finalization of the SOP for conducting 
desk reviews is planned for January 2007.

08/31/06 - To enhance its procedures, the OCI will develop formal policies and procedures for conducting desk reviews in accordance with the 
Department’s SOP 1100.01, Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) System.  The SOPs will include or refer to standards for performance 
measurement and acceptable/unacceptable performance and documentation standards that require the BFOs to make record that a desk review 
was conducted and of the related results and conclusions.

Status:

Thursday, January 18, 2007 Page 13 of 15*Status Codes:  I - Implemented; T - Partially Implemented (no further action intended); P - In process of implementation; 
D - Action delayed; N - No action intended;  NR - No response to status update request or Not Indicated

  x - Management's representation;   xx - Independent assessment by audit   



Auditors 
p Report Name    Report  Date    

Ref. # Audit Scope  Codes*  Date
Status Target

Date

IA

OCI Draw processing and Subrecipient Monitoring Function for SHC

Consideration of the OCI Self-Help Center program’s subrecipient monitoring and draw processing functions from 
January 2005 to June 2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives

416 08/31/06

Enhance Information Systems and Performance Management - Although the Border Field Officers (BFOs) state that they receive and review 
quarterly reports that provide financial and performance information relevant to achieving specific contract goals and objectives at the contract 
activity level, these reports are not received and analyzed for specific projects at the detailed project activity level.  Additionally, the financial and 
performance information reviewed by the BFOs is not summarized in a manner and timeframe that will allow management to assess overall 
success in achieving the program’s goals and objectives.  While financial information is summarized on a quarterly basis for reporting to Office of 
Rural Community Affairs (ORCA), the related performance information is summarized and reported to ORCA only upon completion of the 
contracts.   

We recommend Office of Colonia Intiatives (OCI) require subrecipients to submit financial and performance information at a detailed project activity 
level in addition to the summarized contract activity level.  We recommend that BFOs continue to analyze the information and assess whether the 
achievement of contract performance statements is progressing at an acceptable level.  We also recommend staff routinely compile the information 
from each contract in a single information system and report the information in a manner and timeframe that will allow management and others 
responsible for oversight to assess the overall success in achieving the program’s goals and objectives.

Px 08/31/06
Px 11/22/06
Px 01/08/07

01/31/07
01/31/07
01/31/07

Division:
Issue:

01/08/07 - Letters will be provided to all countries instruction them to provide management reports detailing information at the project activity level.

11/22/06 - In July 2006, OCI obtained access rights to ORCA’s ORACLE database system for the purpose of inputting and gathering important 
information relating to the Colonia SHC Program.  In August 2006, OCI staff received training on the ORACLE database to track contract progress 
and management.  In September 2006, OCI staff created a reference sheet to utilize for the various screens in the ORACLE database when 
populating information to the various screens.

In October 2006, OCI created draft SOPs to include, but not limited to, inputting information into the ORACLE database and the Quarterly Reports 
review process that includes OCI staff comments on Quarterly Reports for management review.  Finalization of the SOP for Quarterly Reports is 
planned for January 2007.  Additionally, OCI published in the Texas Register draft Colonia SHC Draft Program Rules (10 Texas Administrative 
Code, Chapter 3).  The Rules include, but are not limited to, milestones and performance targets, formalizing procedures for monitoring 
achievement of the milestones and performance targets, and holding Contractors accountable for achieving them by identifying and applying 
appropriate graduated sanctions leading up to, but not limited to, deobligation of funds and future debarment from participation in the program.  The 
Rules are an additional tool put in place by the OCI to allow the Department to enforce program measures and performance for the Colonia SHC 
Contractors.

08/31/06 - The OCI shall continue to analyze the information received from its subrecipients and assess whether the achievement of contract 
performance statements is progressing at an acceptable level by: 

•  continuing to collect data for reporting purposes in an agreed format sufficient to complete the CDBG Annual Performance Evaluation Report and 
for the purposes of drawing funds under the IDIS system.  The OCI will fully utilize ORCA’s CDBG Contract Management Software (ORACLE) to 
document all activities under this program, 
•  requiring the Counties/Colonia SHC to submit program information at the detailed project activity level in addition to the summary information 
collected at the contract level, and
•  clearly defining project milestone and performance targets, formalizing procedures for monitoring achievement of the milestones and 
performance targets, and holding subrecipients accountable for achieving them by identifying and applying appropriate graduated sanctions leading 
up to, but not limited to, deobligation of funds and future debarment from participation in the program. 

In August 2006, the OCI staff attended a training session on the CDBG Contract Management System (ORACLE) and requested full access to the 
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Date
various screens needed to document the progress of the contracts.  OCI will work with ORCA to assess how summary information reports can best 
be developed for the purposes of allowing management and others responsible for oversight to assess the overall success in achieving the 
program's goals and objectives.

Thursday, January 18, 2007 Page 15 of 15*Status Codes:  I - Implemented; T - Partially Implemented (no further action intended); P - In process of implementation; 
D - Action delayed; N - No action intended;  NR - No response to status update request or Not Indicated

  x - Management's representation;   xx - Independent assessment by audit   



 

1 of 2 

Internal Audit Division 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
 

Action Items 
Presentation of Status of Internal/External Audit 
 
 

Required Action 
Review the Status of Internal/External Audits 
 
 

Background  
The Status of Internal/External Audits provides an overview of the current status of internal 
audits/activities and external audits currently in progress or recently completed. 

 
The Internal Audit Division has begun Phase one of three phases of a review of the Department’s 
CDBG Disaster Recovery Program.   The first phase is to obtain an understanding and assess the 
Department’s controls in place to manage significant risks associated with (1) processing 
payment requests from the subrecipients and (2) subrecipient monitoring.  Phase 1 will take into 
consideration and assess the adequacy of the Department’s written plans for developing control 
systems to effectively deliver the program in instances where systems have yet been develop. 

 
The subrecipient monitoring audit on Energy Assistance Weatherization Assistance Program was 
completed in December 2006.  Presentation and discussion of the audit is included on the 
February 2007 Audit Committee agenda.   
 
Completion of the internal audit of the Manufactured Housing Division (MHD) Homeowners’ 
Recovery Trust Fund (HORTF) has been delayed.  Several significant improvements to the 
accounting and tracking processes used in conjunction with the HORTF were identified and 
implemented by the Division during the course of this audit and since the completion of 
fieldwork.  In agreement with the MHD Executive Director, Internal Audit will review and test, 
when appropriate, improvements made and events subsequent to fieldwork with goals of 
assessing the adequacy of improvements implemented and releasing the report in March 2007. 
 
The Quality Assurance Review of the TDHCA Internal Audit Division was completed in 
October 2006.  Presentation and discussion of the audit is included on the February 2007 Audit 
Committee agenda. 
 
A senior level internal audit position with the Internal Audit Division is posted.  Four applicants 
have been requested for interview.  Two applicants previously accepted other positions; two 
applicants are scheduled for interview the week ending January 19, 2007. 
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The Department’s annual audits conducted by Deloitte and Touche were completed in December 
2006.   Presentation and discussion of the audit results are included on the February 2007 Audit 
Committee agenda. 
 
The Statewide Federal Single Audit for FYE August 31, 2006 being conducted by KPMG, in 
contract with the Texas State Auditor’s Office, is planned for completion in February 2007.  The 
Department’s programs within the scope of the audit include the Community Services Block 
Grant and the HOME Investment Partnership programs.  
 
 

Recommendation 
No action is required. 
 



 
 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
 
 
 
 
 

Status of Internal/External Audits 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
INTERNAL AUDIT DIVISION – STATUS/ISSUES OF INTERNAL/EXTERNAL AUDITS  

January 15, 2007 
 

Page 1 of 2 

 
Internal 

Audits/Activities 
Scope/Description Stage Comments 

Phase 1:  Control Systems, Policies and Procedures Planning Estimated completion – April 2007 

Phase 2:  Funding/Management of the Program  Pending 
Inception Estimated completion – August 2007 

CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Program 
(Project pending 

Audit Committee / 
Board approval) 

 
Phase 3:  Subrecipient Monitoring 
 

Pending 
Inception Estimated completion – December 2007 

Subrecipient Monitoring Processes  - To determine 
whether adequate monitoring policies and procedures 
are in place to provide reasonable assurance that the 
Department’s subrecipients comply with applicable 
Federal regulations, program rules and contract terms 
by conducting the following subrecipient monitoring 
internal audits: 

  

• Energy Assistance - Monitoring Complete The EA audit was released in December 2006 to be reported to the 
Governing Board in February 2007. 

Subrecipient 
Monitoring 

• PMC - On-site Monitoring Visits / Draw 
Processing Terminated 

Information accumulated in developing an understanding of PMC’s on-
site monitoring visits and draw processes is being rolled-
over/considered further in connection with the CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Program project referred to above.  The CDBG Disaster 
Recover Program was identified as a priority project in connection with 
developing the FY 2007 annual audit plan.   

Homeowners’ 
Recovery Trust 
Fund 

To determine whether the Manufactured Housing 
Division administers the Homeowners’ Recovery Trust 
Fund (HORTF) in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations.   

Fieldwork / 
Reporting 

Status and target dates for completion are as follows: 
 

Remaining Tasks Anticipated Completion 
Review events subsequent to fieldwork January 2007 
Test subsequent events, if necessary February 2007 
Prepare and release report March 2007  

Quality Assurance 
Review 

To have a Peer Review/Quality Assurance Review 
(QAR) of TDHCA’s Internal Audit Division pursuant 
to professional standards and Texas Government Code 
§2107.007, as arranged through the State Agency 
Internal Audit Forum QAR program.   

Complete The QAR report was released in October 2006 to be reported to the 
Governing Board in February 2007. 
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INTERNAL AUDIT DIVISION – STATUS/ISSUES OF INTERNAL/EXTERNAL AUDITS  
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Internal 

Audits/Activities 
Scope/Description Stage Comments 

Coordinate External 
Auditors To coordinate and assist external auditors.   Periodic KPMG and Deloitte to finalize audits.   See status below. 

Tracking Status of 
Prior Audit Issues 

To track the status of prior audit issues for 
management/board report purposes. Ongoing 

IA tracks and reports the status of prior audit issues to Management and 
the Department’s Governing Board on an ongoing basis.  Twelve 
unresolved prior audit issues will be reported to the Board in February 
2007. 

FY 2007 Annual 
Audit Plan 

To develop an annual audit plan for FY 2007 pursuant 
to the Texas Internal Auditing Act. 

Complete, 
pending approval Audit plan to be proposed to the Governing Board in February 2007 

Internal Audit 
Staffing 

Senior level auditor position posting and hiring in 
process.  Interviewing 

Four applicants requested for interviews.  Two applicants previously 
accepted other positions; two scheduled for interview week ending 
1/19/07. 

 
 

External Audits Scope Stage Comments 

Deloitte and Touche 

Annual Opinion Audits: 
• Consolidated Financial Statements for the FYE 

August 31, 2006 
• Revenue Bond Enterprise Fund for the FYE 

August 31, 2006 
• Opinion Audit on FY 2006 Computation of 

Unencumbered Fund Balances  

Complete To be reported to the Governing Board in February 2007 

KPMG Statewide Federal Single Audit for FYE August 31, 
2006   (SAO contract with KPMG) Reporting Estimated completion – February 2007 
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Division of Policy and Public Affairs 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

 

Action Items 

Partial Texas Action Plan for Disaster Recovery to Use Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
Funding to Assist with the Recovery of Distressed Areas Related to the Consequences of Hurricanes 
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma in the Gulf of Mexico in 2005 (Action Plan) 

Required Action 

Approval to send the attached Action Plan to HUD for approval. 

Background  

This Action Plan will be used by TDHCA, the lead agency designated by Texas Governor Rick Perry to 
administer these funds, to provide $428,671,849 in CDBG funding for housing, infrastructure, public 
service, public facility in areas of the State most directly impacted by hurricanes Katrina and Rita. These 
funds, coupled with a previous supplemental appropriation authorized under Public Law 109-148 (of 
$74,523,000 in CDBG disaster recovery funding), will provide significant assistance to affected areas in 
southeast Texas. 

The Action Plan gives priority to community infrastructure development and rehabilitation as well as the 
rehabilitation and reconstruction of the affordable rental housing stock including public and other HUD-
assisted housing. More specifically, the funds will be used to help: 

! provide assistance to homeowners of low to moderate income whose houses were damaged by 
Hurricane Rita; 

! provide focused efforts to restore and protect owner occupied housing stock in the community of 
Sabine Pass which was severely damaged by the storm; 

! repair, rehabilitate, and reconstruct (including demolition, site clearance and remediation) the 
affordable rental housing stock (including public and other HUD- assisted housing) in the impacted 
areas; 

! restore critical infrastructure damaged by Rita where no other funds are available; and 
! provide assistance in Houston/Harris County for increased demands for public service, community 

development, and housing activities in specific areas (police districts, schools, apartment complexes, 
neighborhoods) that have experienced a dramatic population increase due to an influx of Katrina 
evacuees. 
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Public Comment on the Proposed Action Plan and the Department’s Reasoned Responses 

The comment period ran from December 15, 2006 through close of business on January 2, 2007. Public 
comment was accepted at public hearings in Austin, Houston, and Beaumont. Because these natural 
disasters impacted a region with diverse communities, TDHCA released public comment notifications and 
Action Plan drafts in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese to provide persons with limited English 
proficiency a better opportunity to participate in the public comment process. 

It should be noted that this is a partial action plan. A more detailed description of how the funding will be 
used (eligible activities, beneficiaries, areas, etc.) that has been targeted for the Houston/Harris County 
area will be included in the final Action Plan. This description will be developed separately because of 
the complexity of crafting a plan that effectively addresses remaining need in Houston and Harris County. 
The required amendment to the Action Plan shall be developed through a separate public comment 
process will be coordinated by the Houston and Harris County CDBG entitlement communities.  

A great deal of comment was received during the public comment period. Rather than duplicate the 
description of this comment in the Board Action Request, the Department’s summary of comment 
received and associated reasoned responses are included in Appendix B of the Action Plan. 

Recommendation 

Approval to send the attached Action Plan to HUD for approval. 



Partial Texas Action Plan for Disaster Recovery to Use Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funding to Assist with the 
Recovery of Distressed Areas Related to the Consequences of 
Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma in the Gulf of Mexico in 2005 
 
 
 

 
 

January 25, 2007 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by the Division of Policy and Public Affairs 
PO Box 13941, Austin, TX 78711-3941 

Phone: (512) 475-3976 Fax: (512) 469-9606 email: info@tdhca.state.tx.us 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (“Department” or “TDHCA”) has prepared this State of 
Texas Action Plan for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Disaster Recovery Grantees under Chapter 9 of 
Title II of the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane 
Recovery, 2006 (“Action Plan”).  This Action Plan will be used by TDHCA, the lead agency designated by Texas 
Governor Rick Perry to administer these funds, to provide $428,671,849 in CDBG funding to help restore and rebuild 
in areas of the State most directly impacted by Hurricanes Rita and Katrina.  

These funds, coupled with a previous supplemental appropriation authorized under Public Law 109-148 ($74,523,000 in 
CDBG disaster recovery funding), will provide significant assistance to affected areas in southeast Texas. It should be 
noted that this Action Plan addresses a scope of needs beyond the similar plan issued May 9, 2006 to use the funding 
authorized under Public Law 109-148. While the previous plan only addressed needs associated with Hurricane Rita, this 
Action Plan addresses needs resulting from both Hurricanes Rita and Katrina.  Combined, all the needs identified in 
Texas Rebounds, a document prepared by the Office of the Governor detailing $2.97 billion in Rita and Katrina recovery 
needs, will not have been met. However, with an emphasis on helping restore homes and improving neighborhoods, 
these funds will help address many of the key priorities for recovery. 

The Action Plan gives priority to community infrastructure development and rehabilitation as well as the rehabilitation 
and reconstruction of the affordable rental housing stock including public and other HUD-assisted housing. More 
specifically, the funds will be used to help: 
 provide assistance to homeowners of low to moderate income whose houses were damaged by Hurricane Rita; 
 provide focused efforts to restore and protect owner occupied housing stock in the community of Sabine Pass 

which was severely damaged by the storm; 
 repair, rehabilitate, and reconstruct (including demolition, site clearance and remediation) the affordable rental 

housing stock (including public and other HUD-assisted housing) in the impacted areas; 
 restore critical infrastructure damaged by Hurricane Rita where no other funds are available; and 
 provide assistance in the City of Houston and Harris County for increased demands for public services, law 

enforcement and judicial services, community development, and housing activities in specific areas (police districts, 
schools, apartment complexes, neighborhoods) that have experienced a dramatic population increase due to an 
influx of Katrina evacuees. 

The comment period opened on December 15, 2006, and closed on January 2, 2007. The Department received written 
public comment as well as  verbal public comment at three public hearings, two of which were held in the affected 
region of Southeast Texas. Because these natural disasters impacted a region with diverse communities, TDHCA 
released public comment notifications and Action Plan drafts in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese to provide persons 
with limited English proficiency a better opportunity to participate in the public comment process. 

It should be noted that this is a partial action plan. A more detailed description of how the funding will be used (eligible 
activities, beneficiaries, areas, etc.) that has been targeted for the City of Houston and Harris County will be included in 
the final Action Plan. This description will be developed separately because of the complexity of crafting a plan that 
effectively addresses remaining needs in the City of Houston and Harris County. The required amendment to the 
Action Plan shall be developed through a separate public comment process and will be coordinated by the City of 
Houston and Harris County CDBG entitlement communities, in conjunction with TDHCA.  
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INTRODUCTION 
In the fall of 2005, Texas felt the extreme impact of both Hurricanes Rita and Katrina. While Hurricane Katrina did not 
make land fall in Texas, the need for vast amounts of both short and long term assistance to help persons who 
evacuated to the state soon became apparent. Shortly thereafter, Texas suffered the direct impact of Hurricane Rita, 
which physically destroyed communities and regions already stretched thin by providing aid and support services to 
Hurricane Katrina evacuees. This one-two punch left Texas with estimated recovery needs of almost 3 billion dollars, as 
documented in the report Texas Rebounds – an in-depth assessment of the impact of the Hurricanes on Texas prepared 
by the Governor as part of a request for additional funding assistance from Congress. 

Supplemental appropriations to the CDBG program are providing funding to the affected states to implement disaster 
recovery efforts that address the widespread need caused by these storms. The first supplemental appropriation was tied 
to Public Law 109-148 (effective December 30, 2005) which provided $11.5 billion of supplemental appropriation for 
the CDBG program. This funding was for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, and 
restoration of infrastructure in the most impacted and distressed areas related to the consequences of Hurricanes Rita, 
Katrina and Wilma. Of this amount, $74,523,000 was specifically allocated to Texas by the Secretary of HUD to address 
the consequences of Hurricane Rita. The funds were intended by HUD to be used toward meeting unmet housing, 
infrastructure, public service, public facility, and business recovery needs in areas of concentrated distress.  

Texas developed the required action plan to use these funds through intensive consultation with the citizens, local 
government leaders, state and federal legislators, and community action and social services agencies that were hit hardest 
by Hurricane Rita. In addition to the numerous meetings that were held across the region, five public hearings were held 
for the specific purpose of crafting the required action plan. The resulting State of Texas Action Plan for CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Grantees under the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006 was approved by HUD on May 9, 2006. This 
action plan used four of the state’s Councils of Governments to serve as applicants for the entitlement communities, 
non-entitlement communities, and federally recognized Indian Tribes within their region. Under the plan, a minimum of 
approximately $38.9 million is being used to meet housing needs. The remaining approximately $31.9 million is being 
used for infrastructure needs.  

Congress recognized that the CDBG funding authorized under PL 109-148 was not sufficient given the full impact that 
the 2005 hurricane season had on the entire gulf coast region. Therefore, the earlier emergency funding was increased by 
authorizing Chapter 9 of Title II of the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on 
Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 2006 (Public Law 109-234, approved June 15, 2006). As required by Congress, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development published requirements for distribution and use of these funds by the 
impacted states in its “Department of Housing and Urban Development [Docket No. FR–5089–N–01] Allocations and 
Waivers Granted to and Alternative Requirements for CDBG Disaster Recovery Grantees Under Chapter 9 of Title II 
of the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 
2006” published in Federal Register (Vol. 71, No. 209) on October 30, 2006. Part of this requirement was to create a 
document that will guide and direct the use of funds within the categories outlined under the funds notice. 

The funds were made available to the State of Texas through the Office of the Governor. With more needs identified in 
Texas Rebounds than there were funds available, Governor Rick Perry identified the needs that should be given priority. 
The majority of the funds are to be used to directly assist Texans who, more than a year after the hurricanes, still 
struggle with unmet housing needs as a result of the storms. Given that the largest share of the funds would go to meet 
the housing needs of Texans, the Governor directed TDHCA to assist with the distribution of these funds. 
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To best inform the public and receive its input, as well as to meet the requirements established by the HUD funding 
notice, the Department has developed this Proposed Partial Action Plan for Disaster Recovery (“Action Plan”). This 
Action plan will be used to distribute Federal funding for recovery of distressed areas related to the consequences of 
Hurricanes Rita and Katrina in the Gulf of Mexico in 2005. The amount of funding to Texas was specified in the 
funding notice by HUD along with general priorities and a specific funding priority to assist rental housing damaged by 
Hurricane Rita in Texas. More specifically, the Action Plan describes the: 
 priorities to best assist the needs of the State’s citizens and communities, 
 citizen participation process used to develop the Action Plan, 
 the types of activities and funds available for which assistance may be provided, 
 who may apply and the application process,  
 the methodology used to distribute funds, and 
 method of grant administration standards and procedures that will be used to ensure that program requirements, 

including non-duplication of benefits, are met through continuous quality assurance and internal audit functions. 

FEDERAL APPROPRIATION ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PLAN 
As described above, Public Law 109-234 (effective June 15, 2006) provided $5.2 billion supplemental appropriation of 
CDBG Disaster Recovery Funding for “necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, and restoration of infrastructure 
in the most impacted and distressed areas related to the consequences of Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, or Wilma.” In reviewing the totality 
of the need in the five state region covered by the law, $428,671,849 was specifically allocated to Texas by the Secretary 
of HUD. As further provided for under the law, “funds provided under this heading shall be administered through an entity or 
entities designated by the Governor of each State.” Governor Rick Perry has designated TDHCA as this entity for the State of 
Texas. 

All regulations associated with the CDBG program apply to this funding unless specifically detailed as a waiver in the 
Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006 (Public Law 109-148, approved December 30, 2005 or as specified in 
the February 13, 2006 Federal Register notice) or subsequently waived by HUD as documented in this Action Plan. In 
addition, definitions and descriptions contained in the Federal Register are applicable to this funding. 

THE IMPACT OF THE STORMS AND TEXAS RECOVERY NEEDS 
The 2005 Atlantic hurricane season was one of the most extreme in recorded history. The U.S. Gulf Coast was hit by 
Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma. Texas was greatly impacted by both Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. While Hurricane 
Katrina did not make landfall directly in Texas, the indirect impact on Texas led to a presidential disaster declaration to 
provide emergency funding as Texans assisted Katrina evacuees. While that assistance was ongoing, Hurricane Rita dealt 
a second blow to the lives, homes and property of Texans.  

TIMELINE OF STORM EVENTS AND STATE RESPONSES 
The timeline of the storm events and related responses are below provided. 
1. The Governor of Texas declared a State of Emergency on August 29, 2005, relative to Hurricane Katrina’s 

imminent landfall on the Gulf Coast. Hurricane Katrina made landfall that same day in Louisiana. While Texas did 
not directly receive the impact of the storm, within hours, the significant impact Katrina would have on the State 
became clear. 

2. The President issued an Emergency Declaration on September 2, 2005, for all 254 counties in Texas for emergency 
protective measures due to the huge influx of evacuees from Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi. As a result of 
massive evacuations, Texas absorbed more than 400,000 evacuees – mostly from Louisiana.  
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3. While Texas authorities were beginning to assess the long-term sheltering operation for Hurricane Katrina 
evacuees, dangerous Hurricane Rita entered the Gulf of Mexico. On September 21, 2005, due to the impending 
threat of Rita, the President issued another Emergency Declaration for all 254 Texas counties.  

4. On September 24, 2005, only 26 days after Katrina devastated the Gulf Coast, the Category Three Hurricane Rita 
came ashore. The eye of the storm made landfall near Sabine Pass, Texas severely damaging communities and 
homes unfortunate enough to fall within its path. As the storm traveled inland, the core of the hurricane’s most 
extreme destruction hit the heavily populated and industrialized areas of Port Arthur, Orange, and Beaumont. 
Communities in the path of the hurricane sustained enormous physical damage from excessive winds and rain. In 
some heavily wooded areas, an estimated 25 percent of the trees were lost. High winds and falling trees caused 
extensive damage to homes and businesses. The same day of the storm, Texas received a FEMA Major Disaster 
Declaration for all 254 counties for debris operations and emergency protective measures for Hurricane Rita. 
Multiple amendments have since been added to the Major Disaster Declaration to expand the list of eligible 
counties for FEMA Individual Assistance Program (IAP) funding to 22 designated counties and Public Assistance 
Program (PAP) funding to 29 designated counties.  

OVERVIEW OF STORM IMPACT 
The Governor’s Division of Emergency Management (GDEM) and FEMA reported the receipt of 479,199 registrations 
for the Individual Assistance Program as a result of Hurricane Rita in the 29-county area. As a result of Hurricane Rita, 
more than 75,000 homes in the area suffered major damage or were destroyed. Of these, approximately 40,000 homes 
were uninsured. Furthermore, a substantial percentage of the damaged households are located in areas predominantly 
occupied by individuals meeting the definition of low to moderate income (LMI). There were 44 recovery centers set up 
in disaster impacted counties and throughout the state so that residents could apply for immediate assistance, meet with 
Small Business Administration loan specialists, and get information about available federal and state assistance. 
Additionally, 4,249 travel trailers were issued to displaced individuals and families.  

According to FEMA, 640,968 Katrina and Rita applicants for assistance resided in Texas as of February 1, 2006. Most 
of these families are living in Southeast Texas. Second only to Louisiana, Texas hosts the most people impacted by the 
devastating hurricanes of 2005. In light of these facts, the lasting impact of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita on Texas is 
widespread and extremely apparent.  

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
Since the Hurricanes hit, the State has been working closely with the citizens and organizations who were directly 
impacted by the storm and a wide variety of municipal, county, regional, and state officials to determine what the 
greatest disaster recovery needs are and how to best address those needs. Through this ongoing interaction and the five 
public hearings held to develop the State of Texas Action Plan for CDBG Disaster Recovery Grantees under the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2006 (required to use disaster recovery funding associated with Public Law 109-148), the need 
for assistance to repair homes and to meet specific remaining critical infrastructure needs has been well established.  

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
On Friday, December 15, 2006, the Action Plan was made available for public comment via TDHCA’s website or upon 
request. The 18-day public comment period began on Friday, December 15, 2006 and ended at the close of business on 
Tuesday, January 2, 2007.  
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Verbal comment on the Action Plan was taken at the following public hearings times and accessible locations.  

Location: Austin Houston Beaumont 

Facility: Rusk Building  

Room 227 
City Council Annex Chambers 

Public Level 

South East Texas Regional 
Planning Commission 

Address: 208 E. 10th Street 900 Bagby  2210 Eastex Freeway 

  Austin, TX 78701 Houston, TX 77251 Beaumont, TX 77703 

Date and 
Time: 

Tuesday, December 19 

6:00 p.m. 

Tuesday, December 19 

12:00 p.m. 

Wednesday, December 20 

12:00 p.m. 

The hearing announcement specifically described the process by which individuals who require special assistance could 
contact TDHCA to make appropriate arrangements so that they could participate in the hearing. 

Written comment was also accepted at the public hearings and by mail, fax, or email at the following addresses. 
Mail: TDHCA, Division of Policy and Public Affairs, P.O. Box 13941, Austin, TX 78711-3941 
Fax: (512) 469-9606 
Email: info@tdhca.state.tx.us 

As is the Department’s standard practice when developing rules or policies, a summary of the issues raised by comment 
received and the corresponding reasoned responses was generated for both the decision makers and the public. A 
summary of the comments received during the public comment period and the Department’s reasoned responses and 
resulting changes to the Action Plan is provided in Appendix B of this document. 

ADVERTISING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
As the disaster impacted region has a diverse community, both the public comment notifications and Plan were 
published in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese. This enhanced the ability of persons with limited English proficiency to 
provide comment. The following efforts were made to advertise the public comment period. 
 On November 28, 2006, an electronic hearing notification was made through TDHCA’s email list serve. This is a 

list of 3,112 public officials, for-profit and non-profit developers, community housing development organizations, 
advocacy groups, and supportive service providers that have an interest in TDHCA programs and who sign up to 
receive notification of upcoming events. 

 On December 15, 2006, as required by State law, a notice of the public comment period and associated public 
hearings was published in the Texas Register. 

 On December 1, 2006, a letter advertising the comment period and hearings was distributed to a list of 1,531 
addresses which included the State’s mayors, county judges, CDBG entitlement communities, and councils of 
government. 

 On December 4, 2006, TDHCA posted a webpage at http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/cdbg/index.htm to specifically 
advertise the hearings and consolidate all documents associated with the Action Plan.  

DESCRIPTION OF THE STATE’S OVERALL PLAN FOR DISASTER 
RECOVERY 
PROMOTING SOUND SHORT AND LONG-TERM RECOVERY PLANNING 
The Governor’s Division of Energy Management (GDEM) offers Disaster Recovery Courses and Workshops to 
educate local governments on the recovery process following a disaster. Other state agencies and volunteer groups are 
encouraged to participate in these courses focusing on a combined effort of valuable resources to be made available in 

mailto:info@tdhca.state.tx.us
http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/cdbg/index.htm
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the aftermath of a disaster.  During major disasters, representatives of state agencies and volunteer organizations work 
closely with GDEM staff to participate in the operation of Disaster Recovery Centers.  In addition, GDEM has 
supported and has had significant involvement in the formation of long-term recovery committees. The frequency and 
magnitude of disasters in this state, necessitates the growing number of long-term recovery committees in order to 
address unmet needs.  

PROMOTING LAND USE DECISIONS THAT REFLECT RESPONSIBLE 
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT AND REMOVAL OF REGULATORY 
BARRIERS TO RECONSTRUCTION 
The State promotes wise land use decisions in several ways. It conducts National Flood Insurance Program inspections. 
Communities who are found to have improperly permitted development in the 100 year floodplain are subject to fines, 
suspensions, and ejection from the program. A surge marker project has been initiated, which will place warning 
markers in those areas along the coast which are subject to storm surge flooding. Texas participates in the federally 
funded mitigation grant programs and is thus in a position to offer incentive grants to communities who wish to repair 
past mistakes and clear their floodplains. Mitigation funding is denied for some projects unless they are outside the 100 
or 500 year floodplain. The State denies all mitigation funding to communities that have not identified the number of 
citizens and number of community facilities that are in the 100 year floodplain. State law prohibits a manufactured home 
retailer, broker, or salesperson from delivering a manufactured home for installation in the 100-year floodplain, as 
designated by FEMA, unless the consumer provides evidence that installation of the home in the floodplain will not 
violate certain requirements of state and federal law.  

COORDINATING PLANNING REQUIREMENTS WITH OTHER STATE AND 
FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND ENTITIES 
To encourage consistent flood plain development across Texas, the State runs an extensive education program for local 
officials. It runs dozens of classes a year, most of which emphasize the danger of allowing development in the 
floodplain or near Hazmat facilities/routes. These classes are provided free of charge and travel costs are covered. 

PROMOTING HIGH QUALITY, DURABLE, ENERGY EFFICIENT, AND MOLD 
RESISTANT CONSTRUCTION METHODS 
A requirement for construction related activities is that work on residential dwellings must meet the 2000 International 
Residential Code Chapter 11. For commercial and multifamily rental activities, the International Building Code of 2003 
or local municipal code, whichever is more stringent, must be followed. Within this code, there is a section entitled the 
2000 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) which works to provide more energy efficient structures. 
Following these codes should result in the construction of high quality, durable, energy efficient, and mold resistant 
buildings. 

PROMOTING THE MITIGATION OF FLOOD RISK 
Under this Action Plan, housing units receiving funds must be elevated in accordance with FEMA advisory flood 
elevations or subsequent FEMA permanent maps. For the Rental Housing Stock Restoration Program, accessibility 
issues created by this elevation must be addressed. The Sabine Pass Dwelling Restoration Program specifically serves as 
a source of financing to elevate homes. Under that funding priority, persons with disabilities and the elderly can request 
up to $15,000 to address the costs associated with accessibility issues caused by the increased elevation of the home. 
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PROMOTING ADEQUATE, FLOOD-RESISTANT HOUSING FOR ALL INCOME 
GROUPS THAT LIVED IN THE DISASTER IMPACTED AREAS 
Approximately 71 percent of the Action Plan’s funding allocation will go towards repair, rehabilitation, and 
reconstruction of owner occupied and rental units across the disaster impacted areas. 

ADDRESSING THE NEEDS OF SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATIONS 
Persons with disabilities face unique challenges in finding accessible and affordable housing in the disaster impacted 
area. The need is clearly described in TDHCA’s State Low Income Housing Plan, 2005-2009 State of Texas Consolidated Plan, 
and The Housing Needs of Texans with Disabilities (published by TDHCA in April 2005). This Action Plan includes the 
following strategies that help provide assistance to persons with disabilities. 
 Construction activities which result in a change of elevation must consider the accessibility needs of persons with 

disabilities.  
 $42 million of homeowner assistance is being targeted towards assisting persons with special needs. 
 Under the Sabine Pass Restoration Program, a homeowner whose household includes a person with a disability or 

an elderly person may apply for an additional $15,000 in assistance for accessibility related costs associated with 
elevating the dwelling.  

TDHCA has found that directly involving program beneficiary representatives, community advocates, and potential 
applicants for funding in the process of crafting its policies and rules is extremely helpful. This process is often done 
through a “working group” format. The working groups provide an opportunity for staff to interact with various 
program stakeholders in a more informal environment than that provided by the formal public comment process. 
TDHCA will consult with a Disability Advisory Workgroup organized by TDHCA for guidance on how the NOFAs 
associated with this plan can be structured to effectively serve persons with disabilities. 

USE OF ACTION PLAN FUNDING 
ANTICIPATED ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
Accomplishments resulting from this Action Plan will include restoration of housing units and critical public 
infrastructure damaged by Hurricane Rita and the provision of enhanced public services and community development 
efforts to meet increased demand from evacuees from Katrina. TDHCA anticipates that low to moderate income (LMI) 
individuals will be the primary beneficiaries of the program. Under HUD program guidelines, LMI beneficiaries are part 
of households that earn less than 80 percent of the area median family income.  

NATIONAL OBJECTIVE 
Under this Action Plan, all eligible activities must meet one of the three national objectives set out in the Housing and 
Community Development Act (address slum and blight, urgent need, primarily benefit LMI persons). Pursuant to 
explicit authority in the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006 (Public Law 109-148, approved December 
30, 2005), HUD is granting an overall benefit waiver that allows for up to 50 percent of the grant to assist activities 
under the urgent need or prevention or elimination of slums and blight national objectives, rather than the 30 percent 
allowed in the annual State CDBG program. The primary objective of Title I of the Housing and Community 
Development Act and of the funding program of each grantee is the “development of viable urban communities, by 
providing decent housing and a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally for 
persons of low and moderate income.'' The statute goes on to set the standard of performance for this primary objective 
at 70 percent of the aggregate of the funds used for support of activities producing benefit to low and moderate income 
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persons. Since extensive damage to community development and housing affected those with varying incomes, and 
income-producing jobs are often lost for a period of time following a disaster, HUD is waiving the 70 percent overall 
benefit requirement, leaving a 50 percent requirement, to give grantees even greater flexibility to carry out recovery 
activities within the confines of the CDBG program national objectives.  

GENERAL USE OF FUNDS AND FUNDING ALLOCATION 
TDHCA will use the following funding allocation to prioritize the use of funds based on the highest observed needs.  

Activity 

Primary 
National 
Objective 
Addressed 

Additional 
Objectives 
Established in the 
Federal Register* 

Available 
Funding for 

Activity 

% Plan 
Funding

Homeowner Assistance Program (HAP) LMI Benefit n/a $210,371,273 49.08%
Sabine Pass Restoration Program (SPRP) LMI Benefit n/a $12,000,000 2.80%
Rental Housing Stock Restoration Program LMI Benefit i, iii $82,866,984 19.33%
City of Houston and Harris County Public Service 
and Community Development Program TBD n/a $60,000,000 14.00%

Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program Urgent Need i $42,000,000 9.80%
State Administration Funds Not Applicable n/a $21,433,592 5.00%
Total Plan Funding   $428,671,849 

*As established by the “Action Plan additional elements” requirement included in the Federal Register notice, the activity 
addresses one or more of the identified additional elements below described. 

“b. The grantee’s overall plan for disaster recovery will also include: 

(i) An explanation of how the State will give priority to the rehabilitation and reconstruction of the affordable rental housing stock 
including public and other HUD-assisted housing, a description of the activities the State plans to undertake with grant funds under this 
priority, and a description of the unique challenges that individuals with disabilities face in finding accessible and affordable housing;  

(ii) An explanation of how the State will give priority to infrastructure development and rehabilitation, and a description of the 
infrastructure activities it plans to undertake with grant funds; and  

(iii) An explanation of how the method of distribution or use of funds described in accordance with the applicable notices will result in 
the State meeting the requirement that at least 19.3311 percent of its allocation under this notice shall be used for repair, rehabilitation, 
and reconstruction (including demolition, site clearance and remediation) of the affordable rental housing stock (including public and other 
HUD-assisted housing) in the impacted areas.”  

OVERARCHING ACTIVITY ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 
This Action Plan outlines the Department’s framework for allocating funding as guided by the requirements published 
in the Federal Register (Vol. 71, No. 209) on October 30, 2006. Unless otherwise stated in the Federal Register, statutory and 
regulatory provisions governing the CDBG program for states, specifically 24 CFR Part 570 Subpart I, apply to the use 
of these funds. All activities must be eligible CDBG activities according to 24 CFR Part 570 Subpart I, except as waived 
by HUD, must meet requirements for disaster recovery funding cited throughout this document, and must meet at least 
one of the three national CDBG objectives.  

As noted in the Federal Register, under the law “…the funds may not be used for activities reimbursable by or for which funds are made 
available by the Federal Emergency Management Agency or the Army Corps of Engineers. Further, none of the funds made available under 
this heading may be used by a State or locality as a matching requirement, share, or contribution for any other Federal program.” This will 
be a key requirement that will be monitored by TDHCA throughout every stage of the program.  



 

9 

ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES UNDER THE SPECIFIC FUNDING PRIORITIES 
As stated in the Federal Register, “the appropriations statute requires funds be used only for disaster relief, long-term recovery, and 
restoration of infrastructure in the most impacted and distressed areas related to the consequences of hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico in 
2005. The statute directs that each grantee will describe in its Action Plan for Disaster Recovery how the use of the grant funds gives priority 
to infrastructure development and rehabilitation and the rehabilitation and reconstruction of the affordable rental housing stock including 
public and other HUD-assisted housing.” The following specific funding categories reflect the State of Texas prioritization of 
need based on its review of available damage assessments and discussions with local leaders and citizens. 

Homeowner Assistance Program (HAP) 
The Governor has identified destruction done to an individual’s home as one of the most persistent and difficult issues 
to address in the aftermath of Hurricane Rita. To deal with this real need of Texans who have no other place to turn, 
the largest share of the funding priorities is provided for the HAP. Funding in the amount of approximately $210 
million shall be made available in the form of a grant to homeowners of LMI income whose homes were damaged by 
Hurricane Rita.  Assistance provided in a special flood hazard area (defined as zone “A”, “V”, “M”, and “E” series (44 
CFR 64.3) as shown on a current Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), as amended by Letters of Map Amendment 
(LOMA) or Letters of Map Revision (LOMR)) will be in the form of a deferred forgivable loan. All other assistance will 
be in the form of a grant. This assistance will be made available for both homeowners who had insurance in an 
insufficient amount to cover the storm damage as well as those who did not have homeowner’s insurance. All grant 
amounts will be based on damage to the dwelling and do not include its contents or other personal property.  

Part of this funding priority, $42 million (20 percent of the Homeowner Assistance Program funds) will be targeted 
specifically for persons with special needs. According to HUD, in addition to the homeless, special needs populations 
include persons with disabilities, the elderly, persons with alcohol and/or drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS, and 
public housing residents. The targeted amount is based on the percentage of elderly households in the 22 counties 
eligible for this funding. If after 120 days, there are not sufficient applications received for the special needs target, then 
these funds will be rolled back into the general HAP funding priority.  

Eligibility Requirements  

The program is limited to homeowners that satisfy all of the following conditions. 
 The owner’s household must be eligible under the applicable low and moderate income limits. 
 The owner must be able to prove ownership and that he or she occupied the property as a primary residence at the 

time of Hurricane Rita (September 24, 2005). Rental dwellings and second homes are not eligible.  
 The owner’s home is located in one of the 22 counties eligible for the FEMA IAP as established by FEMA-1606-

DR-TX (Angelina, Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Hardin, Harris, Jasper, Jefferson, Liberty, 
Montgomery, Nacogdoches, Newton, Orange, Polk, Sabine, San Augustine, San Jacinto, Shelby, Trinity, Tyler, and 
Walker).  

 The owner must be able to clearly establish that their residence was physically damaged by Hurricane Rita. 
Examples of acceptable types of documentation include, but are not limited to, evidence: 
o from FEMA that the homeowner applied for FEMA IAP and the home was categorized by FEMA as having 

been “destroyed” or having suffered “major” damage. Homeowners who were approved by FEMA for $5,200 
or more in FEMA home repair assistance (a component of the Individual Assistance Program) will fall into one 
of these categories, or 

o from their homeowner’s insurance provider that a claim for damage specifically related to Hurricane Rita was 
filed and that the provider determined that such damage existed. 
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A description of alternate methods that a program management firm will use to establish that the damage was 
related to Hurricane Rita will be clearly described in a Request for Proposal. 

Requirements for Receiving Assistance 

To receive assistance under this funding activity, the owner must: 
 sign a release so that financial assistance received through any public or private source can be verified by the 

Program; 
 agree to verification of ownership status and the amount of disaster-related damage to the home; 
 swear to the accuracy and completeness of all information provided to the Program under penalty of law; 
 agree to sign a legally binding agreement that commits the owner to the following terms and conditions: 

o the home will meet the legal requirements of the State Uniform Construction Code, comply with local zoning, 
and comply with the latest available FEMA guidance for base flood elevations, unless exceptions are granted by 
TDHCA where the action is designed or modified to minimize harm to or within a floodplain; 

o assure the home will remain owner-occupied for at least three years after the repairs/replacement or a new 
purchase; 

o maintain flood insurance if the home is located in a floodplain; 
o subrogate claims for unpaid and outstanding insurance claims back to the Program; and 
o ensure mitigation efforts to reduce the impact of future storms are undertaken, if mitigation can be done to 

make a home safer and are cost beneficial to undertake, and if the homeowner’s eligible assistance allows funds 
for such activities. 

Benefit Calculation  

The maximum benefit for the HAP is $40,000 per household. This limit is based on the average cost to repair homes 
with major or severe damage for a subset of FEMA registrants with real property damage who applied to the Small 
Business Administration for a loan to assist with repairing their property.  

Benefits will be calculated as follows:  
1. Estimate of Storm Damage Cost - The calculation of the benefit amount starts with the smaller of the following 

values:  
a. cost of completed repairs (if the work is substantially complete), or  
b. a damage assessment by FEMA, SBA, private insurance, or otherwise approved damage assessor.  

2. Storm Damage Cost Gap – To avoid duplication of benefits, the Estimate of Storm Damage Cost will be reduced 
by the following:  
a. FEMA Grants which represent a duplication of benefits,  
b. homeowner insurance proceeds (Unpaid and outstanding insurance claims must be subrogated back to the 

State),  
c. National Flood Insurance Program proceeds, and  
d. SBA Loans identified by SBA as a duplication of benefits. 

3. Benefit Amount - The lesser of $40,000 or the Storm Damage Cost Gap is the amount of the HAP grant or 
deferred forgivable loan.  

If the cost to fully repair the home exceeds that covered by the grant, then the homeowner must provide evidence that 
they have the available funds or can obtain financing from an outside source to cover the funding gap. Working with 
faith based or nonprofit organizations that provide funding, volunteer service, or other forms of self help assistance is 
an eligible source of such financing.  
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Distribution of Funding 

Program Management Firm Request for Proposal (RFP) 
A RFP for a program management firm to administer this funding priority throughout the eligible areas will be released 
upon HUD’s approval of this Action Plan. TDHCA will organize a working group for guidance on how the RFP can be 
structured most effectively. This working group will include persons impacted by the storm and representatives from 
organizations working on case management and distribution of funds in the impacted areas.  

The RFP will clearly establish all milestones and timelines required of the program management firm to ensure that the 
funds are distributed in an expeditious manner. 

To insure effectiveness of operations as well as accounting and control oversight, the RFP respondent must: 
 document their experience with administering such a program including evidence that they have previously 

developed and utilized effective standard operating procedures to validate eligibility, determine benefits procedure;  
work with contractors, and account for the distribution of funds; and 

 establish that they have the available resources and existing administrative systems required to effectively manage 
the program.  

The RFP will require the respondent to clearly describe specific efforts that ensure outreach efforts are conducted 
across the entire region. The respondent must demonstrate that they will be able to implement and maintain a 
communications process that will reach eligible homeowners to tell them how to apply for benefits. The application 
process should be customer friendly and include the use of, but not be limited to, 1-800 numbers and a “one-stop” web 
portal that allows for online application submission. Local assistance facilities shall be established in areas where the 
need is most concentrated. The respondents must describe the efforts that will be used to ensure that assistance is made 
available to assist lower income households and households with special needs. 

The management firm shall be required to build upon the existing application intake and case management efforts of 
faith based, regional councils of government, and nonprofit organizations (Local Organizations). In designing its 
program, the management firm shall: 
 determine how to best work with the existing case management and intake processes of Local Organizations; 
 develop guidelines so that reasonable and well documented costs incurred by Local Organizations to prequalify, 

document, and counsel grant applicants are eligible program costs.  

Therefore, respondents will be required to describe how they will utilize the current case management and intake 
systems of the Local Organizations already working in the targeted areas. It is expected the response to the RFP will 
include the process by which applications received by Councils of Governments for CDBG Disaster Recovery Program 
funding authorized by Public Law 109-148 will be given priority while still allowing the management firm to maintain 
oversight of the program.  
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Other Basic Application Guidelines 
Applications shall be accepted on a first come, first served basis with a priority to applications received for the CDBG 
Disaster Recovery Program funding authorized by Public Law 109-148 until all funds are utilized. The process 
developed through the RFP process shall ensure that all grant applications are processed equitably, that the privacy of 
applicant information is maintained, and that an appeals process is in place that can effectively address applicant 
concerns.  

Sabine Pass Restoration Program (SPRP) 
While many communities in South East Texas were substantially impacted by Rita, the coastal community of Sabine 
Pass was nearly destroyed by the storm. To help address this need, funding in the amount of $12 million shall be made 
available to homeowners whose homes were damaged by Hurricane Rita. Because all of Sabine Pass is located within a 
special flood hazard area, such assistance shall be in the form of a deferred forgivable loan unless the funds are being 
used to move out of the flood zone.  

Funding Purpose 

Funding from the SPRP will serve three purposes. 
1. Up to $40,000 in home rehabilitation and reconstruction assistance will be made available for homeowners whose 

family income is up to 150 percent of the area median family income. Such assistance will be available to both 
homeowners who had insurance in an insufficient amount to cover the storm damage as well as those who did not 
have homeowner’s insurance. The eligible loan amount shall be calculated in the same manner as the HAP 
assistance.  

2. Homeowners may apply for assistance in an amount up to $30,000 to help defray the costs of elevating rehabilitated 
or reconstructed homes in accordance with FEMA advisory flood elevations or subsequent FEMA permanent 
maps. Unlike the home rehabilitation and reconstruction assistance described above, homeowner income 
restrictions do not apply for the home elevation assistance. These funds may also be used for other special 
construction improvements required to increase a home’s ability to survive another significant storm event. A 
homeowner whose household includes a person with a disability or an elderly person may apply for an additional 
$15,000 in assistance for additional accessibility related costs associated with elevating the dwelling. While the home 
elevation assistance may serve all incomes, it is estimated that almost half of the owner occupied households in 
Sabine Pass are of LMI income. 

3. After 180 days if uncommitted funding remains available, in instances where a homeowner whose family income is 
up to 150 percent of the area median family income has experienced damage in an amount equal to or greater than 
50 percent of the market value of the home at the time of the storm based on an appraisal and wants to move out 
of the flood plain, a grant in an amount up to $40,000 will be made available to purchase a new home elsewhere in 
the Rita Go Zone. The eligible grant amount shall be calculated in the same manner as the HAP assistance.  

Eligibility 

The Hurricane Rita damaged home must be located in Census Tract 4824501160 which includes Sabine Pass (See 
Appendix D for a map of this tract.). With the exception of the household income requirements described in the 
“Funding Purpose” section above, all eligibility requirements associated with the HAP funding priority apply. 
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Requirements for Receiving Assistance 

All requirements for receiving assistance associated with the HAP funding priority apply. Additionally, for the 
homeowner to receive assistance, the dwelling must be elevated to comply with the requirements of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001-4128) which applies to the use of funds provided under the CDBG 
Disaster Recovery Program.” 

Distribution of Funding 

The same program management firm used for the HAP funding priority will be used to manage the SPRP. 

Assistance applications shall be accepted on a first come, first serve basis until all of the SPRP funds are utilized. In the 
event that the SPRP is fully utilized, if HAP funding is still available, it may be used to address storm damage to 
households in Census Tract 4824501160. Note that homeowners in Census Tract 4824501160 may only apply through 
the SPRP for Action Plan assistance.  

Rental Housing Stock Restoration Program 
Funding in the amount of $82,866,984 shall be made available in the form of a grant or loan to the owners of affordable 
rental properties that were damaged by Hurricane Rita. This funding amount complies with statutory provisions as 
interpreted by HUD in the Federal Register that requires that“...not less than $1.0 billion of the $5.2 billion appropriation less 
$27.0 million in administrative set-asides (which computes to 19.3311 percent of any State’s allocation) shall be used for repair, 
rehabilitation, and reconstruction (including demolition, site clearance and remediation) of the affordable rental housing stock (including public 
and other HUD- assisted housing) in the impacted areas. Therefore, HUD is requiring that not less than 19.3311 percent of each State’s 
grant be used for these activities.” As further described in the Federal Register, Texas shall set aside $82.9 million which will be 
used for activities related to the “repair, rehabilitation, and reconstruction (including demolition, site clearance and remediation) of the 
affordable rental housing stock (including public and other HUD-assisted housing) in the impacted areas.” This federally mandated set 
aside meets the national objective of serving low and moderate income persons because of the income restrictions 
placed on the occupancy of the affordable housing units which are being restored. 

This funding will be allocated through a two tiered approach. 

1. For 180 days, the NOFA will be open to multifamily properties with a minimum of 16 units. Applications for 
assistance for such properties shall be submitted to TDHCA for review and possible approval as described in the 
NOFA. 

2. If after 180 days, all funds under the Rental Housing Stock Restoration have not been committed, then properties 
of fewer than 16 units, including single family units, may apply for assistance. This program will be administered 
through a program management firm that has been selected for the HAP. 

Eligibility Requirements 

The applicant must satisfy the following basic eligibility requirements: 
 The applicant must be able to prove ownership of the property at the time of Hurricane Rita (September 24, 2005).  
 The applicant must establish that this property was physically damaged by Hurricane Rita through the provision of 

evidence that an insurance claim related to Hurricane Rita was filed and subsequently reviewed by their insurance 
provider. 

Requirements for Receiving Assistance 

In exchange for accepting funding assistance, each applicant must agree to the following requirements. 
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 At a minimum, the number of affordable housing units available on September 24, 2005 must be available when the 
construction has been completed.  

 To assure that the assisted housing is as affordable as possible and is occupied by families with appropriate 
incomes, a land use restriction agreement must be recorded that establishes appropriate low to moderate rent and 
income limits for  the period of years required by HUD regulations. 

 All construction will be in accordance with the International Building Code (IBC) of 2003 or local municipal code, 
whichever is more stringent.  

 Units that are being demolished and rebuilt shall be elevated in accordance with FEMA advisory flood elevations or 
subsequent FEMA permanent maps. In doing so, access needs for persons with disabilities must be met as required 
by State and Federal law.  

 Maintenance of 100 percent insurance coverage on replacement values of the property for all hazard types will be 
required.  

Grant Calculation  

The amount and terms of the loan or grant shall be based on underwriting criteria established in the NOFA. The 
assistance amount for the first tier of funds shall be determined through an intensive review of the application by the 
Department’s Real Estate Analysis Division. Among other items, this review will specifically assess each application’s 
stated operating proforma, cost estimates, and area rental market conditions to develop the appropriate amount of and 
structure for the assistance. If available, the assistance amount for the post 180 day program awards shall be determined 
through careful review of the application conducted by the program management company selected for the HAP. 

Applicants are encouraged, but not required, to leverage other available resources to preserve affordable housing for low 
and very low income residents.  

All application requests will be carefully scrutinized to ensure that the assistance does not duplicate any of benefits that 
the applicant may have received from other sources.  

Distribution of Funding 

TDHCA will issue a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the Rental Housing Stock Restoration assistance upon 
HUD’s approval of this Action Plan. This NOFA will clearly establish the application acceptance period, threshold 
criteria, and selection criteria. In addition to other factors, the selection criteria will give a scoring priority to applications 
which: 
 serve households at very low income levels;  
 are constructed or will be rehabilitated in a manner that provides for low maintenance and energy efficiency; and  
 help persons avoid or transition from homelessness. 

City of Houston and Harris County Public Service and Community Development Program  
Many Texas communities openly welcomed persons displaced by Hurricane Katrina. The initial and ongoing impact was 
felt most strongly in the City of Houston and Harris County. With a reported peak of more than 400,000 displaced 
persons in the Harris County area, the area has worked tirelessly to provide ongoing assistance with food, shelter, 
clothing, emergency services, law enforcement, community services, education, and medical care. According to 
information provided by a Gallup poll commissioned by the Texas Health and Human Services Commission, Houston 
remains the transitional home to nearly half of the 251,000 people evacuated from Louisiana and elsewhere along the 
Gulf Coast as a result of Hurricane Katrina.  

It is proposed under the Action Plan, that funding in the amount of $60 million be included in this funding priority for 
public service, community development, and housing activities in areas (police districts, schools, apartment complexes, 
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neighborhoods) comprised predominantly of low to moderate income households and where it can be clearly 
demonstrated that the population within the area has seen a dramatic population increase due to an influx of Katrina 
evacuees. 

The State has identified this as an important part of disaster recovery.  However, the funds available for this effort does 
not meet all the need demonstrated in the request from the City of Houston and Harris County.  It is expected that the 
City of Houston and Harris County will need to cooperatively determine where it is most appropriate to direct the 
dedicated resources under the requirements identified in the HUD release. 

An amendment to this plan will follow detailing how the funding priorities will meet HUD’s NOFA’s requirements, the 
delivery mechanism, the distribution of funds and other HUD requirements.  The amendment to this Action Plan may 
designate the City of Houston or Harris County as the subdivision of the State of Texas charged with administering 
these funds as they have a direct relationship with HUD as participating jurisdictions.  If that designation is not made, 
and/or approved, TDHCA, by and through its Governing Board, will administer these funds in the most appropriate 
manner.  

Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program 
While housing is the priority in this Action Plan, a number of significant infrastructure projects were identified as budget 
priorities. Approximately 10 percent of the available funding will be used for the restoration of critical infrastructure 
damaged by Rita. This $42 million will be used solely for infrastructure projects where there is outstanding damage and 
no other sources of funding can be obtained. The Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA) will administer activities 
awarded under this program through a contract with TDHCA and approved by TDHCA’s Governing Board. 

Reserved Funds from the Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program 

As significant need for the following projects has already been clearly established, funding for these purposes has been 
accordingly reserved. 

Memorial Hermann Baptist Orange Hospital 
Funding in an amount of up to $6 million will be provided in the form of a grant to the Memorial Hermann Baptist 
Orange Hospital. In order to provide emergency medical care in Orange County, the Memorial Hermann Baptist 
Orange Hospital, the only emergency care hospital in the county, should be restored and hurricane damage repaired. 
The hospital also serves the entire Southeast Texas region, which consists of eight counties covering over 6,800 square 
miles. 

The hospital was severely affected by Hurricane Rita. The storm’s powerful winds removed rooftops and destroyed 
HVAC, power and water supply systems, buildings and windows, and caused water damage throughout various hospital 
facilities. Exposure to wind and water caused costly medical and surgical equipment to rust, corrode, or mold. As a 
result, in addition to repairing structural damages, the hospital must replace an extensive amount of expensive, high tech 
equipment, restock supplies, and recreate a sterile environment. After reimbursement from insurance and FEMA 
assistance, it is estimated that the hospital suffered over $20 million in uninsured damages from the storm. The Action 
Plan has established a budget priority of $6 million to assist with necessary remaining repairs.  

Many citizens in this region are poor and medically underserved. In Orange County, the 2005 unemployment rate stood 
at 8%1, while the median household income was $37,1742. This compares to Texas statewide figures for the same period 
of 5.3% unemployment and median household income of $42,139. Approximately 15.2% of individuals in Orange 

 
1 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
2 U.S. Census 2000 
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County were living below the poverty level. According to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Hardin, 
Jefferson, and Orange Counties are the only places in Texas with both Medically Underserved Area (MUA) and 
Medically Underserved Population (MUP) designations. 

Bridge City Water Infrastructure 
Funding in an amount of up to $3.8 million will be provided in the form of a grant to Bridge City for water, sanitary 
sewer, and drainage structure work. The funds will assist in the rebuilding and replacement of Ferry Drive, a major 
street in Bridge City connecting two main arteries (Highway 87 and FM 1442).  

Hardin County Drainage Restoration Project 
Funding in an amount up to $10 million will be provided in the form of a grant to Hardin County. This funding will 
assist the County with removal of vast amounts of fallen timber and debris that resulted from Hurricane Rita. Currently, 
this debris is blocking ditches and drainage areas, especially in the Pine Island Bayou area, causing flooding with each 
subsequent storm event.  

Unreserved Funds from the Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program 

The remaining unreserved funds from the Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program will be provided in the form of 
grants in an amount up to $5 million to help communities address unmet, critical infrastructure needs directly related to 
damage from Hurricane Rita. In the event that more applications are received than can be served, ORCA will evaluate 
the requests based on priorities included in a NOFA announcing the availability of these funds. 

Eligible activities include: 
 flood and drainage projects (including flood buyouts in which the property is converted into open, undeveloped 

land);  
 repair of roads and bridges, utilities, water control facilities, water supply facilities, waste water facilities, buildings 

and equipment, hospitals and other medical facilities; and  
 debris removal.  

Ineligible activities include: 
 reimbursement of entities for disaster related funding that has been previously expended.  
 assistance for storm shelters that were not damaged by Hurricane Rita. 

Evidence must be provided that all other options of financing have been explored and no other options are available.  

Projects must be identified, approved, and underway within 12 months of approval of the Action Plan by HUD. Work 
must be substantially underway and drawing funds within 18 months. The TDHCA governing Board may reallocate any 
funds to HAP that have not been committed within 12 months or may deobligate committed funds where substantial 
progress has not been achieved within 18 months. 

Eligibility Requirements 

Infrastructure work must occur in one of the counties eligible for FEMA’s Public Assistance Program for Hurricane 
Rita. These counties include Angelina, Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Hardin, Harris, Jasper, Jefferson, 
Liberty, Montgomery, Nacogdoches, Newton, Orange, Polk, Sabine, San Augustine, San Jacinto, Shelby, Trinity, Tyler, 
Walker, Cherokee, Gregg, Harrison, Houston, Marion, Panola, and Rusk.  

Eligible applicants for these funds are local and county governments. Requests regarding utility reconstruction are 
limited to municipally owned entities 
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Adherences to Program Regulations 

The following procedures will be followed to comply with HUD’s CDBG program regulations for this project. The 
State or its designee will: 
 review the procurement process utilized in the hiring of an architect and/or engineer for the project and will verify 

and document that the person/firm hired is not listed on the federal Excluded Parties List;  
 review the professional services contract to ensure that it includes all required supplemental clauses and conditions; 
 review the project’s bid package and ensure inclusion of all required supplemental clauses and conditions, Federal 

Labor Standards Provisions, current wage decision(s), etc.; 
 attend the pre-bid conference and the bid opening as necessary;  
 obtain a copy of the bid tabulation and verify and document the eligibility of the contractor selected via the federal 

Excluded Parties List system;  
 attend the pre-construction conference to ensure that all required Equal Opportunity forms and certifications are 

signed by the prime contractor and all subcontractors, as well as to provide these contractors with a list of eligible 
workers obtained from the State’s Department of Labor. This list will help the contractor in meeting the Section 3 
hiring goals requirement. At this conference, the Labor Standards requirements of weekly payrolls and daily 
inspections reports will be explained; 

 review submitted payrolls, new and existing employee forms, payroll deduction authorization forms, etc., as well as 
conduct employee interviews and make site visits to the project when necessary. During the review of the payrolls, 
it will be verified that Davis-Bacon and Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (CWHSSA) requirements 
are being met and will ensure payment of restitution where needed; 

 review and process Request for Payment forms and supporting documentation, and will review change orders for 
reasonableness of cost and consistency with the project’s scope of work; and  

 prepare a Final Wage Compliance Report, accept clear liens, make final payments and issue Acceptance of Work 
Certificates.  

State Administration Funds 
The state may use up to 5 percent of the funding, approximately $21.1 million for the Departments’ administrative 
expenses, including contract administration, compliance monitoring, and the provision of technical assistance. 

GENERAL APPLICATION PROCESS 
PREVIOUS PERFORMANCE 
Each applicant’s or respondents performance with previous state and federal funding assistance will be thoroughly 
reviewed to ensure they are in compliance with the program requirements. Specifically, they must be in compliance with 
both of the following sections of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC). 
 As more thoroughly described in 10 TAC Sec. 1.3, "Delinquent Audits and Other Issues," applicants are ineligible 

to apply for Plan funds if they have any audits past due to TDHCA and are ineligible to receive funds until any 
unresolved TDHCA audit findings or questioned or disallowed costs are resolved. 

 As more thoroughly described in 10 TAC Sec. 255.1(h)(6), an applicant that has one year’s delinquent audit may 
apply for disaster funding but must satisfy all outstanding ORCA audits prior to award. A community with two 
years of delinquent audits may not apply for additional funding and may not receive a funding recommendation. 

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
Contract awardees (applicants to NOFAs or respondents to an RFP that are awarded funds) must comply with relevant 
fair housing, nondiscrimination, labor standards, and environmental requirements applicable to the CDBG Program. 
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FAIR HOUSING 
Each contract awardee will be required to take steps to affirmatively further fair housing. TDHCA will require that 
special emphasis be placed on those communities who both geographically and categorically consist of individuals who 
comprise “protected classes” under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Fair Housing Act of 1978 as amended. The 
efforts will be recorded in an “Affirmative Marketing Plan” which will be part of the application or RFP response 
submitted to the Department. At all times, “Housing Choice” will be an emphasis of program implementation and 
outreach will be conducted in the predominate language of the region where funds will be spent. 

NONDISCRIMINATION 
Each contract awardee will be required to adhere to the Department’s established policies which ensure that no person 
be excluded, denied benefits or subjected to discrimination on the basis race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial 
status, and/or physical and mental handicap under any program funded in whole or in part by Federal CDBG funds. 
Contract awardees will be required to document compliance with all nondiscrimination laws, executive orders, and 
regulations. 

LABOR STANDARDS 
Where required by CDBG regulations, the contract awardee will be required to oversee compliance with Davis-Bacon 
Labor Standards and related laws and regulations. Regulations require all laborers and mechanics employed by 
contractors or subcontractors on CDBG funded or CDBG assisted public works construction contracts in excess of 
$2,000, or residential construction or rehabilitation projects involving eight or more units be paid wages no less than 
those prescribed by the Department of Labor and in accordance with Davis Bacon Related Acts. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
Specific instructions concerning environmental requirements at 24 CFR Part 58 will be made available to all contract 
awardees. Some projects will be exempt from the environmental assessment process, but all contract awardees will be 
required to submit the Request for Release of Funds and Certification (HUD Form 7015.15) for those activities 
requiring environmental review. Funds will not be released for expenditure until TDHCA is satisfied that the 
appropriate environmental review has been conducted if required. Contract awardees will not use CDBG disaster 
recovery funds for any activity in an area delineated as a special flood hazard area in FEMA’s most current flood 
advisory maps unless it also ensures that the action is designed or modified to minimize harm to or within the floodplain 
in accordance with Executive Order 11988 and 24 CFR Part 55.  

PREVENTING FRAUD, ABUSE OF FUNDS, AND DUPLICATION OF 
BENEFITS 
TDHCA will monitor all contract expenditures for quality assurance and to prevent, detect, and eliminate fraud, waste 
and abuse as mandated by Executive Order RP 36, signed July 12, 2004, by the Governor. TDHCA will particularly 
emphasize mitigation of fraud, abuse and mismanagement related to accounting, procurement, and accountability which 
may also be investigated by the State Auditor’s Office. TDHCA will monitor the compliance of applicants, and HUD 
will monitor the Department’s compliance with this requirement. 

MONITORING STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES 
TDHCA’s monitoring procedures have been modified to specifically address the requirements of the CDBG Disaster 
Recovery Program. These procedures will ensure that all contracts funded under HUD disaster recovery allocation are 
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carried out in accordance with federal and state laws, rules, regulations, and the requirements. The procedures will 
ensure that there are no duplication of benefits that have otherwise been covered by FEMA, private insurance, or any 
other federal assistance or any other funding source. Expenditures will be disallowed if the use of the funds is not an 
eligible CDBG activity, does not address disaster-related needs directly related to Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane Rita, 
or does not meet at least one of the three national CDBG objectives. In such case, contract awardees shall be required 
to refund the amount of the grant that was disallowed. To ensure that funds are spent promptly, contracts will be 
terminated if identified timetables/milestones are not met.  

QUALITY ASSURANCE 
Continual monitoring efforts will provide quality assurance. These efforts will be guided by both CDBG Program 
requirements and responsibilities to low income Texans. In determining appropriate monitoring of the Action Plan, 
TDHCA will consider prior CDBG grant administration, audit findings, as well as factors such as complexity of the 
project. TDHCA will determine the areas to be monitored, the number of monitoring visits, and their frequency. Any 
entity administering CDBG Disaster Recovery funding will be monitored not less than once during the contract period. 
The monitoring will address program compliance with contract provisions, including national objectives, financial 
management, and the requirements of 24 CFR Part 58 (“Environmental Review Procedures for Entities Assuming 
HUD Environmental Responsibilities”) or 50 (“Protection and Enforcement of Environmental Quality.”) as applicable 
TDHCA will utilize the checklists specifically developed for monitoring activities under this Action Plan.  

These monitoring efforts include: 
 identifying and tracking program and project activities to ensure the activities address needs caused by Hurricane 

Katrina or Hurricane Rita; 
 identifying technical assistance needs of applicants; 
 ensuring timely expenditure of CDBG funds; 
 documenting compliance with program rules; 
 preventing fraud and abuse; 
 identifying innovative tools and techniques that help satisfy established goals; and 
 ensuring quality workmanship in CDBG funded projects 

INVESTIGATION 
Section 321.022(a) of the Texas Government Code requires that if the administrative head of a department or entity that 
is subject to audit by the State Auditor has reasonable cause to believe that money received from the State by the 
department or entity or by a client or contractor of the department or entity may have been lost, misappropriated, or 
misused, or that other fraudulent or unlawful conduct has occurred in relation to the operation of the department or 
entity, the administrative head shall report the reason and basis for the belief to the State Auditor. TDHCA is 
responsible for referring suspected fraudulent activities to the State Auditor’s office as soon as is administratively 
feasible. The State Auditor reports directly to the Texas Legislature. 

TDHCA has also established a strong working relationship with HUD’s Office of Inspector General during 
administration of the first supplemental CDBG Disaster Recovery funding. TDHCA anticipates that this partnership 
will be carried through to the Department’s administration of the second supplemental funding round. 

INDEPENDENT INTERNAL AUDIT 
TDHCA and contract awardee are subject to the Single Audit Act. A “Single Audit” encompasses the review of 
compliance with program requirements and the proper expenditure of funds by an independent Certified Public 
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Accountant or by the State Auditors Office. Reports from the State Auditors Office will be sent to the Office of the 
Governor, the Legislative Audit Committee and to the TDHCA Governing Board.  

Internal Audit staff at TDHCA perform independent internal audits of programs and can perform such audits on these 
programs and Applicants. The TDHCA Internal Auditor reports directly to TDHCA’s Governing Board. 

INCREASING CAPACITY OF IMPLEMENTATION AND COMPLIANCE  
TDHCA staff will be provided with all training necessary to ensure that activities funded under this Action Plan are 
correctly administered. As contracts are made, necessary efforts to increase the capacity of local governments, 
subrecipients, applicants, contractors and any other entity responsible for administering funding under this Action Plan 
will be implemented to ensure they have the specific skills needed to successfully oversee the activity. 

CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 
AMENDMENTS 
Action Plan Amendments 
The following events would require a substantial amendment to the Action Plan: 
 addition or deletion of any allowable activity described in the Action Plan; 
 change in the allowable beneficiaries; or 
 a change of more than five percent in the funding allocation between the activity categories described in the Action 

Plan (unless sufficient Applications are not received to meet the targeted percentages for each activity). 

If a substantial amendment to the Action Plan is needed, then reasonable notice will be given to citizens and units of 
general local government to comment on the proposed changes. This notice must be provided to citizens in 
predominant languages of the region. Consistent with the desire to allocate these funds as quickly as possible, the public 
comment period will be the same as that utilized for the Action Plan. The Department’s public comment notification, 
receipt, and response processes will also follow those used to develop the Action Plan. 

Contract Amendments 
TDHCA will direct contract awardees to carefully plan projects that meet the stated requirements and to specify 
activities, associated costs, milestones/delivery dates, and proposed accomplishments and beneficiaries in order to 
reduce the need for amending contracts. Two-year contracts will be awarded. Contract amendments that vary more than 
10 percent in budget categories or project deliverables must be approved by the TDHCA Governing Board. 

TDHCA will follow an established, consistent process for amendments. Contract awardees shall contact TDHCA prior 
to requesting an amendment or contract modification that affects the budget, activities, beneficiaries or timeframe for 
accomplishing the work. Should a proposed amendment result in the need for modification of this Action Plan, the 
State will follow the process required by HUD for this disaster recovery funding. 

Substantial amendments may be cause to review the entire Application or Response submitted to determine if the 
project is meeting its stated goals and timelines. 

CERTIFICATIONS REQUIRED 
The use of the disaster funding is contingent upon certain requirements, and both TDHCA and contract awardees will 
be expected to certify that these requirements will be met or carried out. Applicable federal and state laws, rules and 
regulations are listed in the NOFA or RFP, and the designee authorized by the contract awardee will be required to 
certify in writing that the grant will be carried out in accordance with the stated requirements.  
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Anti-Displacement and Relocation 
Each contract awardee must certify that they will minimize displacement of persons or entities and assist any persons or 
entities displaced in accordance with the Uniform Anti-Displacement and Relocation Act and local policy.  

HUD Action Plan Certification 
TDHCA has provided a fully executed copy of HUD Required Certifications for State Governments, Waiver and 
Alternative Requirement as in Appendix E. 

CITIZEN COMPLAINTS 
Each contract awardee must have adopted procedures for responding to citizens’ complaints as is required under the 
Texas Small Cities Nonentitlement CDBG Program or Entitlement programs. Citizens must be provided with the 
address, phone numbers, and times for submitting such complaints or grievances. Contract awardee must provide a 
written response to every citizen complaint within 15 working days of the complaint, if practicable. 

DOCUMENTATION AND REPORTING 
Each contract awardee must submit or maintain documentation that fully supports the application submitted to 
TDHCA. Requirements relating to such documentation will be established in the Application Guide. Any recipient of 
public funds in Texas is subject to Texas Government Code Chapter 552, commonly called the Public Information Act. 
Records retention policies must meet federal Office of Management and Budget guidelines and/or other applicable state 
or local statute with regards to record retention. 

Each contract awardee must report on a quarterly basis (on a form provided by TDHCA) on the status of the activities 
undertaken and the funds drawn. Quarterly status reports will be due to TDHCA within 15 calendar days following the 
end of the quarter. TDHCA will then report to HUD using the online Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting system. 

More frequent reports may be required if the contract awardee has missed milestones/or has not met substantial 
elements of the Application. 

MATCH REQUIREMENT 
The provisions at 42 USC 5306(d) and 24 CFR 570.489(a)(1)(i) and (iii) will not apply to the extent that they cap State 
administration expenditures and require a dollar for dollar match of State funds for administrative costs exceeding 
$100,000. 

PROGRAM INCOME 
Any program income earned as a result of activities funded under this grant will be subject to 24 CFR 570.489(e), which 
defines program income and provides when such income must be paid to the state. 

TIMEFRAME FOR COMPLETION 
Availability of funds provisions in 31 USC 1551-1557, added by section 1405 of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510), limit the availability of certain appropriations for expenditure. This 
limitation may not be waived. However, the Appropriations Act for these grants directs that these funds be available 
until expended unless, in accordance with 31 USC 1555, TDHCA determine that the purposes for which the 
appropriation has been made have been carried out and no disbursement has been made against the appropriation for 
two consecutive fiscal years. In such case, TDHCA shall close out the grant prior to expenditure of all funds. All grants 
will be in the form of a contract between the Applicant and TDHCA that adheres to the federal time limitation.  
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APPENDIX A. REQUESTED WAIVERS 
No waivers from HUD are being requested at this time.  
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APPENDIX B. DEPARTMENT’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 
This section describes public comment submitted in writing or provided at three public hearings conducted for the 
Action Plan. Summaries of the issues and the Department’s responses are provided below. To help reviewers compare 
the summarized comments to the actual comments, the numbers after the subject titles correspond to the “Commenter 
Information” table at the end of this section. Copies of the original comments or public hearing transcripts may be 
requested from the TDHCA Division of Policy and Public Affairs by calling (512) 475-3976. 

GENERAL PROGRAM ISSUES (In Alphabetical Order) 
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS (2) 

Comment was provided on the need to minimize administrative costs.  The Action Plan allocates 5 percent of the total 
funds, or $21 million for State administrative costs. 

Staff Response: 
For the previous distribution of $74 million in CDBG disaster recovery funding (authorized under PL 109-148), the 
Department significantly limited its administrative costs to allocate as many funds as possible. There are indications that 
the available amount of administrative funds is not sufficient to meet the demands of the program. The administrative 
funds for the second CDBG disaster recovery assistance of $429 million must cover the Department’s direct activities 
and oversight of the program management firm; the Office of Rural Community Affairs’ administrative costs; and the 
cost of the program management firm for up to three years. A decrease in the amount of administrative funds would 
require the Department to request appropriated funds or limit the delivery of the program. 

No changes to the Action Plan were made to address this comment. 

Assisting Beneficiaries with Greatest Need (1, 2, 3, 17, 18, 24, and 32) 

Many comments were voiced on offering homeowner assistance on a first come, first served basis because households 
with the greatest need may not be served under this scenario. It was suggested that preference should not be given just 
to the person that knows how to apply, and is in line first to make an application. For example, a person with special 
needs might take longer to apply because of the need for extensive case management assistance. The comments typically 
listed the populations with highest need as: elderly, persons with disabilities, extremely low-income households, and 
single parent households. 

One commenter indicated that “low income families should not just be the primary beneficiaries, they should be the 
sole beneficiaries.” 

It was requested that a definition be added to the Action Plan for “special needs” populations. 

Staff Response: 
The Department understands that homeowners with special needs may require additional assistance to prepare an 
application. Persons with special needs may also have a relatively higher need for assistance due to lower income levels. 
The proposed Action Plan targeted 10 percent of the HAP for persons with special needs. According to HUD, in 
addition to the homeless, special needs populations include persons with disabilities, the elderly, persons with alcohol 
and/or drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS, and public housing residents. The original target was based on the 
percentage of persons with “mobility/self-care limitations and that earn less than 80 percent of AMFI.” Based on public 
comment, it appears that the percentage of elderly persons in the region might provide a better indication of how large 
the target for persons with special needs should be.  
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Based on public comment, the special needs percentage is being increased to 20 percent as indicated from a review of 
decennial Census data. If the maximum assistance amount of $40,000 was utilized for each special needs household 
assisted, then this funding would serve approximately 1,000 households. To clarify what “special needs” populations 
include the HUD definition was also added to the Action Plan. The following revision was made to the Action Plan. 

“Part of this funding priority, $42 M. (20 percent of the Homeowner Assistance Program funds) will be targeted specifically for persons 
with special needs. According to HUD, in addition to the homeless, special needs populations include persons with disabilities, the 
elderly, persons with alcohol and/or drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS, and public housing residents. The targeted amount is 
based on the percentage of elderly households in the 22 counties eligible for this funding.” 

Geographic Distribution of Funds (1, 2, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 24, 38, 40, 43, and 44) 

A comment stated that ensuring that applicants who have already applied for PL 109-148 funds will receive priority for 
this Action Plan’s funds is an effective way to target the funds to areas with the highest need. 

In contrast, a number of comments were made that the Action Plan does not allocate the funding geographically based 
on need. It was suggested that given the limited CDBG funds, the State should target assistance to the hardest-hit 
counties of Hardin, Jefferson, and Orange.  The most acute and enduring devastation is in these three counties, and the 
programs should be prioritized in these areas. 

A couple of comments requested that infrastructure funding be targeted specifically for Jefferson County as it did not 
receive any reserved funding such as that dedicated for specific activities in Hardin and Orange Counties.   

Simultaneously, comment was provided on the outstanding housing and infrastructure problems in the parts of the 
disaster region that may not have been as significantly impacted as Hardin, Jefferson, and Orange counties. An example 
provided from Tyler County was that storm debris from Hurricane Rita in drainage structures is causing flooding during 
current storms. 

Another comment stated that the Hurricane Rita storm damage data used to distribute the PL 109-148 CDBG funding 
was not accurate. This caused the level of need in some regions to be under represented which reduced the amount of 
funding they received. Therefore, if a need based system is used to regionally target the funds, then a different data set 
needs to be used to calculate the regional distribution. 

Staff Response: 
The State has identified almost $3 billion in damages related to Hurricanes Rita and Katrina. The Department 
recognizes that each of the 22 counties eligible under this program have outstanding needs. Unfortunately, the limited 
funding available will not fully address all of the needs in the impacted communities. The Department has sought to 
develop an Action Plan that will help as many people impacted by the hurricanes receive safe, decent, affordable 
housing as soon as possible.  

The priority established for HAP applicants that have requested PL 109-148 CDBG funding will effectively ensure that 
homeowners in the most affected counties are served at a higher rate than other parts of the region. Given the high level 
of need across the disaster region, the Department does not see a dramatic benefit in establishing a regionally tiered 
system of funding. 

No changes to the Action Plan were made to address these comments. 
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Importance of Distributing the Funds Quickly (8, 10, 11, 20, 21, 34, 40, and 49) 

Many comments were received on the need to quickly allocate these funds while ensuring that persons with the greatest 
need are not excluded from the process. The fact that a year and a half has passed and a lot of people are still without 
homes, living in damaged homes, or living in FEMA trailers was repeatedly emphasized.  

Concern was expressed that waiting on HUD approval and pursing an RFP process to hire a program management firm 
is going to greatly delay the distribution of funds. It was suggested that perhaps a few interim steps could be taken to at 
least get some of the money flowing. Examples provided included the following items. 
 Allow the local COGs to start drawing some funds down to serve households that have already qualified for the 

first allocation of CDGB funds. 
 Start having inspectors assess the damage to houses so the cost estimates will be ready when the applications are 

made.  

Staff Response: 
The Department clearly understands the need to get this funding out as quickly as possible. The Department is moving 
quickly to ensure that the Action Plan is approved and an appropriate program management firm is selected for the 
HAP program. The HAP application process associated with this Action Plan is designed to take advantage of 
qualification efforts of the PL 109-148 CDGB funding. Therefore, applicants that are being qualified now for that 
program are effectively in line for this Action Plan’s funds once the PL 109-148 funding is exhausted.  

From discussions with some of the COGs, it is understood that there are some bottlenecks in the process caused by the 
inability to find qualified building inspectors. Therefore, even if more funds were committed to the COGs, at this time, 
the assistance could not be provided immediately. In order to expedite the inspection process, the Department will 
encourage the program management firm to utilize housing assessment information already gathered by the COGs.  

Since the Rental Housing Stock Restoration Program and Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Programs are being 
administered directly by TDHCA and ORCA, NOFAs for these activities will be available after HUD approval of the 
Action Plan. 

No changes to the Action Plan were made to address this comment. 

Integrating the Action Plan Activities with the Existing Assistance Efforts of Nonprofit, 
Faithbased, and Governmental Organizations (1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 17, 18, 19, 24, 26, 
32, 33, 36, 40, 41, 43, 49, and 50)   
A number of comments requested that the administrative structure established for the PL 109-148 CDBG funds be 
used to distribute this Action Plan’s funds. This is because the COGs have the capacity, experience, and an up and 
running system to get the funds out quickly while maintaining local control.  

Almost half of the commentators emphasized how important it was for the program management firm that will 
administer the HAP funds to work closely with community organizations, local officials, and regional councils of 
government because these organizations have: 
 discovered, over the past 16 months since Hurricane Rita, what the highest priority needs are and how these may be 

best addressed.  Therefore, the management firm should utilize the existing case management and intake systems to 
take advantage of this experience;   

 identified and to some extent prequalified thousands of families for the assistance associated with this Action Plan.  

A number of comments also expressed concerns that there will be a lot of confusion among potential applicants 
regarding the varying sources of assistance that are available and the corresponding eligibility requirements and 
application processes. One suggestion was that a unified “clearing house” is needed to distribute information on what 
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the State, councils of government, local government and private organizations are doing, by the key contact for 
applications, and help to coordinate the actions of the various funding sources. Such coordinator would also help 
eliminate duplication of funding as a central database could track assistance distributions. A number of comments 
indicated that the COGs are currently serving in this role and should continue to do so. 

A number of comments suggested that existing housing assistance applications with the COGs should be taken by the 
program management firm and given priority status under the first come, first served system. Once they are received the 
management firm needs to continue to work with these homeowners if the applications are not complete. The process 
needs to ensure that applicants in the pipeline will not lose their priority or change priority based on the status of their 
application. 

A number of comments were provided on the importance of providing case management to help homeowners 
(particularly persons with special needs) apply for and use the homeowner assistance funding. It was emphasized that 
case management extends beyond the act of qualifying people and many special populations will require ongoing 
assistance with working with lenders, contractors, etc.  It was suggested that local organizations should be reimbursed 
for assistance provided throughout the case management process. It was also suggested that the case management 
efforts should remain local. 

A comment specifically objected to the Action Plan’s use of the word “encouraged” in regard to actions the 
management firm might take to work efficiently with existing assistance efforts. It was suggested that this should be 
changed to make it mandatory that the project management firm review those programs and take advantage of existing 
applicant qualification efforts. 

A comment requested that an online registration and tracking system be implemented to facilitate application 
submission and ensure completeness of submitted applications.  

A comment requested that persons who actually experienced damage from Hurricane Rita should serve on the “Board” 
that will develop the actual application process.  

A comment requested that the contract administrator should have offices set up in this region. It was also stated that 
they should hire people that were affected by the storm that are now unemployed.   

Comment was provided that the text “outreach efforts are uniformly performed across the region” was not appropriate 
as need is more concentrated in some areas than others. 

Staff Response: 
Due to the amount of assistance to be distributed, size of the disaster region, complexity of regulations, and need to 
deliver the assistance in a timely manner, the Department believes that the use of a project management firm to 
centralize and standardize this effort is necessary. This project management firm will also serve as a clearing house for 
information and coordination of funding across the region. The RFP developed for the program management firm will 
clearly indicate that the existing intake processes of the COGs, the faith-based community, of non-profits, and other 
governmental entities shall be effectively incorporated into the process.  

The following changes were made to the Action Plan to more clearly indicate the desired relationship between the 
program management firm and existing assistance efforts. 
 The Action Plan was reviewed and words such as “may” and “encouraged” were changed to “shall” where the 

activity described is not optional. 
 A change to the description of the RFP working group was made to clearly show that individuals affected by the 

storm will be encouraged to participate.  
 A number of changes were made to the description of the RFP to more clearly indicate the responsibilities of the 
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program management firm. 

The Department recognizes the need to provide case management assistance to ensure that the persons with greatest 
need are able to access the funds. The RFP will be developed to ensure that ongoing case management assistance is 
provided to those households who need it and at a level of service that is appropriate to their need. While the RFP 
provides for reimbursement of local organization pre-application case management costs, for the program to be 
administered effectively, the program management firm will have to manage the case management process after the 
homeowner’s application is approved.  

The “outreach efforts are uniformly performed across the region” text was included in the Action Plan to ensure that 
information about the availability of assistance was distributed across the entire region. Upon review, this may seem to 
imply that the out reach techniques will be the same in all areas of the disaster region. As noted in public comment, 
because the concentration and types of need varies across the region it may be appropriate to use different outreach 
efforts. The following revision was made to the Action Plan.  

“The RFP will require the respondent to clearly describe specific efforts that ensure outreach efforts are conducted across the entire region.” 

COMMENT ON SPECIFIC FUNDING ACTIVITIES (In the order they appear in the Action 
Plan) 
HAP Comment  

Assistance Amount (1, 2, 16, 17, 22, 23, 24, 27, 30, and 48) 

A few comments suggested that the amount of funding per household was too low given the extent of damage to some 
homes. It was stated that homes FEMA considered to have experienced “major damage” had an average of $47,000 in 
damage and for homes deemed to be “severely damaged” the average amount of damage was over $60,000. The 
$135,000 amount allowable under the PL 109-148 CDBG funding was also referenced. Other comments focused on the 
ability of low income, elderly, and special needs households to make up the resulting funding gaps that exceed the 
$40,000. Since the targeted recipients of these funds are to be low to moderate income it seems unrealistic to expect 
many of these homeowners to qualify for the Action Plan assistance and then go out and obtain a loan to make up the 
difference imposed by the $40,000 cap.  It was also suggested that many elderly households may not be able to fund the 
gap because they live on fixed incomes and few financial institutions will provide a note for 20 to 30 years for someone 
who will likely not live through that note.   

To address these issues it was suggested that either the assistance amount should be increased or a mechanism needs to 
be put in place where the program management firm would have funds available or would work directly with other 
state, federal, private, nonprofit or other housing programs to help fill that gap rather than just leaving it up to the 
homeowner. 

It was suggested that it appeared that repair of existing housing problems would not be covered by the HAP program. 
For example, could the funds be used by low-income families who had both Hurricane Rita and other existing damage 
to their homes due to lack of maintenance, termites, or age to bring their homes up to current housing codes?  

A number of comments were voiced that households which had already begun or completed work through the use of 
their own funds or Small Business Administration (SBA) loans should be eligible for reimbursement.  It was indicated 
that these households should not be discriminated against for taking the initiative to put their lives back together. In 
addition to the issue of fairness, it was indicated by one commentator that it sets a precedent that it is better to wait than 
to take action. Also, it was suggested that in the case of Sabine Pass, residents may have faced specific costs that might 
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not apply to other areas of the disaster zone such as the need to have properties re-platted and elevation certified. If 
they went ahead and paid for these costs, then the costs should be eligible for reimbursement. 

Also with regard to SBA loans, comment was provided that clarification is required to describe what a duplication of 
benefits is related to an approved SBA loan. It is thought that an applicant who is otherwise eligible for assistance 
should receive that assistance with any loan approval reduced to account for the grant received.  

Staff Response: 
One of the goals of the Action Plan is to assist the greatest number of persons possible with a limited amount of funds. 
By establishing a maximum amount of assistance, the Department will be able to help many families meet the average 
cost of repairing a damaged home. The $40,000 limit was developed using Texas Department of Insurance figures, 
FEMA estimates, and early indications of the amount of repairs required.  Given the $210 million in homeowner 
assistance and the $40,000 limit, the Department will be able to assist approximately 5,250 households.  

With regard to what duplication of SBA benefits will entail, this will be an issue that will have to be addressed by the 
application review process put into place by the program management firm. As the SBA has its own legal requirements, 
in the end the SBA must determine what a duplication of benefits under its program would entail, and what that might 
mean in terms of the loan amount. Obviously the program management firm will work closely with the SBA in 
reviewing applications that involve their loans. 

No changes to the Action Plan are recommended.  

Contractor Costs (1 and 3) 

Comment was also made that the program management firm will have to vigilantly review eligible contractor costs to 
ensure they are not inflated as most of the repairs made by local community organizations have been much less than the 
$40,000. With lower assistance amounts, more households will be served. 

Comment was expressed to make sure that there are incentives for whoever the contractors are, not to spend money 
unnecessarily. 

A few specific items of concern were that the Action Plan states that: 
 [the owner must] “ensure mitigation efforts to reduce the impact of future storms are undertaken, if mitigation can 

be done to make a home safer and are cost beneficial to undertake, and if the homeowner’s eligible assistance 
allows funds for such activities;” and 

 the SPRP that the elevation funds “may also be used for other special construction improvements required to 
increase a home’s ability to survive another significant storm event.”  

The concern is that these items could encourage a homeowner or contractor to increase the cost right up to the 
maximum allowable benefit. 

Staff Response: 
The primary reason the specifically referenced sections were included in the Action Plan is that after the repairs are 
made, the State does not want these homes to be damaged by future storms that could have been prevented with cost 
effective improvements that may go beyond typical codes. In the case of the SPRP funding it is understood that making 
structures hurricane resistant (roof anchoring systems, special windows, etc.) is more costly than standard construction 
and wanted to be sure to indicate that these costs are eligible. In essence these costs serve the same purpose of elevating 
the structure to protect it from harm from future storms.  
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With regard to controlling contractor expenses for all HAP activities, the use of a project management firm will allow 
for consistent and effective review and approval of construction costs across the disaster region. One of the key 
provisions of the RFP described in the Action Plan will be for the respondent to “document their experience with 
administering such a program including evidence that they have previously developed and utilized effective standard 
operating procedures to validate eligibility, determine benefits procure and work with contractors, and account for the 
distribution of funds…” 

No changes to the Action Plan were made to address this comment. 

Household Eligibility (1, 2, and 24)  

It was suggested that households that are ineligible for funding either because they made too much money to qualify 
under some programs and not enough for others should be eligible for funds if funds remain after all other applications 
for an assistance activity are funded.  

A few of the comments expressed concern that it appears that in order to be eligible for the assistance a homeowner will 
have had to either received funding from FEMA or have made an insurance claim. 

Staff Response: 
Given the limited amount of funding available, the income restrictions in the Action Plan are thought to be appropriate. 

The HAP program is designed to serve any qualified homeowner whose home was damaged by Rita and who has a 
remaining funding gap to get the home repaired. The references to FEMA or insurance claims were only examples of 
how it could be clearly documented that the reported damage stems from Rita and not other events that may have 
damaged the home. The following text will be added to clarify that this is the case. 
“A description of alternate methods that a program management firm will use to establish that the damage was related to Hurricane Rita will 
be clearly described in a Request for Proposal.” 

Homeowner Requirements (1, 2, and 35) 
Comment was provided that the following two requirements to receive assistance under the HAP are unrealistic for 
some of the potential beneficiaries.  

“To receive assistance under this program, the owner must:… 
 agree to sign a legally binding agreement that commits the owner to the following terms and conditions: 

o the home will meet the legal requirements of the State Uniform Construction Code, comply with local zoning, 
and comply with the latest available FEMA guidance for base flood elevations, unless exceptions are granted by 
TDHCA where the action is designed or modified to minimize harm to or within a floodplain;… 

o maintain hazard insurance and flood insurance;…” 

As previously mentioned, the need to bring some homes up to current standards is going to create a financing gap that 
is well beyond the $40,000 max under the HAP. Therefore, just to fix a roof, a low income household in a home with 
problems that preceded the storm would have to find funds to rehabilitate the entire home. 

The ability of some residents (particularly very low income) who were previously not insured or under insured prior to 
Hurricane Rita to now qualify and pay for such insurance after the storm does not seem realistic. 
Staff Response: 
The Department recognizes that the amount of funds available is not sufficient to meet the outstanding needs in the 
impacted areas. To meet any financing gaps, layering of additional funds may be required.  
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There is a CDBG program requirement that homes receiving assistance in a flood plain must have flood insurance. The 
language relating to this issue in the Action Plan was changed to read: 

“To receive assistance under this funding activity, the owner must:… 
 agree to sign a legally binding agreement that commits the owner to the following terms and conditions:… 

o maintain flood insurance if the home is located in a floodplain…”  

Sabine Pass Restoration Program (16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30, 31, 45, 46, and 48) 
A great deal of comment was received on the extreme level of destruction and problems faced by the community of 
Sabine Pass. This comment emphasized that in addition to the lives of individual families, the level of damage 
threatened the entire fabric of the community. Many of the residents voiced personal stories of how long they have 
been waiting for assistance and the need to get this money to them in a timely manner so they do not have to leave the 
community. The need to establish a stable population base to support the other parts of the community’s public 
infrastructure (schools, stores, employers) was also emphasized. 

Comment also requested that funds to relocate outside of Sabine Pass not be allowed.  

One comment supported the 150 percent of median income restriction that allows more households to be eligible.    

There were a number of comments regarding the $30,000 amount available for elevating structures under the SPRP.  
From a review of the public comment it is difficult to determine if the commenter wanted to be able to use the funds 
for both elevation and reconstruction or just wanted to ensure that the funds could be used to elevate reconstructed 
homes as well as rehabilitated homes.  

Staff Response: 
The Department recognizes the special needs of Sabine Pass in the establishment of this funding priority for the 
community. The provision of funding for elevation and repair recognizes the impact of the storm in this area. The 
Department has committed to alerting FEMA to the delay in this funding being made available and the special needs of 
this area.  

The Department desires to balance the concern about funds being used to relocate outside of Sabine Pass with the need 
to provide safe, decent affordable housing options to persons impacted by the hurricanes and has altered the Action 
Plan as follows: 

“After 180 days if uncommitted funding remains available, in instances where a homeowner whose family income is up to 150 percent of the 
area median family income has experienced damage in an amount equal to or greater than 50 percent of the market value of the home at the 
time of the storm based on an appraisal and wants to move out of the flood plain, a grant in an amount up to $40,000 will be made 
available to purchase a new home elsewhere in the Rita Go Zone.” 

To address concerns about reconstruction, the following change was made to the Plan: 

“Homeowners may apply for assistance in an amount up to $30,000 to help defray the costs of elevating rehabilitated or reconstructed homes 
in accordance with FEMA advisory flood elevations or subsequent FEMA permanent maps. Unlike the home rehabilitation and 
reconstruction assistance described above, homeowner income restrictions do not apply for the home elevation assistance.” 

Rental Housing Stock Restoration Program (2, 24, 39, and 44) 
A comment was made that the Action Plan appears to preclude the use of these funds for demolition and site clearance 
for rental units that will be reconstructed.  

A comment was made that applicants should be able to receive a priority for leveraging other funds and that are ready 
to proceed. 
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A number of comments were provided on the Action Plan’s prioritization of assistance for multifamily apartment 
complexes larger than 16 units. One commenter asked that given that the Governor’s and FEMA’s damage estimates 
indicating that the vast majority of reported damage was single-family rental homes, why should multifamily properties 
have the first priority under this rental program. A specific example provided by another person was that they have 123 
apartments that are operated under one company.  These units provide affordable housing for low and medium income 
people but are on scattered sites.  They are mostly duplexes, triplexes, and other small apartment complexes.   

A couple of comments were provided on the need to give public housing authorities priority in receiving these funds as 
the legislation specifically refers to them.  

It was questioned why the program management firm would oversee the Rental Housing Stock Restoration activity. It 
was suggested that the PHAs would be best able to do this with their existing capacity and knowledge of local needs.  

Staff Response: 
With regard to the comment on allowable construction activities, the Action Plan contains the following text which 
specifically indicates that reconstruction, demolition, and site clearance are eligible uses for the assistance.  

“As further described in the Federal Register, Texas shall set aside $82.9 million which will be used for activities related to the “repair, 
rehabilitation, and reconstruction (including demolition, site clearance and remediation) of the affordable rental housing stock (including public 
and other HUD-assisted housing) in the impacted areas.”  

Preference is being provided for larger, non scattered developments to expedite the distribution of assistance. Qualifying 
and inspecting dwellings on multiple plots would greatly complicate the process and require a program management 
firm as is the case with the HAP. By focusing on larger multifamily developments, the Department will be able to 
administer this activity with existing staff. The legislation also appears to place a priority on PHA restoration activities 
which is thought to involve larger properties.  

Department research indicates that the multifamily developments with the greatest remaining need are PHA properties. 
It is anticipated that the PHA’s will comprise the majority of the applicants for this funding. The scoring system for the 
Rental Housing Stock Restoration program will be fully described in the NOFA for this activity.  

CITY OF HOUSTON AND HARRIS COUNTY PUBLIC SERVICE AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (2, 5, and 6) 
One comment expressed a concern that the proposed use of funds for the City of Houston and Harris County Public 
Service and Community Development Program appears to be primarily focused on infrastructure. It was suggested that 
currently no assistance is being provided in the Action Plan for the Katrina evacuees who are remaining in Houston, 
and who will probably be there for the long term. It was also stated that low-income families should be the sole 
beneficiaries under this program because, as evidenced by a Gallup Poll commissioned by the Texas Health and Human 
Services Commissions, 41 percent of the Katrina evacuees have an income of less than $500 a month, and 135,000 of 
them are dependent upon temporary housing subsidies. Since these are extremely poor people, they should be served 
with this very limited amount of assistance. 

Other specific uses that were suggested for the City of Houston and Harris County Public Service and Community 
Development Program included: 
 additional disaster recovery assistance needs for Katrina evacuees. This would include: youth services, youth 

alternative services, mental health services, employment assistance, and child care; 
 affordable housing assistance - including targeted assistance for seniors, persons with disabilities, and those families 

with members who have serious illnesses. The preference is for affordable owner occupied housing. 
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The importance, when developing the plan for these funds, of including the affected persons in the process was also 
emphasized along with the dire need to deliver the assistance quickly. 

Staff Response:  
The use of the City of Houston and Harris County Public Service and Community Development Program assistance 
will be developed at the local level. The process of developing this plan will include local hearings to gather comment on 
what types of need are the most critical. No changes to the Action Plan were made to address this comment. 

Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program  

Allowable Uses (2, 4, 3, 15, 24, 37, 38, and 45) 
One comment stated that the Action Plan should not provide assistance for infrastructure or other services until the 
housing needs of impacted families are fully addressed. While infrastructure is important, it was thought that the true 
suffering is with the people who have lost their homes. It was also stated that it appears that this infrastructure need 
could be addressed by other funding sources. 

In contrast, a number of other sources emphasized the need for assistance for critical infrastructure projects. It was 
noted that under the first allocation of $74 million of CDBG funding, there were a number of local governments that 
did not receive any assistance. According to the public comment, there are a number of significant remaining problems 
that need to be addressed including water control facilities, water supply and waste water facilities, power transmission 
and backup systems and condemnation activities to remove destroyed structures. It was suggested that not addressing 
many of these issues will significantly affect the impact of future severe storms on the region. 

A few comments were made on the Action Plan’s prohibition of using the funds for generators. With regard to 
generators, the comment explained that local water supply corporations in rural areas, utility districts, and local 
governments who could not afford generators were without water for days after the storm. It was suggested that other 
funds are not available for generators.   

Comment was also made on the Action Plan’s prohibition of using the funds for shelters.  

Comment was made questioning if power grid infrastructure was a qualified use of funds. 

In cases where it appears a certain use is being prohibited, it was requested that the local elected officials and the citizens 
should be able to make their own decisions about what the funds might be used for as long as they were eligible uses of 
CDBG funding. 

Staff Response: 
Given the limited funding for all activities in the disaster region, the Department believes that the Action Plan’s 
allocation amounts for each activity are appropriate.  

With regard to eligible uses, the Department notes that while generators and shelters are not specific ineligible uses 
under the Federal Register Notice, the intent of the legislation is to cover “necessary expenses related to disaster relief, 
long-term recovery, and restoration of infrastructure in the most impacted and distressed areas related to the 
consequences of Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, or Wilma.” Unless the shelter or generator was damaged by the storm, then it 
would not seem to meet the “consequences of Hurricane Katrina, Rita, or Wilma” requirement. 

The Action Plan already includes “repair of roads and bridges, utilities, water control facilities, water supply facilities, 
waste water facilities, buildings and equipment…” as eligible activities. While not specifically identified in the plan, 
power related activities would fall under repair of “utilities.” The Action Plan does note that “Requests regarding utility 
reconstruction are limited to municipally owned entities.” The listed allowable activities would include repairing or 
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replacing damaged generators. Since repair of buildings and equipment is an eligible use, the following revision is 
suggested for the following section which precludes the repair of existing storm shelters damaged by the storm. 

“Ineligible activities include: 
 reimbursement of entities for disaster related funding that has been previously expended.  
 assistance for storm shelters that were not damaged by Hurricane Rita.” 

Funding Allocation by ORCA (37, 38, and 42) 
A few comments were made on the need for ORCA to allocate the infrastructure assistance that has not been reserved 
for specific uses through the council of governments as was done through the first round of funding.  A reason sited for 
doing so was that ORCA already coordinates the annual CDBG application review activities to select infrastructure 
projects that have the most meaning for local areas.   

Staff Response:  
To clarify how the unreserved infrastructure funds will be allocated the following text is being added to the Action Plan. 

“Unreserved Funds from the Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program 
The remaining unreserved funds from the Restoration of Critical Infrastructure Program will be provided in the form of grants in an 
amount up to $5 million to help communities address unmet, critical infrastructure needs directly related to damage from Hurricane 
Rita. In the event that more applications are received than can be served, ORCA will evaluate the requests based on priorities included 
in a NOFA announcing the availability of these funds.” 
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Commenter Information Table 
1. Ms. Celia Blanford Southeast Texas Interfaith Organization 
2. Ms. Carlisle Texas Low Income Housing Information Service 
3. Mr. Joe Higgs  Southeast Texas Interfaith Organization 
4. Mr. J. Andrew Rice  Public Management 
5. Ms. Glenda Jones Harris Greater Katrina Survivors 
6. Ms. Lisa Blakes New Home Family Worship Center 
7. Ms. Candye Anderson Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission 
8. The Honorable Joe Deshotel Texas House of Representatives 
9. The Honorable Alan Ritter  Texas House of Representatives 
10. The Honorable Mike Hamilton Texas House of Representatives 
11. Judge Carl Griffith Jefferson County Judge 
12. Judge Jacque Blanchette Tyler County Judge 
13. Commissioner Everette "Bo" Alfred Jefferson County Commissioner 
14. Mr. John Dubose Not designated 
15. Mr. Martin Nash  Tyler County Commissioner  
16. Mr. Adam Saunders   Resident of Sabine Pass 
17. Ms. Suzanne Simmons   City of Sour Lake Alderwoman 
18. Mark Viator Recovery Coalition of Southeast Texas 
19. Mr. Guy Goodson Mayor of Beaumont 
20. Mr. Sam Garrison  Sabine Pass Resident 
21. Ms. Karen Garrison Sabine Pass Resident 
22. Ms. Kay Peltier President of the Sabine Pass Organization for Disaster Relief 
23. Ms. Kristi Heid Principal of Sabine Pass School.   
24. Mr. Walter Diggles.   Executive Director of the Deep East Texas Council of Governments 
25. Pastor Kitty Shivers Key Sabine Pass United Methodist Church 
26. Pastor Robert Fisher  Pastor of United Methodist Church in Orange 
27. Father Sinclair Oubie St. Paul's Catholic Mission in Port Arthur 
28. Mr. Carl Snider Sabine Pass Resident 
29. Ms. Cheryl Snider Sabine Pass Resident 
30. Ms. Helena Saunders Sabine Pass Resident 
31. Mr. Gregorio Flores Sabine Pass Resident 
32. Mr. Harland Merriam Southeast Texas Interfaith Organization 
33. Ms. Angela Baker Southeast Texas Interfaith Organization 
34. Pastor Ernest Hendricks First Union Baptist Church in Beaumont 
35. Mr. Andy Narramore Nehemiah's Vision 
36. Mr. Pastor Neil Lindley First Christian Church in Port Arthur 
37. Mr. Jim Gibson  East Texas Council of Governments 
38. Mr. Jimmie Lewis Director of Planning for the City of Orange 
39. Mr. Donald Ball Orange Tri Star 
40. Ms. Cheryl Bean Resident of Kountze 
41. Mr. Robert Reyna Executive Director Of The Beaumont Housing Authority  
42. Mr. David Waxms Planning Consultant 
43. Mr. Pete De La Cruz Director of the Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission 
44. Mr. Barry J. Palmer Coats, Rose, Yale, Ryman, and Lee 
45. Ms. Glenda Eldridge Sabine Pass Resident 
46. Ms. Lou Teller Sabine Pass Resident 
47. Mr. Fred Forsythe Sabine Pass Resident 
48. Mr. Dale Watson Director of Planning, City of Port Arthur 
49.  Mr. J.F. Domino President of Entergy 
50. Ms. Regina Rogers Southeast Texas Emergency Relief Fund 
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APPENDIX C. HURRICANE RITA TRACK, STORM SURGE, AND 
MAXIMUM WIND GUSTS 
Source: All maps are from the National Weather Service Forecast Office, Lake Charles, LA website visited on 11/14/2006. 
http://www.srh.weather.gov/lch/rita/rita_main.php 

Hurricane Rita Track 

 

 

Hurricane Rita Maximum Wind Gusts 
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Hurricane Rita Storm Surge 
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APPENDIX D. MAP OF CENSUS TRACT 4824501160 WHICH INCLUDES 
SABINE PASS 
Source: US Census website visited 11/16/2006. http://factfinder.census.gov 

 

http://factfinder.census.gov/
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APPENDIX E. HUD REQUIRED CERTIFICATIONS FOR STATE 
GOVERNMENTS, WAIVER AND ALTERNATIVE REQUIREMENT 
 

In accordance with applicable statutes, regulations, and notices the State of Texas makes the following certifications:  

1. The state certifies that it will affirmatively further fair housing, which means that it will conduct an analysis to 

identify impediments to fair housing choice within the state, take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any 

impediments identified through that analysis, and maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions in this regard. 

(See 24 CFR 570.487(b)(2)(ii).)  

2. The state certifies that it has in effect and is following a residential anti- displacement and relocation assistance plan 

in connection with any activity assisted with funding under the CDBG program.  

3. The state certifies its compliance with restrictions on lobbying required by 24 CFR Part 87, together with disclosure 

forms, if required by that part.  

4. The state certifies that the Action Plan for Disaster Recovery is authorized under state law and that the state, and 

any entity or entities designated by the State, possesses the legal authority to carry out the program for which it is 

seeking funding, in accordance with applicable HUD regulations and this Notice.  

5. The state certifies that it will comply with the acquisition and relocation requirements of the Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and implementing regulations at 49 

CFR Part 24, except where waivers or alternative requirements are provided for this grant.  

6. The state certifies that it will comply with section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 (12 U.S.C. 

1701u), and implementing regulations at 24 CFR Part 135.  

7. The state certifies that it is following a detailed citizen participation plan that satisfies the requirements of 24 CFR 

91.115 (except as provided for in notices providing waivers and alternative requirements for this grant), and that 

each unit of general local government that is receiving assistance from the state is following a detailed citizen 

participation plan that satisfies the requirements of 24 CFR 570.486 (except as provided for in notices providing 

waivers and alternative requirements for this grant).  

8. The state certifies that it has consulted with affected units of local government in counties designated in covered 

major disaster declarations in the nonentitlement, entitlement and tribal areas of the state in determining the 

method of distribution of funding;  

9. The state certifies that it is complying with each of the following criteria:  

a. Funds will be used solely for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, and restoration of 
infrastructure in the most impacted and distressed areas related to the consequences of Hurricane Rita in 
communities included in Presidential disaster declarations.  

b. With respect to activities expected to be assisted with CDBG disaster recovery funds, the action plan has been 
developed so as to give the maximum feasible priority to activities that will benefit low- and moderate-income 
families.  



 

c. The aggregate use of CDBG disaster recovery funds shall principally benefit low- and moderate-income 
families in a manner that ensures that at least 50 percent of the amount is expended for activities that benefit 
such persons during the designated period.  

d. The state will not attempt to recover any capital costs of public improvements assisted with CDBG disaster 
recovery grant funds, by assessing any amount against properties owned and occupied by persons of low- and 
moderate-income, including any fee charged or assessment made as a condition of obtaining access to such 
public improvements, unless  

i) disaster recovery grant funds are used to pay the proportion of such fee or assessment that relates to the 
capital costs of such public improvements that are financed from revenue sources other than under this 
title; or  

ii) for purposes of assessing any amount against properties owned and occupied by persons of moderate 
income, the grantee certifies to the Secretary that it lacks sufficient CDBG funds (in any form) to comply 
with the requirements of clause (A).  

10. The state certifies that the grant will be conducted and administered in conformity with title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d) and the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601–3619) and implementing regulations.  

11. The state certifies that it has and that it will require units of general local government that receive grant funds to 

certify that they have adopted and are enforcing:  

a. A policy prohibiting the use of excessive force by law enforcement agencies within its jurisdiction against any 
individuals engaged in non-violent civil rights demonstrations; and  

b. A policy of enforcing applicable state and local laws against physically barring entrance to or exit from a facility 
or location that is the subject of such non-violent civil rights demonstrations within its jurisdiction.  

12. The state certifies that each state grant recipient or administering entity has the capacity to carry out disaster 

recovery activities in a timely manner, or the state has a plan to increase the capacity of any state grant recipient or 

administering entity who lacks such capacity.  

13. The state certifies that it will not use CDBG disaster recovery funds for any activity in an area delineated as a special 

flood hazard area in FEMA’s most current flood advisory maps unless it also ensures that the action is designed or 

modified to minimize harm to or within the floodplain in accordance with Executive Order 11988 and 24 CFR Part 

55.  

14. The state certifies that it will comply with applicable laws.  

 

Signed by: 

 

    
Michael Gerber  Date 
Executive Director, Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
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PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, discussion and possible approval of requests for amendments to Program Year 2005 and 
2006 HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) Owner Occupied (OCC) contracts to increase the 
maximum amount of assistance per home by 9.09%, but no more than $5,000 per home. 
 

Requested Action  
 
Approve or deny the request for increase in the amount of assistance allowed per home for HOME OCC 
and Disaster Relief contracts including increase in administration amount. 
 

Background  
 
The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Department) has received significant public 
comment, that like the tax credit properties who were previously granted an increase, the HOME 
contracts that were awarded in the 2005 and 2006 cycle are being impacted by the increased costs related 
to building materials and supplies and availability of builders due to Hurricanes Rita and Katrina. In the 
HOME OCC program, contracts are typically for nine (9) homes in 2005 and for five (5) homes in 2006 
to be constructed at a maximum cost of $55,000 each.  There are HOME Administrators who are 
performing only rehabilitations of existing homes, but the majority are tear down and reconstruct type 
activities as is allowed under the HOME Program.  
 
Staff is recommending that the value of each contract be increased by 9.09% or $5,000 per home, 
whichever is less. This would allow an increase of approximately $26,000 per contract. Without this 
increase, there is concern that the size of the product being built will be directly impacted or produce a 
lower quality product. Staff has examined the cost of this program and it would require an additional 
$3,096,453 in program costs and an additional $123,858 in administrative expense for a total of 
$3,220,311 for both years. De-obligated HOME funds are available to cover the cost of these increases. 
 
By approval of this increase, the Board would be waiving the current HOME rules that limit the amount 
of any OCC related contract to $275,000. It would also provide the direction to approve expenditures per 
home over the current $55,000. No other changes would be made to the existing contracts. 
 
If approved, staff would amend the current contracts to reflect the new totals but would not extend or 
delay any of the contracts. These funds would only apply to HOME OCC funds already awarded and not 
completed. Each Administrator would have the option to accept or decline the additional funds by not 
executing the amendment. Attached is a chart that demonstrates the impact per contract. 
 

Recommendation  
 
Staff recommends approval of waiver to the necessary HOME rules to approve costs not exceeding 
$60,000 per home by allowing an increase in the 2005 and 2006 HOME contracts of 9.09%, but no more 
than $5,000 per home, in accordance with Exhibit A as related to HOME OCC and Disaster relief. 



Exhibit A
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

2005 AND 2006 HOME OCC CONTRACTS

1/25/2007

Administrator Setaside
# of 

Units
Contract 
Number Begin Date End Date Project Budget

Drawn to 
Date

Initial Budget 
Per Unit

Proposed 
Increase Per 

Unit

Total Proposed 
Budget Per 

Unit
Total Proposed 
Project Amount

Total 
Proposed 

Project 
Increase

Amherst None 9 1000550 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 $495,000.00 $0.00 $55,000.00 $5,000.00 $60,000.00 $540,000.00 $45,000.00
Asherton None 9 1000468 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Bandera None 9 1000456 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Bee Community Action Agency None 5 1000558 10/17/2005 9/28/2007 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Bellmead None 5 1000502 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 245,304.00 0.00 49,060.80 4,460.07 53,520.87 267,604.36 22,300.36
Bellmead None 5 1000687 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Bells None 9 1000526 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Belton None 5 1000725 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Berryville None 9 1000520 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Bogata None 2 1000548 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 90,377.00 0.00 45,188.50 4,108.05 49,296.55 98,593.09 8,216.09
Bronte None 9 1000522 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Carrizo Springs None 9 1000470 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Center None 5 1000547 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 234,247.00 0.00 46,849.40 4,259.04 51,108.44 255,542.18 21,295.18
Community Development Corporation of Brownsville None 10 1000540 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 50,000.00 4,545.45 54,545.45 545,454.55 45,454.55
Corsicana None 4 1000545 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 200,000.00 0.00 50,000.00 4,545.45 54,545.45 218,181.82 18,181.82
Crystal City Housing Authority None 9 1000479 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Daingerfield None 3 1000485 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 124,269.00 0.00 41,423.00 3,765.73 45,188.73 135,566.18 11,297.18
Dekalb None 4 1000493 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 223,683.00 0.00 55,920.75 5,000.00 60,000.00 240,000.00 16,317.00
Dell City None 3 1000523 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 121,180.00 0.00 40,393.33 3,672.12 44,065.45 132,196.36 11,016.36
Denver City None 3 1000503 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 172,286.00 0.00 57,428.67 5,000.00 60,000.00 180,000.00 7,714.00
Driscoll None 5 1000734 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Duval County Disaster Relief 18 1000641 6/1/2006 5/30/2008 500,000.00 0.00 27,777.78 2,525.25 30,303.03 545,454.55 45,454.54
Eagle Lake None 5 1000714 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
EBENZ, Inc. None 5 1000488 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 239,302.07 24,526.07 47,860.41 4,350.95 52,211.36 261,056.80 21,754.73
Edinburg None 8 1000689 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 34,375.00 3,125.00 37,500.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
El Campo Disaster Relief 9 1000554 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
El Cenizo None 9 1000467 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Encinal None 9 1000472 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Eustace None 4 1000454 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 223,683.00 0.00 55,920.75 5,000.00 60,000.00 240,000.00 16,317.00
Garrison None 9 1000461 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
George West None 5 1000736 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Groesbeck None 9 1000516 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Hale Center None 4 1000663 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 243,600.00 0.00 60,900.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 240,000.00 0.00
Hardin County Disaster Relief 5 1000552 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 303,500.00 0.00 60,700.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 0.00
Haskell County Disaster Relief 9 1000407 8/1/2005 7/31/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Henrietta None 5 1000694 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Hitchcock None 9 1000455 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Hudspeth County None 3 1000524 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 121,180.00 0.00 40,393.33 3,672.12 44,065.45 132,196.36 11,016.36
Huntington None 5 1000704 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
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Ingleside None 5 1000459 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Institute of Rural Development, Inc. None 9 1000525 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Iowa Park Disaster Relief 9 1000410 8/1/2005 7/31/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Jim Wells County Disaster Relief 9 1000640 6/1/2006 5/30/2008 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Joaquin None 5 1000675 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Kemp None 9 1000509 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Kendall County None 2 1000460 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 95,403.00 0.00 47,701.50 4,336.50 52,038.00 104,076.00 8,673.00
La Grange None 5 1000716 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
La Salle County None 2 1000476 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 66,884.00 0.00 33,442.00 3,040.18 36,482.18 72,964.36 6,080.36
Lacy Lakeview None 4 1000686 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 220,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 240,000.00 20,000.00
Laredo-Webb Neighborhood Housing None 9 1000543 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Lockhart None 5 1000683 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Lone Oak None 9 1000507 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Luling None 5 1000682 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Malakoff None 9 1000508 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Marble Falls None 8 1000465 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 424,616.00 0.00 53,077.00 4,825.18 57,902.18 463,217.45 38,601.45
McCamey None 3 1000511 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 143,485.00 0.00 47,828.33 4,348.03 52,176.36 156,529.09 13,044.09
McKinney None 10 1000491 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 50,000.00 4,545.45 54,545.45 545,454.55 45,454.55
Midland None 5 1000450 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 150,000.00 0.00 30,000.00 2,727.27 32,727.27 163,636.36 13,636.36
Miles None 9 1000458 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Montgomery None 9 1000531 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Nash None 8 1000486 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 437,463.00 0.00 54,682.88 4,971.17 59,654.05 477,232.36 39,769.36
Nash None 5 1000665 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
New Braunfels None 16 1000483 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 317,909.00 44,240.00 19,869.31 1,806.30 21,675.61 346,809.82 28,900.82
Newton County Disaster Relief 13 1000551 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 479,000.00 0.00 36,846.15 3,349.65 40,195.80 522,545.45 43,545.45
Nome None 9 1000528 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Odem None 9 1000462 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Onalaska None 5 1000677 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Orange Grove None 5 1000731 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Plains None 3 1000457 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 170,564.00 0.00 56,854.67 5,000.00 60,000.00 180,000.00 9,436.00
Pleasant Valley Disaster Relief 9 1000408 8/1/2005 7/31/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Primera None 21 1000559 10/17/2005 9/28/2007 221,364.00 0.00 10,541.14 958.29 11,499.43 241,488.00 20,124.00
Princeton None 9 1000521 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Rising Star None 9 1000463 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
ROCKWALL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORP None 2 1000664 8/31/2006 4/30/2008 110,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 120,000.00 10,000.00
Roma None 2 1000477 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 66,884.00 0.00 33,442.00 3,040.18 36,482.18 72,964.36 6,080.36
San Benito None 16 1000542 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 31,250.00 2,840.91 34,090.91 545,454.55 45,454.55
San Marcos None 8 1000497 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 404,712.00 0.00 50,589.00 4,599.00 55,188.00 441,504.00 36,792.00
San Patricio County None 5 1000732 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
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San Saba County Disaster Relief 9 1000409 8/1/2005 7/31/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Santa Fe None 5 1000710 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Seymour Disaster Relief 9 1000411 8/1/2005 7/31/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Smithville None 5 1000720 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Socorro None 3 1000484 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 132,811.00 0.00 44,270.33 4,024.58 48,294.91 144,884.73 12,073.73
Splendora None 9 1000501 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Stamford None 2 1000512 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 71,343.00 0.00 35,671.50 3,242.86 38,914.36 77,828.73 6,485.73
Stanton None 5 1000739 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Taft None 9 1000504 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
TENAHA None 5 1000673 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Texarkana None 5 1000668 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Trinity None 5 1000703 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Turkey None 9 1000505 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Van None 9 1000466 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
WALKER COUNTY None 5 1000678 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Wallis None 5 1000706 11/1/2006 4/30/2008 275,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 300,000.00 25,000.00
Webb County None 2 1000494 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 67,559.00 0.00 33,779.50 3,070.86 36,850.36 73,700.73 6,141.73
Wharton Disaster Relief 9 1000553 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Wharton County None 7 1000506 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 392,433.00 0.00 56,061.86 5,000.00 60,000.00 420,000.00 27,567.00
Wharton County Disaster Relief 9 1000492 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 500,000.00 0.00 55,555.56 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 40,000.00
Whitney None 5 1000515 10/3/2005 9/25/2007 266,675.00 0.00 53,335.00 4,848.64 58,183.64 290,918.18 24,243.18
Wickett None 9 1000469 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 495,000.00 0.00 55,000.00 5,000.00 60,000.00 540,000.00 45,000.00
Willis None 7 1000500 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 396,397.00 0.00 56,628.14 5,000.00 60,000.00 420,000.00 23,603.00
Winnsboro None 4 1000544 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 223,683.00 0.00 55,920.75 5,000.00 60,000.00 240,000.00 16,317.00
Yoakum None 7 1000464 10/3/2005 9/28/2007 364,039.00 0.00 52,005.57 4,727.78 56,733.35 397,133.45 33,094.45

Total # of Units 713 $35,780,835.07 $68,766.07 $5,289,099.48 $478,332.07 $5,739,984.85 $38,870,188.41 $3,096,453.34

Administration (4%) $123,858.13
$3,220,311.48
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PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, discussion and possible approval of requests for amendments to HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program (HOME) contracts involving modifications that significantly decrease the 
benefits to be received by the Department. 
 

Requested Action  
 
Approve or deny the requests for amendments. 
 

Background  
 
The 2006 HOME Rules in the Texas Administrative Code, Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 53, Rule 
§53.62(b)(3) state that modifications and/or amendments that increase the dollar amount by more than 
25% of the original award or $50,000, whichever is greater, or significantly decrease the benefits to be 
received by the Department, in the estimation of the Executive Director, will be presented to the Board 
for approval. 
 
Department policy requires that the commitment rate and expenditure rate of each contract be 
analyzed when processing extension requests. Extension requests will only be considered by the 
Department to complete activities that are in process and that have been committed in the TDHCA 
Contract System. Commitment is defined as contract funds that have been pledged to an eligible 
household. These funds must be entered electronically into the TDHCA Contract System by the 
Administrator, and the funds must be approved electronically by the Department in the TDHCA 
Contract System. Before commitments are entered in the TDHCA Contract System all household and 
budget information must be verified by the Administrator. Documentation must be submitted to the 
Department to substantiate the commitment of funds.  
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Jefferson County Contract Number 1000596 
 
Summary of Request 
Jefferson County (County) is requesting a waiver of the $55,000 cap per unit and a reduction in the 
number of assisted households from thirty-six (36) to thirty-two (32), or a reduction of eleven (11%) 
percent of the households served.  However, the County is lowering the funds requested by only $250. 
The County is also requesting a six (6) month extension in order to complete construction. 
 
The County states that as a result of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the cost of construction in this area 
has risen dramatically. The low bid received for each house is over $50,000. When the costs of 
demolition, disposal, elevation and soft costs are added in, the total cost for each home exceeds 
$60,000 (see County’s request letter for details on the thirty-two (32) homes).  
 
The Department has acknowledged some increases and in a separate agenda item has requested an 
increase and additional funding for HOME related awards. The proposed increases on these projects 
exceed the increase suggested by staff in the new policy. 
 

  
Original 

 
Requested 

 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Households 36 32 (4) 11.0% 
Budget $2,080,000 $2,079,750 ($250) 0.0% 

 
The County has not yet committed the funds; however, because the original contract term was only 
twelve (12) months, the County requests a contract extension prior to the commitment of the funds. 
 
Amendment Number:  1 
Activity Type:   Owner Occupied Assistance (OCC) Contract (Reconstruction) 
Contract Executor:  Judge Carl Griffith 
Consultant:   GrantWorks, Inc. 
Contract Start Date:  April 17, 2006 
Contract End Date:  April 17, 2007 
Requested End Date:  October 31, 2007 
Service Area:   Jefferson County 
Total Budget Amount:  $2,080,000 
Project Amount:  $2,000,000 
Administration Amount: $80,000 
Amount Committed:  $0 
Amount Drawn:   $0 
Households Required:  36 
Households Committed:  0 
 
Requested Action 
Staff recommends approval of the reduction in number of households served and the six month 
extension. Staff does not recommend approval of the waiver to exceed the $55,000 cap, unless 
approved by the Board as a part of an overall policy, but not to exceed the amount 
recommended in the Board policy.  
 
The amount of soft costs and administrative costs currently budgeted for the County’s consultant is 
$214,260 and $79,990 respectively, for a total of $294,250.  To bring the houses in line, with cost 
limits the County should consider a reevaluation of the total costs of the houses before proceeding, 
including lowering soft costs or administrative fees. 
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Original 
 

Recommended 
 

Change 
Percent 
Change 

Households 36 32 (4) 11.0% 
Budget $2,080,000 $1,996,800 ($83,200) 4.0% 

 
The amendment, as recommended by staff, would reduce the required beneficiaries from thirty-six 
(36) to thirty-two (32), would reduce the contract amount to $1,996,800, resulting in deobligated funds 
of $83,200, and would extend the contract date for six (6) months from April 17, 2007 to October 31, 
2007 to ensure sufficient time to complete construction.  
 
The approval of this amendment would require the County to meet the following requirements: 
 

• Inclusion of language in any subcontract that provides the Department the ability to directly 
review, monitor, and/or audit the operational and financial performance and/or records of 
work performed under this contract. 

• Inclusion of language in any subcontract that failure of subcontractor/consultant to adequately 
perform under this contract may result in penalties up to and including Debarment from 
performing additional work for the Department. 

• Authority of the Department to directly review, monitor, and/or audit the operational and 
financial performance and/or records of work performed under this Contract. 

• Submission of a Monthly Contract Progress Report in a form prescribed by the Department. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 
DATE: December 7, 2006 PROGRAM: 4% HTC, Bond, HOME FILE NUMBER: 060612 
 

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Ennis Senior Estates 

 
APPLICANT 

Name: LRI  IV, LTD. Contact: John Barraclough  

Address: 800 W. Airport Freeway, Suite 1100  

City Irving State: TX Zip:        

Phone: (972) 445-4139 Fax: (972) 445-4138 Email: john@liferebuilders.org  

 

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: LRI Ennis Senior Estates, LLC Title: 1% Managing General Partner of Applicant  

Name: Life Rebuilders, Inc. Title: 100% Owner and Sole Member of General Partner  

Name: John Barraclough  Title: Principal  

 

 
PROPERTY LOCATION 

Location: 600' North of the Northeast Corner Of Rudd Road and Blazek Rd.  

City: Ennis Zip: 75119  

County: Ellis Region: 3  QCT       DDA 

 
REQUEST 

Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term 

Tax Exempt Bonds $7,685,000 6.25% 40 yrs 40 yrs 

HOME $1,900,000 1% 35 yrs1 35 yrs 

HTC $426,191 N/A N/A N/A 
Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Multifamily  

Target Population: Elderly Other: Urban/Exurban, Nonprofit, CHDO  

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 NOT RECOMMENDED DUE TO THE FOLLOWING:  

• The Development would require 100% of the HOME funds to be in the form of a grant based upon 
Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code (“TAC”) 1.32(d)(4)(D) 

• Without the HOME funds structured as a 100% grant or deferred forgivable loan, the Development 
is not financially feasible based upon the Department’s standards for repayment of deferred fees in 
less than 15 years (10 TAC Section 1.32(d)(5)(D)). 

• The Development’s net income is likely to be insufficient to support tax exempt bonds amounting 
to at least 50% of the cost making the Development ineligible for Housing Tax Credits (Internal 
Revenue Code Section 42 (h) (4)).  

                                                           
1 The Applicant initially requested a fully amortized HOME loan at AFR; the amended application for home funds reflected 
1% over 35 years; but, subsequently it has been determined that the Applicant’s request would be interest only for the first 
10 years at 0.5% and fully amortizing over the last 25 years.  
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SHOULD THE BOARD APPROVE AWARDS FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT, THE BOARD MUST 
WAIVE ITS RULES FOR THE ISSUES LISTED ABOVE AND ANY AWARDS SHOULD BE 
CONDITIONED UPON THE FOLLOWING: 

 
CONDITIONS 

1. A tax credit amount not to exceed $423,574 annually for ten years; 
2. A HOME award not to exceed $1,675,000 (unless additional HOME units are pledged) and Board 

recognition that repayment of the award will likely need to be based upon cash that may not materialize 
flow and/or a exit strategy sale price may not be sufficient to fund repayment; 

3. A private activity tax exempt bond amount not to exceed $7,685,000 of which up to $1,440,000 may 
need to be included in a earn out account and may not ultimately be achievable and therefore would 
have to be funded out of deferred developer and contractor fee; 

4. Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing of a third party CPA or Attorney letter of opinion 
stating that the proposed transaction with the amended debt amount meets the 50% test requirements of 
the Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h) (4) 

5. Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing, of an updated ESA addressing issues related to noise, 
floodplain, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, lead in the drinking water, and radon. 

6. Receipt, review, and acceptance by closing of resolution of the Tax Suit, filed on November 21, 2005, 
between Ellis County vs. Life Rebuilders; 

7. Receipt, review and acceptance by closing of documentation including, but not limited to, a new 
permanent loan commitment supporting a debt coverage ratio at a minimum of 1.10 based upon by the 
repayable position of the HOME funds as determined by the TDHCA Board (cash flow or hard 
repayable debt). 

8. Should the proposed number of HOME units or the proposed terms and rate of the HOME loan change, 
the transaction should be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted.  

9. Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-
evaluated and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted. 

 
REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 

Previous report in 2005 #05620 but was not presented to the Board due the lack of an affirmative 
recommendation and Applicant’s choice to continue to work on the transaction to find an acceptable structure 
that would be feasible.  This bond reservation was a carry forward from 2005. 

 
DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 

IMPROVEMENTS 
Total Units: 164 # Res Bldgs 41 # Non-Res Bldgs 1 Age: N/A  yrs Vacant: N/A   at   /  /     

Net Rentable SF: 123,960 Av Un SF: 756 Common Area SF: 4,300 Gross Bldg SF: 123,960 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The building and unit plans are comparable to other modern apartment developments.  They appear to provide 
acceptable access and storage. The elevations reflect attractive buildings. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on a concrete slab.  According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 25% plywood/hardboard, 75% masonry veneer.  The interior wall surfaces will be drywall and 
the roofs will be finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet, resilient covering, and ceramic tile.  Threshold criteria for the 2006 QAP 
requires all development units to include: mini blinds or window coverings for all windows, a dishwasher, a 
disposal, a refrigerator, an oven/range, an exhaust/vent fax in bathrooms, and a ceiling fan in each living area 
and bedroom.  New construction units must also include three networks: one for phone service, one for data 
service, and one for TV service.  In addition, each unit will include: microwave, an ice maker in the 
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refrigerator, a self-cleaning oven, laundry connections with washer and dryer included, a ceiling fixture in each 
room, an individual heating and air conditioning unit, individual water heater. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
In order to meet threshold criteria for total units of between 150 and 199, the Applicant has elected to provide a 
barbecue or picnic table for every 50 units, community dining room with kitchen, community gardens, 
community laundry room, a covered pavilion that includes barbecue grills and tables, an enclosed sun porch or 
covered community porch, an equipped business center or computer learning center, full perimeter fencing, a 
furnished community room, a furnished fitness center, a gazebo with sitting area, horseshoes, lawn bowling 
court, croquet court, bocce ball court, putting green, shuffleboard, a library separate from the community room, 
public telephone(s) available to tenants 24 hours a day, an activity room, a service coordinators office in 
addition to the leasing offices, a swimming pool. 
Uncovered Parking: 300 spaces Carports: 0 spaces Garages: 0 spaces 
 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Ennis Senior Estates is a 164 unit per acre new construction development located in southeast 
Ennis, Texas.  The development is comprised of 41 evenly distributed one story fourplex residential buildings 
as follows: 
 No. of Buildings No. of Floors  1BR 2BR    

 15 1  2 2    
 8 1  2 2    
 18 1  1 3    

 

The development includes a 4,300 square foot community building with a laundry area, mail room, 
maintenance office, computer work area, game room, beauty salon and fitness area. 

 
SITE ISSUES 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
Total Size: 14.37 acres Scattered sites?  Yes   No 

Flood Zone: Zone X Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes   No 

Current Zoning: A-3 PD Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes   No   N/A 
 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

Location: The proposed development is 600 feet north of the northeast corner of Rudd Road and Blazek Road 
in Ennis, Ellis County. Ennis is located in Region 3, approximately 30 miles south of Dallas.   
Adjacent Land Uses:  

• North: Undeveloped land immediately adjacent and  undeveloped land beyond; 
• South: Undeveloped land immediately adjacent and  Blazek Road beyond; 
• East: Undeveloped land immediately adjacent and beyond; and 
• West: Rudd Road immediately adjacent and some residential houses, and undeveloped land beyond. 

Site Access:  The Subject is located on the east side of Rudd Road, just North of Blazek Road. The main 
entrance will be off a new road from Rudd Road and a secondary access ingress and egress will be located on 
Rudd Road. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation was not identified in the application 
materials. 
Shopping & Services: According to the Applicant, convenience store shopping is within a mile of the subject 
and residents will be afforded on-site van transportation free of charge to shopping in downtown Ennis, where 
other retail is available. In addition residents will be afforded on-site transportation free of charge to medical 
facilities, recreational facilities and other facilities in Ennis and surrounding communities. 
Adverse Site Characteristics: 
• Title:  A Tax Suit was filed on November 21, 2005 styled Ellis County vs. Life Rebuilders in the 40th 
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Judicial District Court, Ellis County Texas.  As a condition of this report, this issue must be cleared prior to 
closing. 

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION 
Inspector: Manufactured Housing Staff Date: 10/11/2005  

Overall Assessment:  Excellent       Acceptable       Questionable       Poor      Unacceptable 

Comments:   

 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated September 22, 2005 was prepared by Giles Engineering 
Assoc. and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
Findings:  
• Noise: Not addressed in the report. 
• Floodplain: Not addressed in the report. 
• Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): Not addressed in the report. 
• Lead-Based Paint (LBP): Not addressed in the report. 
• Lead in Drinking Water: Not addressed in the report. 
• Radon: Not addressed in the report. 
• Recognized Environmental Conditions: The subject property is a 20-acre parcel of undeveloped land.  

The property is relatively level with a slope downwards towards the east.  The subject property has 
historically been undeveloped land. No indications of hazardous substances or petroleum products were 
observed during the current visual assessment of the subject property.  No recognized environmental 
conditions are associated with the current or former usage of the subject property.   
The adjacent properties are currently undeveloped land.  Additionally the subject property and adjacent 
properties are not included with the reviewed State and Federal environmental listings.  Considering the 
above, no recognized environmental conditions in connection with the subject property are associated with 
the adjacent properties. 

Conclusions:   This assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection 
with the property. 
Recommendations:  Based on the findings and conclusions of this assessment, further environmental 
investigation of the subject property is not recommended at this time. 
The submitted environmental site assessment did not address several issues required in the 2006 Real Estate 
Analysis Rules and Guidelines, Section 1.35(b) including: state if a noise study is recommended for a property; 
provide a copy of the current FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map and provide a narrative determination of the 
flood risk; state if testing for asbestos containing materials (ACMs) would be required pursuant to local, state, 
and federal laws, or recommended due to any other consideration; state if testing for Lead Based Paint would 
be required; state if testing for lead in the drinking water would be required; and assess the potential for the 
presence of Radon on the property. Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing, of an updated ESA 
addressing issues related to noise, floodplain, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, lead in the 
drinking water, and radon is a condition of this report.  

 
INCOME SET-ASIDE 

The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) set-aside.  The Subject 
qualifies as a Priority 3 Private Activity Bond allocation (§ 1372.0321).  The Subject is also a HOME assisted 
rental development.   The Applicant has indicated that are a total of 20 HOME assisted units (12.2% of the 
total) with 10 or 50% that have rent and income restrictions at 50% or less of area median family income and 
all remaining units with High HOME rent and long term income restrictions at 80% or less of area median 
family income.  These requirements affect only those units which are HOME assisted and do not supersede the 
minimum affordability requirements for applicants jointly applying for HOME and Housing Tax Credits or any 
other federal, state or local affordable housing programs.  All of the units will be tax credit units that will be 
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reserved for households earning 60% or less of AMI. 
 

 MAXIMUM  ELIGIBLE  INCOMES  

  1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons  

 60% of AMI $27,960 $31,920 $35,940 $39,900 $43,080 $46,260  

 

 
MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 

A market feasibility study dated January 11, 2006 and updated November 10, 2006 was prepared by Apartment 
Market Data, LLC (“Market Analyst”) and included the following findings:  
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “For this analysis, we utilized a Primary Market Area 
encompassing 1,387.95 square miles.  This Trade Area includes the City of Corsicana and much of the City of 
Waxahachie.  Approximately 3/8 of the Trade Area is located in Navarro County and approximately 3/8 in Ellis 
County.  The trade area also includes portions of Kaufman and Henderson Counties” (p. 37).  This area is 
equivalent to a circle with a radius of 21 miles. The PMA is quite large for a typical bond transaction but given 
that the property is targeting elderly and located in a rural area a larger than normal market area could be 
expected.  The PMA includes Country Lane Seniors, #060042, a 9% HTC development approved in July 2006, 
however it does not include Gardens of Mabank, #060206, a 36-unit senior development located approximately 
35 miles east in Mabank that was also approved in July 2006.   
Population: The estimated 2005 population of the primary market area was 145,332 and is expected to 
increase by 13.2% to approximately 164,846 by 2010.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to 
be 16,764 elderly households in 2005. 
Total Market Demand: The Market Analyst utilized a target household adjustment rate of 35.4% (p. 48) and a 
household size-appropriate adjustment rate of 9.3%.  The Analyst’s income band of $18,690 to $35,940 (p. 49) 
results in an income eligible adjustment rate of 20.2% (p. 49).  The income eligible renter adjustment rate of 
2.3% is specific to the income-eligible population (p. 55).  The Market Analyst indicates a turnover rate of 
63.8% applies based on IREM Income and Expense publication (p. 54). 
 
 MARKET  DEMAND  SUMMARY  

  Market Analyst Underwriter  

 Type of Demand Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

 

 Household Growth 22 5.4% 36 10%  

 Resident Turnover 384 94.6% 260 70%  

 Other Sources   73 20%  

 TOTAL DEMAND 406 100% 369 100%  

p. 64,  updated 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 36.21% based upon 406 
units of demand and 251 unstabilized affordable housing in the PMA (including the subject and Country Lane 
Seniors, #060042). The Market Analyst adjusted the total number of unstabilized housing by 54 units for 33% 
of demand from homeowners and 50 units for 30% of demand from outside the PMA for a total of 147 
unstabilized affordable housing units in the PMA (p. 63-64, updated).  The Underwriter calculated an inclusive 
capture rate of 68% based upon a supply of 251 unstabilized comparable affordable units divided by a demand 
estimated at 369 affordable units. The Underwriter included demand from senior homeowners transitioning to 
rental based on demographic information included in the market study. The Underwriter did not include 
demand from outside of the primary market area as demographic information was not included in the market 
study.  
Unit Mix Conclusion: “The design and layout of the subject would be of equal or better quality compared to 
other affordable projects in the area.  The project is well suited for new apartment construction.  The unit mix 
and amenities provide an excellent selection for prospective residents” (p. 34). 
Market Rent Comparables:  The Market Analyst surveyed 5 comparable apartment projects totaling 368 units 
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in the market area.  “This analysis is based on the most comparable market rate projects within the PMA” (p. 
107-108).  
 

 RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents)  

 Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential  

 1-Bedroom (LH – 50%) $477 $477 $0 $675 -$198  

 1-Bedroom (HH - 80%) $477 $477 $0 $675 -$198  

 1-Bedroom (60%) $595 $618 -$23 $675 -$80  

 2-Bedroom (LH - 50%) $558 $564 -$6 $750 -$192  

 2-Bedroom (HH - 80%) $558 $564 -$6 $750 -$192  

 2-Bedroom (60%) $695 $729 -$34 $750 -$55  

Note: Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent = $500, program 
max=$600, differential=-$100 
The Market Analyst’s market rents were questioned by both the Underwriter based on rents currently being 
achieved by the other tax credit funded developments in Ennis. The comparable developments utilized by the 
Market Analyst to conclude market rent include developments in Waxahachie, a large, urbanized area located 
closer to Dallas than Ennis, the smaller city where the Subject development is to be located. The market in 
Waxahachie is not as comparable to the subject as the market in Ennis.  The Underwriter also looked upon the 
rental rate information from Terrell, a more comparable city similar in size and located east of Dallas where the 
Applicant has other seniors only developments. It is also worth noting that three of the five comparable 
developments utilized by the Market Analyst to conclude the two-bedroom market rent do not have two-bedroom 
units. Rent information as of July 2006 from Terrell Senior Terraces I and II, an HTC development targeting 
seniors, with 72 and 180 units respectively, is summarized below.  
      1 Bed   SF 2 Bed   SF 
    50% of AMI $543 $0.76 $651 $0.65 
    60% of AMI $646 $0.90 $760 $0.75 
    Market  $675 $0.95 $790 $0.78 
The one-bedroom units at Terrell Senior Terraces are 714 square feet and the two-bedroom units are 1,007 square 
feet. Applying the per square foot cost for the market rate units to the Subject’s proposed, smaller units results in 
estimated rents of $605 for the one-bedroom units and $651 for the two-bedroom units.   The Underwriter 
ultimately was persuaded by the Terrell comparison and utilized $651 for the current max rent for the two 
bedroom units. 
Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “Apartment MarketData conducted an analysis of some 368 conventional 
(Market Rate) units within the Primary Trade.  These projects were all built between 1982 and 2004.  The 
occupancy rate for the market rate one bedrooms is 97.0%, for market rate two bedrooms it is 95.5%, the 
occupancy for the market rate three bedroom units is 100%, and the overall average occupancy for market rate 
units is 96.7%.  The apartment MarketData Report reflects an average rental rate of $1.008/sf for one bedroom 
units, $.914/sf for two bedrooms, $.960/sf for three bedroom units, and $.967/sf overall.  There are no market rate 
four bedroom units within the PMA” (p. 107). 
Absorption Projections: “We estimate that the project would achieve a lease rate of approximately 7% to 10% 
of its units per month as they come on line for occupancy from construction.  The developer has estimated a 
conservative 15 leases per month (9%).  An 8% monthly lease-up rate (13 units) would allow 13 units to be 
leased for months 7 through 17 with ten units leased in the 18th month for a total of 153 leased units or a 93% 
occupancy rate” (p. 95).  The Underwriter believes these are very aggressive lease-up assumptions given the 
current occupancy rate of other TDHCA funded developments in Ennis (mid 80%) and given the fact that  
developments targeting elderly households draw demand form longer distances and lease considerably slower 
than other developments.   There are approximately 90 vacant affordable units in Ennis between the last four 
developments TDHCA funded in Ennis.   
Unstabilized, Under Construction, and Planned Developments: The Market Analyst identified Country Lane 
Seniors with 164 total units as the only unstabilized comparable within the PMA. It should be noted that this 
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development in Waxahachie is of particular concern as it will have several significant advantages over the subject 
(timing, location, and larger income band).  While it is questionable to consider Waxahachie as an appropriate 
part of the PMA for the subject doing so suggests that the subject will compete directly with the Country Lane 
Development.   
Market Impact: “An apartment development would also help with labor support for retail and industrial 
development in the immediate area, and would not significantly impact neighborhood single-family housing. In 
fact, an apartment development would have less of an impact on the existing housing than most other 
development types present in the sub-market” (p. 104).  
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: While the Underwriter has concerns about the defined PMA, market 
rents, capture rate and absorption conclusions of the Market Analyst the information drawn from the study places 
the subject within the constraints of an approvable funding recommendation.   
 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: The Applicant’s projected HOME rents were calculated by subtracting tenant-paid utility allowances 
as of 12-1-2005, maintained by the City of Ennis, from the 2006 program gross rent limits.  The Applicant 
estimated the rents for the one- and two-bedroom 60% of AMI HTC units at $595 and $695, respectively. The 
Underwriter projected the rents for the two bedroom 60% HTC units at $651 based on per square-foot market 
rents for comparable units (see the Market Highlights section above). Tenants will be required to pay electric 
and natural gas.  The Applicant’s estimated vacancy and collection loss and secondary income are comparable 
to the Department’s estimated figures.  Despite the difference in rent assumptions, the Applicant’s effective 
gross income is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimates.  
Expenses: The Applicant’s total annual operating expense projection at $3,529 per unit is 7% higher than the 
Underwriter’s estimate of $3,818, derived from the TDHCA database, experience at other properties in Ennis, 
and experience with the General Partner’s properties in Terrell. The largest variances were in general and 
administrative ($14K lower than the Underwriter’s estimate), utilities ($20K lower) and property taxes ($15K 
lower).  It should be noted that the Applicant emphasized their experience in Terrell as documentation for their 
lower operating expense estimate.  While it appears that Terrell Seniors I and II actual year end 2005 overall 
expense performance is between the Applicant’s estimate and the Underwriter’s estimate on a per unit basis; 
performance in the three areas of difference identified above appear to have been higher than the Underwriter’s 
estimates.   General and administrative were $391 per unit for Terrell Seniors I & II, $337 per unit for the 
Underwriter’s estimate of the subject and $255 per unit for the Applicant. Utilities including water sewer and 
trash were $750 per unit for Terrell Seniors I & II, $677 for the Underwriter and $593 for the Applicant. 
Property taxes were $802 per unit for Terrell Seniors I & II, $790 for the Underwriter and $700 for the 
Applicant. The Applicant is a CHDO however; the Underwriter has confirmed that they do NOT intend to 
apply for the 50% tax exemption from the Ellis County Appraisal District.  Finally, the Applicant has 
understated TDHCA compliance fees by $15 per unit. 
Conclusion: The total expenses and net operating income are not within 5% of Underwriter’s estimates; 
therefore the Underwriter’s proforma will be utilized, resulting in an unacceptable debt coverage ratio of 0.82.  
As a result, the original first lien loan amount has been adjusted from $7,685,000 to $6,245,000, based on 
proposed permanent financing terms and reducing the HOME loan to zero percent but fully amortizing it over 
35 years and resulting in an acceptable DCR of 1.10 for both portions of permanent debt.   Adjusting the 
HOME debt by this method is detailed in the Real Estate Analysis Rules 10 TAC 1.32(d)(4)(D).  As will be 
discussed in more detail in the financing section below, since this level of debt provides insufficient funds to 
repay the anticipated deferred developer fee, the HOME funds must be provided on a cash flow basis in the 
form of a deferred forgivable loan.  If no debt service is attributable to the HOME funds, the maximum bond 
debt could rise to $6,950,000 based upon the Underwriter’s income and expense projections. 
Long-Term Feasibility:  The underwriting 30-year proforma utilizes a 3% annual growth factor for income 
and a 4% annual growth factor for expenses in accordance with 2006 TDHCA guidelines.  If the initial loan 
amount is adjusted to a minimum 1.10 DCR in the first year of stabilized occupancy, using the Underwriter’s 
base year effective gross income, expense and net operating income results in a debt coverage ratio that remains 
above 1.10 and continues as a positive cash flow for the 30 year term.   
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ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: 57.648 acres $280,170 Assessment for the Year of: 2005  

Building: $      Valuation by: Ellis County Appraisal District  

Total Assessed Value: $280,170 Tax Rate: 2.6319  

 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Contract of Sale  (14.379 acres)   

Contract Expiration: 12/15/2006 and one 365 day extension Valid through Board Date?  Yes   No 
Acquisition Cost: $355,000 Other:        

Seller: Life Rebuilders, Inc. Related to Development Team?  Yes   No 
 

 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 

Acquisition Value:  The Parent of the Applicant, Life Rebuilders, Inc. originally purchased 161.61 acres on 
January 31, 2001 for a total cost of $422,767 or $2,616 per acre.  The Subject 14.379 acre tract is part of the 
original 161.61 acre tract.  The Applicant significantly overstated the 14.379 acre site acquisition cost by using 
a price of $355,000 or $24,688 per acre.  During the past five years the developer has paid holding costs, 
engineering costs, and site development and infrastructure costs for a total (including original acquisition cost) 
of $961,499 for the entire 161.61 acre tract or $5,950 per acre.  The Applicant has not claimed that the 
additional holding costs were attributed only to the subject site but in fact plans to develop the entire site 
primarily with single family housing and thus the entire tract has benefited from the work done thus far.  The 
Underwriter calculated the land cost by multiplying $5,950 times the actual site acreage of 14.379 acres to 
achieve a prorated land value of $85,548.  An adjustment to the total source of funds needed will be made to 
the recommended sources if the Applicant’s total cost estimate is used in order to account for this overstatement 
of acquisition cost.  
Off-Site Costs:  The Applicant claimed off-site costs of $395,100 for a road, water lines and sanitary sewer and 
provided sufficient third party certification through a cost breakdown signed by Ms. Joyce Stanton a registered 
Professional Engineer to justify these costs. 
Sitework Cost:  The Applicant’s claimed sitework costs of $7,500 per unit are at the maximum of the 2006 
Department safe harbor guidelines, therefore, further third party substantiation is not required. 
Direct Construction Cost:  The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $160,626 or 3% lower than the 
Underwriter’s Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimate. 
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor’s and developer’s fees for general requirements, general and administrative 
expenses, and profit are all within the maximums allowed by TDHCA guidelines. The Applicant exceeded the 
Department’s 5% maximum guideline for contingency by $73,515. Consequently the Applicant’s eligible basis 
has been reduced by the same amount with the overage effectively moved to ineligible costs.   
Conclusion: The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, the 
Applicant’s cost schedule, adjusted for overstated acquisition costs, will be used to determine the 
development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis.  An eligible basis of $11,898,137 
supports annual tax credits of $423,574.  This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax 
credits calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 
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FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: National Alliance Securities Corp.  Contact: Stephen Lipkin  

Principal: $7,685,000 Interest Rate:  6.15%, fixed, lender's estimate Amort: 480 months  

Documentation:  Signed   Term Sheet   LOI   Firm Commitment   Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments:   

 

 
HOME Funds 

Source: TDHCA Contact: David Danenfelzer 

Principal: $1,900,000 Conditions: 1%, 35 year term and amortization  

Documentation:  Signed   Term Sheet   LOI   Firm Commitment   Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments: The actual amount is restricted based on the prorata amount of HOME units, 20 units or $1,675,000  

 

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: NDC Corporate Equity Fund VII, LP Contact: Robert Davenport  

Proceeds: $4,048,815 Net Syndication Rate: $0.95 Anticipated HTC: $426,191/year  

Documentation:  Signed   Term Sheet   LOI   Firm Commitment   Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments:        

 

OTHER 
Amount: $381,047 Source: Deferred Developer Fee and Cash Equity  

 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing: Based on information provided by the Applicant the subject property 
will be financed with approximately $7,685,000 in Private Activity Bonds issued by TDHCA.  These bonds 
will be sold to National Alliance Securities Corp. and carry a fixed 6.15% interest rate for a term of 40 years.  
As discussed above the Underwriter believes that a significant portion of these bonds will be part of an earn-out 
account which will only be accessed if the development performs better than expected by the Underwriter.  The 
Underwriter believes that the bonds would necessarily be reduced further by up to $1.44M if the HOME loan 
described below is required to be repaid in a full amortization and both debt instruments are considered in the 
1.10 DCR calculation.   
HOME Funds:  The Applicant is requesting HOME funds in the amount of $1,900,000 for 20 units however 
the proportionate amount of HOME units would suggest that the HOME award should be limited to $1,675,000 
or $83,750 per unit.  In order to obtain the full requested $1,900,000 in HOME funds a minimum of 4 
additional HOME units should be required.  The analysis herein was performed based on the requested 20 
HOME units and some modifications to this analysis would be required to consider 24 HOME units or the full 
amount of the requested HOME award. The current application reflects requested a 1% interest rate with a term 
and amortization of 35 years. The original request was for a fully amortized loan at AFR. Since the original 
application was made the Applicant has modified the structure of the HOME loan several times.  According to 
the lender and syndicator’s commitments the current request appears to be a structure that calls for interest only 
payments at ½ of 1% for the first 10 years to allow the deferred developer fee to be repaid and after the 10th 
year the loan will be serviced based on an amortization over the remaining 25 or 30 years.  The lender has 
indicated that he believes that the interest only payment in the first 10 years would be outside of the debt 
coverage ratio calculation and it is unclear if the structure for the last 25 years is similarly considered soft debt. 
The Department’s Real Estate Analysis rules at 10 TAC 1.32(d)(4)(D) require staff to analyze and recommend 
debt that appears not to be repayable by first reducing the interest rate on department debt down to zero or 
extend the amortization rate and second reclassify unrepayable debt as a grant.  Step interest rate or staggered 
amortization plans based on future proforma expectations are considered higher risk and avoided.  In this case 
the Applicant has requested that we allow the deferred developer fee to be paid out of the limited available cash 
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flow for ten years before stepping up the debt service for repayment of the HOME.  The predictability of cash 
flow ten years out is in serious doubt.  The fact that the development can not be predicted to be able to service 
the HOME debt today in year one at 0% with a 35 year amortization  is a much better predictor of the 
development’s ability to service the debt ten years form now than a ten year projection of that same year one 
projection. Therefore, the HOME funds, if awarded must be recognized as very likely to never be repaid, i.e. 
deferred forgivable or grant funds.  It is the Underwriter’s understanding that consideration of a grant or 
deferred forgivable loan for this development is not being considered.  Moreover, such a use of HOME funds in 
the past has generally been tied to the targeting of 30% and 40% income and rent levels which are not being 
considered in the subject development. The Underwriter’s conclusion is that the transaction is infeasible 
utilizing a repayable HOME loan in the amount of $1,675,000 repayable over a fully amortizing 35 year term at 
zero percent interest.  
HTC Syndication:  The tax credit syndication commitment is consistent with the terms reflected in the sources 
and uses of funds listed in the application.  
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $381,047 amount to 30% 
of the total fees. 
Financing Conclusions: The HOME award amount is below the 221(d)(3) limit for this project. However, the 
requested HOME loan exceeds the prorata share of development cost based on the number HOME units to total 
units. The Underwriter adjusted the HOME loan to $1,675,000 to correspond with the proposed number of 
HOME units. In order to be eligible for the requested amount of $1,900,000, the Applicant would need to 
propose additional HOME units. The Applicant’s request for a 1% HOME loan with payment deferred for 10 
years is not recommended. This type of structure is usually reserved for developments with deep income 
targeting. For the purposes of this analysis, the Underwriter is assuming a 35-year HOME loan at zero percent 
interest.  Should the proposed number of HOME units or the proposed terms and rate of the HOME loan 
change, the transaction should be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted.  
As stated above, the proforma analysis results in a debt coverage ratio below the Department’s minimum 
guideline of 1.10. Therefore, receipt, review and acceptance clarification of the permanent loan commitment 
supporting a debt coverage ratio at a minimum of 1.10, inclusive of the HOME debt is a condition of this 
report. The current underwriting analysis assumes a decrease in the permanent loan amount to $6,245,000 
based on the terms reflected in the application materials. This could result in a possible mandatory redemption 
of bonds in the amount of $1,444,000.  As a result, the development’s gap in financing will increase.  In 
addition, the total adjusted tax exempt bond amount is less than 50% of the total cost and may be in violation of 
Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h)(4) and therefore may render the development ineligible for housing tax 
credits. While this is a concern that must be verified once the final financial structuring is completed, this 
analysis reflects a structure with tax credits because no further analysis would be required to show that the 
transaction is feasible (i.e. the transaction is infeasible with out the credits). 
The Underwriter’s total development cost estimate less the permanent loans ($6.245M in bonds and $1.675M 
in HOME) indicates the need for $5,825,410 in gap funds. Based on the submitted syndication terms, a tax 
credit allocation of $613,201 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing.  Of the three possible tax 
credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($426,191), the gap-driven amount ($613,201), and eligible basis-
derived estimate ($423,574), the eligible basis-derived amount of $423,574 would be recommended resulting in 
proceeds of $4,023,950 based on a syndication rate of 95%. 
This results in the need for $1,801,459 in additional permanent funds (after excluding the excess acquisition 
cost of $269,452 discussed in the acquisition section above).  Deferred developer and contractor fees in this 
amount do not appear to be repayable from development cashflow within 15 years of stabilized operation.  
Therefore, the development must be characterized as infeasible and cannot be recommended for funding (10 
TAC 1.32(d)(5)(D). Any proposed change to the financing structure or proposed number of HOME units must 
be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the recommended credit amount may be necessary. If the HOME funds 
were delivered in the form of a deferred forgivable loan with no expectation of repayment or grant, the primary 
tax exempt bond debt could be predicted to increase to $6,950,000 and the resulting deferred developer fee of 
$1,096,459 would still not be repayable in 10 years but would be repayable in 15 years.  If the Board were to 
award the HOME funds as a deferred forgivable loan or grant therefore, the transaction would be viable. 
A return on asset calculation on the HOME funds is difficult to calculate in a tax credit transaction given the 
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limited true developer equity making the ROA unrealistically high.  Conversely, if all of the equity and 
anticipated deferred developer fee is considered the ROA is very low and generally acceptable.  Further 
complicating the ROA analysis is the disposition of repayment for the HOME funds and this should be re-
evaluated if an award is ultimately granted by the Board.  

 
DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

• The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, and supportive services provider are related entities. These 
are common relationships for HTC-funded developments. 

• Life Rebuilders, Developer, is the owner of the subject property and is selling it to LRI IV, LTD who is the 
Applicant.   

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: The Applicant and General Partner are single-purpose entities created for the purpose of 
receiving assistance from TDHCA and therefore have no material financial statements. 
• The Developer/100% Sole member of the General Partner and CHDO, submitted an audited financial 

statement as of December 31, 2004 reporting total assets of $5,442,190 and consisting of $14,255 in cash, 
$3,070,636 in receivables, $2,325,567 in real property, and $2,023 in Investments in Limited Partnerships.  
Liabilities totaled $2,913,160, resulting in a net worth of $2,529,030. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation. The General Partner is know to have been 
a General Partner in a prior tax credit transaction, Grace Townhomes, also in Ennis.  Grace Townhomes 
continues to operate significantly below the original expectation. Disagreements between the General Partner 
and the syndicator have lead to their departure as the General Partner. 
 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
• The Applicant’s income and operating proforma is more than 5% outside of the Underwriter’s verifiable 

range(s). 
• Unknown environmental/locational risks may exist  regarding the areas not addressed in the environmental 

study 
• The seller of the property has an identity of interest with the Applicant. 
• The development would need to capture a majority of the projected market area demand (i.e., capture rate 

exceeds 50%). 
• The Development is not financially feasible based upon this analysis and the Department’s standards for 

repayment of deferred fees in less than 15 years (10 TAC Section 1.32). 
• The projects net income may be insufficient to support tax exempt bonds amounting to at least 50% of the 

cost making the development ineligible for Housing Tax Credits (Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h) 
(4)).  

• The significant financing structure changes being proposed have not been reviewed/accepted by the 
Applicant, lenders, and syndicators, and acceptable alternative structures may exist. 

 

Underwriter:  Date: December 7, 2006  

 Bert Murray   

Underwriter:  Date: December 7, 2006  

 Brenda Hull  

Director of Real Estate Analysis:  Date: December 7, 2006  

 Tom Gouris  

 



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Ennis Senior Estates, Ennis, Tx, 4%, 060612

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util Wtr, Swr, Trsh

LH 5 1 1 640 $607 $477 $2,385 $0.75 $130.00 $68.00
HH 5 1 1 640 607 $477 2,385 0.75 130.00 68.00

TC 60% 54 1 1 640 748 $595 32,130 0.93 130.00 68.00
LH 5 2 1 830 733 $564 2,820 0.68 169.00 71.00
HH 5 2 1 830 733 $564 2,820 0.68 169.00 71.00

TC 60% 90 2 1 830 898 $651 58,590 0.78 169.00 71.00

TOTAL: 164 AVERAGE: 756 $821 $617 $101,130 $0.82 $153.78 $69.83

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 123,960 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 3
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,213,560 $1,260,360 IREM Region Dallas
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $10.15 19,980 19,980 $10.15 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: (describe) 0 $0.00 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,233,540 $1,280,340
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (92,516) (96,024) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,141,025 $1,184,316
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 4.85% $337 0.45 $55,325 $41,820 $0.34 $255 3.53%

  Management 4.00% 278 0.37 45,641 47,388 0.38 289 4.00%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 12.30% 856 1.13 140,367 136,737 1.10 834 11.55%

  Repairs & Maintenance 5.41% 376 0.50 61,698 62,812 0.51 383 5.30%

  Utilities 4.31% 300 0.40 49,193 29,520 0.24 180 2.49%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 5.42% 377 0.50 61,858 67,732 0.55 413 5.72%

  Property Insurance 3.78% 263 0.35 43,178 41,000 0.33 250 3.46%

  Property Tax 2.6319 11.35% 790 1.04 129,489 114,800 0.93 700 9.69%

  Reserve for Replacements 2.87% 200 0.26 32,800 32,800 0.26 200 2.77%

  Other: compl fees 0.57% 40 0.05 6,560 4,100 0.03 25 0.35%

TOTAL EXPENSES 54.87% $3,818 $5.05 $626,109 $578,709 $4.67 $3,529 48.86%

NET OPERATING INC 45.13% $3,140 $4.15 $514,916 $605,607 $4.89 $3,693 51.14%

DEBT SERVICE
National Alliance Securities 45.32% $3,153 $4.17 $517,083 $526,952 $4.25 $3,213 44.49%

HOME Funds 9.82% $683 $0.90 112,033 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW -10.01% ($696) ($0.92) ($114,201) $78,655 $0.63 $480 6.64%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 0.82 1.15
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10

CONSTRUCTION COST
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 0.64% $522 $0.69 $85,548 $355,000 $2.86 $2,165 2.53%

Off-Sites 2.94% 2,409 3.19 395,100 395,100 3.19 2,409 2.82%

Sitework 9.17% 7,500 9.92 1,230,000 1,230,000 9.92 7,500 8.78%

Direct Construction 46.88% 38,350 50.74 6,289,374 6,450,000 52.03 39,329 46.02%

Contingency 5.00% 2.80% 2,292 3.03 375,969 457,515 3.69 2,790 3.26%

General Req'ts 6.00% 3.36% 2,751 3.64 451,162 460,800 3.72 2,810 3.29%

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 1.12% 917 1.21 150,387 153,600 1.24 937 1.10%

Contractor's Profit 6.00% 3.36% 2,751 3.64 451,162 460,800 3.72 2,810 3.29%

Indirect Construction 5.08% 4,154 5.50 681,229 681,229 5.50 4,154 4.86%

Ineligible Costs 4.80% 3,923 5.19 643,353 643,353 5.19 3,923 4.59%

Developer's G & A 2.46% 1.91% 1,564 2.07 256,535 256,535 2.07 1,564 1.83%

Developer's Profit 9.84% 7.65% 6,257 8.28 1,026,142 1,026,142 8.28 6,257 7.32%

Interim Financing 5.93% 4,848 6.41 795,031 795,031 6.41 4,848 5.67%

Reserves 4.36% 3,568 4.72 585,112 649,757 5.24 3,962 4.64%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $81,806 $108.23 $13,416,105 $14,014,862 $113.06 $85,456 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 66.70% $54,561 $72.19 $8,948,055 $9,212,715 $74.32 $56,175 65.74%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED 

National Alliance Securities 57.28% $46,860 $62.00 $7,685,000 $7,685,000 $6,245,000
HOME Loan 14.16% $11,585 $15.33 1,900,000 1,900,000 1,675,000
HTC Syndication Proceeds 30.18% $24,688 $32.66 4,048,815 4,048,815 4,023,950
Deferred Developer Fees 2.84% $2,323 $3.07 381,047 381,047
Cash Equity from Applicant -4.46% ($3,651) ($4.83) (598,757) 0 1,801,459
TOTAL SOURCES $13,416,105 $14,014,862 $13,745,410

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$1,679,692

0%

Developer Fee Available

$1,282,677
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

TCSheet Version Date 3/22/06tg Page 1 060612 Ennis Senior Estates T C Sheet.xls Print Date12/8/2006 7:58 AM



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)

Ennis Senior Estates, Ennis, Tx, 4%, 060612

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE  PAYMENT COMPUTATION
Residential Cost Handbook 

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis Primary $7,685,000 Amort 480

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Int Rate 6.15% DCR 1.00

Base Cost $53.01 $6,571,229
Adjustments Secondary $1,900,000 Amort 420

    Exterior Wall Finish 6.00% $3.18 $394,274 Int Rate 4.79% Subtotal DCR 0.82

    Elderly 3.00% 1.59 197,137

    Roofing 0.00 0 Additional Amort
    Subfloor (2.24) (277,670) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 0.82

    Floor Cover 2.22 275,191
    Porches $5.02 16,400 0.66 82,328 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing $680 82 0.45 55,760
    Built-In Appliances $1,675 164 2.22 274,700 Primary Debt Service $420,193
    Stairs/Fireplaces 0.00 0 Secondary Debt Service 47,857
    Enclosed Corridors $43.09 0.00 0 Additional Debt Service 0
    Heating/Cooling 1.73 214,451 NET CASH FLOW $46,866
    Garages/Carports 0 0.00 0

    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $64.74 4,300 2.25 278,382 Primary $6,245,000 Amort 480

    Other: 0.00 0 Int Rate 6.15% DCR 1.23

SUBTOTAL 65.07 8,065,782

Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 4.55 564,605 Secondary $1,675,000 Amort 420

Local Multiplier 0.89 (7.16) (887,236) Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.10

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $62.46 $7,743,150

Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.44) ($301,983) Additional $0 Amort 0

Interim Construction Interes 3.38% (2.11) (261,331) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.10

Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (7.18) (890,462)
NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $50.74 $6,289,374

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA:  RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE

INCOME      at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,213,560 $1,249,967 $1,287,466 $1,326,090 $1,365,872 $1,583,421 $1,835,618 $2,127,985 $2,859,834

  Secondary Income 19,980 20,579 21,197 21,833 22,488 26,069 30,222 35,035 47,084

  Other Support Income: (describ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,233,540 1,270,546 1,308,663 1,347,922 1,388,360 1,609,490 1,865,840 2,163,020 2,906,918

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (92,516) (95,291) (98,150) (101,094) (104,127) (120,712) (139,938) (162,226) (218,019)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,141,025 $1,175,255 $1,210,513 $1,246,828 $1,284,233 $1,488,778 $1,725,902 $2,000,793 $2,688,899

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $55,325 $57,538 $59,839 $62,233 $64,722 $78,744 $95,805 $116,561 $172,539

  Management 45,641 47,010 48,421 49,873 51,369 59,551 69,036 80,032 107,556

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 140,367 145,981 151,821 157,894 164,209 199,786 243,070 295,732 437,755

  Repairs & Maintenance 61,698 64,166 66,732 69,402 72,178 87,815 106,841 129,988 192,414

  Utilities 49,193 51,160 53,207 55,335 57,548 70,016 85,186 103,641 153,415

  Water, Sewer & Trash 61,858 64,333 66,906 69,582 72,365 88,044 107,118 130,326 192,914

  Insurance 43,178 44,905 46,702 48,570 50,512 61,456 74,771 90,970 134,658

  Property Tax 129,489 134,669 140,056 145,658 151,484 184,304 224,234 272,815 403,833

  Reserve for Replacements 32,800 34,112 35,476 36,896 38,371 46,685 56,799 69,105 102,292

  Other 6,560 6,822 7,095 7,379 7,674 9,337 11,360 13,821 20,458

TOTAL EXPENSES $626,109 $650,697 $676,255 $702,821 $730,435 $885,738 $1,074,219 $1,302,990 $1,917,833

NET OPERATING INCOME $514,916 $524,558 $534,258 $544,008 $553,798 $603,040 $651,683 $697,803 $771,066

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193

Second Lien 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET CASH FLOW $46,866 $56,508 $66,208 $75,958 $85,748 $134,990 $183,633 $229,753 $303,016

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 1.12 1.14 1.16 1.18 1.29 1.39 1.49 1.65
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HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS - Ennis Senior Estates, Ennis, Tx, 4%, 060612

APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

(1)  Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $355,000 $85,548
    Purchase of buildings
(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
    On-site work $1,230,000 $1,230,000 $1,230,000 $1,230,000
    Off-site improvements $395,100 $395,100
(3) Construction Hard Costs
    New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $6,450,000 $6,289,374 $6,450,000 $6,289,374
(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
    Contractor overhead $153,600 $150,387 $153,600 $150,387
    Contractor profit $460,800 $451,162 $460,800 $451,162
    General requirements $460,800 $451,162 $460,800 $451,162
(5) Contingencies $457,515 $375,969 $384,000 $375,969
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $681,229 $681,229 $681,229 $681,229
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $795,031 $795,031 $795,031 $795,031
(8) All Ineligible Costs $643,353 $643,353
(9) Developer Fees
    Developer overhead $256,535 $256,535 $256,535 $256,535
    Developer fee $1,026,142 $1,026,142 $1,026,142 $1,026,142
(10) Development Reserves $649,757 $585,112 $1,592,319 $1,563,647

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $14,014,862 $13,416,105 $11,898,137 $11,706,992

    Deduct from Basis:
    All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
    B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
    Non-qualified non-recourse financing
    Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
    Historic Credits (on residential portion only)
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $11,898,137 $11,706,992
    High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $11,898,137 $11,706,992
    Applicable Fraction 100.00% 100.00%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $11,898,137 $11,706,992
    Applicable Percentage 3.56% 3.56%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $423,574 $416,769
Syndication Proceeds 0.9500 $4,023,950 $3,959,305

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $423,574 $416,769

Syndication Proceeds $4,023,950 $3,959,305

Requested Tax Credits $426,191
Syndication Proceeds $4,048,815

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $5,825,410
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $613,201
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

Action Items
Requests for extensions of the deadline to submit commencement of construction documentation 
are summarized below. 

Required Action
Approve or deny these requests for extensions related to 2004 Housing Tax Credit commitments. 

Background
Pertinent facts about the requests for extensions are given below. Each commencement of 
construction request was accompanied by a mandatory $2,500 extension request fee. 

HTC No. 04200, Alvin Manor Estates
(Commencement of Construction)
Summary of Request: Applicant requests an extension of the deadline for commencement of 
substantial construction. The reason for the request is that the City of Alvin has delayed 
construction. The applicant filed suit against the City of Alvin in September 2006 which alleged 
the wrongful refusal to issue the permits. Counsel for the applicant indicated that city has no 
authority under its ordinances to prevent development.  
Owner: Alvin Manor Estates, Ltd. 
General Partner: Alvin Manor Estates Management, LLC (Managing GP); Alvin 

Manor Estates Construction, LLC (Co-GP) 
Developer: Artisan/American Corporation 
Principals/Interested Parties: Elizabeth Young; Vernon Young 
Syndicator: PNC Multifamily Capital 
Construction Lender: PNC Bank 
Permanent Lender: PNC Bank 
Other Funding: NA 
City/County: Alvin/Brazoria 
Set-Aside: General 
Type of Area: Urban/Exurban 
Type of Development: New Construction 
Population Served: General Population 
Units: 28 HTC units and 8 market rate units (single family homes) 
2004 Allocation: $251,662 
2007 Allocation: $23,315 
Allocation per HTC Unit: $9,821 
Extension Request Fee Paid: $2,500 
Note on Time of Request: Request was submitted late. 
Type of Extension Request: Commencement of Substantial Construction 
Current Deadline: September 30, 2006 
New Deadline Requested: March 15, 2007 
New Deadline Recommended: Not Recommended 
Prior Extensions: Placement in service extended from 12/31/06 to 12/31/07 
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 Commencement of construction extended from 12/1/05 to 
2/1/06

 Commencement of construction extended from 2/1/06 to 
6/30/06

 Commencement of construction extended from 6/30/06 to 
9/30/06

Staff Recommendation: Deny the extension due to the unknown outcome of the 
lawsuit and the short construction time for the placement in 
service deadline of December 31, 2007. 
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

Action Items

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Request for Reallocation of Housing Tax 
Credits and Extension of Commencement of Substantial Construction for Wesleyan Retirement 
Homes, TDHCA #05142.  

Required Action

Approve, amend or deny the request for Wesleyan Retirement Homes.  

Background

Wesleyan Homes, Inc. (Wesleyan) received an allocation of Competitive Housing Tax Credits in 
2005 in the amount of $368,190 in the exurban set-aside in region seven (7).  As a 2005 award, 
the applicant is federally required to place the rehabilitated buildings in service no later than 
December 31, 2007, pursuant to §42(h)(1)(E) of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC).   

According to the owner, for the original timeline to be met, the residents of the Wesleyan 
Retirement Home were to be relocated to a new separate facility. However, a delay in the City of 
Georgetown’s approval of the adjacent landowner’s drainage plan caused a delay in the new 
facility being able to receive their permits to begin construction. Due to the delay in construction 
of the new facility, the residents of Wesleyan Retirement Home could not be relocated to the 
applicant’s desired location. The rehabilitation of Wesleyan Retirement Home could not begin 
on schedule without relocating the residents. The applicant states that Wesleyan Retirement 
Home will not meet the deadline to place in service by December 31, 2007.  Therefore, the 
applicant is requesting relief from the Department specifically to reallocate their 2005 award out 
of the 2007 ceiling.

Section 49.16(j) of the 2005 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules ("QAP") under which the 
partnership was awarded tax credits states: 

“The Department may, at any time and without additional administrative process, 
determine to award credits to Developments previously evaluated and awarded credits if 
it determines that such previously awarded credits are or may be invalid and the owner 
was not responsible for such invalidity…”.

It should be noted that staff does not believe that the credits are invalid and does not affirm that 
the applicant was not responsible.  While staff is sympathetic to the relocation issues, these 
timelines were one function of the developer’s responsibilities in their readiness to proceed. 

The applicant’s counsel asserts that the QAP provision giving the Board certain discretion to 
provide an extraordinary remedy that may override the regular allocation process, is consistent 
with Section 42(m)(l)(A)(iv) IRC. Section 42(m)(1)(A)(iv) allows a housing finance agency to 
allocate Tax Credits in a manner that deviates from its QAP if "a written explanation is available 
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to the general public for any allocation of a housing credit dollar amount which is not made in 
accordance with established priorities and selection criteria of the housing credit agency."

The applicant’s counsel also asserts that Wesleyan has fulfilled all of their obligations under the 
commitment and carryover allocation agreement.  Counsel has opined that the reallocation is 
permissible under §42(g) of the Internal Revenue Code, as Wesleyan is a “qualified low-income 
housing project”. 

Applicant also requests an extension of the deadline for commencement of substantial 
construction. The reason for the delay is that construction has not been completed on the new 
development that serves as the relocation center for the tenants of the development to be 
rehabilitated. The new development is not expected to be ready for use until the late spring of 
2007.

Applicant has submitted a pre-application for the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle. 

Owner:    Georgetown Senior Housing, L.P. 
General Partner:   Wesleyan Retirement Homes, LLC 
Developers:    Wesleyan Homes, Inc. 
Principals/Interested Parties:  Wesleyan Homes, Inc. (Nonprofit, Owner of GP) 
Syndicator:    Related Capital Company 
Construction Lender:   JP Morgan Chase 
Permanent Lender:   Wesleyan Homes, Inc. 
Other Funding:   Housing Trust Funds 
City/County:    Georgetown/Williamson 
Set-Aside:    Nonprofit 
Type of Area:    Exurban 
Type of Development:  Acquisition/Rehabilitation 
Population Served:   Elderly Population 
Units:     50 HTC units and 1 market rate unit 
2005 Allocation:   $368,190 
2008 Allocation:   $21,640 
Allocation per HTC Unit:  $7,797 
Extension Request Fee Paid:  $2,500 
Note on Time of Request:  Request was submitted late 
Type of Extension Request:  Commencement of Substantial Construction 
Current Deadline:   December 1, 2006 
New Deadline Requested:  July 1, 2007 
New Deadline Recommended: Do not recommend 
Prior Extensions:   None

Recommendation

Staff recommends denial of both requests.   

Upon denial of this request, this $368,190 allocation will be returned to the ex-urban set-aside in 
Region 7 for the 2007 allocation cycle. 















 Housing Tax Credit Program 
Board Action Request 

February 1, 2007

Action Item

Request review and board determination of three (3) four percent (4%) tax credit applications with other issuers for tax exempt bond transaction. 

Recommendation

Staff is recommending that the board review and approve the issuance three (3) four percent (4%) Tax Credit Determination Notices with other
issuers for the tax exempt bond transactions known as: 

Development
No.

Name Location Issuer Total
Units

LI
Units

Total
Development

Applicant
Proposed

Tax Exempt 
Bond

Amount

Requested
Credit

Allocation 

Recommended 
Credit

Allocation 

060440 Town Square 
Apartments 

Converse Converse 
HFC

252 252 $22,203,032 $15,000,000 $730,219 $730,219 

07401 Gulfway Manor 
Apartments 

Corpus
Christi

Nueces
County
HFC

151 151 $13,639,620 $10,500,000 $485,286 $481,841 

07402 Rockwell Manor Brownsville Cameron 
County
HFC

126 124 $9,962,325 $6,000,000 $387,384 $364,165 
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits 
associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with other Issuers.

Requested Action

Approve, Amend or Deny the staff recommendation for Town Square Apartments. 

 Summary of the Transaction

Background and General Information: The application was received on December 4, 2006.  The Issuer 
for this transaction is Converse HFC. The development is new construction and will consist of 252 total 
units targeting the general population, with all units affordable. The site is currently zoned for such a 
development. The Compliance Status Summary completed on January 9, 2007 reveals that the principals 
of the general partner have no properties in material noncompliance. The bond priority for this 
transaction is:

Priority 3:   Any qualified residential rental development. 

Census Demographics:  The development is to be located at approximately 680 S. Seguin in Converse. 
Demographics for the census tract (1316.05) include AMFI of $68,578; the total population is 9,612; the 
percent of population that is minority is 61.12%; the percent of population that is below the poverty line 
is 1.03%; the number of owner occupied units is 2,283; the number of renter units is 780 and the number 
of vacant units is 138. The percentage of population that is minority for the entire City of Converse is 
47% (Census information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2006). 

Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board approve the issuance of a Determination Notice of $730,219 in Housing Tax 
Credits for Town Square Apartments.   









TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: January 22, 2007 PROGRAM: 4% HTC FILE NUMBER: 060440

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Town Square Apartments 

APPLICANT 
Name: Converse Town Square Apartments, Ltd. Contact: Michael A. Hogan 

Address: 1931 NW Military Hwy, Suite 220 

City San Antonio State: TX Zip: 78213

Phone: (210) 682-1500 Fax: (210) 682-4015 Email: mhogan@hoganre.com 

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Town Square Living, LLC Title: 0.01% Managing General Partner of Applicant 

Name: Converse Public Facility Corporation Title: Sole Member of MGP (created by City) 

Name: Hogan Real Estate Services Title: Developer 

Name: Michael Hogan Title: 100% Owner of Hogan Real Estate Services 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 680 S. Seguin

City: Converse Zip: 78109

County: Bexar Region: 9 QCT DDA

REQUEST
Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term

HTC $730,2191 N/A N/A N/A
Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Multifamily 

Target Population: Family Other: Urban/Exurban

RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$730,219 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS.

CONDITIONS
Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-
evaluated and an adjustment to the credit/allocation amount may be warranted. 

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports.

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS

Total Units: 252 # Res Bldgs 10 # Non-Res Bldgs 1 Age: N/A yrs 

Net Rentable SF: 242,124 Av Un SF: 961 Common Area SF: 4,203 Gross Bldg SF: 246,327

                                                          
1 On 1/12/2007, increased request from request at application of $699,034 annually 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The building and unit plans are comparable to other modern apartment developments.  They appear to 
provide acceptable access and storage. The elevations reflect attractive buildings. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on a concrete slab. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 43% masonry veneer, 12% cement fiber, and 45% stucco.  The interior wall surfaces will be 
drywall and the roofs will be finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet and resilient covering.  Threshold criteria for the 2006 QAP requires all 
development units to include: mini blinds or window coverings for all windows, a dishwasher, a disposal, a 
refrigerator, an oven/range, an exhaust/vent fax in bathrooms, and a ceiling fan in each living area and 
bedroom.  New construction units must also include three networks: one for phone service, one for data 
service, and one for TV service.  In addition, each unit will include: microwave, an ice maker in the 
refrigerator, laundry connections, a ceiling fixture in each room, an individual heating and air conditioning 
unit, individual water heater, and nine-foot ceilings. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
In order to meet threshold criteria for total units of 200 or more, the Applicant has elected to provide an 
accessible walking path, community laundry room, controlled access gates, an enclosed sun porch or covered 
community porch, an equipped business center or computer learning center, full perimeter fencing, a 
furnished community room, a furnished fitness center, a gazebo with sitting area, a swimming pool, and a 
sport court. 
Uncovered Parking: 415 spaces Carports: 126 spaces Garages: 0 spaces 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Town Square Apartments is a 26-unit per acre new construction development located in 
Converse which is in northeast Bexar County.  The development is comprised of ten evenly distributed 
garden style residential buildings as follows: 

No. of Buildings No. of Floors 1BR 2BR 3BR
2 3 16 8 0
1 3 4 20 0
1 3 0 24 0
1 3 16 0 8
2 3 0 0 12
1 3 8 22 6
2 3 8 16 12

The development includes a 4,203-square foot community building. 

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Total Size: 9.78 acres Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone X Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: R-3 Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location:  The subject site is an undeveloped tract of land located in the 600 block of South Seguin Road in 
Converse.
Adjacent Land Uses:
¶ North:  Legion Drive immediately adjacent and  Saint Monica Catholic School beyond;
¶ South:  South Seguin Road immediately adjacent and  retail shopping beyond;
¶ East:  FM 78 immediately adjacent and  commercial businesses beyond; and
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¶ West:  South Seguin Road immediately adjacent and retail and commercial business beyond.
Site Access: “Access to the property is very good.  The site is one-quarter mile north from the intersection of 
S. Seguin road and FM 78, a major thoroughfare into east San Antonio.  From FM 78, one can connect to 
Loop 1604, Loop 410 and IH 35.”  (p. 2) 
Public Transportation:  Public transportation to the area is provided by VIA and the nearest bus stop is 
located on S. Seguin, directly in front of the site. 
Shopping & Services:  “Residents will have access to employment centers, financial centers, shopping, 
schools, recreational facilities, literary and cultural centers, and medical facilities offered throughout the San 
Antonio area.”  (Market Study, p. 3) 

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION 
Inspector: Manufactured Housing Staff Date: 01/03/2007 

Overall Assessment:  Excellent  Acceptable  Questionable  Poor      Unacceptable

Comments:

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated July 30, 2006 was prepared by Clean Environments, 
Inc. and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
Findings:
¶ Noise: “A noise study is not recommended for the subject property.  The property is within one fourth 

mile of the perimeter of Randolph Air force Base, but the most recent base noise study, Air Installation 
Compatible Use Zone Study, 2000, indicated that the subject property is outside of the noise contour area.  
The subject property is within one fourth mile of the Southern Pacific Railroad and Loop 1604; and the 
east perimeter of the site, FM 78, is a major thoroughfare in the area.  There is no indication of excessive 
noise because of the location of the subject property to the rail road and the highway.”  (addendum letter 
to the report)

¶ Floodplain: “The site is not located in the 100-year floodplain as indicated on Panel 48029C0318E of 
the Bexar County Flood Plain Maps.”  (p. 17)

¶ Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): “No ACM survey was conducted as part of this assessment.” 
[and is not needed since the site is currently unimproved]  (p. 16)

¶ Lead-Based Paint (LBP):  “A lead-based paint inspection was not conducted as part of this 
assessment.”[and is not needed since the site is currently unimproved]  (p. 17)

¶ Lead in Drinking Water: “Lead water samples were not collected as part of this assessment.”[and is not 
needed since the site is currently unimproved]   (p. 17)

¶ Radon: “According to the environmental database in Appendix E, the Federal EPA Radon Zone for 
Bexar County, TX is zone 3, which has an indoor average of less than 2 Pico curies per liter.”  (p. 16)

Recommendations: “Based upon these findings and the limitation of a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment, CEI is of the professional opinion that the Site is one of low environmental risk.”  (p. 18) 

INCOME SET-ASIDE 
The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) set-aside.  Any 
Qualified Residential Rental Project qualifies as a Priority 3 Private Activity Bond allocation (§ 1372.0321).  
Two hundred and fifty-two of the units (100% of the total) will be reserved for households earning 60% or 
less of AMI. 

MAXIMUM  ELIGIBLE  INCOMES
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons

60% of AMI $22,320 $25,500 $28,680 $31,860 $34,380 $36,960
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MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A market feasibility study dated November 3, 2006 was prepared by Apartment MarketData Report (“Market 
Analyst”) and included the following findings:  
Secondary Market Information:  A secondary market was not identified in the Market Study. 
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “The boundaries of the Primary Market Area are as follows:  
North – Interstate 35, East – FM 3009 extending to Interstate 10, South – Interstate 10, West – Foster road 
extending to Interstate 35.” (p. 30) This area encompasses approximately 57.43 square miles and is equivalent 
to a circle with a radius of 4.3 miles which is relatively large for a bond transaction.
Population: The estimated 2005 population of the PMA was 98,930 and is expected to increase by 2% to 
approximately 100,677 by 2007.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to be 33,713 
households in 2005. 
Total Market Demand: The Market Analyst utilized a target household adjustment rate of 100% and a 
household size-appropriate adjustment rate of 97.02% (p. 49).  The Analyst’s income band of $20,469 to 
$34,380 (p. 48) results in a renter-income eligible adjustment rate of 6.9% (p. 48).  The Market Analyst 
indicates a turnover rate of 74.9% applies based on IREM reports for the typical garden style projects in San 
Antonio.  (p. 49) 

MARKET  DEMAND  SUMMARY 
Market Analyst Underwriter

Type of Demand Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Household Growth 37 2.1% 39 2.2%
Resident Turnover 1,712 97.9% 1,699 97.8%
TOTAL DEMAND 1,750 100% 1,739 100% 

p. 51 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 14.4% based upon 1,750 
units of demand and 252 unstabilized affordable housing in the PMA (including the subject) (p. 51).  The 
Underwriter calculated an inclusive capture rate of 14.5% based upon a revised demand estimate for 1,739 
affordable units. 
Unit Mix Conclusion:  “…we conclude that the unit mix of the subject will vary from the demographic 
make-up of the Primary Market Area…Because of the physical, economic, and functional characteristics of 
the PAB and LIHTC programs, it is logical that some variation will exist from market demographic 
characteristics to the actual physical project.  It is our opinion, given current occupancies and the forecasted 
household growth, that the subject unit mix, for all purposes, will meet the needs of lower and median income 
families within the submarket.”  (p. 95) 
Market Rent Comparables: The Market Analyst surveyed six comparable apartment projects totaling 1,247 
units in the market area.  (p. 100) 

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential
1-Bedroom (60%) 754 sq ft $530 $530 $0 $680 -$150
1-Bedroom (60%) 755 sq ft $530 $530 $0 $680 -$150
1-Bedroom (60%) 759 sq ft $530 $530 $0 $680 -$150
1-Bedroom (60%) 766 sq ft $530 $530 $0 $685 -$155
2-Bedroom (60%)  $636 $636 $0 $770 -$134
2-Bedroom (60%) $636 $636 $0 $825 -$189
2-Bedroom (60%) $636 $636 $0 $835 -$199
3-Bedroom (60%) $726 $726 $0 $1,055 -$329

(NOTE:  Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “The current occupancy of the market area is 95% as a result of solid 
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demand.  Demand for newer rental apartment units is considered to be growing.”  (p. 10) 
Absorption Projections: “We estimate that the project would achieve a lease rate of approximately 7% to 
10% of its units per month as they come on line for occupancy from construction.”  (p.88) 
Unstabilized, Under Construction, and Planned Development: The Market Study indicates there are no 
unstabilized, under construction or proposed comparable developments in the PMA (p. 38). 
Market Impact: “An apartment development would also help with labor support for retail and industrial 
development in the immediate area, and would not significantly impact neighborhood single-family housing. 
In fact, an apartment development would have less of an impact on the existing housing than most other 
development types present in the sub-market” (p. 85).
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study provided sufficient 
information on which to base a funding recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income:  The Applicant’s projected rents collected per unit were calculated by subtracting tenant-paid utility 
allowances as of June 1, 2006, maintained by San Antonio Housing Authority, from the 2006 program gross 
rent limits.  Tenants will be required to pay for electricity. 
In addition to secondary income from normal operation, the Applicant projects income from covered parking, 
telephone commissions and cable commissions.  The underwriting analysis generally assumes the maximum 
$15 per unit per month in secondary income from normal operation and in this case an additional $5 per unit 
per month from a combination of sources including telephone and cable commissions.  The additional 
secondary income is supported by the operating statement for Eagle Ridge Apartments, a 280-unit 
development that received tax credits in 2001. 
The Applicant’s vacancy and collection loss assumption is in line with 2006 underwriting guidelines and their 
effective gross income assumption is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate. 
Expenses: The Applicant’s total annual operating expense projection at $3,078 per unit is not within 5% of 
the Underwriter’s estimate of $3,470, derived from the TDHCA database and third-party data sources.  The 
Applicant’s general and administrative expense, payroll expense, and utilities expense appear to be 
understated based on not only the database information available to the Underwriter, but also the operating 
statement for Eagle Ridge Apartments provided by the Applicant.  Converse Town Square Apartments will 
be entering into a long term lease with Converse Public Facility Corporation, and the development will be 
entitled to a 100% ad valorem tax exemption pursuant to the Texas Local Government Code Sec. 303.042.  
Therefore the underwriting analysis reflects a 100% property tax exemption. 
Conclusion:  While the Applicant’s estimate of effective gross income is comparable to the Underwriter’s 
estimate, the Applicant’s operating expenses and net operating income are each vary by more than 5% from 
Underwriter’s estimates. Therefore, the Underwriter’s Year One proforma is used to determine the 
development’s debt capacity and debt coverage ratio (DCR). 
The proforma and estimated debt service result in a debt coverage ratio (DCR) below the current underwriting 
minimum guideline of 1.10 (2006 guideline).  Therefore, the recommended financing structure reflects a 
decrease in the permanent mortgage based on the interest rate and amortization period indicated in the 
permanent financing documentation submitted at application.  This is discussed in more detail in the 
conclusion to the “Financing Structure Analysis” section (below). 
Long-Term Feasibility: The underwriting 30-year proforma utilizes a 3% annual growth factor for income 
and a 4% annual growth factor for expenses in accordance with current TDHCA guidelines.  As noted above, 
the Underwriter’s base year effective gross income, expense and net operating income and a revised 
permanent debt service were utilized resulting in a debt coverage ratio that remains above 1.10 and continued 
positive cash flow.  Therefore, the development can be characterized as feasible for the long-term.
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ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
ASSESSED VALUE 

Land: (9.78) acres $565,000 Assessment for the Year of: 2006

Tax Rate: 2.924830 Valuation by: Bexar County Appraisal District 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Unimproved commercial property contract (9.78 acres)  

Contract Expiration: 3/1/2007  Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No

Acquisition Cost: $631,620 Other: Earnest money - $9,000 

Seller: Eugene Ellis and Deborah White Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value:  The site cost of $65,400 per acre or $2,538 per unit is assumed to be reasonable since 
the acquisition is an arm’s-length transaction. 
Off-Site Costs:  The Applicant claimed off-site costs of $23,625 for an access road and provided sufficient 
third party certification through an architect’s certification to justify these costs. 
Sitework Cost:  The Applicant’s claimed sitework costs of $7,216 per unit are within the 2006 Department 
guidelines.  Therefore, further third party substantiation is not required. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate, revised as of January 15, 2007, 
is $556K lower than the Underwriter’s Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimate.  
However, the Applicant’s revised figure is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate.  Furthermore, the 
Applicant provided a Standard Form of Agreement Between Owner and Contractor (AIA Document A101-
1997) supporting a total contract sum payable to the proposed general contractor of $14,833,579.  This 
amount is roughly equivalent to the proposed offsite, sitework, direct construction and contingency costs as 
well as contractor fees. 
Fees:  The Applicant’s contractor and developer general and administrative fees are within 2006 Department 
limits.   
Conclusion:  The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, 
the Applicant’s cost schedule will be used to determine the development’s need for permanent funds and to 
calculate eligible basis.  An eligible basis of $20,328,786 supports annual tax credits of $737,935.  This 
figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax credits calculated based on the gap in need for 
permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: Citibank Community Development  Contact: Jerry Wright 

Tax-Exempt: $14,000,000 Interest Rate:  5.35%, fixed, lender's estimate Amort: 420 months

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet  LOI Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments:

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: Red Capital Markets, Inc. Contact: Dale Cook 

Proceeds: $7,155,430 Net Syndication Rate: 98% Anticipated HTC: $730,219/year 

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet  LOI Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments: Terms for equity investment updated on 1/11/2007 
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OTHER
Amount: $1,046,887 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing:  The tax-exempt bonds are to be issued by Converse HFC of Travis 
County and privately placed by Red Capital Markets.  The permanent financing term sheet is consistent with 
the terms reflected in the revised sources and uses of funds statement. 
HTC Syndication:  The tax credit syndication commitment is slightly inconsistent with the terms reflected in 
the sources and uses of funds statement. The projected equity amount varies by $716. 
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $1,046,887, revised on 
January 15, 2007, amount to 43% of the total fees. 
Financing Conclusions: As stated above, the proforma analysis results in a debt coverage ratio below the 
Department’s 2006 minimum guideline of 1.10.  The current underwriting analysis assumes a decrease in the 
permanent loan amount to $13,415,000 based on the terms reflected in the application materials and the 
anticipated likely redemption of up to $585,000 in bonds at the conversion to permanent. 
The Applicant’s total development cost estimate less the revised permanent loan of $13,415,000 indicates the 
need for $8,788,032 in gap funds.  Based on the submitted syndication terms, a tax credit allocation of 
$896,828 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing.  Of the three possible tax credit allocations, 
Applicant’s revised request ($730,219), the gap-driven amount ($896,828), and eligible basis-derived 
estimate ($737,935), the Applicant’s request of $730,219 is recommended resulting in proceeds of 
$7,155,430.
The Underwriter’s recommended financing structure indicates the need for $1,632,602 in additional 
permanent funds.  Deferred developer fees in this amount appear to be repayable from development cashflow 
within 10 years of stabilized operation.  

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

¶ The Applicant, Developer and Property Manager are related entities. These are common relationships for 
HTC-funded developments. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights:
¶ The Applicant and General Partner are single-purpose entities created for the purpose of receiving 

assistance from TDHCA and therefore have no material financial statements. 
¶ The Developer, Hogan Real Estate Services, submitted an unaudited financial statement as of November 

30, 2006 reporting total assets of $3.9M and consisting of $314K in cash, $409K in current assets and 
$3.2M in long term assets.  Liabilities totaled $104K, resulting in a net worth of $3.8M. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation. 
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SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
¶ The Applicant’s operating expenses and net operating income are more than 5% outside of the 

Underwriter’s verifiable ranges. 
¶ The anticipated ad valorem property tax exemption may not be received or may be reduced, which could 

affect the financial feasibility of the development. 

Underwriter: Date: January 22, 2007
Carl Hoover 

Reviewing Underwriter: Date: January 22, 2007
Lisa Vecchietti

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: January 22, 2007
Tom Gouris



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Town Square, Converse, 4% HTC #060440

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util Wtr, Swr, Trsh

TC 60% 36 1 1 754 $597 $530 $19,092 $0.70 $66.66 $35.82
TC 60% 24 1 1 759 597 $530 12,728 0.70 66.66 35.82
TC 60% 12 1 1 767 597 $530 6,364 0.69 66.66 35.82
TC 60% 4 1 1 770 597 $530 2,121 0.69 66.66 35.82
TC 60% 12 2 1 887 717 $636 7,636 0.72 80.69 42.62
TC 60% 42 2 2 972 717 $636 26,725 0.65 80.69 42.62
TC 60% 60 2 2 981 717 $636 38,179 0.65 80.69 42.62
TC 60% 62 3 2 1,196 828 $726 45,006 0.61 102.10 54.11

TOTAL: 252 AVERAGE: 961 $708 $626 $157,851 $0.65 $81.73 $43.40

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 242,124 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 9
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,894,212 $1,893,552 IREM Region San Antonio
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 45,360 16,632 $5.50 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Income: covered parking, telephone & cablePer Unit Per Month: $5.00 15,120 43,848 $14.50 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,954,692 $1,954,032
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (146,602) (146,556) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,808,090 $1,807,476
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 5.31% $381 0.40 $96,066 $61,800 $0.26 $245 3.42%

  Management 4.07% 292 0.30 73,652 71,650 0.30 284 3.96%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 13.65% 979 1.02 246,799 207,000 0.85 821 11.45%

  Repairs & Maintenance 5.92% 425 0.44 107,045 104,381 0.43 414 5.77%

  Utilities 2.15% 154 0.16 38,927 23,920 0.10 95 1.32%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 4.67% 335 0.35 84,384 74,834 0.31 297 4.14%

  Property Insurance 3.35% 240 0.25 60,531 65,000 0.27 258 3.60%

  Property Tax 2.92483 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

  Reserve for Replacements 2.79% 200 0.21 50,400 50,400 0.21 200 2.79%

  Other including compl fees 6.45% 463 0.48 116,601 116,601 0.48 463 6.45%

TOTAL EXPENSES 48.36% $3,470 $3.61 $874,405 $775,586 $3.20 $3,078 42.91%

NET OPERATING INC 51.64% $3,705 $3.86 $933,685 $1,031,890 $4.26 $4,095 57.09%

DEBT SERVICE
CapMark Securities 48.99% $3,515 $3.66 $885,741 $849,414 $3.51 $3,371 46.99%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW 2.65% $190 $0.20 $47,945 $182,476 $0.75 $724 10.10%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.05 1.21
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10

CONSTRUCTION COST
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 2.80% $2,538 $2.64 $639,614 $639,614 $2.64 $2,538 2.88%

Off-Sites 0.10% 94 0.10 23,625 23,625 0.10 94 0.11%

Sitework 7.97% 7,216 7.51 1,818,503 1,818,503 7.51 7,216 8.19%

Direct Construction 50.72% 45,911 47.78 11,569,606 11,013,469 45.49 43,704 49.60%

Contingency 3.77% 2.21% 2,004 2.09 504,888 504,888 2.09 2,004 2.27%

General Req'ts 5.04% 2.96% 2,679 2.79 675,000 675,000 2.79 2,679 3.04%

Contractor's G & A 1.84% 1.08% 980 1.02 246,888 246,888 1.02 980 1.11%

Contractor's Profit 3.73% 2.19% 1,984 2.07 500,000 500,000 2.07 1,984 2.25%

Indirect Construction 8.26% 7,478 7.78 1,884,378 1,884,378 7.78 7,478 8.49%

Ineligible Costs 4.43% 4,012 4.18 1,011,007 1,011,007 4.18 4,012 4.55%

Developer's G & A 2.17% 1.75% 1,587 1.65 400,000 400,000 1.65 1,587 1.80%

Developer's Profit 11.18% 9.03% 8,175 8.51 2,060,000 2,060,000 8.51 8,175 9.28%

Interim Financing 5.37% 4,864 5.06 1,225,660 1,225,660 5.06 4,864 5.52%

Reserves 1.11% 1,005 1.05 253,249 200,000 0.83 794 0.90%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $90,525 $94.22 $22,812,418 $22,203,032 $91.70 $88,107 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 67.13% $60,773 $63.25 $15,314,885 $14,758,748 $60.96 $58,566 66.47%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

CapMark Securities 61.37% $55,556 $57.82 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $13,415,000
Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0
HTC Syndication Proceeds 31.37% $28,395 $29.55 7,155,430 7,156,146 7,155,430
Deferred Developer Fees 4.59% $4,154 $4.32 1,046,887 1,046,887 1,632,602
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd 2.67% $2,421 $2.52 610,101 (1) 0
TOTAL SOURCES $22,812,418 $22,203,032 $22,203,032

66%

Developer Fee Available

$2,460,000
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$3,387,443
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)

Town Square, Converse, 4% HTC #060440

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE  PAYMENT COMPUTATION
Residential Cost Handbook 

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis Primary $14,000,000 Amort 420

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Int Rate 5.35% DCR 1.05

Base Cost $48.77 $11,808,236
Adjustments Secondary $0 Amort

    Exterior Wall Finish 3.44% $1.68 $406,203 Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.05

    9-Ft. Ceilings 3.00% 1.46 354,247
    Roofing 0.00 0 Additional $7,156,146 Amort
    Subfloor (0.75) (180,786) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.05

    Floor Cover 2.22 537,515
    Porches/Balconies $20.33 42,084 3.53 855,568 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing $680 492 1.38 334,560
    Built-In Appliances $1,675 252 1.74 422,100 Primary Debt Service $848,729
    Stairs $1,900 46 0.36 87,400 Secondary Debt Service 0
    Enclosed Corridors $38.85 0.00 0 Additional Debt Service 0
    Heating/Cooling 1.73 418,875 NET CASH FLOW $84,956
    Garages/Carports 0 0.00 0
    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $64.74 4,203 1.12 272,102 Primary $13,415,000 Amort 420

    Other: 0.00 0 Int Rate 5.35% DCR 1.10

SUBTOTAL 63.26 15,316,020
Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 4.43 1,072,121 Secondary $0 Amort 0

Local Multiplier 0.86 (8.86) (2,144,243) Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.10

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $58.83 $14,243,898
Plans, specs, survy, bld prmts 3.90% ($2.29) ($555,512) Additional $7,156,146 Amort 0

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% (1.99) (480,732) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.10

Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (6.77) (1,638,048)
NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $47.78 $11,569,606

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA:  RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE

INCOME      at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,894,212 $1,951,038 $2,009,569 $2,069,856 $2,131,952 $2,471,517 $2,865,165 $3,321,512 $4,463,834

  Secondary Income 45,360 46,721 48,122 49,566 51,053 59,185 68,611 79,539 106,894

  Other Income: covered parking, te 15,120 15,574 16,041 16,522 17,018 19,728 22,870 26,513 35,631

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,954,692 2,013,333 2,073,732 2,135,944 2,200,023 2,550,429 2,956,647 3,427,564 4,606,359

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (146,602) (151,000) (155,530) (160,196) (165,002) (191,282) (221,749) (257,067) (345,477)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Un 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,808,090 $1,862,333 $1,918,203 $1,975,749 $2,035,021 $2,359,147 $2,734,898 $3,170,497 $4,260,882

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $96,066 $99,908 $103,905 $108,061 $112,383 $136,731 $166,355 $202,396 $299,595

  Management 73,652 75,861 78,137 80,481 82,895 96,099 111,405 129,148 173,565

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 246,799 256,671 266,938 277,615 288,720 351,272 427,376 519,968 769,680

  Repairs & Maintenance 107,045 111,327 115,780 120,411 125,228 152,359 185,368 225,528 333,836

  Utilities 38,927 40,484 42,104 43,788 45,539 55,405 67,409 82,014 121,400

  Water, Sewer & Trash 84,384 87,760 91,270 94,921 98,718 120,105 146,126 177,785 263,165

  Insurance 60,531 62,952 65,470 68,089 70,813 86,154 104,820 127,530 188,775

  Property Tax 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Reserve for Replacements 50,400 52,416 54,513 56,693 58,961 71,735 87,276 106,185 157,180

  Other 116,601 121,265 126,116 131,160 136,407 165,960 201,915 245,661 363,638

TOTAL EXPENSES $874,405 $908,644 $944,231 $981,219 $1,019,663 $1,235,820 $1,498,050 $1,816,214 $2,670,834

NET OPERATING INCOME $933,685 $953,688 $973,971 $994,529 $1,015,358 $1,123,327 $1,236,848 $1,354,282 $1,590,048

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $848,729 $848,729 $848,729 $848,729 $848,729 $848,729 $848,729 $848,729 $848,729

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET CASH FLOW $84,956 $104,959 $125,242 $145,800 $166,628 $274,598 $388,119 $505,553 $741,318

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 1.12 1.15 1.17 1.20 1.32 1.46 1.60 1.87
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

(1)  Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $639,614 $639,614
    Purchase of buildings
(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
    On-site work $1,818,503 $1,818,503 $1,818,503 $1,818,503
    Off-site improvements $23,625 $23,625
(3) Construction Hard Costs
    New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $11,013,469 $11,569,606 $11,013,469 $11,569,606
(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
    Contractor overhead $246,888 $246,888 $246,888 $246,888
    Contractor profit $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000
    General requirements $675,000 $675,000 $675,000 $675,000
(5) Contingencies $504,888 $504,888 $504,888 $504,888
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $1,884,378 $1,884,378 $1,884,378 $1,884,378
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $1,225,660 $1,225,660 $1,225,660 $1,225,660
(8) All Ineligible Costs $1,011,007 $1,011,007
(9) Developer Fees
    Developer overhead $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
    Developer fee $2,060,000 $2,060,000 $2,060,000 $2,060,000
(10) Development Reserves $200,000 $253,249 $2,680,318 $2,763,739

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $22,203,032 $22,812,418 $20,328,786 $20,884,923

    Deduct from Basis:
    All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
    B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
    Non-qualified non-recourse financing
    Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
    Historic Credits (on residential portion only)
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $20,328,786 $20,884,923
    High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $20,328,786 $20,884,923
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $20,328,786 $20,884,923
    Applicable Percentage 3.63% 3.63%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $737,935 $758,123
Syndication Proceeds 0.9799 $7,231,039 $7,428,859

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $737,935 $758,123
Syndication Proceeds $7,231,039 $7,428,859

Requested Tax Credits $730,219

Syndication Proceeds $7,155,430

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $8,788,032
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $896,828

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Town Square, Converse, 4% HTC #060440
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Applicant Evaluation

Project ID # 060440 Name: Town Square Apartments City: Converse

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% HOME BOND HTF SECO ESGP Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD 

National Previous Participation Certification Received: N/A Yes No

Noncompliance Reported on National Previous Participation Certification: Yes No

Total # of Projects monitored: 0

# not yet monitored or pending review: 0

zero to nine: 0Projects
grouped
by score 

ten to nineteen: 0

Portfolio Management and Compliance

twenty to twenty-nine: 0

# monitored with a score less than thirty: 0

# in noncompliance: 0
NoYes

Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit 

Not applicable

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Portfolio Monitoring

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Reviewed by Patricia Murphy Date 1/3/2007

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Issues found regarding late audit 

Issues found regarding late cert 

# of projects not reported 0

No
YesProjects not reported

in application

Portfolio Analysis

Not applicable 

No unresolved issues

Not current on set-ups 

Not current on draws 

Not current on match

No relationship

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer EEF

Date 12/22/2006

Community Affairs 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer S. Roth

Date 1 /3 /2007

Multifamily Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Sandy M. Garcia

Date 12/22/2006

Single Family Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Maria Cazares

Date 1 /9 /2007

Office of Colonia Initiatives 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable 

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found 

Reviewer David Burrell

Date 1 /4 /2007

Real Estate Analysis
(Workout)

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached) 

No delinquencies found

Delinquencies found 

Reviewer Melissa M. Whitehead 

Date 12/22/2006

Financial Administration



Page 1 of 1 

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February  1, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits 
associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with other Issuers.

Requested Action

Approve, Amend or Deny the staff recommendation for Gulfway Manor Apartments. 

 Summary of the Transaction

Background and General Information: The application was received on November 10, 2006.  The Issuer 
for this transaction is Nueces County HFC. The development is an acquisition/rehabilitation and will 
consist of 151 total units targeting the general population, with all units affordable. The site is currently 
zoned for such a development. The Compliance Status Summary completed on January 9, 2007 reveals 
that the principals of the general partner have no properties in material noncompliance.  The bond 
priority for this transaction is:  

Priority 2:   Set aside 100% of units that cap rents at 30% of 60% AMFI 
   (MUST receive 4% Housing Tax Credits 

Census Demographics:  The development is located at 1702 – 1752 Trey Way Lane in Corpus Christi. 
Demographics for the census tract (33.02) include AMFI of $37,596; the total population is 7,342; the 
percent of population that is minority is 63.27%; the percent of population that is below the poverty line 
is 24.11%; the number of owner occupied units is 944; the number of renter units is 1,959 and the 
number of vacant units is 210. The percentage of population that is minority for the entire City of Corpus 
Christi is 61% (Census information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2006). 

Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board approve the issuance of a Determination Notice of $481,841 in Housing Tax 
Credits for Gulfway Manor Apartments.   









TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: January 22, 2007 PROGRAM: 4% HTC FILE NUMBER: 07401

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Gulfway Manor Apartments 

APPLICANT 
Name: GW Affordable Housing, LP Contact: Daniel O’Dea 

Address: 1717 West Sixth Street, Suite 315 

City Austin State: TX Zip: 78703

Phone: (512) 494-8200 Fax: (512) 494-8201 Email: dan@delphihousing.com 

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Delphi Housing of Corpus Christi Title: 1% Managing General Partner of Applicant 

Name: Delphi Community Housing 2006, LP Title: Developer 

Name: DAHG 2006, LP Title 100% Owner of GP 

Name: Delphi Affordable Housing Group, Inc  Title: 60% Owner of DAHG 2006, LP / 70% Owner of Developer 

Name: Daniel O’Dea Title: 40% Owner of DAHG 2006, LP / 30% Owner of Developer / 
100% Owner of Delphi Affordable Housing Group, Inc 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 1702-1752 Trey Way Lane

City: Corpus Christi Zip: 78412

County: Nueces Region: 10 QCT DDA

REQUEST
Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term

HTC $485,286* N/A N/A N/A 
Proposed Use of Funds: Acquisition/rehab Type: Multifamily 

Target Population: Family Other: Urban/Exurban / At-Risk 

* Revised from $473,036 on January 9, 2007. 

RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$481,841 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS.

CONDITIONS
1. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a notice of reservation for private activity tax-exempt bonds from 

the Texas Bond Review Board prior to TDHCA Board approval. 
2. Receipt, review, and acceptance of clearance letters for the lead based paint, asbestos, and mold and 

evidence that all other Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and subsequent environmental 
investigation report recommendations have been carried out is a condition of this report.  

3. Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-
evaluated and an adjustment to the credit/allocation amount may be warranted. 
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REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports.  The Applicant submitted an application to the Bond Review Board but as of the date of 
this report has not yet received a reservation for tax exempt bonds. While it is expected that the Applicant 
will receive a reservation it is premature to issue a determination notice for tax credits before a reservation is 
received.  Receipt, review, and acceptance of a notice of reservation for private activity tax-exempt bonds 
from the Texas Bond Review Board prior to TDHCA Board approval. 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS

Total Units: 151 # Res Bldgs 13 # Non-Res Bldgs 2 Age: 34 yrs Vacant: 0.66% at 11/30/2006

Net Rentable SF: 130,786 Av Un SF: 866 Common Area SF: 4,555 Gross Bldg SF: 135,341

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The building and unit plans are comparable to other modern apartment developments. They appear to provide 
acceptable access and storage. The elevations reflect modest buildings. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures are constructed on concrete slabs. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior is 30% masonry veneer, 10% cement fiber, and 60% stucco. The interior wall surfaces are drywall 
and the roofs are finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet and resilient covering. Threshold criteria for the 2007 QAP requires all 
development units to include: mini blinds or window coverings for all windows, a dishwasher, a disposal, a 
refrigerator, an oven/range, an exhaust/vent fan in bathrooms, and a ceiling fan in each living area and 
bedroom. New construction units must also include three networks: one for phone service, one for data 
service, and one for TV service. In addition, each unit will include: a microwave, an ice maker in the 
refrigerator, a self-cleaning oven, a ceiling fixture in each room, an individual heating and air conditioning 
unit, an individual water heater, and eight-foot ceilings. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
In order to meet threshold criteria for total units of 150 or more, the Applicant has elected to provide a 
barbecue and picnic table for every 50 units, a community laundry room with at least one front-loading 
washer, an enclosed sun porch or covered community porch, a furnished community room, a gazebo with 
sitting area, two children’s playgrounds equipped for 5 to 12 year olds/two tot lots/one of each, and a tennis 
court, a basketball court or a volleyball court. 
Uncovered Parking: 118 spaces Carports: 151 spaces Garages: 0 spaces 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Gulfway Manor Apartments is a 15-unit per acre acquisition and rehabilitation development 
located in southeast Corpus Christi. The development was built in 1970 and is comprised of 13 evenly 
distributed residential buildings as follows: 

No. of Buildings No. of Floors 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR
4 2 8 8
3 2 8
1 2 8
1 2 4 4
1 2 8 8
1 2 4 11
2 2 8
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The development includes a 1,086-square foot community building with a community room and kitchen area 
and a separate 2,017-square foot laundry and maintenance building. The leasing offices consist of 726-square 
feet and are located in a one of the residential buildings toward the front of the property. 
Existing Subsidies: The property currently operates under a Section 8 HAP contract providing project-based 
rental assistance for 100% of the units. The contract has the unusual feature of having two rent levels for each 
unit type.  The contract was renewed on December 1, 2006 for one year, and upon expiration, the Applicant 
intends on seeking a 20 year renewal contract for all units. 
Development Plan: The buildings are currently 99.34% occupied and in moderate condition. The Applicant 
has provided the following relocation plan for implementation during construction: “GM Affordable 
Housing, L.P. plans to allow vacancy to be increased such that at construction commencement there will be 
25 vacant units in which to begin interior rehabilitation. Each of the buildings is expected to take 
approximately two months to complete. GW Affordable Housing, L.P. will be distributing a letter 
approximately one month prior to closing informing the residents of the scope of the improvements to be 
completed. The letter will offer residents either a bonded moving company to transfer them to the new unit, 
or to offer the tenants $300 upon timely completion of the move themselves. There will be a $75 utility 
transfer and hookup charge allowance that will also be paid for by GW Affordable Housing, L.P. Two weeks 
prior to the tenant’s move date, management will provide them with moving boxes. … During the 
rehabilitation phase, management will be instructed to cease taking new leases until occupancy is below 80%. 
At that time we will instruct management to keep the property at approximately an 80% occupancy level. 
Optimal construction speed can be attained with 20% vacant units.” 
The property condition assessment prepared by Dominion and dated August 25, 2006 provides the following 
scope of work:
SITE
¶ General Sitework: Replace sidewalks, installation of new parking for persons with disabilities, repair 

fencing, installation of carports, repair/patch parking lot
BUILDING EXTERIORS 
¶ Residential Buildings: Replace door and frames, replace door hardware, remove existing siding and 

replace with Hardi panel siding, paint all new siding and existing stucco, remove and replace various 
landings and stairways 

INTERIOR RENOVATION 
¶ Doors: Replace interior apartment doors and some door frames, new hardware throughout 
¶ Windows: Install new vinyl horizontal blinds throughout, replacement of all windows throughout 
¶ Walls/ Ceiling: Repair wall and ceiling drywall, install greenrock behind all tubs, install ceiling 

sheetrock in mechanical closets, retexture and paint all interior walls and ceilings 
¶ Base & Trim: Remove existing base and replace with wood base throughout, remove and replace 

shelf and rods in closets, remove and replace all windows stools 
¶ Floors: Install VCT in kitchens, bathrooms, hallways and hallway closets, remove and install new 

carpet in all living rooms and bedrooms 
¶ HVAC Equipment: Remove and replace various condensers (13 SEER), replace all furnaces/Blowers, 

install new thermostats, provide combustion air in all mechanical closets, clean all duct work 
throughout, install new HVAC supply, return and wall-grills throughout. 

¶ Bathroom: Remove and replace all accessories, replace all medicine cabinets with reversible doors 
¶ Kitchen: Install and finish kitchen cabinets in all units, install plastic laminate countertop with 

matching back and side splashes, install new kitchen sinks and faucets, provide paneling along stove 
wall and behind all stoves 

¶ Appliances: Replace refrigerators, replace range hoods with microwave/range hood combination, 
install hot water heaters, install new ranges, install garbage disposals, install dishwashers 

¶ Electrical (conduit not required):Install arch fault per code, provide wiring and connections for 
garbage disposals, provide power for new dishwasher, add G.F.I. outlet protection in kitchens, move 
existing GFCI in bathrooms to allow for medicine cabinet, replace all existing light fixtures, replace 
all plugs, switches, and cover plates, install new 125 amp panels, replace exhaust fans in bathrooms, 
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install hardwired smoke detectors, provide wiring for switched controlled ceiling fans/light fixtures, 
add TV and Telephone outlets in all bedrooms 

¶ Plumbing: Replace all bath vanities and vanity fixtures, replace all tubs, tub valves and tub trim, 
install new 3 or 5 piece tub surrounds with soap-dish, replace all toilets and hubs, replace all stop 
valves at fixtures, install water line for ice maker, provide supply line for new dishwasher 

Miscellaneous
¶ Add 6” of blown insulation in attics of all apartment buildings and community building. 
¶ Convert various units for accessibility 

Abatement Summary 
¶ Provide for removal and monitoring of asbestoses containing materials. These items include minimal 

tile abatement, minimal soffit removal and the disposal of lead based paint materials. 
Laundry/Maintenance and Community Building 
¶ Exterior: Replace gutters and downspouts, replace existing entry doors, replace all sheetrock in water 

heater room, remove existing siding and trim and replace with Hardi panel siding and trim, paint 
exterior

¶ Interior: Overlay existing VCT flooring with new VCT flooring, install new carpet, paint all trim, 
walls and ceilings, Community Room Only - Install new Cabinets and tops, Community Room Only 
- Install new plumbing fixtures, Community Room Only - Remove and replace all interior doors

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Total Size: å 10.0 acres Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone C Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: A-1 / Apartment House District Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The property is a rectangular-shaped parcel located approximately seven miles southeast of Corpus 
Christi’s central business district and 2.5 miles south of Corpus Christi Bay in Nueces County. 
Adjacent Land Uses:
¶ North: retail development immediately adjacent and multifamily residential beyond;
¶ South: multifamily residential immediately adjacent and multifamily residential beyond;
¶ East: Trey Way Lane immediately adjacent and single family residential beyond; and
¶ West: retail development immediately adjacent and Airline Road and single family residential beyond.
Site Access: Access to the site is from two drives along Trey Way Lane. Highway 385 West is located within 
one mile of the site and provides access to other parts of the city, region, and state. 
Public Transportation: Public transportation to the area is provided by Corpus Christi Regional 
Transportation Authority and the nearest linkage is within walking distance of the subject site.
Shopping & Services: A major supermarket, a shopping mall, other retail stores and restaurants, banks, 
places of worship, and public primary and secondary schools are all located within one mile of the site. 

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION 
Inspector: Manufactured Housing Staff Date: 1/10/2007 

Overall Assessment:  Excellent  Acceptable  Questionable  Poor Unacceptable

Comments:

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated May 5, 2006 was prepared by Astex Environmental 
Services and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
Findings:
¶ Noise: The ESA provider found that noise is not a factor (p. 30).
¶ Floodplain: “Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map Number 
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485464 0303 C, effective date: July 19, 1985, the subject property is located in areas of minimal 
flooding, Zone C” (p. 10).

¶ Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): “Based on the analytical results and subsequent ‘point count’ 
re-analyses, the following conclusions and recommendations are offered: The following materials must 
be classified as ASBESTOS CONTAINING and if repair or renovation plans require removal or 
disturbance of this material, a Texas licensed Asbestos Abatement Contractor must be called in under the 
direction of a Texas licensed Asbestos Consultant. a. ALL 12” floor tile and associated black mastic 
adhesive located through the dwelling units and clubhouse, b. ALL exterior transiteTM soffit material 
throughout, c. ALL exterior porch ceilings. All other building materials not specifically identified above 
may be considered non asbestos containing and no special handling is required prior to renovation. The 
Texas Asbestos Health Protection Rules (TAHPR) require all abatement projects with greater than 160 
square feet or 260 linear feet be designed (specifications and drawings) by a Texas licensed Asbestos 
Designer…and all projects must be monitored by a Texas Licensed Project Manager/ Air Monitor. In the 
interim, this material must be managed in place through implementation of an Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M)” (p. 17).

¶ Lead-Based Paint (LBP): “One hundred sixty-four (164) [A-Ray Fluorescence] readings were 
conducted, one (1) of which was a calibration confirmation. All interior surfaces were found to be free of 
lead based paint (LBP). All exterior painted surfaces were found to be free of lead based paint (LBP) with 
the exception of the original exterior metal doors and jambs that were identified as lead containing. 
Eleven (11) exterior doors were sampled and eight (8) were identified as containing lead on either inside 
painted surfaces or exterior painted surfaces or on both surfaces. Nine (9) exterior doorjambs were 
sampled and seven (7) were identified as containing lead. All other painted surfaces were found to be free 
of lead based paint.” “Based on the randomness of the sampling, the following surfaces or building 
components must be considered POSITIVE or lead based paint containing: exterior entry doors (both 
inside and outside surfaces) [and] exterior entry doorjambs. These materials were noted to be in good 
condition with minimal peeling and flaking having been observed and can be managed in place through 
implementation of a LBP Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M)” (p. 19).

¶ Lead in Drinking Water: “On April 18, 2006 Astex Environmental Services representative, Mr. 
Benjamin Hernandez, Texas Lead Inspector, #2060428, conducted limited testing on the drinking water 
from twelve (12) randomly selected dwelling units on the subject site. … All levels were found to be well 
below the EPA Drinking Water Standard of 0.015 mg/L or 15 ppb. No further action or sampling should 
be required” (p. 20).

¶ Radon: “The City of Corpus Christi falls within the EPA Radon Zone 3 (lowest potential – less than 2 
pCi/L) therefore no physical sampling was deemed necessary and no further action should be required” 
(p. 18).

¶ Other: “During the inspection particular attention was given to visible mold growth or signs of water 
intrusion into the units. Two (2) of the twenty-three (23) inspected units were noted to have mold or 
water damage to some degree, primarily restricted to the HVAC closets. The mold or water intrusions 
were small spots (superficial) within the HVAC closets…. Prior to renovation the General Contractor 
should consult a Texas licensed Mold Assessment Consultant to insure compliance with the Texas Mold 
and Remediation Rules dated May 2004” (p. 21).

¶ Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs): “This assessment revealed the following on-site 
recognized environmental conditions in connection with the subject property. Limited amounts of 
asbestos containing materials, i.e. original 12” floor tile and associated mastic adhesive and soffit 
materials were identified and can be managed in place through an Asbestos Operations and Maintenance 
Plan (O&M). All slab type exterior front doors were identified as containing lead based paint but can be 
managed in place through and LBP Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M). Limited amounts of 
visible mold or evidence of water intrusion were identified within twenty three (23) inspected units, 
primarily within the HVAC closets” (p. 32).

Recommendations: The Applicant submitted an Operations and Maintenance Plan for Lead Based Paint and 
Asbestos Containing Materials dated March 22, 2006. Subsequently, on December 26, 2006, the Applicant 
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submitted a signed letter from Astex Environmental Services indicating, “These O&M Plans are currently in 
full force and effect until rehab of the units takes place. Upon completion of the rehab, the appropriate O&M 
will remain in place in accordance with the Texas asbestos, lead and mold regulations. … At completion of 
each phase of the rehab, asbestos, lead based paint and mold clearance letters will be provided indicating that 
the specific areas have passed clearance and are safe for occupancy.”
Receipt, review, and acceptance of clearance letters for the lead based paint, asbestos, and mold and evidence 
that all other Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and subsequent environmental investigation report 
recommendations have been carried out is a condition of this report. 

INCOME SET-ASIDE 
The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) set-aside. To qualify 
for a Priority 2 Private Activity Bond allocation for a Qualified Residential Rental Project, the Applicant has 
elected to set-aside 100% of the units with rent and income restrictions at 60% of area median family income 
(§ 1372.0321). 

MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons

60% of AMI $20,220 $23,160 $26,040 $28,920 $31,260 $33,540

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A market feasibility study dated April 10, 2006 was prepared by O’Connor & Associates (“Market Analyst”). 
An addenda letter dated August 15, 2006 provides and update of the market conditions, and a revision to the 
market study in order to comply with Department guidelines was submitted on January 4, 2007. The revised 
market study and supplemental information included the following findings:  
Definition of Revised Primary Market Area (PMA): “The subject is located in Corpus Christi, a city 
located on the Texas gulf coast between Houston and Mexico. The subject is located within the southeastern 
portion of Corpus Christi, with the primary market area generally bound by Corpus Christi Bay on the north, 
Weber Road on the west, Oso Creek and Holly Road on the South, and Cottonwood Drive and Oso Bay on 
the east. All areas of this defined area are within six miles of the subject” (p. 19). This area encompasses 
approximately 23 square miles and is equivalent to a circle with a radius of 2.7 miles.
Population: The estimated 2006 population of the PMA was 96,434 and is expected to increase by 1% (0.2% 
annually) to approximately 97,410 by 2011. Within the primary market area there were estimated to be 
37,131 households in 2006. 
Total Market Demand: The Market Analyst utilized a household size-appropriate adjustment rate of 99% 
(p. 75). The Analyst’s income band of $18,583 to $33,540 and income specific tenure rates results in an 
income eligible tenure appropriate adjustment rate of 9.09% (p. 72). The Market Analyst indicates a turnover 
rate of 60% applies based on IREM data (p. 72). 
In addition, the Market Analyst included demand for 621 units from Section 8 voucher holders. Due to the 
Underwriter’s use of an income band extending to $0, as a result of the project based rental subsidy, demand 
from Section 8 voucher holders is effectively included in turnover demand. Therefore, the Underwriter did 
not include demand from this source. Also of note, it is unclear whether the Market Analyst’s data used to 
derive the income specific tenure rates is applicable for the subject PMA. While the Underwriter understands 
the tendency to understate demand when including higher income households, the use of a PMA specific 
tenure rate is more appropriate. Therefore, the Underwriter has used a tenure appropriate adjustment rate of 
42%.  



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

7

MARKET DEMAND SUMMARY 
Market Analyst Underwriter

Type of Demand Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Household Growth 5 <1% 9 <1%
Resident Turnover 2,004 76% 3,039 100%
Other Sources: Section 8 621 24% N/A 
TOTAL DEMAND 2,630 100% 3,048 100% 

p. 75 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 9.92% based upon 2,630 
units of demand and 261 unstabilized affordable housing in the PMA (including the subject) (p. 76). The 
Underwriter calculated an inclusive capture rate of 4.95% based upon a revised supply of 151 unstabilized 
comparable affordable units divided by a revised demand estimate for 3,048 affordable units. 
However, the subject development is currently 99.34% occupied with a rental subsidy, and it is likely the 
existing tenants will choose to remain at the property. Therefore, an inclusive capture rate calculation is not a 
meaningful tool for determining the feasibility of the subject development. 
Unit Mix Conclusion: “The unit mix is appropriate and will complement the local affordable housing 
market” (p. 11). Per the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines, the Market Analyst must derive an 
inclusive capture rate for each unit type and income restriction. However, the subject application was 
submitted prior to the TDHCA Board’s approval of the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines on 
December 14, 2006.  
Market Rent Comparables: The Market Analyst surveyed five comparable apartment properties.  

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential
1-Bedroom (60%) $614 $542 $72 $675 -$61
1-Bedroom (60%) $618 $542 $76 $675 -$57
2-Bedroom (60%) $722 $651 $71 $765 -$43
2-Bedroom (60%) $726 $651 $75 $765 -$39
3-Bedroom (60%) $873 $752 $121 $985 -$112
3-Bedroom (60%) $878 $752 $126 $985 -$107
4-Bedroom (60%) $1,022 $838 $184 $1,105 -$83
4-Bedroom (60%) $1,029 $838 $191 $1,105 -$76

(NOTE: Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “The overall occupancy rate for apartment projects for the subject’s 
market has increased slightly from 93.9% in March 2006 to the current occupancy of 94.7% (July 2006) 
according to Apartment MarketData.” Based on the rent role for the subject property dated November 30, 
2006, the property has a 99.34% occupancy rate. 
Absorption Projections: “Considering the strong absorption history of similar properties and the lack of 
available quality affordable units in this market, and also recognizing that the subject is currently operating at 
100% occupancy as a low-income project, we project that the subject property will remain close to stabilized 
occupancy during rehabilitation, and will return to stabilized occupancy by completion of rehabilitation, or 
immediately thereafter” (p. 12). 
Unstabilized, Under Construction, and Planned Development: “Based on our research, there are no 
affordable housing projects currently proposed, under construction, or unstabilized in the subject’s primary 
market. There is one approved for construction (Hampton Port [#05166], a rolling acquisition/rehab at 
stabilized occupancy. The subject project has 151 units, all of which will be rent restricted. Since the subject 
complex is fully occupied, and will remain close to stabilized occupancy during rehabilitation, the subject 
units would not be included in the capture rate calculation. However, for analysis purposes, we have included 
all the subjects units and the Hampton Port units to yield a theoretical capture rate” (p. 76). While included in 
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the Market Analyst’s calculation, the Underwriter has confirmed that Hampton Port 
 is not within the boundaries of the revised PMA. In addition, the development is an acquisition/rehab project; 
therefore, the units from the Hampton Port development were not included in the Underwriter’s capture rate 
calculation. Of note however, while not in the subject’s revised PMA, Hampton Port is located within one 
mile of the subject development. 
Market Impact: “Based on the high occupancy levels of the existing properties in the market, along with the 
strong recent absorption history, and considering that the subject is already operating at 100% occupancy as 
an affordable housing project, we project that the subject property will have minimal sustained negative 
impact upon the existing apartment market. Any negative impact should be of reasonable scope and limited 
duration” (p. 84).
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study provided sufficient 
information on which to base a funding recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: The Applicant’s projected rents collected per unit are equal to the Applicant’s current Section 8 
HAP contract rents. The property appears to operate under one HAP contract. However, the HAP contract 
indicates two contract rent levels for each unit type, which is not typical for this type of property. The 
Applicant intends on renewing the current HAP contract rents following rehabilitation. The property will 
continue to operate as an all-utilities-paid property. The Applicant’s secondary income and vacancy and 
collection loss estimates are in-line with the Department’s guidelines. Additionally, the Applicant included 
secondary income of $15 per unit per month for optional cable television service, which is also reflected in 
the HAP contract provided. The Applicant’s estimate of effective gross income is within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate. 
Expenses: The Applicant’s total annual operating expense projection at $5,330 per unit is within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate of $5,385, derived from actual operating history of the development, the TDHCA 
database, and third-party data sources. However, a number of the Applicant’s estimates differ significantly 
from the Underwriter’s estimates, including: general and administrative ($18K or 44% lower); repairs and 
maintenance ($15K or 23% lower); property tax ($46K or 51% higher); and reserve for replacements ($8K or 
17% lower). The Applicant’s reserve for replacement’s estimate ($250 per unit) is below the Department’s 
current minimum of $300 per unit for acquisition/rehab transactions, which is supported by the property 
condition assessment (PCA). The Underwriter used the TDHCA standard and PCA supported $300 per unit 
amount.  Additionally, the Applicant understated TDHCA compliance fees. Lastly, the property will operate 
as an all-utilities-paid property which results in substantially higher utility and water, sewer, and trash 
expenses than comparable properties. The Underwriter’s estimates of utilities and water, sewer and trash 
account for the unique utility structure. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s estimates of effective gross income, operating expenses, and net operating 
income are each within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimates. Therefore, the Applicant’s Year One proforma is 
used to determine the development’s debt capacity and debt coverage ratio (DCR). The Applicant’s proforma 
results in a Year One DCR within the Department’s guideline. 
Long-Term Feasibility: The underwriting 30-year proforma utilizes a 3% annual growth factor for income 
and a 4% annual growth factor for expenses in accordance with current TDHCA guidelines. As noted above, 
the Applicant’s base year effective gross income, expense, and net operating income were utilized resulting in 
a debt coverage ratio that remains above 1.15 and continued positive cashflow. Therefore, the development 
can be characterized as feasible for the long-term.
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ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
APPRAISED VALUE 

Land Only: 9.5421 acres $420,000 Date of Valuation: 4/10/2006 

Existing Building(s): “as is” $6,070,000 Date of Valuation: 4/10/2006 

Total Development: “as is” $6,490,000 Date of Valuation: 4/10/2006 

Appraiser: Ross P Welshimer Firm: O’Connor & Associates City: Houston 

APPRAISAL ANALYSIS/CONCLUSIONS 
An appraisal, provided by the purchaser, was performed by O’Connor & Associates and dated April 10, 2006. 
A letter dated December 28, 2006 from O’Connor & Associates states that there have been no substantial 
changes in the market since completion of the appraisal report and the appraisal conclusions still apply. The 
current “as-is” value is most important in the valuation and underwriting of this property because it should 
support the purchase price of the subject. For the “as-is” valuation, the primary approach used was the income 
capitalization approach. Four land sales dating from 2002 to 2005 for 5.7 acres to 21.3 acres were used to 
determine the underlying value of the land. As a result, the value attributed to the existing buildings is 
$6,070,000 or 94% of the total appraised value of the property. 

ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: 10 acres $435,600 Assessment for the Year of: 2006

Building: $3,837,620 Valuation by: Nueces County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $4,273,220 Tax Rate: 2.875488

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Purchase and sale agreement (Lot 30, Block 2 Gulfway-Airline Park) 

Contract Expiration: 12/31/2006 and one 4-month extension Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No

Acquisition Cost: $5,000,000 Other: 

Seller: Gulfway Limited Partnership Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value: The Applicant provided a purchase and sale agreement for the purchase of the subject 
property indicating a price of $5,000,000, which is equal to the total acquisition cost claimed by the 
Applicant. The Applicant is claiming acquisition credits for the property and has attributed a value of 
$4,500,000 to the existing buildings. The Underwriter has determined a building value of $4,500,000 after 
evaluation of the third-party appraisal and tax assessment. 
Sitework Cost: Since this is a proposed rehabilitation the associated sitework costs are minimal. The 
Applicant has estimated sitework costs of $466 per unit, which is 9% lower than the estimate in the Property 
Condition Assessment (PCA) submitted by the Applicant. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $96K or 3% higher than the 
estimate provided in the Property Condition Assessment (PCA). The underwriting analysis will reflect the 
PCA value. 
Fees: The Applicant’s contingency exceeds the maximum allowed by HTC guidelines by a total of $52,960 
based on their own construction costs. Consequently, the Applicant’s eligible cost in this area has been 
reduced by the same amount with the overage effectively moved to ineligible costs. The Applicant’s fees for 
the developer were set at the maximums allowed by TDHCA guidelines, but with the reduction in eligible 
basis discussed above the eligible basis portion of these fees now exceed the maximum by $7,943 and have 
been reduced by the same amount in order to recalculate the appropriate requested credit amount.  
Conclusion: The Underwriter’s cost schedule was derived from the third-party Property Condition 
Assessment (PCA) provided by the Applicant and the information presented in the application. The PCA was 
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well documented and appeared to cover the scope of work provided by the Applicant. Thus, the 
Underwriter’s development cost schedule, as derived from the PCA, will be used to determine the 
development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis. An eligible basis of $11,404,888 
supports annual tax credits of $481,841. This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax 
credits calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: Davis-Penn Mortgage Contact: Ray Landry 

Interim: $8,239,000 Interest Rate:  5.45%, fixed, lender's estimate Amort: 24 months

Permanent: $8,239,000 Interest Rate:  5.45%, fixed, lender's estimate Amort: 450 months

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: PNC MultiFamily Capital Contact: Gayle Manganello 

Proceeds: $4,707,772 Net Syndication Rate: 98% Anticipated HTC: $485,286/year 

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:

OTHER
Amount: $200,000 Source: Negative Arbitrage 

Amount: $680,440 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing: The Applicant anticipates receiving a Priority 2 Private Activity 
Bond allocation from the Texas Bond Review Board with the bonds to be issued by the Cameron County 
HFC to be placed with PNC MultiFamily Capital. PNC MultiFamily provided a term sheet that is consistent 
with the terms and amounts reflected in the sources and uses of funds portion of the application. The 
development qualifies for tax credits as a Private Activity Bond transaction because it is at least 51 percent 
financed by tax-exempt private activity bonds and has chosen to further qualify as a Priority 2 development 
(§ 1372.0321, Texas Government Code). 
HTC Syndication: The tax credit syndication commitment is consistent with the terms reflected in the 
sources and uses of funds listed in the application. 
Cash Equity:  The sources and uses of funds exhibit reflects $200K in negative arbitrage will be used to fill 
a portion of the gap in financing; the Underwriter has included this amount in the deferred developer fee in 
the recommended financing structure. 
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $680,440 amount to 
45% of the total fees. 
Financing Conclusions: The Underwriter’s total development cost estimate less the permanent loan of 
$8,239,000 indicates the need for $5,400,620 in gap funds. Based on the submitted syndication terms, a tax 
credit allocation of $556,706 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing. Of the three possible tax 
credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($485,286), the gap-driven amount ($556,706), and eligible basis-
derived estimate ($481,841), the eligible basis-derived estimate of $481,841 is recommended resulting in 
proceeds of $4,674,351. The Underwriter’s recommended financing structure indicates the need for $726,269 
in additional permanent funds. Deferred developer fees in this amount appear to be repayable from 
development cashflow within ten years of stabilized operation.
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DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

¶ The Applicant and Developer are related entities. These are common relationships for HTC-funded 
developments. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights:
¶ The Applicant, General Partner, owner of the GP, and Developer are single-purpose entities created for 

the purpose of receiving assistance from TDHCA and therefore have no material financial statements. 
¶ The 60% owner of DAHG 2006 and 70% owner of the developer, LP, Delphi Affordable Housing Group, 

Inc, submitted an unaudited financial statement as of November 30, 2006 reporting total assets of $3.5M 
and consisting of $28K in cash, $1.5M in current receivables, $653K in long term receivables, $250K in 
real property, and $992K in partnership interests. Liabilities totaled $1.2M, resulting in a net worth of 
$2.3M.

¶ The 40% of DAHG 2006 and 30% owner of the developer, Daniel F O’Dea, submitted an unaudited 
financial statement as of November 30, 2006 and is anticipated to be guarantor of the development. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation.

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
¶ Potential environmental risks exist regarding asbestos, lead based paint, and mold. 
¶ The property’s project-based rent subsidy is subject to Federal funding and may not be renewed as 

anticipated.

Underwriter: Date: January 22, 2007 
Cameron Dorsey 

Reviewing Underwriter: Date: January 22, 2007 
Lisa Vecchietti

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: January 22, 2007 
Tom Gouris



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Gulfway Manor Apartments, Corpus Christi, HTC 4%, #07401

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Utilities Wtr, Swr, Tsh

TC 60%/Sec.8 18 1 1 600 $542 $614 $11,052 $1.02 $141.00 $69.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 2 1 1 600 542 618 1,236 1.03 141.00 69.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 31 2 1 726 651 722 22,382 0.99 181.00 75.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 20 2 1 726 651 726 14,520 1.00 181.00 75.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 52 3 2 986 752 873 45,396 0.89 222.00 88.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 8 3 2 986 752 878 7,024 0.89 222.00 88.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 14 4 2 1,130 838 1022 14,308 0.90 281.00 101.00
TC 60%/Sec.8 6 4 2 1,130 838 1029 6,174 0.91 281.00 101.00

TOTAL: 151 AVERAGE: 866 $701 $809 $122,092 $0.93 $205.24 $82.81

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 130,786 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 10
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,465,104 $1,465,104 IREM Region Corpus Christi
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 27,180 18,120 $10.00 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: Cable 27,180 27,180 $15.00 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,519,464 $1,510,404
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (113,960) (113,280) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,405,504 $1,397,124
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 2.85% $266 0.31 $40,092 $22,500 $0.17 $149 1.61%

  Management 5.00% 465 0.54 70,275 69,856 0.53 463 5.00%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 8.54% 794 0.92 119,962 114,583 0.88 759 8.20%

  Repairs & Maintenance 4.73% 441 0.51 66,542 51,060 0.39 338 3.65%

  Utilities 13.07% 1,216 1.40 183,663 181,200 1.39 1,200 12.97%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 4.18% 390 0.45 58,815 54,300 0.42 360 3.89%

  Property Insurance 4.81% 448 0.52 67,592 68,500 0.52 454 4.90%

  Property Tax 2.875488 6.45% 600 0.69 90,658 137,119 1.05 908 9.81%

  Reserve for Replacements 3.22% 300 0.35 45,300 37,750 0.29 250 2.70%

  Other: compl fees;cbl;secur 5.00% 465 0.54 70,236 67,971 0.52 450 4.87%

TOTAL EXPENSES 57.85% $5,385 $6.22 $813,136 $804,839 $6.15 $5,330 57.61%

NET OPERATING INC 42.15% $3,923 $4.53 $592,368 $592,285 $4.53 $3,922 42.39%

DEBT SERVICE
First Lien Mortgage 36.73% $3,419 $3.95 $516,206 $516,206 $3.95 $3,419 36.95%

Negative Arbitrage 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW 5.42% $504 $0.58 $76,162 $76,079 $0.58 $504 5.45%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.15 1.15
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.15

CONSTRUCTION COST
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 36.66% $33,113 $38.23 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $38.23 $33,113 36.16%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 0.56% 510 0.59 77,040 70,364 0.54 466 0.51%

Direct Construction 26.52% 23,954 27.66 3,616,998 3,712,516 28.39 24,586 26.85%

Contingency 10.00% 2.71% 2,446 2.82 369,404 431,248 3.30 2,856 3.12%

General Req'ts 6.00% 1.62% 1,468 1.69 221,642 226,973 1.74 1,503 1.64%

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 0.54% 489 0.56 73,881 75,658 0.58 501 0.55%

Contractor's Profit 6.00% 1.62% 1,468 1.69 221,642 226,973 1.74 1,503 1.64%

Indirect Construction 2.74% 2,479 2.86 374,374 374,374 2.86 2,479 2.71%

Ineligible Costs 8.86% 8,007 9.24 1,209,060 1,209,060 9.24 8,007 8.74%

Developer's G & A 2.00% 1.45% 1,314 1.52 198,346 201,608 1.54 1,335 1.46%

Developer's Profit 13.00% 9.45% 8,538 9.86 1,289,248 1,310,454 10.02 8,679 9.48%

Interim Financing 3.39% 3,062 3.53 462,312 462,312 3.53 3,062 3.34%

Reserves 3.85% 3,481 4.02 525,672 525,672 4.02 3,481 3.80%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $90,329 $104.29 $13,639,620 $13,827,212 $105.72 $91,571 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 33.58% $30,335 $35.02 $4,580,608 $4,743,732 $36.27 $31,415 34.31%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

First Lien Mortgage 60.40% $54,563 $63.00 $8,239,000 $8,239,000 $8,239,000
Negative Arbitrage 1.47% $1,325 $1.53 200,000 200,000 0
HTC Syndication Proceeds 34.52% $31,177 $36.00 4,707,772 4,707,772 4,674,351
Deferred Developer Fees 4.99% $4,506 $5.20 680,440 680,440 726,269
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -1.38% ($1,242) ($1.43) (187,592) 0 0
TOTAL SOURCES $13,639,620 $13,827,212 $13,639,620

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$2,173,232

49%

Developer Fee Available

$1,487,594
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

TCSheet Version Date 6/5/06tg Page 1 07401 Gulfway Manor Apts.xls Print Date1/23/2007 10:38 AM



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)

Gulfway Manor Apartments, Corpus Christi, HTC 4%, #07401

 PAYMENT COMPUTATION

Primary $8,239,000 Amort 450

Int Rate 5.45% DCR 1.15

Secondary $200,000 Amort
Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.15

Additional $4,707,772 Amort
Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.15

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE APPLICANT'S NO

Primary Debt Service $516,206
Secondary Debt Service 0
Additional Debt Service 0
NET CASH FLOW $76,079

Primary $8,239,000 Amort 450

Int Rate 5.45% DCR 1.15

Secondary $200,000 Amort 0

Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.15

Additional $4,707,772 Amort 0

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.15

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA:  RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE (APPLICANT'S NOI)

INCOME      at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,465,104 $1,509,057 $1,554,329 $1,600,959 $1,648,987 $1,911,628 $2,216,101 $2,569,069 $3,452,614

  Secondary Income 18,120 18,664 19,224 19,800 20,394 23,642 27,408 31,774 42,701

  Other Support Income: Cable 27,180 27,995 28,835 29,700 30,591 35,464 41,112 47,660 64,051

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,510,404 1,555,716 1,602,388 1,650,459 1,699,973 1,970,735 2,284,622 2,648,503 3,559,366

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (113,280) (116,679) (120,179) (123,784) (127,498) (147,805) (171,347) (198,638) (266,952)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Un 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,397,124 $1,439,037 $1,482,209 $1,526,675 $1,572,475 $1,822,930 $2,113,275 $2,449,865 $3,292,414

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $22,500 $23,400 $24,336 $25,309 $26,322 $32,025 $38,963 $47,404 $70,170

  Management 69,856 71951.8603 74110.41606 76333.72854 78623.7404 91146.46386 105663.7325 122493.2257 164620.6524

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 114,583 119,166 123,933 128,890 134,046 163,087 198,421 241,409 357,345

  Repairs & Maintenance 51,060 53,102 55,226 57,436 59,733 72,674 88,419 107,576 159,238

  Utilities 181,200 188,448 195,986 203,825 211,978 257,904 313,780 381,761 565,100

  Water, Sewer & Trash 54,300 56,472 58,731 61,080 63,523 77,286 94,030 114,402 169,343

  Insurance 68,500 71,240 74,090 77,053 80,135 97,497 118,620 144,319 213,628

  Property Tax 137,119 142,603 148,307 154,240 160,409 195,162 237,445 288,888 427,625

  Reserve for Replacements 37,750 39,260 40,830 42,464 44,162 53,730 65,371 79,534 117,729

  Other 67,971 70,690 73,517 76,458 79,516 96,744 117,704 143,205 211,978

TOTAL EXPENSES $804,839 $836,334 $869,068 $903,089 $938,449 $1,137,256 $1,378,416 $1,670,991 $2,456,775

NET OPERATING INCOME $592,285 $602,704 $613,141 $623,586 $634,026 $685,674 $734,859 $778,874 $835,638

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $516,206 $516,206 $516,206 $516,206 $516,206 $516,206 $516,206 $516,206 $516,206

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET CASH FLOW $76,079 $86,498 $96,935 $107,380 $117,820 $169,468 $218,653 $262,668 $319,432

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.15 1.17 1.19 1.21 1.23 1.33 1.42 1.51 1.62
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL ACQUISITION ACQUISITION REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

(1)  Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $500,000 $500,000
    Purchase of buildings $4,500,000 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 $4,500,000
(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
    On-site work $70,364 $77,040 $70,364 $77,040
    Off-site improvements
(3) Construction Hard Costs
    New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $3,712,516 $3,616,998 $3,712,516 $3,616,998
(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
    Contractor overhead $75,658 $73,881 $75,658 $73,881
    Contractor profit $226,973 $221,642 $226,973 $221,642
    General requirements $226,973 $221,642 $226,973 $221,642
(5) Contingencies $431,248 $369,404 $378,288 $369,404
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $374,374 $374,374 $374,374 $374,374
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $462,312 $462,312 $462,312 $462,312
(8) All Ineligible Costs $1,209,060 $1,209,060
(9) Developer Fees $675,000 $675,000 $829,119 $812,594
    Developer overhead $201,608 $198,346
    Developer fee $1,310,454 $1,289,248
(10) Development Reserves $525,672 $525,672 $675,000 $675,000 $829,119 $812,594

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $13,827,212 $13,639,620 $5,175,000 $5,175,000 $6,356,576 $6,229,888

    Deduct from Basis:
    All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
    B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
    Non-qualified non-recourse financing
    Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
    Historic Credits (on residential portion only)
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $5,175,000 $5,175,000 $6,356,576 $6,229,888
    High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $5,175,000 $5,175,000 $8,263,549 $8,098,854
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $5,175,000 $5,175,000 $8,263,549 $8,098,854
    Applicable Percentage 3.63% 3.63% 3.63% 3.63%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $187,853 $187,853 $299,967 $293,988
Syndication Proceeds 0.9701 $1,822,362 $1,822,362 $2,909,986 $2,851,989

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $487,819 $481,841

Syndication Proceeds $4,732,348 $4,674,351

Requested Tax Credits $485,286
Syndication Proceeds $4,707,772

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $5,588,212 $5,400,620
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $576,043 $556,706

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Gulfway Manor Apartments, Corpus Christi, HTC 4%, #07401
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Applicant Evaluation

Project ID # 07401 Name: Delphi Community Housing City:

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% HOME BOND HTF SECO ESGP Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD 

National Previous Participation Certification Received: N/A Yes No

Noncompliance Reported on National Previous Participation Certification: Yes No

Total # of Projects monitored: 5

# not yet monitored or pending review: 2

zero to nine: 4Projects
grouped
by score 

ten to nineteen: 1

Portfolio Management and Compliance

twenty to twenty-nine: 0

# monitored with a score less than thirty: 5

# in noncompliance: 0
NoYes

Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit 

Not applicable

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Portfolio Monitoring

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Reviewed by Patricia Murphy Date 1/3/2007

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Issues found regarding late audit 

Issues found regarding late cert 

# of projects not reported 0

No
YesProjects not reported

in application

Portfolio Analysis

Not applicable 

No unresolved issues

Not current on set-ups 

Not current on draws 

Not current on match

No relationship

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer EEF

Date 12/22/2006

Community Affairs 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer S. Roth

Date 1 /3 /2007

Multifamily Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Sandy M. Garcia

Date 12/22/2006

Single Family Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Maria Cazares

Date 1 /9 /2007

Office of Colonia Initiatives 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable 

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found 

Reviewer David Burrell

Date 1 /5 /2007

Real Estate Analysis
(Workout)

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached) 

No delinquencies found

Delinquencies found 

Reviewer Melissa M. Whitehead 

Date 1 /10/2007

Financial Administration
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February  1, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits 
associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with other Issuers.

Requested Action

Approve, Amend or Deny the staff recommendation for Rockwell Manor Apartments. 

 Summary of the Transaction

Background and General Information: The application was received on November 17, 2006.  The Issuer 
for this transaction is Cameron County HFC. The development is an acquisition/rehabilitation and will 
consist of 126 total units targeting the general population, with all units affordable. The site is currently 
zoned for such a development. The Compliance Status Summary completed on January 9, 2007 reveals 
that the principals of the general partner have no properties in material noncompliance.  The bond 
priority for this transaction is:  

Priority 2:   Set aside 100% of units that cap rents at 30% of 60% AMFI 
   (MUST receive 4% Housing Tax Credits 

Census Demographics:  The development is located at 2735 Rockwell Drive in Brownsville. 
Demographics for the census tract (131.06) include AMFI of $23,228; the total population is 4,320; the 
percent of population that is minority is 93.33%; the percent of population that is below the poverty line 
is 42.33%; the number of owner occupied units is 635; the number of renter units is 594 and the number 
of vacant units is 51. The percentage of population that is minority for the entire City of Brownsville is 
92% (Census information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2006). 

Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board approve the issuance of a Determination Notice of $364,165 in Housing Tax 
Credits for Rockwell Manor Apartments.   









TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: January 22, 2007 PROGRAM: 4% HTC FILE NUMBER: 07402

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Rockwell Manor Apartments 

APPLICANT 
Name: RM Affordable Housing, LP Contact: Daniel O’Dea 

Address: 1717 West 6th Street, Suite 315 

City Austin State: TX Zip: 78703

Phone: (512) 494-8200 Fax: (512) 494-8201 Email: dan@delphihousing.com 

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Delphi Housing of Brownsville, LLC Title: 1.01% Managing General Partner of Applicant 

Name: DAHG 2006, LP Title: 100% Owner of GP 

Name: Delphi Community Housing 2006, LP Title: Developer 

Name: Delphi Affordable Housing Group, Inc  Title: 60% Owner of DAHG 2006, LP / 70% Owner of Developer 

Name: Daniel F O’Dea Title: 40% Owner of DAHG 2006, LP / 30% Owner of Developer 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 2735 Rockwell Drive

City: Brownsville Zip: 78520

County: Cameron Region: 11 QCT DDA

REQUEST
Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term

HTC $387,384 N/A N/A N/A 
Proposed Use of Funds: Acquisition/rehab Type: Multifamily 

Target Population: Family Other: Urban/Exurban

RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$364,165 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS.

CONDITIONS
1. Receipt, review, and acceptance of clearance letters for the lead based paint, asbestos, and mold and 

evidence that all other Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and subsequent environmental 
investigation report recommendations have been carried out; 

2. Receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation from HUD of approval of increased Section 8 
HAP contract rents and restructuring of the IRP subsidy; 

3. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a firm commitment for the IRP debt; and 
4. Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-

evaluated and an adjustment to the credit/allocation amount may be warranted. 
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REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports.

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS

Total Units: 126 # Res Bldgs 11 # Non-Res Bldgs 1 Age: 34 yrs Vacant: 12% at 11/30/2006

Net Rentable SF: 107,933 Av Un SF: 857 Common Area SF: 3,005 Gross Bldg SF: 110,938

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The building and unit plans are comparable to other modern apartment developments. They appear to provide 
acceptable access and storage. The elevations reflect modest buildings. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures are constructed on concrete slabs. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior is 49% masonry veneer, 12% cement fiber, and 39% stucco. The interior wall surfaces will be 
drywall and the roofs are finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet and resilient covering. Threshold criteria for the 2007 QAP requires all 
development units to include: mini blinds or window coverings for all windows, a dishwasher, a disposal, a 
refrigerator, an oven/range, an exhaust/vent fan in bathrooms, and a ceiling fan in each living area and 
bedroom. New construction units must also include three networks: one for phone service, one for data 
service, and one for TV service. In addition, each unit will include: a microwave, an ice maker in the 
refrigerator, a self-cleaning oven, a ceiling fixture in each room, an individual heating and air conditioning 
unit, an individual water heater, and eight-foot ceilings. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
In order to meet threshold criteria for total units of 100 or more, the Applicant has elected to provide a 
barbecue or picnic table for every 50 units, community laundry room, an enclosed sun porch or covered 
community porch, a furnished community room, a gazebo with sitting area, and two children’s playgrounds 
equipped for 5 to 12 year olds/two tot lots/one of each. 
Uncovered Parking: 50 spaces Carports: 125 spaces Garages: 0 spaces 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Rockwell Manor Apartments is a 13-unit per acre acquisition and rehabilitation development 
located in Brownsville. The development was built in 1974 and is comprised of 11 evenly distributed 
residential buildings as follows: 

No. of Buildings No. of Floors 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR
2 2 8
4 2 8 8
2 2 8
1 2 16
1 2 12
1 2 2

The development includes construction of a new 1,120-square foot community building that will include a 
community room, business center, leasing office, and kitchen. Building eleven currently houses office space, 
a maintenance room, a laundry room, and a one-bedroom unit. The existing office space will be converted to 
a one-bedroom unit attached to the maintenance and laundry areas. It appears that the two one-bedroom units 
in building eleven will be employee occupied units. 
Existing Subsidies: The property currently operates under a Section 8 HAP contract providing project-based 
rental assistance for 100% of the units. The Applicant is seeking renewal of the HAP contract for a 20 year 
period with an increase in the gross contract rents. The Applicant provided an email letter from HUD dated 
December 22, 2006 indicating HUD’s receipt of the Applicant’s request for an IRP Decoupling package and 
rent restructuring package. The letter states that the Applicant’s request is currently being processed. In 
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general, the increased rents requested by the Applicant appear to be below the market rates determined by the 
Market Analyst. However, of note, the increased rent for the two-bedroom units is $14 higher than the 
comparable market rent determined by the Market Analyst. While of concern, the market study documents 
several comparable units with rents higher than the increased rent requested by the Applicant and therefore it 
is possible that HUD would approve the new higher rents. In order to benefit from the IRP after the 
restructuring is complete, the increased rents must be at a level below the market.  
The property currently receives an interest rate reduction payment (IRP) provided through Federal Housing 
Administration – Section 236. The Applicant is seeking a decoupling of the IRP from the existing debt and 
collateralization of the IRP with a new loan through Davis-Penn Mortgage. Based on the restructuring plan 
submitted to HUD, the average annual payment is estimated to be $88,590. The annual subsidy will be 
deferred during the rehabilitation period and is expected to begin on December 1, 2007 and continue at the 
same rate through November 1, 2014. Receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation from HUD of 
approval of increased Section 8 HAP contract rents and restructuring of the IRP subsidy is a condition of this 
report.
Development Plan: The buildings were 88% occupied as of November 30, 2006 and are in moderate 
condition. The Applicant has not provided a tenant relocation plan, but explains, “RM Affordable Housing, 
L.P. plans to allow vacancy to be increased such that at construction commencement there will be 25 vacant 
units in which to begin interior rehabilitation. Each of the buildings is expected to take approximately two 
months to complete. … Optimal construction speed can be attained with 20% vacant units.” In addition, the 
Applicant provided a sample of the notification that will be given to current tenants. 
The property condition assessment prepared by Dominion Due Diligence Group and dated March 30, 2006 
provides the following rehabilitation scope of work:
SITE
¶ General Sitework: Replace site concrete sidewalk, provide allowance for two (2) signs, install 

additional concrete at mailboxes, scope all sewer lines, provide new tot lot with fall zone, locate and 
evaluate the condition of existing shut off vales, install a gazebo, install planting areas, install public 
telephone, install BBQ grills and picnic tables, install new parking for persons with disabilities, repair 
fencing

BUILDING EXTERIORS 
¶ Residential Buildings: Replace gutters and downspouts throughout, replace existing siding with 

Hardiplank siding, replace exterior trim, replace 50% of existing roofs, remove existing mansard 
siding and replace with metal roofing, replace exterior flood lights, replace 80% of the entry unit 
doors and jambs, install weather stripping at all exterior doors, install new door hardware, remove 
existing mailboxes at each unit and cover, install new aluminum building numbers, install new unit 
numbers, replace stairways and landings, paint all new metal stairs, paint new siding, stucco and trim, 
paint existing siding, stucco and trim 

INTERIOR RENOVATION 
¶ Doors: Replace 20% of interior doors and frames, replace 40% of closet doors, install new door 

hardware
¶ Windows: Replace all windows, install new vinyl horizontal blinds 
¶ Walls/Ceiling: Provide allowance for repairing drywall, install water resistant gypsum board behind 

tubs, replace all sheetrock in bathrooms, replace ceiling sheetrock in mechanical closet, retexture all 
interior units, walls and ceilings, paint all unit interiors, install wood base throughout, replace 40% of 
all shelf and rods, replace all windows stools 

¶ Floors: Remove not well bonded VCT, patch and repair all cracks or holes, install VCT in kitchens, 
bathrooms and hallways, install new carpet in all living rooms and bedrooms 

¶ HVAC: Replace all condensers (14 SEER), replace all furnaces/Blowers, install new thermostats, 
provide combustion air in all mechanical closets, replace all mechanical closet doors, clean all duct 
work, replace all plenums, install new HVAC supply, return and wall grills 

¶ Bathroom: Replace all accessories, replace all medicine cabinets with reversible doors, provide 
allowance for necessary repairs at tubs 

¶ Kitchens: Install kitchen cabinets all units, install plastic-laminate countertop, install new kitchen 
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sinks and faucets, provide paneling along stove wall and behind all stoves 
¶ Appliances: Replace refrigerators with ice maker, replace range hoods with microwave/range hood 

combination, install new ranges, install garbage disposals, install dishwashers
¶ Electrical: Disconnect power and control wiring from the existing furnace/air conditioner unit in 

each apartment to allow for removal, provide new disconnect and reconnect both power and control 
circuits, install new 100-amp electrical service panels, install arc fault per code, provide wiring and 
connections garbage disposals, add G.F.I. outlet protection in kitchen and bath, replace all existing 
light fixtures, replace all plugs, switches, and cover plates, replace exhaust fans in bathrooms, install 
hardwired smoke detectors, provide wiring and connections ceiling fans/light fixtures, provide new 
ceiling fans/light fixtures, install compression wire fittings on aluminum neutral wire at panels, add 
TV and Telephone outlets in bedrooms 

¶ Plumbing: Replace all bath vanities and vanity fixtures, replace all tubs, tub valves and tub trim, 
install new 3 or 5 piece tub surrounds with integral soapdish and grab bars, replace all toilets and 
hubs, replace all stop valves at fixtures, install water line for ice maker, provide supply line for new 
dishwasher, provide allowance for misc. water supply line repairs 

BUILDING MISCELLANEOUS 
¶ Add 6” of blown insulation in attics of all buildings to achieve an R-30 rating. 
¶ Convert various units for accessibility 

ABATEMENT SUMMARY 
¶ Includes a $100,000 allowance for the removal and monitoring of asbestos containing materials. 

These items include existing tile, tile mastic, drywall texture and drywall joint compound. 
OFFICE/LAUNDRY/MAINTENANCE BUILDING (OLM) 
¶ Exterior: Replace gutters and downspouts, remove existing siding and replace with Hardiplank 

siding, replace all trim, replace existing mansard siding and replace with metal roofing, replace 
exterior flood light, paint exterior of building, replace all windows, replace existing dbl. front entry 
door, replace all sheetrock in water heater room, remove existing ramps at laundry and office entry 
and replace with HC, replace handrails at entry ramp and install at laundry, replace gutters and 
downspouts on OLM building, replace O.H. door and personnel door at Maintenance shop 

¶ Interior: Overlay existing VCT flooring with new VCT flooring, convert existing office to new 1-
bedroom unit, install new carpet, paint all trim, walls and ceilings 

VII. SITE MISCELLANEOUS 
¶ Install 125 carports throughout the property. 
¶ Construct New Office/Community Building. 
¶ Repair circular brick planters and add sidewalks around planters.

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Total Size: 9.634 acres Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone B Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: Apartment “H” Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The site is an irregular shaped parcel located at the northwest corner of Rockwell Drive and 
Shidler Drive approximately 1.5 miles north of Brownsville’s central business district in Cameron County. 
Adjacent Land Uses:
¶ North: a Resaca (river channel) immediately adjacent and single family residential beyond;
¶ South: Rockwell Drive immediately adjacent and commercial and single family residential beyond;
¶ East: Rockwell Drive immediately adjacent and multifamily residential complexes beyond; and
¶ West: Shidler Road immediately adjacent and retail beyond.
Site Access: Access to the site is available from two points along Rockwell Drive. Highway 83 / Highway 77 
is located one quarter mile west of the subject property and provides access to other areas of the city, region, 
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and state. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation was not identified in the application 
materials. 
Shopping & Services: A major supermarket, other retail stores and restaurants, primary and secondary 
public schools, banks, places of worship, and recreational facilities are all located within one mile of the site. 

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION 
Inspector: Manufactured Housing Staff Date: 5/15/2006 

Overall Assessment:  Excellent  Acceptable  Questionable  Poor Unacceptable

Comments:

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated March 22, 2006 was prepared by Astex 
Environmental Services and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
Findings:
¶ Noise: The ESA provider found that noise is not a factor (p. 29).
¶ Floodplain: “Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map Number 

4800103 0010 B, effective date: December 1, 1978, the subject property is located in areas between limits 
of the 100-year flood and 500-year flood; or certain areas subject to 100-year flooding with average 
depths less than one foot or where the contributing drainage is less than one square mile; or areas 
protected by levees from the base flood” (p. 8).

¶ Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): “A comprehensive investigation of potential asbestos 
containing building materials within the dwelling units and common use areas was conducted during this 
assessment and all of the 12” floor tile (select patterns/color) and associated black mastic found 
throughout the dwelling units was found to be asbestos containing as well as the cementious soffit 
material found throughout the site. These materials can be managed in place under an Operations and 
Maintenance Plan” (p. 1).

¶ Lead-Based Paint (LBP): “A limited lead based paint survey was conducted for this assessment and at 
least two hundred forty-nine (249) XRF readings were taken, one (1) of which was a calibration 
confirmation. Based on the randomness of the sampling the slab type exterior entrance doors (both inside 
and outside) must be considered positive for lead based paint: All other interior and/or exterior painted 
surfaces were found to be free of lead based paint” (p. 1). The exterior entrance doors “were noted to be 
in good condition with minimal peeling and flaking having been observed and can be managed in place 
through implementation of a LBP Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M)” (p. 20).

¶ Lead in Drinking Water: “On April 18, 2006 Astex Environmental Services representative, Mr. 
Benjamin Hernandez, Texas Lead Inspector, #2060428, conducted limited testing on the drinking water 
from twelve (12) randomly selected dwelling units on the subject site. … The sample results indicate that 
water from the Office bathroom is greater than the level permitted under the Drinking Water Standard (15 
ppb). Additional confirmation sampling is scheduled from this area and will be reported under separate 
cover” (p. 20).

¶ Radon: “The City of Brownsville falls within the EPA Radon Zone 3 (lowest potential – less than 2 
pCi/L) therefore no physical sampling was deemed necessary and no further action should be required” 
(p. 19).

¶ Other: “During the inspection particular attention was given to visible mold growth or signs of water 
intrusion into the units. Fourteen (14) of the twenty (20) inspected units were noted to have mold or water 
damage to some degree, primarily restricted to the HVAC closets or bathrooms. The mold or water 
intrusions were small spots (superficial) or stains to the entire HVAC closets and ductwork…. Prior to 
renovation the General Contractor should consult a Texas licensed Mold Assessment Consultant to insure 
compliance with the Texas Mold and Remediation Rules dated May 2004” (p. 22).

¶ Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs): “This assessment revealed the following on-site 
recognized environmental conditions in connection with the subject property. Limited amounts of 
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asbestos containing materials were identified and can be managed in place through an Asbestos 
Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M). All slab type exterior front doors were identified as containing 
lead based paint but can be managed in place through and LBP Operations and Maintenance Plan 
(O&M). At least three (3) of the property owned and operated electrical transformers were noted to have 
staining on the transformer case, pad or adjacent soil and should be investigated further. A slightly 
elevated level of lead in water was identified within the Office and additional testing should be 
conducted. Fourteen (14) of the twenty (20) inspected units were noted to have visible mold (minor to 
significant) or water damage primarily within the HVAC closets or bathrooms” (p. 32).

Recommendations: The Applicant submitted an Operations and Maintenance Plan for Lead Based Paint and 
Asbestos Containing Materials dated March 22, 2006. Subsequently, on December 26, 2006, the Applicant 
submitted a signed letter from Astex Environmental Services indicating, “These O&M Plans are currently in 
full force and effect until rehab of the units takes place. Upon completion of the rehab, the appropriate O&M 
will remain in place in accordance with the Texas asbestos, lead and mold regulations. … At completion of 
each phase of the rehab, asbestos, lead based paint and mold clearance letters will be provided indicating that 
the specific areas have passed clearance and are safe for occupancy.”
Receipt, review, and acceptance of clearance letters for the lead based paint, asbestos, and mold and evidence 
that all other Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and subsequent environmental investigation report 
recommendations have been carried out is a condition of this report. 

INCOME SET-ASIDE 
The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) set-aside. To qualify 
for a Priority 2 Private Activity Bond allocation for a Qualified Residential Rental Project, the Applicant has 
elected to set-aside 100% of the units with rent and income restrictions at 60% of area median family income 
(§ 1372.0321). 

MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons

60% of AMI $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,860 $27,900 $30,000

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A revised market feasibility study dated December 26, 2006 was prepared by O’Connor & Associates 
(“Market Analyst”) and included the following findings:  
Secondary Market Information: The Market Analyst did not include a secondary market area. 
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “The revised primary market area consists of zip code 78521, 
which encompasses southeast Brownsville. The PMA extends out to the Gulf of Mexico, but the majority of 
the PMA’s population resides within the Brownsville city limits” (p. Add). This area encompasses 
approximately 96 square miles and is equivalent to a circle with a radius of 5.5 miles.
Population: The estimated 2006 population of the PMA was 99,211 and is expected to increase by 12.6% 
(2.5% annually) to approximately 111,721 by 2011. Within the primary market area there were estimated to 
be 26,361 households in 2006. 
Total Market Demand: The Market Analyst utilized a household size-appropriate adjustment rate of 92% 
(p. Add). The Analyst’s income band of $8,160 to $30,000 and income specific tenure rates result in an 
income eligible tenure appropriate adjustment rate of 21% (p. Add). The Market Analyst indicates a turnover 
rate of 60% applies based on IREM data (p. Add). 
In addition, the Market Analyst included demand for 75 units from Section 8 voucher holders. Due the to 
Underwriter’s use of an income band extending to $0, as a result of the project based rental subsidy, demand 
from Section 8 voucher holders is effectively included in turnover demand. Therefore, the Underwriter did 
not include demand from this source. Also of note, it is unclear whether the Market Analyst’s data used to 
derive the income specific tenure rates is applicable for Brownsville. While the Underwriter understands the 
tendency to understate demand when including higher income households, the use of a PMA specific tenure 
rate is more appropriate. Therefore, the Underwriter has used a tenure appropriate adjustment rate of 38%. 
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MARKET DEMAND SUMMARY 
Market Analyst Underwriter

Type of Demand Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Household Growth 140 4% 126 4%
Resident Turnover 3,075 93% 2,957 96%
Other Sources: Section 8 75 1% N/A 
TOTAL DEMAND 3,290 100% 3,083 100% 

p. Add 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 14.71% based upon 
3,290 units of demand and 484 unstabilized affordable housing in the PMA (including the subject) (p. Add). 
The Underwriter calculated an inclusive capture rate of 15.64% based upon a revised supply of 482 
unstabilized comparable affordable units divided by a revised demand estimate for 3,083 affordable units. 
However, the subject development is currently 88% occupied with a rental subsidy, and it is likely the 
existing tenants will choose to remain at the property. Therefore, an inclusive capture rate calculation is not a 
meaningful tool for determining the feasibility of the subject development. 
Unit Mix Conclusion: The Market Analyst draws no specific unit mix conclusion; although, the Analyst 
concludes that the subject will have a competitive advantage in the market as a result of the superior 
condition of the property and amenities. Per the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines, the Market 
Analyst must derive an inclusive capture rate for each unit type and income restriction. However, the subject 
application was submitted prior to the TDHCA Board’s approval of the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and 
Guidelines on December 14, 2006. 
Market Rent Comparables: The Market Analyst surveyed five comparable apartment properties in the 
market area.  

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential
1-Bedroom (60%) $494 $441 $53 $510 -$16
2-Bedroom (60%) $594 $502 $92 $580 $14
3-Bedroom (60%) $670 $584 $86 $690 -$20
4-Bedroom (60%) $759 $662 $97 $800 -$41

(NOTE: Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “According to Multi-Housing Market Condition Report, January 2006,
prepared by Apartment MarketData Research Services, LLC, projects constructed in the Brownsville 
submarket during the 2000’s are currently averaging 97.2% occupancy” (p. 40). “There are 11 HUD projects 
totaling 925 units. …All HUD projects in Brownsville [except those currently undergoing rehabilitation] are 
100% occupied” (p. 44). 
Absorption Projections: “Considering the strong absorption history of similar properties and the lack of 
available quality affordable units in this market, and also recognizing that the property is currently operating 
at 100% occupancy as a low-income project, we project that the property will remain close to stabilized 
occupancy during rehabilitation, and will return to stabilized occupancy by close of construction, or 
immediately thereafter” (p. 40). 
Unstabilized, Under Construction, and Planned Development: “Based on our research, there are three 
affordable housing projects currently proposed, under construction, approved for construction, or unstabilized 
in the subject’s primary market. La Villita Phase I [TDHCA #03029], although at 99% occupancy, has not 
been stabilized for a period of one year; therefore, this project is classified as unstabilized per the TDHCA 
definition. Phase I has 128 units, of which all 128 are rent-restricted. La Villita Phase II [TDHCA #05125] is 
just breaking ground, and will have 80 units, of which all 80 will be rent-restricted. Providence at Boca Chica 
is also just breaking ground, and will have 158 units, of which 151 will be rent-restricted” (p. 77). In addition 
to the developments identified by the Market Analyst, Cunningham Manor Apartments received a 2006 
allocation of 9% tax credits. However, the property is an acquisition/rehabilitation development and will not 
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be included in the capture rate calculation. Lastly, it is important to note that all of the unstabilized properties 
discussed above are within one mile of the subject property. 
Market Impact: “Based on the high occupancy levels of the existing properties in the market, along with the 
strong recent absorption history, and considering that the subject is already operating at 100% occupancy as 
an affordable housing project, we project that the subject property will have minimal sustained negative 
impact on the existing apartment market. Any negative impact should be of reasonable scope and limited 
duration” (p. 85).
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study provided sufficient 
information on which to base a funding recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: The Applicant’s projected rents collected per unit are equal to the Applicant’s anticipated Section 8 
HAP contract rents. As indicated above, the Applicant has requested an increase in the current HAP contract 
rents from HUD as part of a restructuring package. The requested rent increase per unit ranges from $4 to $51 
depending on unit type, which results in a subsidy increase of approximately $27K or 3% annually. Tenants 
will be required to pay electric costs. 
The Applicant’s secondary income and vacancy and collection loss estimates are in line within the 
Department’s guidelines. In addition, the property receives an IRP subsidy, which has been included as a 
source of secondary income. The Underwriter’s IRP subsidy is the estimated average annual IRP derived 
from the IRP schedule in the Applicant’s restructuring plan. The Applicant’s estimate of effective gross 
income is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate. 
Expenses: The Applicant’s total annual operating expense projection at $4,135 per unit is within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate of $4,111, derived from actual operating history of the development, the TDHCA 
database, and third-party data sources. However, the Applicant’s estimates of a couple line items differ 
significantly from the Underwriter’s, including: payroll and payroll tax ($23K or $22% lower); and property 
tax ($19K or 33% lower). The PCA indicates that the Applicant’s reserve for replacements estimate of $300 
per unit is sufficient. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s estimates of effective gross income, operating expenses, and net operating 
income are each within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimates. Therefore, the Applicant’s Year One proforma is 
used to determine the development’s debt capacity and debt coverage ratio (DCR). The Applicant’s proforma 
results in a Year One DCR within the Department’s guideline. 
Long-Term Feasibility: The underwriting 30-year proforma utilizes a 3% annual growth factor for income 
and a 4% annual growth factor for expenses in accordance with current TDHCA guidelines. As noted above, 
the Applicant’s base year effective gross income, expense, and net operating income were utilized resulting in 
a debt coverage ratio that remains above 1.15 and continued positive cashflow. Therefore, the development 
can be characterized as feasible for the long-term.

ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
APPRAISED VALUE 

Land Only: 9.634 acres $590,000 Date of Valuation: 12/27/2006 

Existing Building(s): “as is” $2,190,000 Date of Valuation: 12/27/2006 

Total Development: “as is” $2,780,000 Date of Valuation: 12/27/2006 

Appraiser: Simon J Luttman Firm: O’Connor & Associates City: Houston 

APPRAISAL ANALYSIS/CONCLUSIONS 
An updated appraisal, provided by the purchaser, was performed by O’Connor & Associates and dated 
December 27, 2006. The current “as-is” value is most important in the valuation and underwriting of this 
property because it should support the purchase price of the subject. For the “as-is” valuation, the primary 
approach used was the income capitalization approach. The income approach takes into account the current 
HAP contract and the IRP payment. Four land sales dating from 2003 to 2005 for 4.9 acres to 12.3 acres were 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

9

used to determine the underlying value of the land. As a result, the value attributed to the existing buildings is 
$2,190,000 or 79% of the total appraised value of the property.  

ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: $233,040 Assessment for the Year of: 2006

Building: $1,890,017 Valuation by: Cameron County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $2,123,057 Tax Rate: 2.661355

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Purchase and sale agreement (9.634 acres)  

Contract Expiration: 12/01/2006 and one 4-month extension Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No

Acquisition Cost: $2,800,000 Other: 

Seller: Rockwell Manor Limited Partnership Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value: The Applicant provided a purchase and sale agreement for the purchase of the subject 
property indicating a price of $2,800,000, which is equal to the total acquisition cost claimed by the 
Applicant. The Applicant is claiming acquisition credits for the property and has attributed a value of 
$2,447,760 to the existing buildings. The Underwriter has determined a building value of $2,205,755 which 
was calculated as 79% of the contract price of $2,800,000, which is proportionately consistent with the 
appraisal submitted by the Applicant. As a result, the acquisition eligible basis used to determine the eligible 
acquisition tax credit amount including the proportionate developer fee is $2,814,924 or $278,305 less than 
the Applicant’s claimed acquisition basis. 
Sitework Cost: Since this is a proposed rehabilitation the associated sitework costs are minimal. The 
Applicant has estimated sitework costs of $1,221 per unit. The Applicant’s estimate is $86K or 127% higher 
than the estimate in the Property Condition Assessment (PCA) submitted by the Applicant.  The underwriting 
analysis will reflect the PCA value. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $15K or <1% higher than the 
estimate provided in the Property Condition Assessment (PCA). The underwriting analysis will reflect the 
PCA value. 
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor’s and developer’s fees for general requirements, general and administrative 
expenses, and profit are all within the maximums allowed by TDHCA guidelines. 
Conclusion: The Underwriter’s cost schedule was derived from the third-party Property Condition 
Assessment (PCA) provided by the Applicant and the information presented in the application. The PCA was 
well documented and appeared to cover the scope of work provided by the Applicant. Thus, the 
Underwriter’s development cost schedule, as derived from the PCA, will be used to determine the 
development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis. An eligible basis of $8,302,371 
supports annual tax credits of $364,165. This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax 
credits calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 
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FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: Davis-Penn Mortgage Contact: Ray Landry 

Principal: $4,899,800 Interest Rate:  5.25%, fixed Amort: 420 months

IRP Loan Prin: $480,900 Interest Rate:  5.25%, fixed Amort: 80 months

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: PNC MultiFamily Capital Contact: Gayle Manganello 

Proceeds: $3,869,538 Net Syndication Rate: 101% Anticipated HTC: $387,384/year 

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:

OTHER
Amount: $219,338 Source: Operating Reserves

Amount: $226,464 Source: Rental Income During Construction 

Amount: $485,623 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing: The Applicant has received a reservation of Mortgage Revenue 
Bonds from the Cameron County Housing Finance Corporation (CHFC). Davis-Penn Mortgage Co. has 
provided a commitment letter with amounts and terms consistent with the sources and uses of funds portion 
of the application. The development qualifies for tax credits as a Private Activity Bond transaction because it 
is at least 51 percent financed by tax-exempt private activity bonds and has chosen to further qualify as a 
Priority 2 development (§ 1372.0321, Texas Government Code). 
Interest Reduction Payment Loan: The commitment letter from Davis-Penn Mortgage indicates a $480,900 
loan (a portion of the total bond financing) to cover the remaining stream of IRP payments. The commitment 
indicates the loan will be fully amortized over the remaining term of approximately 80 months, and at a rate 
of 5.25%. The final amount of the loan and terms will be determined at a later date based upon the scheduled 
closing. However, the Underwriter has estimated a loan amount of $518,007 and a term of 84 months based 
on the net present value of future payments indicated in HUD’s IRP schedule submitted by the Applicant and 
the Applicant’s documentation for an IRP subsidy restructuring. The Underwriter’s estimated loan amount is 
reflected in the recommended financing structure. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a firm commitment for 
the IRP debt is a condition of this report.
HTC Syndication: The tax credit syndication commitment is consistent with the terms reflected in the 
sources and uses of funds listed in the application. 
Cash Equity: The Applicant has indicated $219,338 in operating reserves will be used to during construction 
and funded after completion of the rehabilitation. 
Income During Construction: The Applicant included $226,464 in anticipated rental income received 
during the construction phase; the Underwriter has included this amount in deferred developer fee in the 
recommended financing structure. Of note, the Applicant intends upon operating at 80% occupancy through 
the construction period. 
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $485,623 amount to 
43% of the total fees. 
Financing Conclusions: The Underwriter’s total development cost estimate less the permanent loan of 
$4,899,800 and adjusted IRP loan of $518,007 indicates the need for $4,363,753 in gap funds. Based on the 
submitted syndication terms, a tax credit allocation of $436,463 annually would be required to fill this gap in 
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financing. Of the three possible tax credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($387,384), the gap-driven amount 
($436,463), and eligible basis-derived estimate ($364,165), the eligible basis-derived estimate of $364,165 is 
recommended resulting in proceeds of $3,640,919. The Underwriter’s recommended financing structure 
indicates the need for $903,599 in additional permanent funds. Deferred developer fees in this amount appear 
to be repayable from development cashflow within ten years of stabilized operation.  

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

¶ The Applicant and Developer are related entities. These are common relationships for HTC-funded 
developments. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights:
¶ The Applicant, General Partner, owner of the GP, and Developer are single-purpose entities created for 

the purpose of receiving assistance from TDHCA and therefore have no material financial statements. 
¶ The 60% owner of DAHG 2006 and 70% owner of the developer, LP, Delphi Affordable Housing Group, 

Inc, submitted an unaudited financial statement as of November 30, 2006 reporting total assets of $3.5M 
and consisting of $28K in cash, $1.5M in current receivables, $653K in long term receivables, $250K in 
real property, and $992K in partnership interests. Liabilities totaled $1.2M, resulting in a net worth of 
$2.3M.

¶ The 40% of DAHG 2006 and 30% owner of the developer, Daniel F O’Dea, submitted an unaudited 
financial statement as of November 30, 2006 and is anticipated to be guarantor of the development. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation. 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
¶ Potential environmental risks exist regarding asbestos, lead based paint, and mold. 
¶ The property’s project-based rent subsidy is subject to Federal funding and may not be renewed as 

anticipated.

Underwriter: Date: January 22, 2007 
Cameron Dorsey 

Reviewing Underwriter: Date: January 22, 2007 
Lisa Vecchietti

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: January 22, 2007 
Tom Gouris



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Rockwell Manor Apartments, Brownsville, HTC 4%, #07402

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util Wtr,Swr,Trsh,Gas

TC 60%/Sec.8 16 1 1 559 $485 $494 $7,904 $0.88 $44.00 $76.15
TC 60%/Sec.8 32 2 1 682 582 594 19,008 0.87 80.00 86.15
TC 60%/Sec.8 60 3 2 961 672 670 40,200 0.70 88.00 99.15
TC 60%/Sec.8 16 4 2 1,142 750 759 12,144 0.66 88.00 113.15

EO 1 1 1 559 0 0.00 44.00 76.15
EO 1 1 1 674 0 0.00 44.00 76.15

TOTAL: 126 AVERAGE: 857 $625 $629 $79,256 $0.73 $79.68 $94.34

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 107,933 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 11
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $951,072 $951,072 IREM Region

  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 22,680 15,120 $10.00 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: IRP Payment 88,590 89,369 $59.11 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,062,342 $1,055,561
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (79,676) (72,468) -6.87% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $982,666 $983,093
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 3.79% $296 0.34 $37,234 $32,775 $0.30 $260 3.33%

  Management 4.33% 338 0.39 42,526 44,686 0.41 355 4.55%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 10.58% 825 0.96 103,937 81,280 0.75 645 8.27%

  Repairs & Maintenance 4.89% 381 0.45 48,031 43,500 0.40 345 4.42%

  Utilities 3.77% 294 0.34 37,071 40,000 0.37 317 4.07%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 7.73% 603 0.70 75,988 72,000 0.67 571 7.32%

  Property Insurance 6.06% 473 0.55 59,549 75,601 0.70 600 7.69%

  Property Tax 2.661355 5.98% 466 0.54 58,770 78,206 0.72 621 7.96%

  Reserve for Replacements 3.85% 300 0.35 37,800 37,800 0.35 300 3.85%

  Other: compl fees / security 1.73% 135 0.16 17,040 15,150 0.14 120 1.54%

TOTAL EXPENSES 52.71% $4,111 $4.80 $517,946 $520,998 $4.83 $4,135 53.00%

NET OPERATING INC 47.29% $3,688 $4.31 $464,720 $462,094 $4.28 $3,667 47.00%

DEBT SERVICE
Davis Penn First Lien 31.16% $2,430 $2.84 $306,184 $391,834 $3.63 $3,110 39.86%

Davis Penn IRP 9.02% $703 $0.82 88,590 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW 7.12% $555 $0.65 $69,946 $70,260 $0.65 $558 7.15%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.18 1.18
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.17

CONSTRUCTION COST
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 28.63% $22,222 $25.94 $2,800,000 $2,800,000 $25.94 $22,222 28.11%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 0.69% 537 0.63 67,615 153,800 1.42 1,221 1.54%

Direct Construction 34.70% 26,936 31.44 3,393,920 3,409,042 31.58 27,056 34.22%

Contingency 10.00% 3.54% 2,747 3.21 346,154 356,284 3.30 2,828 3.58%

General Req'ts 6.00% 2.12% 1,648 1.92 207,692 213,771 1.98 1,697 2.15%

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 0.71% 549 0.64 69,231 71,257 0.66 566 0.72%

Contractor's Profit 6.00% 2.12% 1,648 1.92 207,692 213,771 1.98 1,697 2.15%

Indirect Construction 2.96% 2,301 2.69 289,903 289,903 2.69 2,301 2.91%

Ineligible Costs 6.80% 5,283 6.17 665,607 665,607 6.17 5,283 6.68%

Developer's G & A 2.00% 1.48% 1,146 1.34 144,389 151,741 1.41 1,204 1.52%

Developer's Profit 13.00% 9.59% 7,449 8.70 938,529 986,320 9.14 7,828 9.90%

Interim Financing 4.41% 3,425 4.00 431,491 431,491 4.00 3,425 4.33%

Reserves 2.24% 1,741 2.03 219,338 219,338 2.03 1,741 2.20%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $77,631 $90.63 $9,781,560 $9,962,325 $92.30 $79,066 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 43.88% $34,066 $39.77 $4,292,303 $4,417,925 $40.93 $35,063 44.35%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

Davis Penn First Lien 50.09% $38,887 $45.40 $4,899,800 $4,899,800 $4,899,800
Davis Penn IRP 4.92% $3,817 $4.46 480,900 480,900 518,007
HTC Syndication Proceeds 39.56% $30,711 $35.85 3,869,538 3,869,538 3,640,919
Cash Equity 2.32% $1,797 $2.10 226,464 226,464 0
Deferred Developer Fees 4.96% $3,854 $4.50 485,623 485,623 903,599
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -1.85% ($1,435) ($1.67) (180,765) 0 0
TOTAL SOURCES $9,781,560 $9,962,325 $9,962,325

79%

Developer Fee Available

$1,138,061
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$1,632,317
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)

Rockwell Manor Apartments, Brownsville, HTC 4%, #07402

 PAYMENT COMPUTATION

Primary $4,899,800 Amort 420

Int Rate 5.25% DCR 1.52

Secondary $480,900 Amort 80

Int Rate 5.25% Subtotal DCR 1.18

Additional $3,869,538 Amort
Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.18

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE APPLICANT'S NOI

Primary Debt Service $306,184
Secondary Debt Service 88,590
Additional Debt Service 0
NET CASH FLOW $67,320

Primary $4,899,800 Amort 420

Int Rate 5.25% DCR 1.51

Secondary $518,007 Amort 84

Int Rate 5.25% Subtotal DCR 1.17

Additional $3,869,538 Amort 0

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.17

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA:  RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE (APPLICANT'S NOI)

INCOME      at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $951,072 $979,604 $1,008,992 $1,039,262 $1,070,440 $1,240,933 $1,438,582 $1,667,711 $2,241,263

  Secondary Income 15,120 15,574 16,041 16,522 17,018 19,728 22,870 26,513 35,631

  Other Support Income: IRP Payme 88,590 88,590 88,590 88,590 88,590

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,054,782 1,083,767 1,113,623 1,144,374 1,176,047 1,260,661 1,461,452 1,694,224 2,276,895

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (72,468) (81,283) (83,522) (85,828) (88,204) (94,550) (109,609) (127,067) (170,767)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Un 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $982,314 $1,002,485 $1,030,101 $1,058,546 $1,087,844 $1,166,112 $1,351,843 $1,567,157 $2,106,128

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $32,775 $34,086 $35,449 $36,867 $38,342 $46,649 $56,756 $69,052 $102,214

  Management 44,686 45567.8445 46823.13518 48116.08459 49447.82249 53005.48971 61447.89001 71234.94581 95733.81046

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 81,280 84,531 87,912 91,429 95,086 115,687 140,751 171,245 253,484

  Repairs & Maintenance 43,500 45,240 47,050 48,932 50,889 61,914 75,328 91,648 135,661

  Utilities 40,000 41,600 43,264 44,995 46,794 56,932 69,267 84,274 124,746

  Water, Sewer & Trash 72,000 74,880 77,875 80,990 84,230 102,478 124,681 151,693 224,543

  Insurance 75,601 78,625 81,770 85,041 88,442 107,604 130,916 159,280 235,773

  Property Tax 78,206 81,334 84,588 87,971 91,490 111,312 135,427 164,768 243,897

  Reserve for Replacements 37,800 39,312 40,884 42,520 44,221 53,801 65,457 79,639 117,885

  Other 15,150 15,756 16,386 17,042 17,723 21,563 26,235 31,919 47,248

TOTAL EXPENSES $520,998 $540,932 $562,002 $583,902 $606,665 $730,946 $886,266 $1,074,752 $1,581,185

NET OPERATING INCOME $461,315 $461,553 $468,099 $474,643 $481,178 $435,166 $465,577 $492,404 $524,943

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $306,184 $306,184 $306,184 $306,184 $306,184 $306,184 $306,184 $306,184 $306,184

Second Lien 88,590 88,590 88,590 88,590 88,590

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET CASH FLOW $66,541 $66,778 $73,325 $79,869 $86,404 $128,981 $159,393 $186,220 $218,758

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.17 1.17 1.19 1.20 1.22 1.42 1.52 1.61 1.71
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL ACQUISITION ACQUISITION REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

(1)  Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $352,240 $594,245
    Purchase of buildings $2,447,760 $2,205,755 $2,447,760 $2,205,755
(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
    On-site work $153,800 $67,615 $153,800 $67,615
    Off-site improvements
(3) Construction Hard Costs
    New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $3,409,042 $3,393,920 $3,409,042 $3,393,920
(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
    Contractor overhead $71,257 $69,231 $71,257 $69,231
    Contractor profit $213,771 $207,692 $213,771 $207,692
    General requirements $213,771 $207,692 $213,771 $207,692
(5) Contingencies $356,284 $346,154 $356,284 $346,154
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $289,903 $289,903 $289,903 $289,903
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $431,491 $431,491 $431,491 $431,491
(8) All Ineligible Costs $665,607 $665,607
(9) Developer Fees $330,863 $752,055
    Developer overhead $151,741 $144,389 $48,955 $102,786
    Developer fee $986,320 $938,529 $318,209 $668,111
(10) Development Reserves $219,338 $219,338 $367,164 $330,863 $770,898 $752,055

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $9,962,325 $9,781,560 $2,814,924 $2,536,619 $5,910,215 $5,765,752

    Deduct from Basis:
    All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
    B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
    Non-qualified non-recourse financing
    Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
    Historic Credits (on residential portion only)
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $2,814,924 $2,536,619 $5,910,215 $5,765,752
    High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $2,814,924 $2,536,619 $7,683,280 $7,495,478
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $2,814,924 $2,536,619 $7,683,280 $7,495,478
    Applicable Percentage 3.63% 3.63% 3.63% 3.63%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $102,182 $92,079 $278,903 $272,086
Syndication Proceeds 0.9998 $1,021,612 $920,608 $2,788,470 $2,720,311

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $381,085 $364,165

Syndication Proceeds $3,810,082 $3,640,919

Requested Tax Credits $387,384
Syndication Proceeds $3,873,061

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $4,544,518 $4,363,753
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $454,543 $436,463

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Rockwell Manor Apartments, Brownsville, HTC 4%, #07402
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Applicant Evaluation

Project ID # 07402 Name: Rockwell Manor City: Brownsville

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% HOME BOND HTF SECO ESGP Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD 

National Previous Participation Certification Received: N/A Yes No

Noncompliance Reported on National Previous Participation Certification: Yes No

Total # of Projects monitored: 6

# not yet monitored or pending review: 1

zero to nine: 5Projects
grouped
by score 

ten to nineteen: 1

Portfolio Management and Compliance

twenty to twenty-nine: 0

# monitored with a score less than thirty: 6

# in noncompliance: 0
NoYes

Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit 

Not applicable

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Portfolio Monitoring

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Reviewed by Patricia Murphy Date 1/3/2007

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Issues found regarding late audit 

Issues found regarding late cert 

# of projects not reported 0

No
YesProjects not reported

in application

Portfolio Analysis

Not applicable 

No unresolved issues

Not current on set-ups 

Not current on draws 

Not current on match

No relationship

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer EEF

Date 12/22/2006

Community Affairs 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer S. Roth

Date 1 /3 /2007

Multifamily Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Sandy M. Garcia

Date 12/22/2006

Single Family Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Maria Cazares

Date 1 /9 /2007

Office of Colonia Initiatives 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable 

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found 

Reviewer David Burrell

Date 1 /4 /2007

Real Estate Analysis
(Workout)

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached) 

No delinquencies found

Delinquencies found 

Reviewer Melissa M. Whitehead 

Date 1 /10/2007

Financial Administration
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Waiver of the Certification Requirement of Tax Exempt Bond Applications with local issuers 
with New Docket Numbers for the Gardens of DeCordova, Gardens of Weatherford, Woodside 
Manor Senior Community and Lakes of Goldshire. 

Requested Action

Approve, amend or deny the request for a waiver of the certification requirement for tax exempt 
bond applications with local issuers with new docket numbers from the Bond Review Board 
found in §49.12(f)(1) of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules (QAP), specifically that 
the new docket numbers must be issued in the same program year as the original docket number.  

Background

Woodside Manor Senior Community (#060421)
The Woodside Manor Senior Community was awarded 4% Housing Tax Credits at the August 
30, 2006 Board meeting and therefore has a docket number that was issued in 2006.  The Private 
Activity Bond reservation expiration date was November 3, 2006 and the Applicant asserts that 
due to circumstances beyond their control relating to the engineer’s misinterpretation of the flood 
plain requirements they were unable to close by this date.  The applicant anticipates having a 
new docket number issued by the Bond Review Board in 2007. The Issuer for this transaction is 
Montgomery County HFC.  The development is new construction and will consist of 220 total 
units targeting the elderly population and will be located in Conroe, Montgomery County. The 
Department did not receive any letters of opposition or support for this development. 

Gardens of DeCordova (#060420)
The Gardens of DeCordova was awarded 4% Housing Tax Credits and HOME CHDO Rental 
Development funds at the October 12, 2006 Board meeting and therefore has a docket number 
that was issued in 2006.  The Private Activity Bond reservation expiration date was December 8, 
2006 and the Applicant asserts that due to circumstances beyond their control they were unable 
to close by this date.  The applicant anticipates having a new docket number issued by the Bond 
Review Board in 2007. The Issuer for this transaction was Northwest Central Texas HFC and the 
HOME award was $1,194,376.  The development is new construction and will consist of 76 total 
units targeting the elderly population and will be located in Granbury.  The Department received 
opposition letters from the city and individuals in the community and a support letter was 
received by the County Commissioner. 
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Gardens of Weatherford (#060419)
The Gardens of Weatherford was awarded 4% Housing Tax Credits and HOME CHDO Rental 
Development funds at the October 12, 2006 Board meeting and therefore has a docket number 
that was issued in 2006.  The Private Activity Bond reservation expiration date was December 8, 
2006 and the Applicant asserts that due to circumstances beyond their control they were unable 
to close by this date.  The applicant anticipates having a new docket number issued by the Bond 
Review Board in 2007. The Issuer for this transaction was Northwest Central Texas HFC and the 
HOME award was $1,144,376.  The development is new construction and will consist of 76 total 
units targeting the elderly population and will be located in Weatherford.  The Department did 
not receive any letters of opposition or support on this development.

Lakes of Goldshire (#060429)
The Lakes of Goldshire was awarded 4% Housing Tax Credits at the November 9, 2006 Board 
meeting and therefore has a docket number that was issued in 2006.  The Private Activity Bond 
reservation expiration date was January 14, 2007 and the Applicant asserts that due to 
circumstances beyond their control they were unable to close by this date.  The applicant 
anticipates having a new docket number issued by the Bond Review Board in 2007. The Issuer 
for this transaction is Fort Bend County HFC.  The development is new construction and will 
consist of 160 total units targeting the general population and will be located in Rosenberg.  The 
Department received one letter of support from State Senator Ken Armbrister, one letter of 
opposition from Lamar CISD and a city resolution of opposition. Subsequent to the November 
Board meeting, the Department has received additional letters of opposition.  

These requests were originally an agenda item on the December 14, 2006 Board agenda for 
Gardens of Weatherford, Gardens of DeCordova and Lakes of Goldshire, however, the item was 
tabled to the February 1, 2007 Board meeting.  Subsequent to the December Board meeting one 
additional applicant requested a waiver for Woodside Manor Senior Community. 

Pursuant to §49.12(f)(1) of the 2007 QAP, in the event the bonds are not closed prior to the 
reservation expiration date, the new docket number issued by the Bond Review Board must be 
issued in the same program year as the original docket number in order to have the 
Determination Notice reinstated.  The applicants are requesting a waiver of this requirement 
because the only change will be the docket number and the application will not require full 
review again.  The applicants will be required to certify that their application satisfies the 
requirements of the 2007 QAP and will be verified by staff. Staff notes if there is opposition, the 
application must be presented to the Board for reinstatement.  §49.12(f)(1) further states “…in 
the event that the Department’s Board has already approved the application for tax credits, the 
application is not required to be presented to the Board again unless there is public 
opposition…”.  

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board waive §49.12(f)(1) of the 2007 QAP, which would allow the 
applicants to be able to have a new docket number issued from the Bond Review Board in a 
different year from the original docket number and certify that the application satisfies the 
requirements of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules (QAP).  
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Because there is no opposition to the Gardens of Weatherford and Woodside Manor Senior 
Community, the applicants will not be required to be presented to the Board again and the 
determination of the Housing Tax Credits may be reinstated by staff through the certification.

The Gardens of DeCordova and Lakes of Goldshire both originally had opposition and will be 
required to be presented to the Board again for reinstatement of the Determination of Housing 
Tax Credits.   





















































Page 1 of 1 

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Extension of the application submission date for several Housing Tax Credit applications that 
participated in the Texas Bond Review Board Lottery under the Tax Exempt Bond program. 

Requested Action

Approve, amend or deny the request for an extension of the submission date of the Housing Tax 
Credit complete application.   

Background

Pursuant to §49.12(a)(1) of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules (QAP) Lottery 
applications were required to be submitted to the Department on or before December 28, 2006.  
Six (6) applicants out of twelve (12) that participated in the 2007 Texas Bond Review Board 
Lottery state that they were unaware of the submission requirements outlined in the QAP 
because they have not participated in the lottery in the past or because of confusion, specifically 
that the complete tax credit application was required to be submitted on or before December 28, 
2006.  Staff notes that all of the applicants requesting this action are listed below and their 
appropriate fees have been received by the Department:     

    Development              Issuer  Priority          Applicant

Spencer Manor Senior  Denton County HFC       2         Richard Shaw 
Cantrell Manor Senior   Tarrant County HFC       2         Richard Shaw 
HomeTowne at Matador Ranch Tarrant County HFC        2         Kenneth Fambro 
Lakeside Apartments   Southeast Texas HFC       2         Uwe Nahuina 
Villas at Shaver   Southeast Texas HFC       2         Uwe Nahuina 
The Villas at Tomball   Southeast Texas HFC       2         Uwe Nahuina 

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board deny the requested extensions and uphold the requirements of the 
QAP.  There should be no confusion on this clearly stated requirement.  This is not a new 
requirement and applicants certify that they have read and will follow the QAP.

It should be noted, if the Board denies the extensions it is possible for some of the applicants to 
resubmit their applications to the Bond Review Board and receive new reservations of bond 
allocation.









 Housing Tax Credit Program 
Board Action Request 

February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Request, review, and board determination of one (1) four percent (4%) tax credit application with TDHCA as the Issuer. 

Recommendation

Staff is recommending that the board review and approve the issuance of one (1) four percent (4%) Tax Credit Determination Notice with TDHCA
as the Issuer for a tax exempt bond transaction known as: 

Development 
No.

Name Location Issuer Total
Units

LI
Units

Total
Development 

Applicant
Proposed

Tax Exempt 
Bond

Amount

Requested 
Credit

Allocation

Recommended 
Credit Allocation 

07601 Park Place at Loyola 
Apartments 

Austin TDHCA 252 252 $29,650,098 $15,000,000 $1,225,615 $1,225,615 

060612 Ennis Senior 
Community  

Ennis TDHCA 164 164 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Multifamily Mortgage Housing Bonds, Series 2007 
and Housing Tax Credits with TDHCA as the Issuer for the Park Place at Loyola development.  

Requested Action

Approve, Amend or Deny the staff recommendation for the Park Place at Loyola Apartments.

 Summary of the Park Place at Loyola Apartments Transaction

Background and General Information:  The Bonds will be issued under Chapter 2306, Texas 
Government Code, the Department's Enabling Statute (the "Statute"), which authorizes the Department to 
issue its revenue bonds for its public purposes as defined therein.  (The Statute provides that the 
Department’s revenue bonds are solely obligations of the Department, and do not create an obligation, 
debt, or liability of the State of Texas or a pledge or loan of the faith, credit or taxing power of the State 
of Texas.) The pre-application for the 2007 Waiting List was received on September 5, 2006.  The 
application was scored and ranked by staff.  The application was induced at the October 12, 2006 Board 
meeting and submitted to the Texas Bond Review Board.  The application received a Reservation of 
Allocation on January 23, 2007. The final date for bond delivery is on or before June 22, 2007, but the 
anticipated closing date is February 21, 2007. The proposed development will be located in Travis 
County. The development will be new construction of 252 units targeted to general population. This 
application was submitted under the Priority 3 category.  

Organizational Structure and Compliance:  The Borrower is Park Place at Loyola Apartments, LP and is 
comprised of XX.  The Compliance Status Summary completed on January 9, 2007 reveals that the 
principals of the general partner have a total of one (1) property that has no material noncompliance 

Public Hearing:  There were 5 people in attendance at the public hearing conducted by the Department 
for the proposed development on December 18, 2006 and 2 people spoke for the record. Some of the 
concerns expressed were that the area might see a crime rate increase and that the lack of upkeep and 
maintenance may have an effect on the surrounding property values. A copy of the transcript is included 
in this presentation. The Department has not received any letters of support or opposition. 

Census Demographics:  The proposed site is located at approximately the 6200 block of Loyola Lane, 
Travis County. Demographics for the census tract (22.02) include AMFI of $37,584; the total population 
is 4,250; the percent of the population that is minority is 92.95%; the percent of the population that is 
below the poverty line is 20.87%; the number of owner occupied units is 680; the number renter occupied 
units is 566 and the number of vacant units is 151. (FFIEC Geocoding for 2006) 



Page 2 of 2 

Summary of the Financial Structure

The applicant is requesting the Department’s approval and issuance of fixed rate tax-exempt bonds in an 
amount not to exceed $15,000,000.  The bonds will be unrated and privately placed with MuniMae TE 
Bond Subsidiary, LLC. MMA will underwrite the transaction using a debt coverage ratio of 1.15 
amortized over 40 years. The term of the Bonds will be for 40 years.  The construction and lease up 
period will be for 30 months with the option of four 3 month extensions.  The interest rate on the Bonds 
will be 5.8%, subject to adjustment as set forth in the Indenture.   

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board approve the issuance of $15,000,000 in tax exempt Multifamily Housing 
Mortgage Revenue Bonds, Series 2007 and $1,225,615 in Housing Tax Credits for the Park Place at 
Loyola Apartments. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 07-002 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ISSUANCE, SALE 
AND DELIVERY OF MULTIFAMILY HOUSING REVENUE BONDS (PARK 
PLACE AT LOYOLA) SERIES 2007; APPROVING THE FORM AND 
SUBSTANCE AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION AND DELIVERY OF 
DOCUMENTS AND INSTRUMENTS PERTAINING THERETO; 
AUTHORIZING AND RATIFYING OTHER ACTIONS AND DOCUMENTS; 
AND CONTAINING OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SUBJECT 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the 
“Department”) has been duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the 
provisions of Chapter 2306, Texas Government Code, as amended (the “Act”), for the purpose, 
among others, of providing a means of financing the costs of residential ownership, development 
and construction that will provide decent, safe, and affordable living environments for 
individuals and families of low, very low and extremely low income (as defined in the Act) and 
families of moderate income (as defined in the Act and determined by the Governing Board of 
the Department (the “Board”) from time to time); and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department:  (a) to make mortgage loans to housing 
sponsors to provide financing for multifamily residential rental housing in the State of Texas (the 
“State”) intended to be occupied by individuals and families of low, very low and extremely low 
income and families of moderate income, as determined by the Department; (b) to issue its 
revenue bonds, for the purpose, among others, of obtaining funds to make such loans and provide 
financing, to establish necessary reserve funds and to pay administrative and other costs incurred 
in connection with the issuance of such bonds; and (c) to pledge all or any part of the revenues, 
receipts or resources of the Department, including the revenues and receipts to be received by the 
Department from such multifamily residential rental development loans, and to mortgage, pledge 
or grant security interests in such loans or other property of the Department in order to secure the 
payment of the principal or redemption price of and interest on such bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to authorize the issuance of the Texas Department 
of Housing and Community Affairs Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds (Park Place at Loyola) 
Series 2007 (the “Bonds”), pursuant to and in accordance with the terms of a Trust Indenture (the 
“Indenture”) by and between the Department and The Bank of New York Trust Company, N.A., 
a national banking association, as trustee (the “Trustee”), for the purpose of obtaining funds to 
finance the Development (defined below), all under and in accordance with the Constitution and 
laws of the State; and 

WHEREAS, the Department desires to use the proceeds of the Bonds to fund a mortgage 
loan to Park Place at Loyola, LP, a Texas limited partnership (the “Borrower”), in order to 
finance the cost of acquisition, construction and equipping of a qualified residential rental 
development described on Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Development”) located within the 
State and required by the Act to be occupied by individuals and families of low and very low 
income and families of moderate income, as determined by the Department; and 
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WHEREAS, the Board, by resolution adopted on October 12, 2006, declared its intent to 
issue its revenue bonds to provide financing for the Development; and 

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the Department and the Borrower will execute and 
deliver a Loan and Financing Agreement (the “Financing Agreement”) pursuant to which (i) the 
Department will agree to make a mortgage loan funded with the proceeds of the Bonds (the 
“Loan”) to the Borrower to enable the Borrower to finance the costs of acquiring, constructing 
and equipping the Development and related costs, and (ii) the Borrower will execute and deliver 
to the Department a promissory note (the “Note”) in an original principal amount equal to the 
original aggregate principal amount of the Bonds, and providing for payment of interest on such 
principal amount equal to the interest on the Bonds and to pay other costs described in the 
Financing Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the Borrower’s obligations under the Note will be 
secured by a Deed of Trust, Security Agreement and Assignment of Rents and Leases and 
Financing Statement (the “Deed of Trust”) from the Borrower for the benefit of the Department; 
and

WHEREAS, the Department’s interest in the Loan (except for certain reserved rights), 
including the Note and the Deed of Trust, will be assigned to the Trustee pursuant to an 
Assignment of Deed of Trust Documents and an Assignment of Note (collectively, the 
“Assignments”) from the Department to the Trustee; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the Department, the Trustee and the Borrower 
will execute a Regulatory and Land Use Restriction Agreement (the “Regulatory Agreement”), 
with respect to the Development which will be filed of record in the real property records of 
Travis County, Texas; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the Department and the Borrower will 
execute an Asset Oversight Agreement (the “Asset Oversight Agreement”), with respect to the 
Development for the purpose of monitoring the operation and maintenance of the Development; 
and

WHEREAS, the Board has examined proposed forms of (a) the Indenture, the Financing 
Agreement, the Assignments, the Regulatory Agreement and the Asset Oversight Agreement 
(collectively, the “Issuer Documents”), and (b) the Deed of Trust and the Note,  all of which are 
attached to and comprise a part of this Resolution; has found the form and substance of the Issuer 
Documents to be satisfactory and proper and the recitals contained therein to be true, correct and 
complete; and has determined, subject to the conditions set forth in Article I, to authorize the 
issuance of the Bonds, the execution and delivery of the Issuer Documents, the acceptance of the 
Deed of Trust and the Note, and the taking of such other actions as may be necessary or 
convenient in connection therewith; NOW, THEREFORE, 
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BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD: 

ARTICLE I 

ISSUANCE OF BONDS; APPROVAL OF DOCUMENTS 

Section 1.1--Issuance, Execution and Delivery of the Bonds. That the issuance of the 
Bonds is hereby authorized, under and in accordance with the conditions set forth herein and in 
the Indenture, and that, upon execution and delivery of the Indenture, the authorized 
representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to 
execute, attest and affix the Department’s seal to the Bonds and to deliver the Bonds to the 
Attorney General of the State for approval, the Comptroller of Public Accounts of the State for 
registration and the Trustee for authentication (to the extent required in the Indenture), and 
thereafter to deliver the Bonds to the order of the initial purchaser thereof. 

Section 1.2--Interest Rate, Principal Amount, Maturity and Price. That: (i) the interest 
rate on the Bonds shall be 5.80% per annum; provided, however, that the interest rate is subject 
to adjustment following the Initial Remarketing Date by the Remarketing Agent and as otherwise 
set forth in the Indenture; provided further, that in no event shall the interest rate on the Bonds 
(including any default interest rate) exceed the maximum interest rate permitted by applicable 
law; (ii) the aggregate principal amount of the Bonds shall be $15,000,000; and (iii) the final 
maturity of the Bonds shall occur on February 1, 2047. 

Section 1.3--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Indenture.  That the form and 
substance of the Indenture are hereby approved, and that the authorized representatives of the 
Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute the Indenture and to 
deliver the Indenture to the Trustee. 

Section 1.4--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Financing Agreement.  That the 
form and substance of the Financing Agreement are hereby approved, and that the authorized 
representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to 
execute the Financing Agreement and deliver the Financing Agreement to the Borrower and the 
Trustee.

Section 1.5--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Regulatory Agreement.  That the 
form and substance of the Regulatory Agreement are hereby approved, and that the authorized 
representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to 
execute, attest and affix the Department’s seal to the Regulatory Agreement and deliver the 
Regulatory Agreement to the Borrower and the Trustee and to cause the Regulatory Agreement 
to be filed of record in the real property records of Travis County, Texas. 

Section 1.6--Acceptance of the Deed of Trust and Note.  That the Deed of Trust and the 
Note are hereby accepted by the Department. 

Section 1.7--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Assignments.  That the form and 
substance of the Assignments are hereby approved and that the authorized representatives of the 
Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute, attest and affix the 
Department’s seal to the Assignment of Deed of Trust Documents and that the authorized 
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representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to 
execute the Assignment of Note and to deliver the Assignments to the Trustee. 

Section 1.8--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Asset Oversight Agreement.  That 
the form and substance of the Asset Oversight Agreement are hereby approved, and that the 
authorized representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized 
hereby to execute and deliver the Asset Oversight Agreement to the Borrower. 

Section 1.9--Taking of Any Action; Execution and Delivery of Other Documents.  That 
the authorized representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized 
hereby to take any actions and to execute, attest and affix the Department’s seal to, and to deliver 
to the appropriate parties, all such other agreements, commitments, assignments, bonds, 
certificates, contracts, documents, instruments, releases, financing statements, letters of 
instruction, notices of acceptance, written requests and other papers, whether or not mentioned 
herein, as they or any of them consider to be necessary or convenient to carry out or assist in 
carrying out the purposes of this Resolution. 

Section 1.10--Exhibits Incorporated Herein.  That all of the terms and provisions of each 
of the documents listed below as an exhibit shall be and are hereby incorporated into and made a 
part of this Resolution for all purposes: 

Exhibit B - Indenture 
Exhibit C - Financing Agreement 
Exhibit D - Regulatory Agreement 
Exhibit E - Deed of Trust 
Exhibit F - Note 
Exhibit G - Assignments 
Exhibit H - Asset Oversight Agreement 

Section 1.11--Power to Revise Form of Documents.  That notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Resolution, the authorized representatives of the Department named in this 
Resolution each are authorized hereby to make or approve such revisions in the form of the 
documents attached hereto as exhibits as, in the judgment of such authorized representative or 
authorized representatives, and in the opinion of Vinson & Elkins L.L.P., Bond Counsel to the 
Department, may be necessary or convenient to carry out or assist in carrying out the purposes of 
this Resolution, such approval to be evidenced by the execution of such documents by the 
authorized representatives of the Department named in this Resolution. 

Section 1.12--Authorized Representatives.  That the following persons are each hereby 
named as authorized representatives of the Department for purposes of executing, attesting, 
affixing the Department’s seal to, and delivering the documents and instruments and taking the 
other actions referred to in this Article I:  Chair and Vice Chairman of the Board, Executive 
Director of the Department, Deputy Executive Director of Housing Operations of the 
Department, Deputy Executive Director of Programs of the Department, Chief of Agency 
Administration of the Department, Director of Financial Administration of the Department, 
Director of Bond Finance of the Department, Director of Multifamily Finance Production of the 
Department and the Secretary to the Board. 
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Section 1.13--Conditions Precedent.  That the issuance of the Bonds shall be further 
subject to, among other things:  (a) the Development’s meeting all underwriting criteria of the 
Department, to the satisfaction of the Executive Director of the Department; and (b) the 
execution by the Borrower and the Department of contractual arrangements satisfactory to the 
Department staff requiring that community service programs will be provided at the 
Development. 

ARTICLE II 

APPROVAL AND RATIFICATION OF CERTAIN ACTIONS 

Section 2.1--Approval and Ratification of Application to Texas Bond Review Board.
That the Board hereby ratifies and approves the submission of the application for approval of 
state bonds to the Texas Bond Review Board on behalf of the Department in connection with the 
issuance of the Bonds in accordance with Chapter 1231, Texas Government Code. 

Section 2.2--Approval of Submission to the Attorney General of the State.  That the 
Board hereby authorizes, and approves the submission by the Department’s Bond Counsel to the 
Attorney General of the State, for his approval, of a transcript of legal proceedings relating to the 
issuance, sale and delivery of the Bonds. 

Section 2.3--Certification of the Minutes and Records.  That the Secretary to the Board 
hereby is authorized to certify and authenticate minutes and other records on behalf of the 
Department for the Bonds and all other Department activities. 

Section 2.4--Authority to Invest Proceeds.  That the Department is authorized to invest 
and reinvest the proceeds of the Bonds and the fees and revenues to be received in connection 
with the financing of the Development in accordance with the Indenture and to enter into any 
agreements relating thereto only to the extent permitted by the Indenture. 

Section 2.5--Ratifying Other Actions.  That all other actions taken by the Executive 
Director or Acting Executive Director of the Department and the Department staff in connection 
with the issuance of the Bonds and the financing of the Development are hereby ratified and 
confirmed. 

Section 2.6--—Engagement of Other Professionals.  That the Executive Director of the 
Department or any successor is authorized to engage auditors, analysts and consultants to 
perform such functions, audits, yield calculations and subsequent investigations as necessary or 
appropriate to comply with the requirements of Bond Counsel to the Department, provided such 
engagement is done in accordance with applicable law of the State. 

ARTICLE III 

CERTAIN FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS 

Section 3.1--Findings of the Board.  That in accordance with Section 2306.223 of the 
Act, and after the Department’s consideration of the information with respect to the 
Development and the information with respect to the proposed financing of the Development by 
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the Department, including but not limited to the information submitted by the Borrower, 
independent studies commissioned by the Department, recommendations of the Department staff 
and such other information as it deems relevant, the Board hereby finds: 

(a) Need for Housing Development.

(i) that the Development is necessary to provide needed decent, safe, and 
sanitary housing at rentals or prices that individuals or families of low and very low 
income or families of moderate income can afford, 

(ii) that the Borrower will supply well planned and well designed housing for 
individuals or families of low and very low income or families of moderate income, 

(iii) that the financing of the Development is a public purpose and will provide 
a public benefit, and 

(iv) that the Development will be undertaken within the authority granted by 
the Act to the housing finance division and the Borrower. 

(b) Findings with Respect to the Borrower.

(i) that the Borrower, by operating the Development in accordance with the 
requirements of the Financing Agreement and the Regulatory Agreement, will comply 
with applicable local building requirements and will supply well-planned and well-
designed housing for individuals or families of low and very low income or families of 
moderate income,  

(ii) that the Borrower is financially responsible and has entered into a binding 
commitment to repay the Loan in accordance with its terms, and 

(iii) that the Borrower is not, and will not enter into a contract for the 
Development with, a housing developer that: (A) is on the Department’s debarred list, 
including any parts of that list that are derived from the debarred list of the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development; (B) breached a contract with a public 
agency; or (C) misrepresented to a subcontractor the extent to which the developer has 
benefited from contracts or financial assistance that has been awarded by a public agency, 
including the scope of the developer’s participation in contracts with the agency and the 
amount of financial assistance awarded to the developer by the Department. 

(c) Public Purpose and Benefits.

(i) that the Borrower has agreed to operate the Development in accordance 
with the Financing Agreement and the Regulatory Agreement, which require, among 
other things, that the Development be occupied by individuals and families of low and 
very low income and families of moderate income, and 

(ii) that the issuance of the Bonds to finance the Development is undertaken 
within the authority conferred by the Act and will accomplish a valid public purpose and 



Park Place Bond Resolution v2 7

will provide a public benefit by assisting individuals and families of low and very low 
income and families of moderate income in the State to obtain decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing by financing the costs of the Development, thereby helping to maintain a fully 
adequate supply of sanitary and safe dwelling accommodations at rents that such 
individuals and families can afford. 

Section 3.2--Determination of Eligible Tenants.  That the Board has determined, to the 
extent permitted by law and after consideration of such evidence and factors as it deems relevant, 
the findings of the staff of the Department, the laws applicable to the Department and the 
provisions of the Act, that eligible tenants for the Development shall be (1) individuals and 
families of low and very low income, (2) persons with special needs, and (3) families of 
moderate income, with the income limits as set forth in the Financing Agreement and the 
Regulatory Agreement. 

Section 3.3--Sufficiency of Mortgage Loan Interest Rate.  That the Board hereby finds 
and determines that the interest rate on the Loan established pursuant to the Financing 
Agreement will produce the amounts required, together with other available funds, to pay for the 
Department’s costs of operation with respect to the Bonds and the Development and enable the 
Department to meet its covenants with and responsibilities to the holders of the Bonds. 

Section 3.4--No Gain Allowed.  That, in accordance with Section 2306.498 of the Act, no 
member of the Board or employee of the Department may purchase any Bond in the secondary 
open market for municipal securities. 

Section 3.5--Waiver of Rules.  That the Board hereby waives the rules contained in 
Chapters 33 and 35, Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code to the extent such rules are 
inconsistent with the terms of this Resolution and the bond documents authorized hereunder. 

ARTICLE IV 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Section 4.1--Limited Obligations.  That the Bonds and the interest thereon shall be 
limited obligations of the Department payable solely from the trust estate created under the 
Indenture, including the revenues and funds of the Department pledged under the Indenture to 
secure payment of the Bonds and under no circumstances shall the Bonds be payable from any 
other revenues, funds, assets or income of the Department. 

Section 4.2--Non-Governmental Obligations.  That the Bonds shall not be and do not 
create or constitute in any way an obligation, a debt or a liability of the State or create or 
constitute a pledge, giving or lending of the faith or credit or taxing power of the State.  Each 
Bond shall contain on its face a statement to the effect that the State is not obligated to pay the 
principal thereof or interest thereon and that neither the faith or credit nor the taxing power of the 
State is pledged, given or loaned to such payment. 

Section 4.3--Effective Date.  That this Resolution shall be in full force and effect from 
and upon its adoption. 
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Section 4.4--Notice of Meeting.  Written notice of the date, hour and place of the meeting 
of the Board at which this Resolution was considered and of the subject of this Resolution was 
furnished to the Secretary of State and posted on the Internet for at least seven (7) days preceding 
the convening of such meeting; that during regular office hours a computer terminal located in a 
place convenient to the public in the office of the Secretary of State was provided such that the 
general public could view such posting; that such meeting was open to the public as required by 
law at all times during which this Resolution and the subject matter hereof was discussed, 
considered and formally acted upon, all as required by the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, 
Texas Government Code, as amended; and that written notice of the date, hour and place of the 
meeting of the Board and of the subject of this Resolution was published in the Texas Register at 
least seven (7) days preceding the convening of such meeting, as required by the Administrative 
Procedure and Texas Register Act, Chapters 2001 and 2002, Texas Government Code, as 
amended.  Additionally, all of the materials in the possession of the Department relevant to the 
subject of this Resolution were sent to interested persons and organizations, posted on the 
Department’s website, made available in hard-copy at the Department, and filed with the 
Secretary of State for publication by reference in the Texas Register not later than seven (7) days 
before the meeting of the Board as required by Section 2306.032, Texas Government Code, as 
amended. 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank.] 



PASSED AND APPROVED this 1st day of February, 2007. 

      By:    /s/ Elizabeth Anderson 
       Elizabeth Anderson, Chair 

Attest:    /s/ Kevin Hamby  
    Kevin Hamby, Secretary 

[SEAL]
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EXHIBIT A 

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT 

Owner:  Park Place at Loyola LP, a Texas limited partnership 

Development: The Development is a 252-unit multifamily facility known as Park Place at 
Loyola and is located at approximately 6200 Loyola Lane, Austin, Travis County, 
Texas.  The Development will include the reimbursement for the acquisition of 
and the costs of the construction of a total of 11 residential apartment buildings 
with a total of approximately 250,100 net rentable square feet and an average unit 
size of approximately 992 square feet.  The unit mix consists of: 

  56 one-bedroom/one-bath units 
108 two-bedroom/two-bath units 
  88 three-bedroom/two-bath units 
252 Total Units 

Unit sizes range from approximately 786 square feet to approximately 1106
square feet. 

Common areas include an accessible walking path, barbecue grills and picnic 
tables, controlled gate access, enclosed sun porch or covered community 
porch/patio, business center, full perimeter fencing, furnished fitness center, 
children’s playscape and swimming pool. 









Park Place at Loyola

Estimated Sources & Uses of Funds

Sources of Funds
Series 2007 Tax-Exempt Bond Proceeds 15,000,000$   
Tax Credit Proceeds 11,765,000     
Deferred Developer's Fee 835,779          

28,522            
Total Sources 27,629,301$   

Uses of Funds
Acquisition and Site Work Costs 4,269,000$     
Direct Hard Construction Costs 12,874,216     
Other Construction Costs (General Require, Overhead, Profit) 2,730,000       

823,251          
Developer Fees and Overhead 3,750,000       
Direct Bond Related 256,080          
Bond Purchase Costs 328,000          
Other Transaction Costs 2,157,262       
Real Estate Closing Costs 441,492          

Total Uses 27,629,301$   

Estimated Costs of Issuance of the Bonds

Direct Bond Related
TDHCA Issuance Fee (.50% of Issuance) 75,000$          
TDHCA Application Fee 11,000            

 TDHCA Bond Administration Fee (2 years) 30,000            
TDHCA Bond Compliance Fee ($40 per unit) 10,080            
TDHCA Bond Counsel and Direct Expenses (Note 1) 75,000            
TDHCA Financial Advisor and Direct Expenses 25,000            
Disclosure Counsel ($5k Pub. Offered, $2.5k Priv. Placed.  See Note 1) 2,500              

4,750              
 Trustee's Counsel (Note 1) 4,500              

Attorney General Transcript Fee 9,500              
Texas Bond Review Board Application Fee 5,000              
Texas Bond Review Board Issuance Fee (.025% of Reservation) 3,750              

Total Direct Bond Related 256,080$        

Investment Earnings

Indirect Construction Costs (Architectural, Engineering, etc)

Trustee Fee

Revised: 1/25/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page: 1



Park Place at Loyola

Bond Purchase Costs
240,000          

Borrower Counsel 30,000            
Lender Counsel 33,000            

25,000            
Total Bond Purchase Costs 328,000$        

Other Transaction Costs
Tax Credit Related Costs 60,000            
Construction Contingency 812,000          
Lease Up Reserves 412,988          
Construction Period Interest 766,774          
TEFRA Hearing 5,500              

100,000          
Total Other Transaction Costs 2,157,262$     

Real Estate Closing Costs
Title and Recording 128,973          

75,000            
227,519          

10,000            
Total Real Estate Costs 441,492$        

Estimated Total Costs of Issuance 3,182,834$     

Insurance

Bond Issuance Cost Contingency

Note 1:  These estimates do not include direct, out-of-pocket expenses (i.e. travel).  Actual Bond 
Counsel and Disclosure Counsel are based on an hourly rate and the above estimate does not 
include on-going administrative fees.

MMA Origination & Application Fees

Costs of issuance of up to two percent (2%) of the principal amount of the Bonds may be paid 
from Bond proceeds.  Costs of issuance in excess of such two percent must be paid by an equity 
contribution of the Borrower.

Soft Cost Contingency

Survey

Real Estate Taxes - Construction

Revised: 1/25/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page: 2



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: January 23, 2007 PROGRAM: 4% HTC / MRB FILE NUMBER: 07601

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Park Place at Loyola 

APPLICANT
Name: Park Place at Loyola, LP Contact: Uwe Nahuina 

Address: 9109 Balcones Club Drive

City Austin State: TX Zip: 78750

Phone: (512) 963-1363 Fax: (512) 260-8855 Email: akamaitexas@austin.rr.com

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Park Place at Loyola , LP Title: Owner and Developer

Name: Park Place at Loyola GP, LLC Title: General Partner of Owner and Developer

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 6200 Loyola Lane

City: Austin Zip: 78723

County: Travis Region: 7 QCT DDA

REQUEST
Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term

HTC $1,225,615 N/A N/A N/A

MRB (Tax-Exempt) $15,000,000 6.00% 40 yrs 40 yrs
Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Multifamily

Target Population: Family Other: Urban/Exurban



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF ISSUANCE OF $15,000,000 IN TAX-EXEMPT MORTGAGE 
REVENUE BONDS WITH A FIXED INTEREST RATE OF 6.00% AND REPAYMENT TERM
OF 40 YEARS WITH A 40-YEAR AMORTIZATION PERIOD, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$1,225,615 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS.

CONDITIONS
1. Receipt, review, and acceptance, prior to start of construction, of evidence that the removal of 

foundation components, underground propane tank and septic tank has been completed.
2. Receipt, review, and acceptance, prior to start of construction, of a more detailed breakdown of site 

work costs, as well as a CPA opinion as to eligibility of those costs. 
3. Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-

evaluated and an adjustment to the credit allocation amount may be warranted. 

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 

No previous reports. 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS

Total Units: 252 # Res Bldgs 11 # Non-Res Bldgs 3 Age: N/A yrs Vacant: N/A at   /  /

Net Rentable SF: 250,100 Av Un SF: 992 Common Area SF: 4,207 Gross Bldg SF: 254,307

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The building and unit plans are comparable to other modern apartment developments.  They appear to 
provide acceptable access and storage. The elevations reflect attractive multifamily buildings. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on a concrete slab. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 94% Hardi siding and 6% Texas stone veneer.  The interior wall surfaces will be drywall and 
the roofs will be finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet and resilient covering.  Threshold criteria for the 2007 QAP requires all
development units to include: mini blinds or window coverings for all windows, a dishwasher, a disposal, a 
refrigerator, an oven/range, an exhaust/vent fan in each bathroom, and a ceiling fan in each living area and 
bedroom.  New construction units must also include three networks: one for phone service, one for data
service, and one for TV service.  In addition, each unit will include: laundry connections, an individual 
heating and air conditioning unit, individual water heater, icemaker, covered entries and balconies, at least 9 
square feet of storage space, and nine-foot ceilings. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
In order to meet threshold criteria for a total of 200 or more units, the Applicant has elected to provide an 
accessible walking path, a barbecue or picnic table for every 50 units, controlled access gates, an enclosed 
sun porch or covered community porch, an equipped business center or computer learning center, full 
perimeter fencing, a furnished community room, a furnished fitness center, a gazebo with sitting area, one 
children’s playscape equipped for 5 to 12 year olds or one tot lot, a service coordinator’s office in addition to 
leasing offices, and a swimming pool. 
Uncovered Parking: 347 spaces Carports: 100 spaces Garages: 42 spaces

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Park Place at Loyola is a 15-unit per acre new construction development located in east Austin
in Travis County,  comprised of 11 evenly distributed garden style residential buildings as follows: 

2
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No. of Buildings No. of Floors 1BR 2BR 3BR
6 3 12 12
2 3 12 8
1 3 8 12
2 3 12 12

The development includes a 3,772-square foot community building, a separate 175-square foot pool house, 
and a separate 260-square foot maintenance building. 

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Total Size: 16.83 acres Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone X Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: MF-3-CO Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The property is located at 6200 Loyola Lane, Austin, Travis County.  This is on the outskirts of 
Austin, east of U.S.183, between U.S. 290 East (to the north) and F.M. 969 (to the south). 
Adjacent Land Uses:
¶ North: undeveloped property immediately adjacent and beyond;
¶ South: Loyola Lane immediately adjacent and undeveloped property beyond;
¶ East: undeveloped property immediately adjacent and an elementary school beyond; and
¶ West: undeveloped property immediately adjacent and beyond.
Site Access: “The subject site has excellent access via Loyola Lane.  From Loyola Lane, one can easily 
connect to U.S. Highway 183, which is a major thoroughfare in and around the city of Austin.” ( p. 24) 
Public Transportation: Public transportation to the area is provided by Capital Metro, with the nearest 
linkage located 0.1 mile from the subject site. 
Shopping & Services: Schools, fire, police, medical facilities, shopping, and recreation are all located within 
2-5 miles of the subject site. 

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION 
Inspector: TDHCA Staff Date: 12/18/2006

Overall Assessment:  Excellent  Acceptable  Questionable  Poor      Unacceptable

Comments:

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated November 15, 2006 was prepared by A.E.C., Inc. and 
supplemented by a letter dated December 29, 2006.  The Environmental Analyst reported the following 
findings and recommendations: 
Findings:
¶ Noise: “A noise study is not recommended for subject tract.  This site is not adjacent to any industrial 

sites within one mile of subject tract.  In addition, the nearest highway, U.S. 183, is approximately ½ mile 
west of site.  There is an inactive rail line approximately 1/8 mile to the west of the subject tract.  There 
are no civil or military air fields within 10 miles of subject tract.” (letter 12/29/06)

¶ Floodplain: “The site is located outside 100-year floodplain boundaries according to FEMA Maps Flood 
Panel … dated 2/24/06.”  (p. 4) The Underwriter performed a physical inspection of the site on January 
11, 2007.  A creekbed was observed along the west boundary, a “dry pond” indicated on the survey 
actually contained water, and a “cutout access” indicated on the survey appears to be a trench dug to 
drain the pond in the direction of the creekbed.  The site plan indicates that the entire west side of the 
property, including the area of the “dry pond”, will contain a stormwater detention pond and a water 
quality pond.  All buildings will be constructed on higher ground in the center and east side of the 
property.
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¶ Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): “Asbestos testing should be of minimal concerns.  The existing 
farmhouse has some asbestos shingles and asbestos tiles on a portion of the east side of the house.  The 
owner had a firm by the name of Burcham Environmental Services performing a site assessment on this 
specific issue.” (letter 12/29/06) The Underwriter contacted Burcham Environmental Services (BES) and 
learned that they are a licensed asbestos consultant agency and laboratory which had been contracted by 
the Applicant to safely demolish the farmhouse structure and properly remove all debris from the site.  
BES provided a copy of an “asbestos abatement closeout report” dated January 9, 2007.  The report 
indicated that BES had contracted Sierra Contracting Corp, a licensed asbestos abatement contractor and 
asbestos transporter.  Sierra completed the job on December 28-29, under the supervision of BES. 

¶ Lead-Based Paint (LBP): “No testing should be required since the majority of the farmhouse’s wood 
exterior was well worn and had little to no paint on surface.”  (letter 12/29/06) Kent Burcham of BES 
reported that BES does not specifically deal with lead-based paint issues.  However, he stated that the 
asbestos abatement performed resulted in the removal of all traces of the structure from the site, 
eliminating any possible source of lead contamination.

¶ Lead in Drinking Water: “No testing should be required since the farmhouse was on a well adjacent to 
the east rear of the farmhouse.  The small amount of piping that will be removed will not be utilized to 
provide drinking water.  The City of Austin provides all utilities in the full purpose city limits which 
include this site.  This site will have to comply with all City of Austin regulations including building code 
requirements associated with utilities.”  (letter 12/29/06)

¶ Radon: “Radon is generally found in area where the geological strata includes, a granite or limestone 
strata that includes fractures and voids that can trap this gas.  This information is based on soil reports 
and discussions with Sylvia Pope, P.G. with the City of Austin.  The soil in this area consist of black clay 
alluvium and terrace deposits per report … generated by Texas Department of Water Resources, June 
1983.  No testing should be required for the presence of Radon.”  (letter 12/29/06)

¶ Other: The Environmental Analyst “located a gas valve in the front yard of (the farmhouse) that 
probably has an old propane fuel tank that is no longer utilized.” (p. 5) The asbestos abatement closeout 
report provided by BES indicates that “Sierra will return on 1/9 and 1/10/07 to remove foundation 
components, underground propane tank and septic tank.”

¶ Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs): “Based on information reviewed and pedestrian survey, 
any environmental risk associated with development of this site should be negligible due to record 
information which shows this site has no history of UST’s, spills, leaks, illegal dump or fill sites.” (p. 6)

Recommendations: Receipt, review, and acceptance, prior to start of construction, of evidence that the 
removal of foundation components, underground propane tank and septic tank has been completed, is a 
condition of this report. 

INCOME SET-ASIDE 
The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) set-aside. Any 
Qualified Residential Rental Project qualifies as a Priority 3 Private Activity Bond allocation (§1372.0321). 

All units will be reserved for low-income tenants.  Six units (2% of the total) will be reserved for households 
earning 50% or less of AMGI; the remaining 246 units will be reserved for households earning 60% or less of 
AMGI.

MAXIMUM  ELIGIBLE  INCOMES
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons

60% of AMI $29,880 $34,140 $38,400 $42,660 $46,080 $49,500

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A market feasibility study dated July 19, 2006 was prepared by Apartment MarketData (“Market Analyst”).  
This study was supplemented by a letter dated January 3, 2007, and a letter accompanied by additional data 
on January 10, 2007.  The Analyst reported the following findings:  
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Secondary Market Information: “The PMA was limited to a population of 100,000; and may not be 
inclusive of the entire area that the analyst expects the subject to draw the majority of its residents.” (p. 32)  
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “For this analysis, we utilized a ‘primary market area’ 
encompassing 38.26 square miles.  The boundaries of the Primary Market Area are as follows: 

North:  Braker Lane 
East:    F.M. 3177 
South:  Colorado River 
West:   Cameron Road and Interstate 35.” (p. 30) 

This area is equivalent to a circle with a radius of 3.5 miles. 
Population: The estimated 2005 population of the PMA was 89,080 and is expected to increase by 1% to 
approximately 89,730 by 2006.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to be 29,494 
households in 2005. 
Total Market Demand: The Market Analyst utilized a target household adjustment rate of 100% since the 
development is targeted at the general population, and a household size-appropriate adjustment rate of 94%. 
(p. 53) The Analyst used an income range of $22,834 to $46,080.  The minimum income is based on the 
maximum program rent of $666 for a one-bedroom unit and a 35% rent burden on household income.  The 
maximum income is based on the income for a five-person household at 60% of AMGI, assuming 1.5 person-
per-bedroom occupancy of a three-bedroom unit. (p. 47) This income band results in an income-eligible 
adjustment rate of 31%. (p. 51)   The tenure appropriate adjustment rate of 61% is specific to the income-
eligible population. (p. 51) The Market Analyst indicates a turnover rate of 67% applies based on IREM data 
for garden-style projects in the Austin area. (p. 52) 

MARKET  DEMAND  SUMMARY 
Market Analyst Underwriter

Type of Demand Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Units of 
Demand

% of Total 
Demand

Household Growth 28 1% 33 1%
Resident Turnover 3,504 99% 3,570 99%
TOTAL DEMAND 3,532 100% 3,603 100% 

Supply of 
Unstabilized 

Units

INCLUSIVE
CAPTURE

RATE

Supply of 
Unstabilized 

Units

INCLUSIVE
CAPTURE

RATE
878 24.86% 900 24.98% 

p. 55 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 24.86% based on a 
supply of 878 unstabilized affordable housing units in the PMA and total demand for 3,532 units (p. 55) The 
Analyst’s unstabilized supply includes 136 affordable units at the Villas on Sixth Street, 250 units at 
Rosemont at Old Manor, and 240 units at Eagles Landing, in addition to 252 units at the subject property. 
The Underwriter calculated an inclusive capture rate of 24.98% based on a revised supply of 900 unstabilized 
comparable affordable units divided by a revised demand estimate for 3,603 affordable units.  (The Analyst 
included Eagles Landing because it had been less than 12 months since that property had first reported 
occupancy greater than 90%.  By the time the application was submitted, it had been more than 12 months 
since the first report of 90% occupancy; however, the Underwriter contacted the Property Manager and was 
informed that “the property has not achieved full 90% occupancy for the last 12-18 months … this market is 
still relatively weak.”  The average monthly occupancy for calendar year 2006 was 88%.  Therefore, the 
Underwriter included Eagles Landing, as well as La Vista de Guadalupe, a 22 unit project which received a 
2006 9% HTC award after the market study was completed.) TDHCA guidelines permit an inclusive capture 
rate of up to 25%. 
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Unit Mix Conclusion: “Based on 1) the number of persons per household who we view as the renter 
population profile, specifically that of the renter household market, and 2) our experience of the percentage of 
apartment units in demand based on household size, multiplied by the percentage of total sub-market 
household size, we have determined that a mirror image of the demography would contain 40.5% one 
bedrooms, 38.8% two bedrooms, 14.9% three bedrooms, and 5.8% four bedrooms … The subject project 
consists of 23.0% one bedroom units, 41.3% two bedroom units, and 35.7% three bedroom units.  By 
comparison, family projects in the trade area offer 56.9% one bedrooms, 36.7% two bedrooms, 5.7% three 
bedroom units, and 0.7% four bedroom units … Because of the physical, economic, and functional 
characteristics of the Private Activity Bond and Low Income Housing Tax Credit programs, it is logical that 
some variation will exist from market demographic characteristics to the actual physical project.  It is our 
opinion, given current occupancies and the forecasted household growth, that the subject unit mix, for all 
purposes, will meet the needs of lower and median income families within the sub-market.” (pp. 94-95) 
Market Rent Comparables: “The competitive sub-market supply and demand analysis conducted by (the 
Analyst) included 1,185 existing income restricted units and 1,616 conventional units within the Primary 
Market Area.  The report reflects solid demand, as did the overall macro market, for all of the competitive 
projects in the micro-market reviewed.” (p. 98) The Analyst considered 6 conventional properties to 
determine comparable market rents, several of which are located outside the PMA.  “ … the subject rents are 
0.4% to 11.7% below the rents currently being charged in the marketplace.  They are also significantly lower 
than the maximum allowable rents.  At the same time, the proforma rents are priced slightly higher than 
Rosemont at Hidden Creek (in lease-up).  By pricing the units between the adjusted market rents and the rents 
of Rosemont at Hidden Creek, the most recent ‘affordable’ lease-up, the developer has chosen a middle 
ground for his proforma.  We expect that this will fair well for (the subject property) as it begins its lease-up.” 
(pp. 99-100) 
The Analyst also surveyed 8 income-restricted properties.  The average rents reported by this group of 
properties for one-, two-, and three bedroom-units were 25%, 23%, and 21% below the adjusted market rents 
originally calculated by the Analyst.  The Analyst explained in the letter of January 3: “For projects that do 
include 60% AMI units and are similar in age, the market rents in the area at the time the projects were 
initially leased only allowed them to charge a rent equivalent to a 50% AMI program rent.  Because of lease 
terms and the profile of the existing residents, these projects continue to report rents that are lower than the 
60% AMI program rent.” 
The Underwriter conferred with the Analyst regarding the wide range of data between the existing income-
restricted market and the market-rate comparable rents.  The Analyst agreed to reconsider the data in order to 
draw a firmer conclusion of rents that should be achievable in the PMA.  The Analyst reexamined the 
attributes of the market rate properties considered, particularly location relative to the PMA.  “Upon further 
review, I believe that there should be a larger location adjustment for the rent comparables (two and three 
bedroom units) used to estimate the subject’s rents without rent restrictions.”  (letter 10 January) The revised 
(lower) estimates of market rents for two- and three-bedroom units were used for the underwriting analysis. 

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential (revised) Market Differential
1-Bedroom (50%) $595 $593 $2 $685 -$90
1-Bedroom (60%) $682 $727 -$45 $685 -$3
2-Bedroom (60%) $761 $859 -$98 $815 -$54
3-Bedroom (60%) $861 $985 -$124 $915 -$54

(NOTE:  Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “The occupancy rate for the income restricted one bedrooms is 95.5%, 
for income restricted two bedrooms it is 93.9%, for income restricted three bedrooms is 95.2% … and the 
overall average occupancy for income restricted units is 94.4% … The occupancy rate for the market rate one 
bedrooms is 92.1%, for market rate two bedrooms it is 91.9%, the occupancy rate for the market rate three 
bedroom units is 91.9%, and the overall average occupancy for market rate units is 92.0%.” (p. 98)
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Absorption Projections: “Today, the PMA is 92.8% occupied overall.  Based on occupancy rates currently 
reported by existing projects, we opine that the market will readily accept the subject’s units.  Absorption 
over the previous sixteen years for all unit types is estimated to be 191 units per year.  We expect this to 
continue as the number of new households continues to grow, and as additional rental units become 
available.” (pp. 89-90)
Unstabilized, Under Construction, and Planned Development:  The Analyst identified three unstabilized 
affordable housing projects in the PMA:  the Villas on Sixth Street (TDHCA #04003) with 160 units, 
Rosemont at Hidden Creek (fka Rosemont on Old Manor, TDHCA #04427) with 250 units, and Eagles 
Landing (TDHCA #02414) with 240 units.  The Analyst reports that Eagle’s Landing achieved stabilized 
occupancy in September 2005; this property was included because the market study was completed less than 
a year later. (p. 10) By the time the application was submitted, it had been more than 12 months since the first 
report of 90% occupancy; however, the Underwriter contacted the Property Manager and was informed that 
“the property has not achieved full 90% occupancy for the last 12-18 months … this market is still relatively 
weak.”  Therefore, the Underwriter included Eagles Landing, as well as La Vista de Guadalupe, a 22 unit 
project which received a 2006 9% HTC award after the market study was completed. 
Market Impact: “The site is located in an area in which the demand for ‘affordable’ housing is high … The 
analyst believes that there is a sufficient ‘income qualified’ population, with significant demand, to support 
the proforma rents of the project … As reflected in the market occupancy of 92.8%, the overall demand for 
apartments is stable.  Demand is also considered to be growing within the PMA.” (p. 19)
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study, supplemented by additional 
information provided by the Analyst, provided sufficient information on which to base a funding 
recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: As discussed above, the Applicant’s projected rents collected per unit are lower than the market 
rents originally determined by the Market Analyst, but the market rents seemed to be higher than expected for 
the Primary Market Area.  The Market Analyst provided revised market estimates for the two- and three-
bedroom rents.  The Underwriter has used market estimates for all the 60% units; therefore they are not 
adjusted for utilities.  The 50% one-bedroom rent is determined by subtracting the utility allowance provided 
by the Austin Housing Authority (revised in December 2005) from the maximum program rent.  (The 
Applicant used a 2004 utility allowance.) Tenants will pay electricity costs only. 
The Applicant included secondary income of $20 per unit per month from vending machines, but did not 
provide any documentation to support this.  Underwriting guidelines limit unsubstantiated secondary income 
to $15 per unit.  The Applicant also included $100 per month in rental income from 42 garages and $25 per 
month for 100 carports.  This is considered additional commercial activity; the Underwriter did not include 
the cashflow from parking facilities in operating income.  
The Applicant’s estimated losses due to vacancy and collection are consistent with the Department’s 
guideline of 7.5% of potential gross income. 
The Applicant’s estimate of effective gross income is within 1% of the Underwriter’s estimate. 
Expenses: The Applicant projects total annual operating expenses at $3,992 per unit.  This is 8% lower than 
the Underwriter’s estimate of $4,345, derived from the TDHCA database and third-party data sources. 
Several line items in the Applicant’s estimate differ significantly from the Underwriter’s estimate; these 
include general & administrative expense (the Applicant’s estimate is $28K lower than the Underwriter’s), 
payroll & payroll tax (the Applicant’s estimate is $26K lower than the Underwriter’s), and utilities (the 
Applicant’s estimated total expense for electricity and water, sewer, and trash is a combined $38K lower than 
the Underwriter’s estimates). 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s estimated effective gross income and net operating income (NOI) are within 
5% of the Underwriter’s estimates, but the estimates for total annual expenses differ by more than 5%.  
Therefore, the Underwriter’s NOI estimate will be used to determine the project’s debt capacity.  The first 
year proforma and annual debt service of $990,385 indicate a debt coverage ratio (DCR) of 1.25. 
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It should be noted that the revised market rent estimates used in the income analysis are still higher than rents 
observed in much of the LIHTC market, resulting in uncertainty as to what level of rent is realistically 
achievable.  An alternate analysis performed by the underwriter applying rents derived from several nearby 
tax credit properties resulted in a debt coverage ratio of 1.10, below the minimum level of 1.15 in the 2007 
guidelines.  In such a case the recommended financing structure would include a reduction in debt and 
increase in the deferred developer fee. 
Long-Term Feasibility: The underwriting 30-year proforma applies a 3% annual growth factor for income 
and a 4% annual growth factor for expenses in accordance with current TDHCA guidelines.  As noted above, 
the Underwriter’s base year effective gross income, expense and net operating income were used, resulting in 
continued positive cashflow and a debt coverage ratio that remains above 1.15.  Therefore, the development 
can be characterized as feasible for the long-term. 

ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
ASSESSED VALUE 

Land: 16.826 acres $113,576 Assessment for the Year of: 2006

Building: $1,064 Valuation by: Travis County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $114,640 Tax Rate: 2.552

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Unimproved commercial property contract (9.844 acres + 6.982 acres)  

Contract Expiration: 03/15/2007  Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No

Acquisition Cost: $1,350,000 Other: 

Seller: Robert L. Haug, Trustee for Loyola J.V. Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value: The site cost of $80,233 per acre is assumed to be reasonable since the acquisition is an 
arm’s-length transaction. 
Sitework Cost: The revised development cost schedule submitted on January 18, 2007 included sitework 
costs in excess of the 2007 maximum guideline of $9,000 per unit, substantiated by a certified cost estimate 
from Carl Conley, P.E.  The Applicant has been requested to provide a more detailed breakdown of the site 
costs, as well as a CPA letter indicating whether any portion of the site costs should be considered ineligible.  
The underwriting analysis has been completed with the total site costs included in eligible basis.  If a 
significant portion of the costs were determined to be ineligible, it could impact the recommended tax credit 
award.
Receipt, review, and acceptance of a more detailed breakdown of sitework costs, as well as a CPA opinion as 
to eligibility of those costs, prior to start of construction, is a condition of this report. 
Direct Construction Cost: The architectural plans submitted were too small to decipher accurate 
dimensions, and the CDROM version had insufficient resolution, so the Underwriter had to rely on 
measurements provided by the Applicant as responses to direct questions.  The Applicant submitted an email 
on January 12, 2007 clarifying the dimensions of the breezeways within the residential buildings; these 
dimensions were used in the underwriting analysis.  On January 18, 2007 the Applicant submitted a revised 
development cost schedule, summary of sources and uses of funds, and site work costs certification.  The 
Applicant includes $168,000 for direct construction of carports and garages in eligible basis, and then 
subtracts the same amount from total development costs as commercial space costs.  The Underwriter has 
deducted this amount from the Applicant’s estimated eligible basis and included it under ineligible costs.  The 
Underwriter’s analysis also includes estimated carport and garage construction costs as ineligible.  The 
Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate (excluding the carport and garage cost) is $894K (6.8%) higher 
than the Underwriter’s estimate derived from the Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook.
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Interim Financing Fees: The Underwriter reduced the Applicant’s eligible interim financing fees by $200K 
to bring the eligible interest expense down to one year of fully drawn interest.  This results in an equivalent 
reduction to the Applicant’s eligible basis estimate. 
Fees: The Applicant’s fees for the contractor and developer were set at the maximums allowed by TDHCA 
guidelines, but with the reduction in eligible basis due to the misapplication of eligible basis discussed above 
(i.e. carport and garage construction cost and interim financing fees), the eligible basis portion of these fees 
now exceed the maximum by a total of $18,582 and have been reduced by the same amount in order to 
recalculate the appropriate requested credit amount. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, 
the Applicant’s cost schedule will be used to determine the development’s need for permanent funds and to 
calculate eligible basis.  The calculated basis of $26,711,757 is increased by 30% because the region has been 
designated a Qualified Census Tract.  The resulting adjusted eligible basis of $34,725,284 supports annual tax 
credits of $1,260,528.  This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax credits calculated 
based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: MMA Financial Contact: Christopher E. Tawa 

Tax-Exempt: $15,000,000 Interest Rate:  6.00%, fixed Amort: 480 months

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet  LOI Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments: 24-month interim construction phase at 6.00% interest-only 

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: MMA Contact: Greg Voyentzie 

Proceeds: $11,765,000 Net Syndication Rate: 96% Anticipated HTC: $1,225,615/year 

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet  LOI Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment   Application 

Comments:

OTHER
Amount: $2,885,098 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing: MMA Financial has agreed to purchase up to $15 million in tax 
exempt bonds issued by TDHCA, as indicated in an executed commitment dated January 8, 2007.  The 
Applicant provided a commitment from MMA dated December 18, 2006 to loan up to $15,005,000 to the 
Applicant at a fixed interest rate of 6.00%, for a 24 month interim construction phase followed by a 40-year 
amortization period. 
HTC Syndication:  The tax credit syndication commitment provided with the application indicated a 
syndication rate of $0.98 per tax credit dollar, and anticipated total proceeds of $12,101,216.  A revised 
commitment indicated a reduced syndication rate of $0.96 per tax credit dollar, resulting in total proceeds of 
$11,765,000.
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The proposed deferred developer’s fees of $2,885,098 amount to 82% of the 
total fees proposed.
Financing Conclusions: The Applicant’s total development cost estimate less the permanent loan of 
$15,000,000 indicates the need for $14,650,098 in gap funds.  Based on the submitted syndication terms, a 
tax credit allocation of $1,526,169 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing.  Of the three 
possible tax credit allocations, the Applicant’s request ($1,225,615), the gap-driven amount ($1,526,169), and 
the eligible basis-derived estimate ($1,260,528), the Applicant’s request of $1,225,615 is recommended, 
resulting in proceeds of $11,765,000. 
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The Underwriter’s recommended financing structure indicates the need for $2,885,098 in additional 
permanent funds.  Deferred developer fees in this amount appear to be repayable from development cashflow 
within ten years of stabilized operation. 

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

¶ The Applicant, Developer, and General Contractor are related entities. These are common relationships 
for HTC-funded developments. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights:
¶ The Applicant (Park Place at Loyola, LP), General Partner (Park Place at Loyola GP, LLC), and the 

100% owner of the General Partner (Terra Marquis, LLC) are single-purpose entities created for the 
purpose of receiving assistance from TDHCA and therefore have no material financial statements. 

¶ Chris Dischinger, Mark Lechner, Richard Janson, and Uwe Nahuina, the principals of Terra Marquis, 
LLC, submitted unaudited personal financial statements. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation.

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
¶ The Applicant’s estimated operating expenses are more than 5% outside of the Underwriter’s verifiable 

range.
¶ The Applicant’s direct construction costs differ from the Underwriter’s Marshall and Swift-based

estimate by more than 5%. 
¶ Potential environmental risks exist regarding the previous building and the “dry pond” on the site. 

Underwriter: Date: January 23, 2007 
Thomas Cavanagh 

Reviewing Underwriter: Date: January 23, 2007 
Lisa Vecchietti

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: January 23, 2007 
Tom Gouris



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Park Place at Loyola, Austin,4% HTC, 07601

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util Wtr, Swr, Trsh

TC 50% 6 1 1 786 $666 $593 $3,558 $0.75 $73.00 $50.00
TC 60% 50 1 1 786 800 $685 34,250 0.87 73.00 50.00
TC 60% 108 2 2 1,007 960 $815 88,020 0.81 101.00 57.00
TC 60% 88 3 2 1,106 1109 $915 80,520 0.83 124.00 84.00

TOTAL: 252 AVERAGE: 992 $973 $819 $206,348 $0.83 $102.81 $64.87

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 250,100 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 7
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $2,476,176 $2,347,512 IREM Region Austin
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 45,360 60,480 $20.00 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: garages / carports 80,400 $26.59 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $2,521,536 $2,488,392
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (189,115) (186,624) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $2,332,421 $2,301,768
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 4.76% $441 0.44 $111,043 $83,000 $0.33 $329 3.61%

  Management 3.44% 318 0.32 80,246 92,071 0.37 365 4.00%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 10.99% 1,017 1.02 256,338 230,000 0.92 913 9.99%

  Repairs & Maintenance 4.74% 439 0.44 110,567 126,000 0.50 500 5.47%

  Utilities 2.14% 198 0.20 49,813 40,000 0.16 159 1.74%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 4.65% 431 0.43 108,525 80,000 0.32 317 3.48%

  Property Insurance 3.00% 278 0.28 69,951 81,294 0.33 323 3.53%

  Property Tax 2.552 9.65% 893 0.90 225,086 191,268 0.76 759 8.31%

  Reserve for Replacements 2.16% 200 0.20 50,400 50,400 0.20 200 2.19%

  Other: compl fees 1.42% 131 0.13 33,080 32,000 0.13 127 1.39%

TOTAL EXPENSES 46.95% $4,345 $4.38 $1,095,049 $1,006,033 $4.02 $3,992 43.71%

NET OPERATING INC 53.05% $4,910 $4.95 $1,237,372 $1,295,735 $5.18 $5,142 56.29%

DEBT SERVICE
MMA 42.46% $3,930 $3.96 $990,385 $990,673 $3.96 $3,931 43.04%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW 10.59% $980 $0.99 $246,987 $305,062 $1.22 $1,211 13.25%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.25 1.31
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.25

CONSTRUCTION COST
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 4.74% $5,357 $5.40 $1,350,000 $1,350,000 $5.40 $5,357 4.55%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 10.84% 12,256 12.35 3,088,631 3,088,631 12.35 12,256 10.42%

Direct Construction 45.88% 51,898 52.29 13,078,229 13,972,000 55.87 55,444 47.12%

Contingency 5.00% 2.84% 3,208 3.23 808,343 812,000 3.25 3,222 2.74%

General Req'ts 6.00% 3.40% 3,849 3.88 970,012 1,025,000 4.10 4,067 3.46%

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 1.13% 1,283 1.29 323,337 340,000 1.36 1,349 1.15%

Contractor's Profit 6.00% 3.40% 3,849 3.88 970,012 1,025,000 4.10 4,067 3.46%

Indirect Construction 2.41% 2,724 2.74 686,400 686,400 2.74 2,724 2.32%

Ineligible Costs 4.55% 5,141 5.18 1,295,518 1,251,716 5.00 4,967 4.22%

Developer's G & A 2.00% 1.56% 1,762 1.78 444,125 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Developer's Profit 13.00% 10.13% 11,456 11.54 2,886,815 3,500,000 13.99 13,889 11.80%

Interim Financing 8.00% 9,053 9.12 2,281,308 2,281,308 9.12 9,053 7.69%

Reserves 1.12% 1,271 1.28 320,285 318,043 1.27 1,262 1.07%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $113,107 $113.97 $28,503,014 $29,650,098 $118.55 $117,659 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 67.50% $76,344 $76.92 $19,238,563 $20,262,631 $81.02 $80,407 68.34%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

MMA 52.63% $59,524 $59.98 $15,000,000 $15,000,000 $15,000,000
Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0
HTC Syndication: MMA 41.28% $46,687 $47.04 11,765,000 11,765,000 11,765,000
Deferred Developer Fees 10.12% $11,449 $11.54 2,885,098 2,885,098 2,885,098
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -4.02% ($4,552) ($4.59) (1,147,084) 0 0
TOTAL SOURCES $28,503,014 $29,650,098 $29,650,098

83%

Developer Fee Available

$3,484,142
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$6,568,246
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)

Park Place at Loyola, Austin,4% HTC, 07601

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE  PAYMENT COMPUTATION
Residential Cost Handbook 

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis Primary $15,000,000 Amort 480

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Int Rate 6.00% DCR 1.25

Base Cost $48.87 $12,222,723
Adjustments Secondary $0 Amort

    Exterior Wall Finish 0.48% $0.23 $58,669 Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.25

    9-Ft. Ceilings 3.06% 1.50 374,015
    Garages $16.49 8,461 0.56 139,522 Additional Amort
    Subfloor (0.75) (186,741) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.25

    Floor Cover 2.22 555,222
    Porches/Balconies $20.27 66,242 5.37 1,342,660 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing fixtures $680 840 2.28 571,200
    Built-In Appliances $1,675 252 1.69 422,100 Primary Debt Service $990,385
    Stairs/Fireplaces $1,900 88 0.67 167,200 Secondary Debt Service 0
    Plumbing rough-ins $340 252 0.34 85,680 Additional Debt Service 0
    Heating/Cooling 1.73 432,673 NET CASH FLOW $246,987
    Carports $9.20 15,000 0.55 138,000
    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $65.36 4,207 1.10 274,980 Primary $15,000,000 Amort 480

    Fire Sprinklers $2.50 250,100 2.50 625,250 Int Rate 6.00% DCR 1.25

SUBTOTAL 68.87 17,223,153
Current Cost Multiplier 1.08 5.51 1,377,852 Secondary $0 Amort 0

Local Multiplier 0.87 (8.95) (2,239,010) Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.25

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $65.42 $16,361,995
Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.55) ($638,118) Additional $0 Amort 0

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% (2.21) (552,217) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.25

Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (7.52) (1,881,629)
NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $53.14 $13,290,031

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA:  RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE

INCOME      at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $2,476,176 $2,550,461 $2,626,975 $2,705,784 $2,786,958 $3,230,848 $3,745,438 $4,341,990 $5,835,271

  Secondary Income 45,360 46,721 48,122 49,566 51,053 59,185 68,611 79,539 106,894

  Other Support Income: garages 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 2,521,536 2,597,182 2,675,098 2,755,350 2,838,011 3,290,033 3,814,049 4,421,529 5,942,165

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (189,115) (194,789) (200,632) (206,651) (212,851) (246,752) (286,054) (331,615) (445,662)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $2,332,421 $2,402,393 $2,474,465 $2,548,699 $2,625,160 $3,043,280 $3,527,996 $4,089,914 $5,496,502

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $111,043 $115,485 $120,104 $124,908 $129,905 $158,049 $192,290 $233,951 $346,304

  Management 80,246 82,653 85,133 87,687 90,318 104,703 121,379 140,712 189,105

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 256,338 266,591 277,255 288,345 299,879 364,849 443,894 540,065 799,429

  Repairs & Maintenance 110,567 114,990 119,589 124,373 129,348 157,372 191,467 232,948 344,821

  Utilities 49,813 51,806 53,878 56,033 58,274 70,899 86,260 104,948 155,349

  Water, Sewer & Trash 108,525 112,865 117,380 122,075 126,958 154,464 187,929 228,645 338,450

  Insurance 69,951 72,749 75,659 78,685 81,833 99,562 121,132 147,376 218,152

  Property Tax 225,086 234,090 243,453 253,192 263,319 320,368 389,777 474,223 701,966

  Reserve for Replacements 50,400 52,416 54,513 56,693 58,961 71,735 87,276 106,185 157,180

  Other 33,080 34,403 35,779 37,211 38,699 47,083 57,284 69,695 103,165

TOTAL EXPENSES $1,095,049 $1,138,048 $1,182,744 $1,229,202 $1,277,494 $1,549,084 $1,878,690 $2,278,749 $3,353,922

NET OPERATING INCOME $1,237,372 $1,264,345 $1,291,721 $1,319,497 $1,347,667 $1,494,196 $1,649,306 $1,811,165 $2,142,581

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $990,385 $990,385 $990,385 $990,385 $990,385 $990,385 $990,385 $990,385 $990,385

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET CASH FLOW $246,987 $273,960 $301,337 $329,112 $357,282 $503,812 $658,922 $820,781 $1,152,196

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.25 1.28 1.30 1.33 1.36 1.51 1.67 1.83 2.16
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

(1)  Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $1,350,000 $1,350,000
    Purchase of buildings
(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
    On-site work $3,088,631 $3,088,631 $3,088,631 $3,088,631
    Off-site improvements
(3) Construction Hard Costs
    New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $13,972,000 $13,078,229 $13,972,000 $13,078,229
(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
    Contractor overhead $340,000 $323,337 $340,000 $323,337
    Contractor profit $1,025,000 $970,012 $1,023,638 $970,012
    General requirements $1,025,000 $970,012 $1,023,638 $970,012
(5) Contingencies $812,000 $808,343 $812,000 $808,343
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $686,400 $686,400 $686,400 $686,400
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $2,281,308 $2,281,308 $2,281,308 $2,281,308
(8) All Ineligible Costs $1,251,716 $1,295,518
(9) Developer Fees $3,484,142
    Developer overhead $444,125 $444,125
    Developer fee $3,500,000 $2,886,815 $2,886,815
(10) Development Reserves $318,043 $320,285 $3,484,142 $3,330,941

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $29,650,098 $28,503,014 $26,711,757 $25,537,212

    Deduct from Basis:
    All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
    B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
    Non-qualified non-recourse financing
    Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
    Historic Credits (on residential portion only)
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $26,711,757 $25,537,212
    High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $34,725,284 $33,198,375
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $34,725,284 $33,198,375
    Applicable Percentage 3.63% 3.63%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $1,260,528 $1,205,101
Syndication Proceeds 0.9599 $12,100,137 $11,568,081

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $1,260,528 $1,205,101
Syndication Proceeds $12,100,137 $11,568,081

Requested Tax Credits $1,225,615

Syndication Proceeds $11,765,000

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $14,650,098
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $1,526,169

Tax Credit Limit (2007 QAP) $1,200,000
Syndication Proceeds $11,519,115

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Park Place at Loyola, Austin,4% HTC, 07601
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Applicant Evaluation

Project ID # 07601 Name: Park Place at Loyola City: Austin

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% HOME BOND HTF SECO ESGP Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD 

National Previous Participation Certification Received: N/A Yes No

Noncompliance Reported on National Previous Participation Certification: Yes No

Total # of Projects monitored: 0

# not yet monitored or pending review: 1

zero to nine: 0Projects
grouped
by score 

ten to nineteen: 0

Portfolio Management and Compliance

twenty to twenty-nine: 0

# monitored with a score less than thirty: 0

# in noncompliance: 0
NoYes

Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit 

Not applicable

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Portfolio Monitoring

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Reviewed by Patricia Murphy Date 1/3/2007

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Issues found regarding late audit 

Issues found regarding late cert 

# of projects not reported 0

No
YesProjects not reported

in application

Portfolio Analysis

Not applicable 

No unresolved issues

Not current on set-ups 

Not current on draws 

Not current on match

No relationship

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer EEF

Date 12/22/2006

Community Affairs 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer S. Roth

Date 1 /3 /2007

Multifamily Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Sandy M. Garcia

Date 12/22/2006

Single Family Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Maria Cazares

Date 1 /9 /2007

Office of Colonia Initiatives 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable 

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found 

Reviewer David Burrell

Date 1 /4 /2007

Real Estate Analysis
(Workout)

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached) 

No delinquencies found

Delinquencies found 

Reviewer Melissa M. Whitehead 

Date 12/22/2006

Financial Administration































































MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

2006 Private Activity Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds 

Ennis Senior Estates 
NE Corner of Rudd Road & Blazek Road 

Ennis, Texas 

LRI IV, Ltd. 
164 Units 
Priority 3 

$7,685,000 Tax Exempt – Series 2007 

TABLE OF EXHIBITS 
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue Bonds, Series 
2007, Housing Tax Credits and HOME CHDO Development funds for the Ennis Senior Estates 
development. 

Requested Action

Approve, Deny or Approve with Amendments the issuance of Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue 
Bonds, Housing Tax Credits and HOME CHDO Development Funds. 

 Summary of the Ennis Senior Estates Transaction

Background and General Information:  The Bonds will be issued under Chapter 1371, Texas 
Government Code, as amended, and under Chapter 2306, Texas Government Code, the Department's 
Enabling Statute (the "Statute"), which authorizes the Department to issue its revenue bonds for its public 
purposes as defined therein.  (The Statute provides that the Department’s revenue bonds are solely 
obligations of the Department, and do not create an obligation, debt, or liability of the State of Texas or 
a pledge or loan of the faith, credit or taxing power of the State of Texas.)  The pre-application was 
received on February 1, 2006, and an application for HOME CHDO Rental Development funds on March 
6, 2006, from LRI, IV Inc. for the Ennis Senior Estates. Located in Ennis, Ellis County, Texas, the 
development includes the new construction of 164 units targeted to persons who are elderly.   The 
application was reviewed for threshold criteria, and scored and ranked by staff.  The application was 
induced at the March 20, 2006 Board meeting and submitted to the Texas Bond Review Board for 
addition to the 2006 Waiting List.  The application received a Reservation of Allocation on October 6, 
2006.  This application was submitted under the Priority 3 category.  The applicant initially submitted an 
application under the 2005 program, however the application subsequently was withdrawn and 
resubmitted under the 2006 program.   

Organizational Structure and Compliance: The Borrower is LRI IV, Ltd. and is comprised of Life 
Rebuilders, Inc. as the General Partner and Barry Halla with 100% ownership interest.  The Compliance 
Status Summary completed on December 1, 2006 reveals that the principals of the general partner have a 
total no properties in material noncompliance.

Public Hearing:  A public hearing was held on October 30, 2006.   There was no one in attendance.  A 
copy of the transcript is included in this presentation.

Census Demographics:  The proposed site is located at approximately the 6000 block of Rudd Road, 
south of Highway 287 and approximately 650 feet north of the northeast corner of Rudd Road and Blazek 
Road, Ellis County.  Demographics for the census tract (0617.00) include AMFI of $68,701; the total 
population is 3,817; the percent of the population that is minority is 14.88%; the percent of the 
population that is below the poverty line is 11.38%; the number of owner occupied units is 1,165; the 
number renter occupied units is 166 and the number of vacant units is 84. (FFIEC Geocoding for 2006) 
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Summary of the Financial Structure

The applicant is requesting the Department’s approval and issuance of fixed rate tax exempt bonds in the 
amount of $7,685,000 and $1,900,000 in CHDO funds.  The bonds will be unrated and privately placed 
by National Alliance Securities.  National Alliance Securities will underwrite the transaction using a debt 
coverage ratio of 1.15 amortized over 40 years.  The construction and lease up period will be for eighteen 
months with payment terms of interest only, followed by a 38.5 year term.  The interest rate on the bonds 
will be 6.25% per annum. 

Recommendation

Based on an unfavorable recommendation from Real Estate Analysis, staff does not recommend the 
Board approve the issuance of $7,685,000 in Tax-Exempt Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue 
Bonds, Series 2007, the HOME CHDO Rental Development funds of $1,900,000 and Operating Expense 
grant funds of $75,000 and $426,191 in Housing Tax Credits for the Ennis Senior Estates.

It should be noted, this applicant has outstanding fees in the amount of $26,970 due to the Department’s 
Bond Counsel, Vinson & Elkins. If the Board approves the transaction, the approval should be 
conditioned on the immediate payment of accrued fees. 



1
Ennis Resolution v4 2007  

RESOLUTION NO. 07-004 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ISSUANCE, SALE AND 
DELIVERY OF MULTIFAMILY HOUSING REVENUE BONDS (ENNIS SENIOR 
ESTATES) SERIES 2007; APPROVING THE FORM AND SUBSTANCE AND 
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION AND DELIVERY OF DOCUMENTS AND 
INSTRUMENTS PERTAINING THERETO; AUTHORIZING AND RATIFYING 
OTHER ACTIONS AND DOCUMENTS; AND CONTAINING OTHER PROVISIONS 
RELATING TO THE SUBJECT 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the “Department”) has 
been duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2306, 
Texas Government Code, as amended (the “Act”), for the purpose, among others, of providing a means of 
financing the costs of residential ownership, development and rehabilitation that will provide decent, safe, 
and affordable living environments for individuals and families of low, very low and extremely low 
income and families of moderate income (all as defined in the Act); and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department:  (a) to make mortgage loans to housing sponsors 
to provide financing for multifamily residential rental housing in the State of Texas (the “State”) intended 
to be occupied by individuals and families of low, very low and extremely low income and families of 
moderate income, as determined by the Department; (b) to issue its revenue bonds, for the purpose, 
among others, of obtaining funds to make such loans and provide financing, to establish necessary reserve 
funds and to pay administrative and other costs incurred in connection with the issuance of such bonds; 
and (c) to pledge all or any part of the revenues, receipts or resources of the Department, including the 
revenues and receipts to be received by the Department from such multifamily residential rental 
development loans, and to mortgage, pledge or grant security interests in such loans or other property of 
the Department in order to secure the payment of the principal or redemption price of and interest on such 
bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to authorize the issuance of the Texas Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds (Ennis Senior Estates) Series 
2007 (the “Bonds”), pursuant to and in accordance with the terms of a Trust Indenture (the “Indenture”) 
by and between the Department and Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, a national banking 
association, as trustee (the “Trustee”), for the purpose of obtaining funds to finance the Development 
(defined below), all under and in accordance with the Constitution and laws of the State; and 

WHEREAS, the Department desires to use the proceeds of the Bonds to fund a mortgage loan to 
LRI IV, Ltd., a Texas limited partnership (the “Borrower”), in order to finance the cost of acquisition, 
construction and equipping of a qualified residential rental development for seniors described on Exhibit 
A attached hereto (the “Development”) located within the State and required by the Act to be occupied by 
individuals and families of low and very low income and families of moderate income, as determined by 
the Department; and 

WHEREAS, the Board, by resolution adopted on March 20, 2006, declared its intent to issue its 
revenue bonds to provide financing for the Development; and 

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the Department, the Borrower and the Trustee will execute and 
deliver a Loan Agreement (the “Loan Agreement”) pursuant to which (i) the Department will agree to 
make a mortgage loan funded with the proceeds of the Bonds (the “Loan”) to the Borrower to enable the 
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Borrower to finance a portion of the cost of the acquisition, construction and equipping of the 
Development and related costs, and (ii) the Borrower will execute and deliver to the Department a 
multifamily note (the “Note”) in an original principal amount equal to the original aggregate principal 
amount of the Bonds, and providing for payment of interest on such principal amount equal to the interest 
on the Bonds and to pay other costs described in the Loan Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the Note will be secured by a Deed of Trust, Security 
Agreement, Assignment of Rents and Leases and Financing Statement (the “Mortgage”) by the Borrower 
for the benefit of the Department; and 

WHEREAS, the Department’s interest in the Loan (except for certain reserved rights), including 
the Note and the Mortgage, will be assigned to the Trustee pursuant to an Assignment of Deed of Trust 
Documents and an Assignment of Note (the “Assignments”) from the Department to the Trustee; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the Department, the Trustee and the Borrower will 
execute a Regulatory and Land Use Restriction Agreement (the “Regulatory Agreement”), with respect to 
the Development which will be filed of record in the real property records of Ellis County, Texas; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has been presented with a draft of, has considered and desires to ratify, 
approve, confirm and authorize the use and distribution in the private placement of the Bonds of an 
Limited Offering Memorandum (the “Offering Memorandum”) and to authorize the authorized 
representatives of the Department to deem the Offering Memorandum “final” for purposes of Rule 15c2-
12 of the Securities and Exchange Commission and to approve the making of such changes in the 
Offering Memorandum as may be required to provide a final Offering Memorandum for use in the 
placement and sale of the Bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has further determined that the Department will enter into a Purchase 
Contract (the “Purchase Contract”) with the Borrower and National Alliance Securities Corporation (the 
“Underwriter”) and any other parties to such Purchase Contract as authorized by the execution thereof by 
the Department, setting forth certain terms and conditions upon which the Underwriter or another party 
will purchase all or their respective portion of the Bonds from the Department and the Department will 
sell the Bonds to the Underwriter or another party to such Purchase Contract; and  

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the Department and the Borrower will execute an 
Asset Oversight Agreement (the “Asset Oversight Agreement”), with respect to the Development for the 
purpose of monitoring the operation and maintenance of the Development; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has examined proposed forms of (a) the Indenture, the Loan Agreement, 
the Assignments, the Regulatory Agreement, the Purchase Contract and the Asset Oversight Agreement 
(collectively, the “Issuer Documents”), all of which are attached to and comprise a part of this Resolution 
and (b) the Mortgage, the Note, and the Offering Memorandum; has found the form and substance of such 
documents to be satisfactory and proper and the recitals contained therein to be true, correct and 
complete; and has determined, subject to the conditions set forth in Article I, to authorize the issuance of 
the Bonds, the execution and delivery of the Issuer Documents, the acceptance of the Mortgage and the 
Note and the taking of such other actions as may be necessary or convenient in connection therewith;   
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NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF THE DEPARTMENT: 

ARTICLE I 

ISSUANCE OF BONDS; APPROVAL OF DOCUMENTS 

Section 1.1--Issuance, Execution and Delivery of the Bonds. That the issuance of the Bonds is 
hereby authorized, under and in accordance with the conditions set forth herein and in the Indenture, and 
that, upon execution and delivery of the Indenture, the authorized representatives of the Department 
named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute, attest and affix the Department’s seal to 
the Bonds and to deliver the Bonds to the Attorney General of the State for approval, the Comptroller of 
Public Accounts of the State for registration and the Trustee for authentication (to the extent required in 
the Indenture), and thereafter to deliver the Bonds to the order of the initial purchaser thereof.  

Section 1.2--Interest Rate, Principal Amount, Maturity and Price.  That (i) the Bonds shall bear 
interest at the rate of 6.15% per annum (subject to adjustment to a default rate as provided in the 
Indenture); provided that, in no event shall the interest rate (including any default rate) on the Bonds 
exceed the maximum interest rate permitted by applicable law; (ii) the aggregate principal amount of the 
Bonds shall be $7,685,000; (iii) the final maturity of the Bonds shall be February 1, 2047; and (d) the 
price at which the Bonds are sold to the Underwriter or another party to the Purchase Contract shall be the 
principal amount thereof. 

Section 1.3--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Indenture.  That the form and substance of 
the Indenture are hereby approved, and that the authorized representatives of the Department named in 
this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute the Indenture and to deliver the Indenture to the 
Trustee.

Section 1.4--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Loan Agreement.  That the form and 
substance of the Loan Agreement are hereby approved, and that the authorized representatives of the 
Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute the Loan Agreement and 
deliver the Loan Agreement to the Borrower. 

Section 1.5--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Regulatory Agreement.  That the form and 
substance of the Regulatory Agreement are hereby approved, and that the authorized representatives of 
the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute, attest and affix the 
Department’s seal to the Regulatory Agreement and deliver the Regulatory Agreement to the Borrower 
and the Trustee and to cause the Regulatory Agreement to be filed of record in the real property records 
of Ellis County, Texas. 

Section 1.6--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Purchase Contract.  That the sale of the 
Bonds to the Purchaser and any other party to the Purchase Contract is hereby approved, that the form and 
substance of the Purchase Contract are hereby approved, and that the authorized representatives of the 
Department named in this Resolution each are hereby authorized to execute the Purchase Contract and to 
deliver the Purchase Contract to the Borrower, the Underwriter and any other party to the Purchase 
Contract, as appropriate.

Section 1.7--Acceptance of the Note and Mortgage.  That the form and substance of the Note and 
Mortgage are hereby accepted by the Department and that the authorized representatives of the 
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Department named in this Resolution each are hereby authorized to endorse and deliver the Note to the 
order of the Trustee, as its interests may appear, without recourse. 

Section 1.8--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Assignments.  That the form and substance 
of the Assignments are hereby approved; and that the authorized representatives of the Department named 
in this Resolution are each hereby authorized to execute, attest and affix the Department’s seal to the 
Assignments and to deliver the Assignments to the Trustee. 

Section 1.9 --Approval, Execution, Use and Distribution of the Offering Memorandum.  That the 
form and substance of the Offering Memorandum and its use and distribution by the Underwriter in 
accordance with the terms, conditions and limitations contained therein are hereby approved, ratified, 
confirmed and authorized; that the Chair and Vice Chairman of the Governing Board and the Executive 
Director of the Department are hereby severally authorized to deem the Limited Offering Memorandum 
“final” for purposes of Rule 15c2-12 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934; that the authorized 
representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to make or 
approve such changes in the Offering Memorandum as may be required to provide a final Offering 
Memorandum for the Bonds; that the authorized representatives of the Department named in this 
Resolution each are authorized hereby to accept the Offering Memorandum, as required; and that the 
distribution and circulation of the Offering Memorandum by the Underwriter hereby is authorized and 
approved, subject to the terms, conditions and limitations contained therein, and further subject to such 
amendments or additions thereto as may be required by the Purchase Contract and as may be approved by 
the Executive Director of the Department and the Department’s counsel. 

Section 1.10--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Asset Oversight Agreement.  That the 
form and substance of the Asset Oversight Agreement are hereby approved, and that the authorized 
representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to execute and 
deliver the Asset Oversight Agreement to the Borrower. 

Section 1.11--Taking of Any Action; Execution and Delivery of Other Documents.  That the 
authorized representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are authorized hereby to take 
any actions and to execute, attest and affix the Department’s seal to, and to deliver to the appropriate 
parties, all such other agreements, commitments, assignments, bonds, certificates, contracts, documents, 
instruments, releases, financing statements, letters of instruction, notices of acceptance, written requests 
and other papers, whether or not mentioned herein, as they or any of them consider to be necessary or 
convenient to carry out or assist in carrying out the purposes of this Resolution. 

Section 1.12--Exhibits Incorporated Herein.  That all of the terms and provisions of each of the 
documents listed below as an exhibit shall be and are hereby incorporated into and made a part of this 
Resolution for all purposes: 

 Exhibit B - Indenture 
 Exhibit C - Loan Agreement 
 Exhibit D - Regulatory Agreement 
 Exhibit E - Purchase Contract 
 Exhibit F - Mortgage 
 Exhibit G - Note 
 Exhibit H    -     Offering Memorandum 
 Exhibit I - Assignments 
 Exhibit J - Asset Oversight Agreement 
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Section 1.13--Power to Revise Form of Documents.  That notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Resolution, the authorized representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are 
authorized hereby to make or approve such revisions in the form of the documents attached hereto as 
exhibits as, in the judgment of such authorized representative or authorized representatives, and in the 
opinion of Vinson & Elkins L.L.P., Bond Counsel to the Department, may be necessary or convenient to 
carry out or assist in carrying out the purposes of this Resolution, such approval to be evidenced by the 
execution of such documents by the authorized representatives of the Department named in this 
Resolution.

Section 1.14--Authorized Representatives.  That the following persons are each hereby named as 
authorized representatives of the Department for purposes of executing, attesting, affixing the 
Department’s seal to, and delivering the documents and instruments and taking the other actions referred 
to in this Article I:  Chair and Vice Chairman of the Board, Executive Director of the Department, Deputy 
Executive Director of Housing Operations of the Department, Deputy Executive Director of Programs of 
the Department, Chief of Agency Administration of the Department, Director of Financial Administration 
of the Department, Director of Bond Finance of the Department, Director of Multifamily Finance 
Production of the Department and the Secretary to the Board. 

Section 1.15--Conditions Precedent.  That the issuance of the Bonds shall be further subject to, 
among other things:  (a) the Development’s meeting all underwriting criteria of the Department, to the 
satisfaction of the Executive Director of the Department; and (b) the execution by the Borrower and the 
Department of contractual arrangements satisfactory to the Department staff requiring that community 
service programs will be provided at the Development. 

ARTICLE II 

APPROVAL AND RATIFICATION OF CERTAIN ACTIONS 

Section 2.1--Approval and Ratification of Application to Texas Bond Review Board.  That the 
Board hereby ratifies and approves the submission of the application for approval of state bonds to the 
Texas Bond Review Board on behalf of the Department in connection with the issuance of the Bonds in 
accordance with Chapter 1231, Texas Government Code. 

Section 2.2--Approval of Submission to the Attorney General.  That the Board hereby authorizes, 
and approves the submission by the Department’s Bond Counsel to the Attorney General of the State, for 
his approval, of a transcript of legal proceedings relating to the issuance, sale and delivery of the Bonds. 

Section 2.3--Engagement of Other Professionals.  That the Executive Director of the Department 
or any successor is authorized to engage auditors to perform such functions, audits, yield calculations and 
subsequent investigations as necessary or appropriate to comply with the Purchase Contract and the 
requirements of Bond Counsel to the Department, provided such engagement is done in accordance with 
applicable law of the State. 

Section 2.4--Certification of the Minutes and Records.  That the Secretary to the Board hereby is 
authorized to certify and authenticate minutes and other records on behalf of the Department for the 
Bonds and all other Department activities. 

Section 2.5--Authority to Invest Proceeds.  That the Department is authorized to invest and 
reinvest the proceeds of the Bonds and the fees and revenues to be received in connection with the 
financing of the Development in accordance with the Indenture and to enter into any agreements relating 
thereto only to the extent permitted by the Indenture. 
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Section 2.6--Underwriter.  That the Underwriter with respect to the issuance of the Bonds shall be 
National Alliance Securities Corporation. 

Section 2.7--Ratifying Other Actions.  That all other actions taken by the Executive Director of 
the Department and the Department staff in connection with the issuance of the Bonds and the financing 
of the Development are hereby ratified and confirmed. 

ARTICLE III 

CERTAIN FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS 

Section 3.1--Findings of the Board.  That in accordance with Section 2306.223 of the Act and 
after the Department’s consideration of the information with respect to the Development and the 
information with respect to the proposed financing of the Development by the Department, including but 
not limited to the information submitted by the Borrower, independent studies commissioned by the 
Department, recommendations of the Department staff and such other information as it deems relevant, 
the Board hereby finds: 

(a) Need for Housing Development.

(i) that the Development is necessary to provide needed decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing at rentals or prices that individuals or families of low and very low income or families of 
moderate income can afford,  

(ii) that the financing of the Development is a public purpose and will provide a 
public benefit, and 

(iii) that the Development will be undertaken within the authority granted by the Act 
to the housing finance division and the Borrower. 

(b) Findings with Respect to the Borrower.

(i) that the Borrower, by operating the Development in accordance with the 
requirements of the Loan Agreement and Regulatory Agreement, will comply with applicable 
local building requirements and will supply well-planned and well-designed housing for 
individuals or families of low and very low income or families of moderate income,  

(ii) that the Borrower is financially responsible and has entered into a binding 
commitment to repay the Loan in accordance with its terms, and 

(iii) that the Borrower is not, and will not enter into a contract for the Development 
with, a housing developer that: (A) is on the Department’s debarred list, including any parts of 
that list that are derived from the debarred list of the United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development; (B) breached a contract with a public agency; or (C) misrepresented to a 
subcontractor the extent to which the developer has benefited from contracts or financial 
assistance that has been awarded by a public agency, including the scope of the developer’s 
participation in contracts with the agency and the amount of financial assistance awarded to the 
developer by the Department. 
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(c) Public Purpose and Benefits.

(i) that the Borrower has agreed to operate the Development in accordance with the 
Loan Agreement and the Regulatory Agreement, which require, among other things, that the 
Development be occupied by individuals and families of low and very low income and families 
of moderate income, and 

(ii) that the issuance of the Bonds to finance the Development is undertaken within 
the authority conferred by the Act and will accomplish a valid public purpose and will provide a 
public benefit by assisting individuals and families of low and very low income and families of 
moderate income in the State to obtain decent, safe, and sanitary housing by financing the costs of 
the Development, thereby helping to maintain a fully adequate supply of sanitary and safe 
dwelling accommodations at rents that such individuals and families can afford. 

Section 3.2--Determination of Eligible Tenants.  That the Board has determined, to the extent 
permitted by law and after consideration of such evidence and factors as it deems relevant, the findings of 
the staff of the Department, the laws applicable to the Department and the provisions of the Act, that 
eligible tenants for the Development shall be (1) individuals and families of low and very low income, 
(2) persons with special needs, and (3) families of moderate income, with the income limits as set forth in 
the Loan Agreement and the Regulatory Agreement. 

Section 3.3--Sufficiency of Loan Interest Rate.  That the Board hereby finds and determines that 
the interest rate on the Loan established pursuant to the Loan Agreement will produce the amounts 
required, together with other available funds, to pay for the Department’s costs of operation with respect 
to the Bonds and the Development and enable the Department to meet its covenants with and 
responsibilities to the holders of the Bonds. 

Section 3.4--No Gain Allowed.  That, in accordance with Section 2306.498 of the Act, no 
member of the Board or employee of the Department may purchase any Bond in the secondary open 
market for municipal securities. 

Section 3.5--Waiver of Rules.  That the Board hereby waives the rules contained in Chapters 33 
and 35, Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code to the extent such rules are inconsistent with the terms 
of this Resolution and the bond documents authorized hereunder. 

ARTICLE IV 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Section 4.1--Limited Obligations.  That the Bonds and the interest thereon shall be limited 
obligations of the Department payable solely from the trust estate created under the Indenture, including 
the revenues and funds of the Department pledged under the Indenture to secure payment of the Bonds, 
and under no circumstances shall the Bonds be payable from any other revenues, funds, assets or income 
of the Department. 

Section 4.2--Non-Governmental Obligations.  That the Bonds shall not be and do not create or 
constitute in any way an obligation, a debt or a liability of the State or create or constitute a pledge, giving 
or lending of the faith or credit or taxing power of the State.  Each Bond shall contain on its face a 
statement to the effect that the State is not obligated to pay the principal thereof or interest thereon and 
that neither the faith or credit nor the taxing power of the State is pledged, given or loaned to such 
payment. 
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Section 4.3--Effective Date.  That this Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and upon 
its adoption. 

Section 4.4--Notice of Meeting.  Written notice of the date, hour and place of the meeting of the 
Board at which this Resolution was considered and of the subject of this Resolution was furnished to the 
Secretary of State and posted on the Internet for at least seven (7) days preceding the convening of such 
meeting; that during regular office hours a computer terminal located in a place convenient to the public 
in the office of the Secretary of State was provided such that the general public could view such posting; 
that such meeting was open to the public as required by law at all times during which this Resolution and 
the subject matter hereof was discussed, considered and formally acted upon, all as required by the Open 
Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Texas Government Code, as amended; and that written notice of the date, 
hour and place of the meeting of the Board and of the subject of this Resolution was published in the 
Texas Register at least seven (7) days preceding the convening of such meeting, as required by the 
Administrative Procedure and Texas Register Act, Chapters 2001 and 2002, Texas Government Code, as 
amended.  Additionally, all of the materials in the possession of the Department relevant to the subject of 
this Resolution were sent to interested persons and organizations, posted on the Department’s website, 
made available in hard-copy at the Department, and filed with the Secretary of State for publication by 
reference in the Texas Register not later than seven (7) days before the meeting of the Board as required 
by Section 2306.032, Texas Government Code, as amended. 

[EXECUTION PAGE FOLLOWS] 
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PASSED AND APPROVED this 1st day of February, 2007. 

[SEAL] 

      By:  /s/ Elizabeth Anderson______________________ 
       Elizabeth Anderson, Chair 

Attest:  /s/ Kevin Hamby_______________________ 
 Kevin Hamby, Secretary 



EXHIBIT A

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT 

Owner:     LRI IV, Ltd., a Texas limited partnership 

Development: The Development is a 164-unit multifamily facility for seniors known as Ennis 
Senior Estates and is located at the 6000 block of Rudd Road, south of Highway 
287 and approximately 600 feet north of the northeast intersection of Rudd 
Road and Blazek Road, Ennis, Ellis County, Texas.  The Development will 
include the reimbursement for the acquisition of and the costs of the 
construction and equipping of a total of 41 residential apartment buildings with 
a total of approximately 123,960 net rentable square feet and an average unit 
size of approximately 756 square feet.  The unit mix consists of: 

     64 one-bedroom/one-bath units 
    100 two-bedroom/two-bath units 
   164 Total Units 

Unit sizes range from approximately 640 square feet to approximately 830 square 
feet.

Common areas include a clubhouse with business/conference center, activity 
room with computers, exercise room, laundry facilities, swimming pool, putting 
green, barbeque, and picnic area. 



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
February 1, 2007

 Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary
Ennis Senior Estates, TDHCA Number 060612

City: Ennis

Zip Code: 75119County: Ellis

Total Development Units: 164

BASIC DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION

UNIT/BUILDING INFORMATION

Site Address: NE Corner of Rudd Road & Blazek Rd.

Owner/Employee Units: 0

OWNER AND DEVELOPMENT TEAM

30% 40% 50% 60%

Purpose/Activity: NC

Developer: Life Rebuilders, Inc.

Housing General Contractor: Life Rebuilders, Inc.

Architect: GHLA Architects

Market Analyst: Apartment Market Data Research Services, Inc.

Supportive Services: Life Rebuilders, Inc.

Owner: LRI IV, Ltd.

Syndicator: National Affordable Housing Trust

Total Restricted Units: 164

Region: 3 Population Served: Elderly

Allocation: Rural

Consultant: Not Utilized

0 0 0 144 0

060612

HTC Purpose/Activity: NC=New Construction, ACQ=Acquisition, R=Rehabilitation, NC/ACQ=New Construction and Acquisition, 
NC/R=New Construction and Rehabilitation, ACQ/R=Acquisition and Rehabilitation

Development #:

Market Rate Units:

Number of Residential Buildings: 41
Total Development Cost: $0

HOME Set Asides: CHDO Preservation General

FUNDING INFORMATION

HOME Activity Fund Amount: $1,900,000

TDHCA Bond Allocation Amount:     $7,685,000

0

Department 
Analysis

Applicant
 Request RateTermAmort

0.00%0$0

$0 0.00%00

Bond Issuer:  TDHCA

Note:  If Development Cost =$0, an Underwriting Report has not been completed.

1 BR 2 BR 3 BR 4 BR
64 100 0 0

Eff
0

4% Housing Tax Credits with Bonds: $426,191 $0 0 0 0.00%

5 BR
0

HOME CHDO Operating Grant Amount: $0 $0

Townhome

Type of Building:

Transitional
Single Room OccupancyTriplex

Duplex

5 units or more per building
Detached Residence

Fourplex
10HOME High Total Units:
10HOME Low Total Units:

Barry HallaOwner Contact and Phone (972) 721-1600

1/25/2007 01:06 PM
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 Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary
Ennis Senior Estates, TDHCA Number 060612

PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

TX Representative:
TX Senator:

Mayor/Judge:

Guide: "O" = Oppose, "S" = Support, "N" = Neutral, "NC" or Blank = No comment

Steve Howerton�Ennis Senior Estates is consistent with 
strategies of targeted community revitalization.

Russell Thomas - NC

In Support: 0 In Opposition: 0

US Senator:            NC

Resolution of Support from Local Government

General Summary of Comment:
Public Hearing:
Number that attended: 0
Number that spoke: 0 
Number in support: 0
Number in opposition: 0  
Number Neutral: 0

State/Federal Officials with Jurisdiction:
NC
NC

Averitt, District 22
Pitts, District 10

Individuals/Businesses:

Local Officials and Other Public Officials:

Neighborhood Input:

CONDITIONS OF COMMITMENT

Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing, of an updated ESA addressing issues related to noise, floodplain, asbestos-containing 
materials, lead-based paint, lead in the drinking water, and radon.

A HOME award not to exceed $1,675,000 (unless additional HOME units are pledged) and Board recognition that repayment of the award will 
likely need to be based upon cash that may not materialize flow and/or a exit strategy sale price may not be sufficient to fund repayment.

Receipt, review and acceptance by closing of documentation including, but not limited to, a new permanent loan commitment supporting a debt 
coverage ratio at a minimum of 1.10 based upon by the repayable position of the HOME funds as determined by the TDHCA Board (cash flow or 
hard repayable debt).

A tax credit amount not to exceed $423,574 annually for ten years.

Per §50.12(c) of the Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules, all Tax Exempt Bond Development Applications “must provide an executed agreement 
with a qualified service provider for the provision of special supportive services that would otherwise not be available for the tenants. The 
provision of such services will be included in the Declaration of Land Use Restrictive Covenants (“LURA”).”

Receipt, review, and acceptance by closing of resolution of the Tax Suit, filed on November 21, 2005, between Ellis County vs. Life Rebuilders.

Not Recommended Due to the Following: 

•�The Development would require 100% of the HOME funds to be in the form of a grant based upon Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code 
(“TAC”) 1.32(d)(4)(D)
•�Without the HOME funds structured as a 100% grant or deferred forgivable loan, the Development is not financially feasible based upon the 
Department’s standards for repayment of deferred fees in less than 15 years (10 TAC Section 1.32(d)(5)(D)).
•�The Development’s net income is likely to be insufficient to support tax exempt bonds amounting to at least 50% of the cost making the 
Development ineligible for Housing Tax Credits (Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h) (4)).

Should the Board Approve this award, the Board must waive its rules for the issues listed above and such an award should be conditioned upon 
the following:

Should the proposed number of HOME units or the proposed terms and rate of the HOME loan change, the transaction should be re-evaluated
and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted.

Barton, District 6, NCUS Representative:

Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the 
allocation amount may be warranted.

N/A

1/25/2007 01:06 PM



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
February 1, 2007

 Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary
Ennis Senior Estates, TDHCA Number 060612

RECOMMENDATION BY THE EXECUTIVE AWARD AND REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE IS BASED ON:

Recommendation:

Bond Amount: $0

Credit Amount: $0

Loan Amount: $0

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

HOME Activity Funds:

4% Housing Tax Credits:

TDHCA Bond Issuance:

A private activity tax exempt bond amount not to exceed $7,685,000 of which up to $1,440,000 may need to be included in a earn out account 
and may not ultimately be achievable and therefore would have to be funded out of deferred developer and contractor fee.

Grant Amount: $0HOME CHDO Operating Expense Grant:

1/25/2007 01:06 PM



Ennis Senior Estates

Estimated Sources & Uses of Funds

Sources of Funds
Series 2007 Tax-Exempt Bond Proceeds 7,685,000$     
Tax Credit Proceeds 4,048,815       
HOME Funds 1,900,000       
Deferred Developer's Fee 259,838          
GIC Income 250,000          

Total Sources 14,143,653$   

Uses of Funds
Acquisition and Site Work Costs 1,980,100$     
Direct Hard Construction Costs 6,450,000       
Other Construction Costs (General Require, Overhead, Profit) 1,075,200       
Indirect Construction Costs (Architectural, Engineering, etc) 756,229          
Developer Fees and Overhead 1,282,677       
Direct Bond Related 202,355          
Bond Purchase Costs 306,675          
Other Transaction Costs 2,065,417       
Real Estate Closing Costs 25,000            

Total Uses 14,143,653$   

Estimated Costs of Issuance of the Bonds

Direct Bond Related
TDHCA Issuance Fee (.50% of Issuance) 38,425$          
TDHCA Application Fee 11,000            

 TDHCA Bond Administration Fee (2 years) 15,370            
TDHCA Bond Compliance Fee ($40 per unit) 6,560              
TDHCA Bond Counsel and Direct Expenses (Note 1) 75,000            
TDHCA Financial Advisor and Direct Expenses 25,000            
Disclosure Counsel ($5k Pub. Offered, $2.5k Priv. Placed.  See Note 1) 2,500              

7,000              
 Trustee's Counsel (Note 1) 4,500              

Attorney General Transcript Fee 9,500              
Texas Bond Review Board Application Fee 5,000              
Texas Bond Review Board Issuance Fee (.025% of Reservation) 2,500              

Total Direct Bond Related 202,355$        

Trustee Fee

Revised: 12/5/2006 Multifamily Finance Division Page: 1



Ennis Senior Estates

Bond Purchase Costs
Underwriter's Discount 268,975          
Underwriter's Counsel 37,500            
OS Printing/Mailing 200                 

Total Bond Purchase Costs 306,675$        

Other Transaction Costs
Tax Credit Related Costs 110,510          
Construction Contingency 457,515          
Soft Construction Costs 75,000            
Construction Period Interest 708,941          
Lease-Up Reserves 120,000          
Debt Service & Operating Reserves 491,461          
Miscellaneous 101,990          

Total Other Transaction Costs 2,065,417$     

Real Estate Closing Costs
Title and Recording 25,000            

Total Real Estate Costs 25,000$          

Estimated Total Costs of Issuance 2,599,447$     

Note 1:  These estimates do not include direct, out-of-pocket expenses (i.e. travel).  Actual Bond 
Counsel and Disclosure Counsel are based on an hourly rate and the above estimate does not 
include on-going administrative fees.

Costs of issuance of up to two percent (2%) of the principal amount of the Bonds may be paid 
from Bond proceeds.  Costs of issuance in excess of such two percent must be paid by an equity 
contribution of the Borrower.

Revised: 12/5/2006 Multifamily Finance Division Page: 2



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: December 7, 2006 PROGRAM: 4% HTC, Bond, HOME FILE NUMBER: 060612

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Ennis Senior Estates 

APPLICANT 
Name: LRI  IV, LTD. Contact: John Barraclough 

Address: 800 W. Airport Freeway, Suite 1100 

City Irving State: TX Zip:

Phone: (972) 445-4139 Fax: (972) 445-4138 Email: john@liferebuilders.org 

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: LRI Ennis Senior Estates, LLC Title: 1% Managing General Partner of Applicant 

Name: Life Rebuilders, Inc. Title: 100% Owner and Sole Member of General Partner 

Name: John Barraclough  Title: Principal

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 600' North of the Northeast Corner Of Rudd Road and Blazek Rd.

City: Ennis Zip: 75119

County: Ellis Region: 3 QCT DDA

REQUEST
Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term

Tax Exempt Bonds $7,685,000 6.25% 40 yrs 40 yrs 

HOME $1,900,000 1% 35 yrs1 35 yrs 

HTC $426,191 N/A N/A N/A 
Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Multifamily 

Target Population: Elderly Other: Urban/Exurban, Nonprofit, CHDO 

RECOMMENDATION

NOT RECOMMENDED DUE TO THE FOLLOWING:

¶ The Development would require 100% of the HOME funds to be in the form of a grant based upon 
Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code (“TAC”) 1.32(d)(4)(D) 

¶ Without the HOME funds structured as a 100% grant or deferred forgivable loan, the Development 
is not financially feasible based upon the Department’s standards for repayment of deferred fees in 
less than 15 years (10 TAC Section 1.32(d)(5)(D)). 

¶ The Development’s net income is likely to be insufficient to support tax exempt bonds amounting 
to at least 50% of the cost making the Development ineligible for Housing Tax Credits (Internal 
Revenue Code Section 42 (h) (4)).

                                                          
1 The Applicant initially requested a fully amortized HOME loan at AFR; the amended application for home funds reflected 
1% over 35 years; but, subsequently it has been determined that the Applicant’s request would be interest only for the first 
10 years at 0.5% and fully amortizing over the last 25 years.  



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

SHOULD THE BOARD APPROVE AWARDS FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT, THE BOARD MUST
WAIVE ITS RULES FOR THE ISSUES LISTED ABOVE AND ANY AWARDS SHOULD BE
CONDITIONED UPON THE FOLLOWING: 

CONDITIONS
1. A tax credit amount not to exceed $423,574 annually for ten years;
2. A HOME award not to exceed $1,675,000 (unless additional HOME units are pledged) and Board

recognition that repayment of the award will likely need to be based upon cash that may not materialize
flow and/or a exit strategy sale price may not be sufficient to fund repayment;

3. A private activity tax exempt bond amount not to exceed $7,685,000 of which up to $1,440,000 may
need to be included in a earn out account and may not ultimately be achievable and therefore would 
have to be funded out of deferred developer and contractor fee;

4. Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing of a third party CPA or Attorney letter of opinion 
stating that the proposed transaction with the amended debt amount meets the 50% test requirements of
the Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h) (4)

5. Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing, of an updated ESA addressing issues related to noise, 
floodplain, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, lead in the drinking water, and radon.

6. Receipt, review, and acceptance by closing of resolution of the Tax Suit, filed on November 21, 2005,
between Ellis County vs. Life Rebuilders;

7. Receipt, review and acceptance by closing of documentation including, but not limited to, a new 
permanent loan commitment supporting a debt coverage ratio at a minimum of 1.10 based upon by the 
repayable position of the HOME funds as determined by the TDHCA Board (cash flow or hard
repayable debt).

8. Should the proposed number of HOME units or the proposed terms and rate of the HOME loan change, 
the transaction should be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted. 

9. Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-
evaluated and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted.

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
Previous report in 2005 #05620 but was not presented to the Board due the lack of an affirmative
recommendation and Applicant’s choice to continue to work on the transaction to find an acceptable structure 
that would be feasible.  This bond reservation was a carry forward from 2005. 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS

Total Units: 164 # Res Bldgs 41 # Non-Res Bldgs 1 Age: N/A yrs Vacant: N/A at   /  /

Net Rentable SF: 123,960 Av Un SF: 756 Common Area SF: 4,300 Gross Bldg SF: 123,960

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The building and unit plans are comparable to other modern apartment developments.  They appear to provide 
acceptable access and storage. The elevations reflect attractive buildings. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on a concrete slab. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 25% plywood/hardboard, 75% masonry veneer.  The interior wall surfaces will be drywall and
the roofs will be finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet, resilient covering, and ceramic tile.  Threshold criteria for the 2006 QAP
requires all development units to include: mini blinds or window coverings for all windows, a dishwasher, a 
disposal, a refrigerator, an oven/range, an exhaust/vent fax in bathrooms, and a ceiling fan in each living area 
and bedroom.  New construction units must also include three networks: one for phone service, one for data 
service, and one for TV service.  In addition, each unit will include: microwave, an ice maker in the 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

refrigerator, a self-cleaning oven, laundry connections with washer and dryer included, a ceiling fixture in each 
room, an individual heating and air conditioning unit, individual water heater. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
In order to meet threshold criteria for total units of between 150 and 199, the Applicant has elected to provide a 
barbecue or picnic table for every 50 units, community dining room with kitchen, community gardens,
community laundry room, a covered pavilion that includes barbecue grills and tables, an enclosed sun porch or 
covered community porch, an equipped business center or computer learning center, full perimeter fencing, a 
furnished community room, a furnished fitness center, a gazebo with sitting area, horseshoes, lawn bowling 
court, croquet court, bocce ball court, putting green, shuffleboard, a library separate from the community room,
public telephone(s) available to tenants 24 hours a day, an activity room, a service coordinators office in 
addition to the leasing offices, a swimming pool. 
Uncovered Parking: 300 spaces Carports: 0 spaces Garages: 0 spaces

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Ennis Senior Estates is a 164 unit per acre new construction development located in southeast 
Ennis, Texas. The development is comprised of 41 evenly distributed one story fourplex residential buildings 
as follows: 

No. of Buildings No. of Floors 1BR 2BR
15 1 2 2
8 1 2 2

18 1 1 3

The development includes a 4,300 square foot community building with a laundry area, mail room,
maintenance office, computer work area, game room, beauty salon and fitness area. 

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Total Size: 14.37 acres Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone X Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: A-3 PD Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

Location: The proposed development is 600 feet north of the northeast corner of Rudd Road and Blazek Road 
in Ennis, Ellis County. Ennis is located in Region 3, approximately 30 miles south of Dallas.
Adjacent Land Uses:
¶ North: Undeveloped land immediately adjacent and  undeveloped land beyond;
¶ South: Undeveloped land immediately adjacent and  Blazek Road beyond;
¶ East: Undeveloped land immediately adjacent and beyond; and
¶ West: Rudd Road immediately adjacent and some residential houses, and undeveloped land beyond.

Site Access:  The Subject is located on the east side of Rudd Road, just North of Blazek Road. The main
entrance will be off a new road from Rudd Road and a secondary access ingress and egress will be located on 
Rudd Road. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation was not identified in the application 
materials.
Shopping & Services: According to the Applicant, convenience store shopping is within a mile of the subject 
and residents will be afforded on-site van transportation free of charge to shopping in downtown Ennis, where 
other retail is available. In addition residents will be afforded on-site transportation free of charge to medical
facilities, recreational facilities and other facilities in Ennis and surrounding communities.
Adverse Site Characteristics:
¶ Title:  A Tax Suit was filed on November 21, 2005 styled Ellis County vs. Life Rebuilders in the 40th
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MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

Judicial District Court, Ellis County Texas.  As a condition of this report, this issue must be cleared prior to
closing.

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION 
Inspector: Manufactured Housing Staff Date: 10/11/2005

Overall Assessment:  Excellent  Acceptable  Questionable  Poor Unacceptable

Comments:

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated September 22, 2005 was prepared by Giles Engineering 
Assoc. and contained the following findings and recommendations:
Findings:
¶ Noise: Not addressed in the report.
¶ Floodplain: Not addressed in the report.
¶ Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): Not addressed in the report.
¶ Lead-Based Paint (LBP): Not addressed in the report.
¶ Lead in Drinking Water: Not addressed in the report.
¶ Radon: Not addressed in the report.
¶ Recognized Environmental Conditions: The subject property is a 20-acre parcel of undeveloped land.

The property is relatively level with a slope downwards towards the east.  The subject property has 
historically been undeveloped land. No indications of hazardous substances or petroleum products were 
observed during the current visual assessment of the subject property.  No recognized environmental
conditions are associated with the current or former usage of the subject property.
The adjacent properties are currently undeveloped land.  Additionally the subject property and adjacent 
properties are not included with the reviewed State and Federal environmental listings.  Considering the 
above, no recognized environmental conditions in connection with the subject property are associated with
the adjacent properties. 

Conclusions: This assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection 
with the property.
Recommendations: Based on the findings and conclusions of this assessment, further environmental
investigation of the subject property is not recommended at this time.
The submitted environmental site assessment did not address several issues required in the 2006 Real Estate
Analysis Rules and Guidelines, Section 1.35(b) including: state if a noise study is recommended for a property;
provide a copy of the current FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map and provide a narrative determination of the 
flood risk; state if testing for asbestos containing materials (ACMs) would be required pursuant to local, state,
and federal laws, or recommended due to any other consideration; state if testing for Lead Based Paint would 
be required; state if testing for lead in the drinking water would be required; and assess the potential for the 
presence of Radon on the property. Receipt, review and acceptance, prior to closing, of an updated ESA
addressing issues related to noise, floodplain, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, lead in the 
drinking water, and radon is a condition of this report.

INCOME SET-ASIDE 
The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) set-aside.  The Subject 
qualifies as a Priority 3 Private Activity Bond allocation (§ 1372.0321).  The Subject is also a HOME assisted 
rental development.   The Applicant has indicated that are a total of 20 HOME assisted units (12.2% of the
total) with 10 or 50% that have rent and income restrictions at 50% or less of area median family income and 
all remaining units with High HOME rent and long term income restrictions at 80% or less of area median
family income.  These requirements affect only those units which are HOME assisted and do not supersede the 
minimum affordability requirements for applicants jointly applying for HOME and Housing Tax Credits or any
other federal, state or local affordable housing programs.  All of the units will be tax credit units that will be
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reserved for households earning 60% or less of AMI. 

MAXIMUM  ELIGIBLE  INCOMES
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons

60% of AMI $27,960 $31,920 $35,940 $39,900 $43,080 $46,260

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A market feasibility study dated January 11, 2006 and updated November 10, 2006 was prepared by Apartment
Market Data, LLC (“Market Analyst”) and included the following findings:
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “For this analysis, we utilized a Primary Market Area 
encompassing 1,387.95 square miles.  This Trade Area includes the City of Corsicana and much of the City of 
Waxahachie.  Approximately 3/8 of the Trade Area is located in Navarro County and approximately 3/8 in Ellis 
County. The trade area also includes portions of Kaufman and Henderson Counties” (p. 37).  This area is 
equivalent to a circle with a radius of 21 miles. The PMA is quite large for a typical bond transaction but given
that the property is targeting elderly and located in a rural area a larger than normal market area could be 
expected.  The PMA includes Country Lane Seniors, #060042, a 9% HTC development approved in July 2006, 
however it does not include Gardens of Mabank, #060206, a 36-unit senior development located approximately
35 miles east in Mabank that was also approved in July 2006.
Population: The estimated 2005 population of the primary market area was 145,332 and is expected to
increase by 13.2% to approximately 164,846 by 2010.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to 
be 16,764 elderly households in 2005. 
Total Market Demand: The Market Analyst utilized a target household adjustment rate of 35.4% (p. 48) and a 
household size-appropriate adjustment rate of 9.3%. The Analyst’s income band of $18,690 to $35,940 (p. 49) 
results in an income eligible adjustment rate of 20.2% (p. 49).  The income eligible renter adjustment rate of
2.3% is specific to the income-eligible population (p. 55).  The Market Analyst indicates a turnover rate of
63.8% applies based on IREM Income and Expense publication (p. 54). 

MARKET  DEMAND  SUMMARY 
Market Analyst Underwriter

Type of Demand Units of 
Demand

% of Total
Demand

Units of 
Demand

% of Total
Demand

Household Growth 22 5.4% 36 10%
Resident Turnover 384 94.6% 260 70%
Other Sources 73 20%
TOTAL DEMAND 406 100% 369 100%

p. 64,  updated 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 36.21% based upon 406 
units of demand and 251 unstabilized affordable housing in the PMA (including the subject and Country Lane 
Seniors, #060042). The Market Analyst adjusted the total number of unstabilized housing by 54 units for 33% 
of demand from homeowners and 50 units for 30% of demand from outside the PMA for a total of 147
unstabilized affordable housing units in the PMA (p. 63-64, updated).  The Underwriter calculated an inclusive 
capture rate of 68% based upon a supply of 251 unstabilized comparable affordable units divided by a demand
estimated at 369 affordable units. The Underwriter included demand from senior homeowners transitioning to 
rental based on demographic information included in the market study. The Underwriter did not include 
demand from outside of the primary market area as demographic information was not included in the market
study.
Unit Mix Conclusion: “The design and layout of the subject would be of equal or better quality compared to 
other affordable projects in the area.  The project is well suited for new apartment construction.  The unit mix
and amenities provide an excellent selection for prospective residents” (p. 34). 
Market Rent Comparables: The Market Analyst surveyed 5 comparable apartment projects totaling 368 units 
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in the market area.  “This analysis is based on the most comparable market rate projects within the PMA” (p. 
107-108).

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential
1-Bedroom (LH – 50%) $477 $477 $0 $675 -$198
1-Bedroom (HH - 80%) $477 $477 $0 $675 -$198
1-Bedroom (60%) $595 $618 -$23 $675 -$80
2-Bedroom (LH - 50%) $558 $564 -$6 $750 -$192
2-Bedroom (HH - 80%) $558 $564 -$6 $750 -$192
2-Bedroom (60%) $695 $729 -$34 $750 -$55

Note: Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent = $500, program
max=$600, differential=-$100

The Market Analyst’s market rents were questioned by both the Underwriter based on rents currently being 
achieved by the other tax credit funded developments in Ennis. The comparable developments utilized by the 
Market Analyst to conclude market rent include developments in Waxahachie, a large, urbanized area located 
closer to Dallas than Ennis, the smaller city where the Subject development is to be located. The market in 
Waxahachie is not as comparable to the subject as the market in Ennis.  The Underwriter also looked upon the 
rental rate information from Terrell, a more comparable city similar in size and located east of Dallas where the 
Applicant has other seniors only developments. It is also worth noting that three of the five comparable
developments utilized by the Market Analyst to conclude the two-bedroom market rent do not have two-bedroom
units. Rent information as of July 2006 from Terrell Senior Terraces I and II, an HTC development targeting 
seniors, with 72 and 180 units respectively, is summarized below.
      1 Bed SF 2 Bed SF
    50% of AMI $543 $0.76 $651 $0.65 
    60% of AMI $646 $0.90 $760 $0.75 
    Market $675 $0.95 $790 $0.78 
The one-bedroom units at Terrell Senior Terraces are 714 square feet and the two-bedroom units are 1,007 square 
feet. Applying the per square foot cost for the market rate units to the Subject’s proposed, smaller units results in 
estimated rents of $605 for the one-bedroom units and $651 for the two-bedroom units.   The Underwriter 
ultimately was persuaded by the Terrell comparison and utilized $651 for the current max rent for the two
bedroom units. 
Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “Apartment MarketData conducted an analysis of some 368 conventional 
(Market Rate) units within the Primary Trade. These projects were all built between 1982 and 2004.  The 
occupancy rate for the market rate one bedrooms is 97.0%, for market rate two bedrooms it is 95.5%, the 
occupancy for the market rate three bedroom units is 100%, and the overall average occupancy for market rate
units is 96.7%.  The apartment MarketData Report reflects an average rental rate of $1.008/sf for one bedroom
units, $.914/sf for two bedrooms, $.960/sf for three bedroom units, and $.967/sf overall.  There are no market rate 
four bedroom units within the PMA” (p. 107). 
Absorption Projections: “We estimate that the project would achieve a lease rate of approximately 7% to 10% 
of its units per month as they come on line for occupancy from construction. The developer has estimated a 
conservative 15 leases per month (9%).  An 8% monthly lease-up rate (13 units) would allow 13 units to be
leased for months 7 through 17 with ten units leased in the 18th month for a total of 153 leased units or a 93% 
occupancy rate” (p. 95). The Underwriter believes these are very aggressive lease-up assumptions given the 
current occupancy rate of other TDHCA funded developments in Ennis (mid 80%) and given the fact that
developments targeting elderly households draw demand form longer distances and lease considerably slower 
than other developments.   There are approximately 90 vacant affordable units in Ennis between the last four 
developments TDHCA funded in Ennis.
Unstabilized, Under Construction, and Planned Developments: The Market Analyst identified Country Lane 
Seniors with 164 total units as the only unstabilized comparable within the PMA. It should be noted that this 
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development in Waxahachie is of particular concern as it will have several significant advantages over the subject 
(timing, location, and larger income band).  While it is questionable to consider Waxahachie as an appropriate 
part of the PMA for the subject doing so suggests that the subject will compete directly with the Country Lane 
Development.
Market Impact: “An apartment development would also help with labor support for retail and industrial 
development in the immediate area, and would not significantly impact neighborhood single-family housing. In 
fact, an apartment development would have less of an impact on the existing housing than most other 
development types present in the sub-market” (p. 104).
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: While the Underwriter has concerns about the defined PMA, market
rents, capture rate and absorption conclusions of the Market Analyst the information drawn from the study places 
the subject within the constraints of an approvable funding recommendation.

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: The Applicant’s projected HOME rents were calculated by subtracting tenant-paid utility allowances 
as of 12-1-2005, maintained by the City of Ennis, from the 2006 program gross rent limits. The Applicant
estimated the rents for the one- and two-bedroom 60% of AMI HTC units at $595 and $695, respectively. The 
Underwriter projected the rents for the two bedroom 60% HTC units at $651 based on per square-foot market
rents for comparable units (see the Market Highlights section above). Tenants will be required to pay electric
and natural gas.  The Applicant’s estimated vacancy and collection loss and secondary income are comparable
to the Department’s estimated figures.  Despite the difference in rent assumptions, the Applicant’s effective
gross income is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimates.
Expenses: The Applicant’s total annual operating expense projection at $3,529 per unit is 7% higher than the 
Underwriter’s estimate of $3,818, derived from the TDHCA database, experience at other properties in Ennis, 
and experience with the General Partner’s properties in Terrell. The largest variances were in general and 
administrative ($14K lower than the Underwriter’s estimate), utilities ($20K lower) and property taxes ($15K 
lower).  It should be noted that the Applicant emphasized their experience in Terrell as documentation for their 
lower operating expense estimate.  While it appears that Terrell Seniors I and II actual year end 2005 overall 
expense performance is between the Applicant’s estimate and the Underwriter’s estimate on a per unit basis;
performance in the three areas of difference identified above appear to have been higher than the Underwriter’s
estimates.  General and administrative were $391 per unit for Terrell Seniors I & II, $337 per unit for the 
Underwriter’s estimate of the subject and $255 per unit for the Applicant. Utilities including water sewer and 
trash were $750 per unit for Terrell Seniors I & II, $677 for the Underwriter and $593 for the Applicant. 
Property taxes were $802 per unit for Terrell Seniors I & II, $790 for the Underwriter and $700 for the 
Applicant. The Applicant is a CHDO however; the Underwriter has confirmed that they do NOT intend to 
apply for the 50% tax exemption from the Ellis County Appraisal District.  Finally, the Applicant has
understated TDHCA compliance fees by $15 per unit. 
Conclusion: The total expenses and net operating income are not within 5% of Underwriter’s estimates;
therefore the Underwriter’s proforma will be utilized, resulting in an unacceptable debt coverage ratio of 0.82.
As a result, the original first lien loan amount has been adjusted from $7,685,000 to $6,245,000, based on 
proposed permanent financing terms and reducing the HOME loan to zero percent but fully amortizing it over 
35 years and resulting in an acceptable DCR of 1.10 for both portions of permanent debt.   Adjusting the 
HOME debt by this method is detailed in the Real Estate Analysis Rules 10 TAC 1.32(d)(4)(D).  As will be
discussed in more detail in the financing section below, since this level of debt provides insufficient funds to
repay the anticipated deferred developer fee, the HOME funds must be provided on a cash flow basis in the 
form of a deferred forgivable loan.  If no debt service is attributable to the HOME funds, the maximum bond
debt could rise to $6,950,000 based upon the Underwriter’s income and expense projections. 
Long-Term Feasibility: The underwriting 30-year proforma utilizes a 3% annual growth factor for income
and a 4% annual growth factor for expenses in accordance with 2006 TDHCA guidelines.  If the initial loan 
amount is adjusted to a minimum 1.10 DCR in the first year of stabilized occupancy, using the Underwriter’s 
base year effective gross income, expense and net operating income results in a debt coverage ratio that remains
above 1.10 and continues as a positive cash flow for the 30 year term.
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ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: 57.648 acres $280,170 Assessment for the Year of: 2005

Building: $ Valuation by: Ellis County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $280,170 Tax Rate: 2.6319

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Contract of Sale  (14.379 acres)

Contract Expiration: 12/15/2006 and one 365 day extension Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No

Acquisition Cost: $355,000 Other:

Seller: Life Rebuilders, Inc. Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value:  The Parent of the Applicant, Life Rebuilders, Inc. originally purchased 161.61 acres on
January 31, 2001 for a total cost of $422,767 or $2,616 per acre.  The Subject 14.379 acre tract is part of the
original 161.61 acre tract.  The Applicant significantly overstated the 14.379 acre site acquisition cost by using 
a price of $355,000 or $24,688 per acre.  During the past five years the developer has paid holding costs,
engineering costs, and site development and infrastructure costs for a total (including original acquisition cost) 
of $961,499 for the entire 161.61 acre tract or $5,950 per acre.  The Applicant has not claimed that the 
additional holding costs were attributed only to the subject site but in fact plans to develop the entire site 
primarily with single family housing and thus the entire tract has benefited from the work done thus far. The
Underwriter calculated the land cost by multiplying $5,950 times the actual site acreage of 14.379 acres to 
achieve a prorated land value of $85,548. An adjustment to the total source of funds needed will be made to 
the recommended sources if the Applicant’s total cost estimate is used in order to account for this overstatement
of acquisition cost.
Off-Site Costs: The Applicant claimed off-site costs of $395,100 for a road, water lines and sanitary sewer and 
provided sufficient third party certification through a cost breakdown signed by Ms. Joyce Stanton a registered
Professional Engineer to justify these costs. 
Sitework Cost: The Applicant’s claimed sitework costs of $7,500 per unit are at the maximum of the 2006 
Department safe harbor guidelines, therefore, further third party substantiation is not required. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $160,626 or 3% lower than the 
Underwriter’s Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimate.
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor’s and developer’s fees for general requirements, general and administrative
expenses, and profit are all within the maximums allowed by TDHCA guidelines. The Applicant exceeded the
Department’s 5% maximum guideline for contingency by $73,515. Consequently the Applicant’s eligible basis
has been reduced by the same amount with the overage effectively moved to ineligible costs.
Conclusion: The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, the 
Applicant’s cost schedule, adjusted for overstated acquisition costs, will be used to determine the 
development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis.  An eligible basis of $11,898,137
supports annual tax credits of $423,574.  This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax 
credits calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: National Alliance Securities Corp. Contact: Stephen Lipkin

Principal: $7,685,000 Interest Rate: 6.15%, fixed, lender's estimate Amort: 480 months

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:

HOME Funds 
Source: TDHCA Contact: David Danenfelzer

Principal: $1,900,000 Conditions: 1%, 35 year term and amortization

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments: The actual amount is restricted based on the prorata amount of HOME units, 20 units or $1,675,000 

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: NDC Corporate Equity Fund VII, LP Contact: Robert Davenport

Proceeds: $4,048,815 Net Syndication Rate: $0.95 Anticipated HTC: $426,191/year

Documentation: Signed Term Sheet LOI Firm Commitment Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:

OTHER
Amount: $381,047 Source: Deferred Developer Fee and Cash Equity

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing: Based on information provided by the Applicant the subject property
will be financed with approximately $7,685,000 in Private Activity Bonds issued by TDHCA.  These bonds 
will be sold to National Alliance Securities Corp. and carry a fixed 6.15% interest rate for a term of 40 years.
As discussed above the Underwriter believes that a significant portion of these bonds will be part of an earn-out 
account which will only be accessed if the development performs better than expected by the Underwriter.  The 
Underwriter believes that the bonds would necessarily be reduced further by up to $1.44M if the HOME loan
described below is required to be repaid in a full amortization and both debt instruments are considered in the 
1.10 DCR calculation.
HOME Funds:  The Applicant is requesting HOME funds in the amount of $1,900,000 for 20 units however
the proportionate amount of HOME units would suggest that the HOME award should be limited to $1,675,000 
or $83,750 per unit.  In order to obtain the full requested $1,900,000 in HOME funds a minimum of 4
additional HOME units should be required.  The analysis herein was performed based on the requested 20 
HOME units and some modifications to this analysis would be required to consider 24 HOME units or the full
amount of the requested HOME award. The current application reflects requested a 1% interest rate with a term
and amortization of 35 years. The original request was for a fully amortized loan at AFR. Since the original 
application was made the Applicant has modified the structure of the HOME loan several times.  According to 
the lender and syndicator’s commitments the current request appears to be a structure that calls for interest only
payments at ½ of 1% for the first 10 years to allow the deferred developer fee to be repaid and after the 10th

year the loan will be serviced based on an amortization over the remaining 25 or 30 years.  The lender has 
indicated that he believes that the interest only payment in the first 10 years would be outside of the debt 
coverage ratio calculation and it is unclear if the structure for the last 25 years is similarly considered soft debt.
The Department’s Real Estate Analysis rules at 10 TAC 1.32(d)(4)(D) require staff to analyze and recommend
debt that appears not to be repayable by first reducing the interest rate on department debt down to zero or 
extend the amortization rate and second reclassify unrepayable debt as a grant.  Step interest rate or staggered 
amortization plans based on future proforma expectations are considered higher risk and avoided.  In this case 
the Applicant has requested that we allow the deferred developer fee to be paid out of the limited available cash 
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flow for ten years before stepping up the debt service for repayment of the HOME.  The predictability of cash 
flow ten years out is in serious doubt.  The fact that the development can not be predicted to be able to service 
the HOME debt today in year one at 0% with a 35 year amortization is a much better predictor of the
development’s ability to service the debt ten years form now than a ten year projection of that same year one 
projection. Therefore, the HOME funds, if awarded must be recognized as very likely to never be repaid, i.e. 
deferred forgivable or grant funds.  It is the Underwriter’s understanding that consideration of a grant or 
deferred forgivable loan for this development is not being considered. Moreover, such a use of HOME funds in 
the past has generally been tied to the targeting of 30% and 40% income and rent levels which are not being 
considered in the subject development. The Underwriter’s conclusion is that the transaction is infeasible
utilizing a repayable HOME loan in the amount of $1,675,000 repayable over a fully amortizing 35 year term at 
zero percent interest.
HTC Syndication:  The tax credit syndication commitment is consistent with the terms reflected in the sources 
and uses of funds listed in the application.
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $381,047 amount to 30% 
of the total fees. 
Financing Conclusions: The HOME award amount is below the 221(d)(3) limit for this project. However, the 
requested HOME loan exceeds the prorata share of development cost based on the number HOME units to total
units. The Underwriter adjusted the HOME loan to $1,675,000 to correspond with the proposed number of 
HOME units. In order to be eligible for the requested amount of $1,900,000, the Applicant would need to 
propose additional HOME units. The Applicant’s request for a 1% HOME loan with payment deferred for 10 
years is not recommended. This type of structure is usually reserved for developments with deep income
targeting. For the purposes of this analysis, the Underwriter is assuming a 35-year HOME loan at zero percent 
interest.  Should the proposed number of HOME units or the proposed terms and rate of the HOME loan
change, the transaction should be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the allocation amount may be warranted. 
As stated above, the proforma analysis results in a debt coverage ratio below the Department’s minimum
guideline of 1.10. Therefore, receipt, review and acceptance clarification of the permanent loan commitment
supporting a debt coverage ratio at a minimum of 1.10, inclusive of the HOME debt is a condition of this 
report. The current underwriting analysis assumes a decrease in the permanent loan amount to $6,245,000 
based on the terms reflected in the application materials. This could result in a possible mandatory redemption
of bonds in the amount of $1,444,000.  As a result, the development’s gap in financing will increase. In
addition, the total adjusted tax exempt bond amount is less than 50% of the total cost and may be in violation of
Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h)(4) and therefore may render the development ineligible for housing tax
credits. While this is a concern that must be verified once the final financial structuring is completed, this 
analysis reflects a structure with tax credits because no further analysis would be required to show that the
transaction is feasible (i.e. the transaction is infeasible with out the credits). 
The Underwriter’s total development cost estimate less the permanent loans ($6.245M in bonds and $1.675M 
in HOME) indicates the need for $5,825,410 in gap funds. Based on the submitted syndication terms, a tax
credit allocation of $613,201 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing.  Of the three possible tax
credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($426,191), the gap-driven amount ($613,201), and eligible basis-
derived estimate ($423,574), the eligible basis-derived amount of $423,574 would be recommended resulting in
proceeds of $4,023,950 based on a syndication rate of 95%. 
This results in the need for $1,801,459 in additional permanent funds (after excluding the excess acquisition 
cost of $269,452 discussed in the acquisition section above).  Deferred developer and contractor fees in this 
amount do not appear to be repayable from development cashflow within 15 years of stabilized operation.
Therefore, the development must be characterized as infeasible and cannot be recommended for funding (10
TAC 1.32(d)(5)(D). Any proposed change to the financing structure or proposed number of HOME units must
be re-evaluated and an adjustment to the recommended credit amount may be necessary. If the HOME funds 
were delivered in the form of a deferred forgivable loan with no expectation of repayment or grant, the primary
tax exempt bond debt could be predicted to increase to $6,950,000 and the resulting deferred developer fee of 
$1,096,459 would still not be repayable in 10 years but would be repayable in 15 years.  If the Board were to 
award the HOME funds as a deferred forgivable loan or grant therefore, the transaction would be viable. 
A return on asset calculation on the HOME funds is difficult to calculate in a tax credit transaction given the 
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limited true developer equity making the ROA unrealistically high.  Conversely, if all of the equity and 
anticipated deferred developer fee is considered the ROA is very low and generally acceptable.  Further 
complicating the ROA analysis is the disposition of repayment for the HOME funds and this should be re-
evaluated if an award is ultimately granted by the Board.  

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

¶ The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, and supportive services provider are related entities. These 
are common relationships for HTC-funded developments. 

¶ Life Rebuilders, Developer, is the owner of the subject property and is selling it to LRI IV, LTD who is the 
Applicant.

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: The Applicant and General Partner are single-purpose entities created for the purpose of 
receiving assistance from TDHCA and therefore have no material financial statements. 
¶ The Developer/100% Sole member of the General Partner and CHDO, submitted an audited financial 

statement as of December 31, 2004 reporting total assets of $5,442,190 and consisting of $14,255 in cash, 
$3,070,636 in receivables, $2,325,567 in real property, and $2,023 in Investments in Limited Partnerships.  
Liabilities totaled $2,913,160, resulting in a net worth of $2,529,030. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation. The General Partner is know to have been 
a General Partner in a prior tax credit transaction, Grace Townhomes, also in Ennis.  Grace Townhomes 
continues to operate significantly below the original expectation. Disagreements between the General Partner 
and the syndicator have lead to their departure as the General Partner.

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
¶ The Applicant’s income and operating proforma is more than 5% outside of the Underwriter’s verifiable 

range(s).
¶ Unknown environmental/locational risks may exist  regarding the areas not addressed in the environmental 

study 
¶ The seller of the property has an identity of interest with the Applicant. 
¶ The development would need to capture a majority of the projected market area demand (i.e., capture rate 

exceeds 50%). 
¶ The Development is not financially feasible based upon this analysis and the Department’s standards for 

repayment of deferred fees in less than 15 years (10 TAC Section 1.32). 
¶ The projects net income may be insufficient to support tax exempt bonds amounting to at least 50% of the 

cost making the development ineligible for Housing Tax Credits (Internal Revenue Code Section 42 (h) 
(4)).

¶ The significant financing structure changes being proposed have not been reviewed/accepted by the 
Applicant, lenders, and syndicators, and acceptable alternative structures may exist. 

Underwriter: Date: December 7, 2006 
Bert Murray 

Underwriter: Date: December 7, 2006 
Brenda Hull 

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: December 7, 2006 
Tom Gouris



MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Ennis Senior Estates, Ennis, Tx, 4%, 060612

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util Wtr, Swr, Trsh

LH 5 1 1 640 $607 $477 $2,385 $0.75 $130.00 $68.00
HH 5 1 1 640 607 $477 2,385 0.75 130.00 68.00

TC 60% 54 1 1 640 748 $595 32,130 0.93 130.00 68.00
LH 5 2 1 830 733 $564 2,820 0.68 169.00 71.00
HH 5 2 1 830 733 $564 2,820 0.68 169.00 71.00

TC 60% 90 2 1 830 898 $651 58,590 0.78 169.00 71.00

TOTAL: 164 AVERAGE: 756 $821 $617 $101,130 $0.82 $153.78 $69.83

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 123,960 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 3
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,213,560 $1,260,360 IREM Region Dallas
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $10.15 19,980 19,980 $10.15 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: (describe) 0 $0.00 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,233,540 $1,280,340
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (92,516) (96,024) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,141,025 $1,184,316
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 4.85% $337 0.45 $55,325 $41,820 $0.34 $255 3.53%

  Management 4.00% 278 0.37 45,641 47,388 0.38 289 4.00%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 12.30% 856 1.13 140,367 136,737 1.10 834 11.55%

  Repairs & Maintenance 5.41% 376 0.50 61,698 62,812 0.51 383 5.30%

  Utilities 4.31% 300 0.40 49,193 29,520 0.24 180 2.49%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 5.42% 377 0.50 61,858 67,732 0.55 413 5.72%

  Property Insurance 3.78% 263 0.35 43,178 41,000 0.33 250 3.46%

  Property Tax 2.6319 11.35% 790 1.04 129,489 114,800 0.93 700 9.69%

  Reserve for Replacements 2.87% 200 0.26 32,800 32,800 0.26 200 2.77%

  Other: compl fees 0.57% 40 0.05 6,560 4,100 0.03 25 0.35%

TOTAL EXPENSES 54.87% $3,818 $5.05 $626,109 $578,709 $4.67 $3,529 48.86%

NET OPERATING INC 45.13% $3,140 $4.15 $514,916 $605,607 $4.89 $3,693 51.14%

DEBT SERVICE
National Alliance Securities 45.32% $3,153 $4.17 $517,083 $526,952 $4.25 $3,213 44.49%

HOME Funds 9.82% $683 $0.90 112,033 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW -10.01% ($696) ($0.92) ($114,201) $78,655 $0.63 $480 6.64%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 0.82 1.15
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10

CONSTRUCTION COST
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 0.64% $522 $0.69 $85,548 $355,000 $2.86 $2,165 2.53%

Off-Sites 2.94% 2,409 3.19 395,100 395,100 3.19 2,409 2.82%

Sitework 9.17% 7,500 9.92 1,230,000 1,230,000 9.92 7,500 8.78%

Direct Construction 46.88% 38,350 50.74 6,289,374 6,450,000 52.03 39,329 46.02%

Contingency 5.00% 2.80% 2,292 3.03 375,969 457,515 3.69 2,790 3.26%

General Req'ts 6.00% 3.36% 2,751 3.64 451,162 460,800 3.72 2,810 3.29%

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 1.12% 917 1.21 150,387 153,600 1.24 937 1.10%

Contractor's Profit 6.00% 3.36% 2,751 3.64 451,162 460,800 3.72 2,810 3.29%

Indirect Construction 5.08% 4,154 5.50 681,229 681,229 5.50 4,154 4.86%

Ineligible Costs 4.80% 3,923 5.19 643,353 643,353 5.19 3,923 4.59%

Developer's G & A 2.46% 1.91% 1,564 2.07 256,535 256,535 2.07 1,564 1.83%

Developer's Profit 9.84% 7.65% 6,257 8.28 1,026,142 1,026,142 8.28 6,257 7.32%

Interim Financing 5.93% 4,848 6.41 795,031 795,031 6.41 4,848 5.67%

Reserves 4.36% 3,568 4.72 585,112 649,757 5.24 3,962 4.64%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $81,806 $108.23 $13,416,105 $14,014,862 $113.06 $85,456 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 66.70% $54,561 $72.19 $8,948,055 $9,212,715 $74.32 $56,175 65.74%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

National Alliance Securities 57.28% $46,860 $62.00 $7,685,000 $7,685,000 $6,245,000
HOME Loan 14.16% $11,585 $15.33 1,900,000 1,900,000 1,675,000
HTC Syndication Proceeds 30.18% $24,688 $32.66 4,048,815 4,048,815 4,023,950
Deferred Developer Fees 2.84% $2,323 $3.07 381,047 381,047
Cash Equity from Applicant -4.46% ($3,651) ($4.83) (598,757) 0 1,801,459
TOTAL SOURCES $13,416,105 $14,014,862 $13,745,410

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$1,679,692

0%

Developer Fee Available

$1,282,677
% of Dev. Fee Deferred
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)

Ennis Senior Estates, Ennis, Tx, 4%, 060612

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE  PAYMENT COMPUTATION
Residential Cost Handbook 

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis Primary $7,685,000 Amort 480

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Int Rate 6.15% DCR 1.00

Base Cost $53.01 $6,571,229
Adjustments Secondary $1,900,000 Amort 420

    Exterior Wall Finish 6.00% $3.18 $394,274 Int Rate 4.79% Subtotal DCR 0.82

    Elderly 3.00% 1.59 197,137

    Roofing 0.00 0 Additional Amort
    Subfloor (2.24) (277,670) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 0.82

    Floor Cover 2.22 275,191
    Porches $5.02 16,400 0.66 82,328 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing $680 82 0.45 55,760
    Built-In Appliances $1,675 164 2.22 274,700 Primary Debt Service $420,193
    Stairs/Fireplaces 0.00 0 Secondary Debt Service 47,857
    Enclosed Corridors $43.09 0.00 0 Additional Debt Service 0
    Heating/Cooling 1.73 214,451 NET CASH FLOW $46,866
    Garages/Carports 0 0.00 0

    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $64.74 4,300 2.25 278,382 Primary $6,245,000 Amort 480

    Other: 0.00 0 Int Rate 6.15% DCR 1.23

SUBTOTAL 65.07 8,065,782

Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 4.55 564,605 Secondary $1,675,000 Amort 420

Local Multiplier 0.89 (7.16) (887,236) Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.10

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $62.46 $7,743,150

Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.44) ($301,983) Additional $0 Amort 0

Interim Construction Interes 3.38% (2.11) (261,331) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.10

Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (7.18) (890,462)
NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $50.74 $6,289,374

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA:  RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE

INCOME      at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,213,560 $1,249,967 $1,287,466 $1,326,090 $1,365,872 $1,583,421 $1,835,618 $2,127,985 $2,859,834

  Secondary Income 19,980 20,579 21,197 21,833 22,488 26,069 30,222 35,035 47,084

  Other Support Income: (describ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,233,540 1,270,546 1,308,663 1,347,922 1,388,360 1,609,490 1,865,840 2,163,020 2,906,918

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (92,516) (95,291) (98,150) (101,094) (104,127) (120,712) (139,938) (162,226) (218,019)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,141,025 $1,175,255 $1,210,513 $1,246,828 $1,284,233 $1,488,778 $1,725,902 $2,000,793 $2,688,899

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $55,325 $57,538 $59,839 $62,233 $64,722 $78,744 $95,805 $116,561 $172,539

  Management 45,641 47,010 48,421 49,873 51,369 59,551 69,036 80,032 107,556

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 140,367 145,981 151,821 157,894 164,209 199,786 243,070 295,732 437,755

  Repairs & Maintenance 61,698 64,166 66,732 69,402 72,178 87,815 106,841 129,988 192,414

  Utilities 49,193 51,160 53,207 55,335 57,548 70,016 85,186 103,641 153,415

  Water, Sewer & Trash 61,858 64,333 66,906 69,582 72,365 88,044 107,118 130,326 192,914

  Insurance 43,178 44,905 46,702 48,570 50,512 61,456 74,771 90,970 134,658

  Property Tax 129,489 134,669 140,056 145,658 151,484 184,304 224,234 272,815 403,833

  Reserve for Replacements 32,800 34,112 35,476 36,896 38,371 46,685 56,799 69,105 102,292

  Other 6,560 6,822 7,095 7,379 7,674 9,337 11,360 13,821 20,458

TOTAL EXPENSES $626,109 $650,697 $676,255 $702,821 $730,435 $885,738 $1,074,219 $1,302,990 $1,917,833

NET OPERATING INCOME $514,916 $524,558 $534,258 $544,008 $553,798 $603,040 $651,683 $697,803 $771,066

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193 $420,193

Second Lien 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857 47,857

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET CASH FLOW $46,866 $56,508 $66,208 $75,958 $85,748 $134,990 $183,633 $229,753 $303,016

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 1.12 1.14 1.16 1.18 1.29 1.39 1.49 1.65
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HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS - Ennis Senior Estates, Ennis, Tx, 4%, 060612

APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

(1)  Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $355,000 $85,548
    Purchase of buildings
(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
    On-site work $1,230,000 $1,230,000 $1,230,000 $1,230,000
    Off-site improvements $395,100 $395,100
(3) Construction Hard Costs
    New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $6,450,000 $6,289,374 $6,450,000 $6,289,374
(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
    Contractor overhead $153,600 $150,387 $153,600 $150,387
    Contractor profit $460,800 $451,162 $460,800 $451,162
    General requirements $460,800 $451,162 $460,800 $451,162
(5) Contingencies $457,515 $375,969 $384,000 $375,969
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $681,229 $681,229 $681,229 $681,229
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $795,031 $795,031 $795,031 $795,031
(8) All Ineligible Costs $643,353 $643,353
(9) Developer Fees
    Developer overhead $256,535 $256,535 $256,535 $256,535
    Developer fee $1,026,142 $1,026,142 $1,026,142 $1,026,142
(10) Development Reserves $649,757 $585,112 $1,592,319 $1,563,647

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $14,014,862 $13,416,105 $11,898,137 $11,706,992

    Deduct from Basis:
    All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
    B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
    Non-qualified non-recourse financing
    Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
    Historic Credits (on residential portion only)
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $11,898,137 $11,706,992
    High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $11,898,137 $11,706,992
    Applicable Fraction 100.00% 100.00%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $11,898,137 $11,706,992
    Applicable Percentage 3.56% 3.56%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $423,574 $416,769
Syndication Proceeds 0.9500 $4,023,950 $3,959,305

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $423,574 $416,769

Syndication Proceeds $4,023,950 $3,959,305

Requested Tax Credits $426,191
Syndication Proceeds $4,048,815

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $5,825,410
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $613,201
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Applicant Evaluation

Project ID # 060612 Name: Ennis Senior Estates City: Ennis

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% HOME BOND HTF SECO ESGP Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD 

National Previous Participation Certification Received: N/A Yes No

Noncompliance Reported on National Previous Participation Certification: Yes No

Total # of Projects monitored: 4

# not yet monitored or pending review: 2

zero to nine: 4Projects
grouped
by score 

ten to nineteen: 0

Portfolio Management and Compliance

twenty to twenty-nine: 0

# monitored with a score less than thirty: 4

# in noncompliance: 0
NoYes

Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit 

Not applicable

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Portfolio Monitoring

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Reviewed by Patricia Murphy Date 4/20/2006

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Issues found regarding late audit 

Issues found regarding late cert 

# of projects not reported 0

No
YesProjects not reported

in application

Portfolio Analysis

Not applicable 

No unresolved issues

Not current on set-ups 

Not current on draws 

Not current on match

No relationship

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer EEF

Date 4 /21/2006

Community Affairs 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer R Meyer

Date 4 /19/2006

Multifamily Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Sandy M. Garcia

Date 4 /20/2006

Single Family Finance Production

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable

Review pending

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found

Reviewer Raul Gonzales 

Date 4 /24/2006

Office of Colonia Initiatives 

Unresolved issues found that 
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached)

Not applicable 

Review pending 

No unresolved issues

Unresolved issues found 

Reviewer David Burrell

Date 4 /20/2006

Real Estate Analysis
(Workout)

Unresolved issues found that
warrant disqualification
(Comments attached) 

No delinquencies found

Delinquencies found 

Reviewer Melissa M. Whitehead 

Date 5 /30/2006

Financial Administration
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

MULTIFAMILY HOUSING REVENUE BONDS 
ENNIS SENIOR ESTATES 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Sam Houston Elementary School
1701 South Hall 
Ennis, Texas 

October 30, 2006 
6:00 p.m. 

BEFORE:
SHARON GAMBLE, Housing Specialist 

  ALSO PRESENT: 
BARRY HALLA, President & CEO 
             Life Rebuilders, Inc. 
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 I N D E X
SPEAKER                                        PAGE
CALL TO ORDER/OPENING REMARKS: 3  
 Sharon Gamble, Housing Specialist, TDHCA

PRESENTATION OF PROPOSED BOND ISSUANCE: 3  
 Sharon Gamble 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  (NONE) 

CLOSING REMARKS/ADJOURNMENT: 4  
 Sharon Gamble 
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 P R O C E E D I N G S

MS. GAMBLE:  Good evening.  My name is Sharon 

Gamble.  I would like to proceed with the public hearing. 

 Let the record show that it is 6:06 p.m. on Monday, 

October 30, 2006, and we are at Sam Houston Elementary, 

located at 1701 South Hall Street, Ennis, Texas. 

I am here to conduct the public hearing on 

behalf of the Texas Department of Housing and Community 

Affairs with respect to an issue of tax-exempt multifamily 

revenue bonds for a residential rental community.  This 

hearing is required by the Internal Revenue Code. 

The sole purpose of this hearing is to provide 

a reasonable opportunity for interested individuals to 

express their views regarding the development and the 

proposed bond issue.  No decisions regarding the 

development will be made at this hearing. 

The Department's board is scheduled to meet to 

consider the transaction on December 14, 2006.  In 

addition to providing your comments at this hearing, the 

public is also invited to provide comment directly to the 

board at any of their meetings.  The Department staff will 

also accept written comments from the public up to 5:00 

p.m. on December 1, 2006. 

The bonds will be issued as tax-exempt 
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multifamily revenue bonds in the aggregate principal 

amount not to exceed $10,000,000 and taxable bonds, if 

necessary, in an amount to be determined and issued in one 

or more series, by the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs. 

The proceeds of the bonds will be loaned to LRI 

IV, Ltd., or a related person or affiliate entity thereof, 

to finance a portion of the costs of acquiring, 

constructing and equipping a multifamily rental housing 

community described as follows:  A 164-unit multifamily 

residential rental development to be constructed on 

approximately 14.379 acres of land located at 

approximately the 6000 block of Rudd Road, south of 

Highway 287 and approximately 650 feet north of the 

northeast intersection of Rudd Road and Blazek Road, Ellis 

County Texas.  The proposed multifamily rental housing 

community will be initially owned and operated by the 

borrower.

Let the record show that there are no 

attendees.  Therefore the meeting is now adjourned.  And 

the time is now 6:08 p.m. 

(Whereupon, at 6:08 p.m., this hearing was 

concluded.)
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 C E R T I F I C A T E

IN RE: Ennis Senior Estates 

LOCATION: Ennis, Texas 

DATE: October 30, 2006 

I do hereby certify that the foregoing pages, 

numbers 1 through 5, inclusive, are the true, accurate, 

and complete transcript prepared from the verbal recording 

made by electronic recording by Jean Schermann before the 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs. 

                   11/06/2006
(Transcriber)         (Date) 
On the Record Reporting, Inc. 
3307 Northland, Suite 315 
Austin, Texas 78731 



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 
Multifamily Finance Production 

Private Activity Bond Program – Waiting List 

14 Priority 2 Applications for 2007 Waiting List 

TABLE OF EXHIBITS 

TAB 1  TDHCA Board Presentation – February 1, 2007 

TAB 2  Summary of Applications 

TAB 3  Inducement Resolution 

TAB 4  Prequalification Analysis Worksheet 

TAB 5  Map of Development Site 
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

Action Item

Inducement Resolution Declaring Intent to Issue Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue Bonds for 
Developments throughout the State of Texas and Authorizing the Filing of Related Applications for the 
Allocation of Private Activity Bonds with the Texas Bond Review Board for Program Year 2007. 

Requested Action

Approve, amend or deny  the Inducement Resolution to proceed with application submission to the 
Texas Bond Review Board for possible receipt of State Volume Cap issuance authority from the 2007 
Private Activity Bond Program for fourteen (14) applications.   

Background

Each year, the State of Texas is notified of the allocation amount of private activity tax-exempt revenue 
bonds that may be issued within the state.  Approximately $402 million is set aside for multifamily until 
August 15th for the 2007 bond program year.  TDHCA has a set aside of approximately $88 million 
available for new 2007 applications.

Inducement Resolution 07-003 includes fourteen (14) applications that were received on or before 
January 4, 2007.  These applications will reserve approximately $64 million in 2007 state volume cap.  
Upon Board approval to proceed, the applications will be submitted to the Texas Bond Review Board 
for placement on the 2007 Waiting List.  The Board has previously approved four applications for the 
2007 program year.  Approval of the inducement resolution, however, does not assure that the 
development will ultimately receive approval for a Housing Tax Credit Determination or the Issuance of 
Private Activity Bonds.

The first twelve applications which total 909 units will be pooled into one (1) bond transaction and 
therefore only one pre-qualification worksheet is included.  Rainbow Housing Assistance Corporation – 
Texas, Inc. is the General Partner which is solely owned by Texas Council of Foundation for Social 
Resources, Inc with Special Limited Partners of GungHo Partners and Rainbow Housing Assistance 
Corp. The President of Rainbow Housing Assistance Corp. is Mr. Joseph Sherman.  This pooled 
transaction will require twelve separate applications to be submitted to the Bond Review Board however 
the final transaction will be combined for an approximate total of $36 million in tax-exempt bonds.  All 
twelve properties must be pooled in order for the transaction to be feasible. The applications have also 
been approved for inducement by the Texas State Affordable Housing Corporation (TSAHC).  The 
Department will participate in the transactions even if TSAHC is the issuer of the bonds because 
Housing Tax Credits will also be issued. 

All of the properties were built in 1983 by the same developer / owner and therefore all are similar in 
construction and quality.  Eleven of the properties are located in areas other than major metropolitan 
areas.  Each property has a U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Housing 
Assistance Program (HAP) contract and has gone through HUD’s Market to Market program. 
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There are a few issues that need to be addressed for this pooled inducement and for the Housing Tax 
Credits:

¶ The Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules (QAP) requires a minimum rehabilitation per unit 
of $12,000.  Although the overall rehabilitation will average $15,000 per unit for the pool, 
some properties may not reach the $12,000 minimum alone. 

¶ The Real Estate Analysis Rules require each property to meet debt service and cash flow 
minimums.  As a pool, with the cross collateralization, the pool will meet the requirements 
however each property may not. 

¶ The applicant has requested a reduction in the bond application fee of $10,000 per 
application.

This transaction as a whole will require a great deal of time and staff resources if the Department is to be 
the issuer of the bonds and the tax credits.  The board will need to make determinations to the fore 
mentioned issues at the time of inducement so that staff and the applicant will know the Board’s 
intention when the transaction is presented to the Board for a final decision. 

The attached spreadsheet outlines specific development information on each property.  Maps for all 
fourteen (14) properties are included in this presentation. 

Chaparral Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 1411 
South Grant Avenue, Odessa, Ector County.  Demographics for the census tract (19.00) include AMFI 
of $26,717; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 31.02%; the total population is 
5,370; the percent of the population that is minority is 97.71%; the number of owner occupied units is 
1,231; number of renter occupied units is 403; and the number of vacant units is 178. (*)   
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Cove Village Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 
1102 Golf Course Road, Copperas Cove, Coryell County.  Demographics for the census tract (106.01) 
include AMFI of $43,295; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 11.31%; the 
total population is 5,064; the percent of the population that is minority is 46.72%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 609; number of renter occupied units is 1,239; and the number of vacant units is 
140.(*)
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

El Nido Apartments– The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 204 
Alicia Drive, El Paso, El Paso County.  Demographics for the census tract (31.00) include AMFI of 
$27,642; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 31.22%; the total population is 
3,873; the percent of the population that is minority is 97.24%; the number of owner occupied units is 
709; number of renter occupied units is 524; and the number of vacant units is 7. (*)  
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Garden Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 1340 
65th Drive, Lubbock, Lubbock County.  Demographics for the census tract (22.04) include AMFI of 
$36,651; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 20.28%; the total population is 
4,548; the percent of the population that is minority is 52.77%; the number of owner occupied units is 
916; number of renter occupied units is 861; and the number of vacant units is 77. (*)   
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 
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High Plains Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 
1607 Iola Avenue, Lubbock, Lubbock County.  Demographics for the census tract (4.04) include AMFI 
of $55,391; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 17.30%; the total population is 
4,666; the percent of the population that is minority is 25.23%; the number of owner occupied units is 
1,138; number of renter occupied units is 606; and the number of vacant units is 87. (*)  
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Jose Antonio Escajeda Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be 
located at 204 Alicia Drive, El Paso, El Paso County.  Demographics for the census tract (31.00) include 
AMFI of $27,642; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 31.22%; the total 
population is 3,873; the percent of the population that is minority is 97.24%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 709; number of renter occupied units is 524; and the number of vacant units is 7. (*)  
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Los Ebanos Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 
2133 Barnard Drive, Brownsville, Cameron, County.  Demographics for the census tract (130.03) 
include AMFI of $29,782; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 41.49%; the 
total population is 2,158; the percent of the population that is minority is 91.94%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 192; number of renter occupied units is 471; and the number of vacant units is 7. (*)   
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

 Peppertree Acres - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 6555 
Sheridan Circle, Fort Worth, Tarrant, County.  Demographics for the census tract (1060.01) include 
AMFI of $59,175; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 9.63%; the total 
population is 6,804; the percent of the population that is minority is 51.57%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 1,643; number of renter occupied units is 808; and the number of vacant units is 69. (*)   
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

River Park Village East Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be 
located at 1309 Central Texas Expressway, Lampasas, Lampasas County.  Demographics for the census 
tract (9504.00) include AMFI of $32,095; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 
20.53%; the total population is 3,897; the percent of the population that is minority is 29.89%; the 
number of owner occupied units is 775; number of renter occupied units is 583; and the number of 
vacant units is 165. (*)
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Sierra Vista Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 
10501 Montwood Drive, El Paso, El Paso County.  Demographics for the census tract (103.07) include 
AMFI of $43,260; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 22.25%; the total 
population is 7,002; the percent of the population that is minority is 85.16%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 1,313; number of renter occupied units is 889; and the number of vacant units is 69. (*)  
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Spring Terrace Apartments - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 
2600 South Spring Street, Amarillo, Potter County.  Demographics for the census tract (145.00) include 
AMFI of $36,741; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 20.40%; the total 
population is 5,649; the percent of the population that is minority is 61.21%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 1,215; number of renter occupied units is 646; and the number of vacant units is 191. 
(*)
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition  
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Win-Lin Village - The proposed acquisition and rehabilitation development will be located at 5700 
Wabash Street, Amarillo, Randall County.  Demographics for the census tract (213.00) include AMFI of 
$65,982; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 13.30%; the total population is 
5,577; the percent of the population that is minority is 13.30%; the number of owner occupied units is 
1,481; number of renter occupied units is 884; and the number of vacant units is 66. (*)   
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Costa Rialto Apartments - The proposed new construction development will be located at approximately 
5011 Aldine Bender Road, Houston, Harris County.  Demographics for the census tract (2227.00) 
include AMFI of $13,690; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 52.63%; the 
total population is 3,472; the percent of the population that is minority is 84.27%; the number of owner 
occupied units is 256; number of renter occupied units is 1,042; and the number of vacant units is 101. 
(*)
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition.  

Windshire Apartments - The proposed new construction development will be located at approximately 
the 4500 block of South Shaver Road, Houston, Harris County.  Demographics for the census tract 
(3213.00) include AMFI of $37,952; the percent of the population that is below the poverty line is 
21.50%; the total population is 5,585; the percent of the population that is minority is 70.98%; the 
number of owner occupied units is 448; number of renter occupied units is 1,547; and the number of 
vacant units is 183. (*) 
Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

(*) Census Information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2006). 

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board approve the Inducement Resolution as presented.  Staff will present all 
appropriate information to the Board for a final determination for the issuance of the bonds and housing 
tax credits during the full application process for the bond issuance. 

Staff recommends the waiver be applied on average across the pool – not individually of the fore 
mentioned rehabilitation requirement and the individual property requirements for underwriting debt 
service and cash flow for the pooled transaction. 

Staff does not recommend the reduction in Department fees due to the time and resource requirements 
of the Department. 



RESOLUTION NO. 07-003 

RESOLUTION DECLARING INTENT TO ISSUE MULTIFAMILY REVENUE 
BONDS WITH RESPECT TO RESIDENTIAL RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS; 
AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF  APPLICATIONS FOR ALLOCATIONS OF 
PRIVATE ACTIVITY BONDS WITH THE TEXAS BOND REVIEW BOARD; AND 
AUTHORIZING OTHER ACTION RELATED THERETO 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the “Department”) has 
been duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2306, 
Texas Government Code, as amended, (the “Act”) for the purpose, among others, of providing a means of 
financing the costs of residential ownership, development and rehabilitation that will provide decent, safe, 
and affordable living environments for persons and families of low, very low and extremely low income 
and families of moderate income (all as defined in the Act); and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department: (a) to make mortgage loans to housing sponsors 
to provide financing for multifamily residential rental housing in the State of Texas (the “State”) intended 
to be occupied by persons and families of low, very low and extremely low income and families of 
moderate income, as determined by the Department; (b) to issue its revenue bonds, for the purpose, 
among others, of obtaining funds to make such loans and provide financing, to establish necessary reserve 
funds and to pay administrative and other costs incurred in connection with the issuance of such bonds; 
and (c) to pledge all or any part of the revenues, receipts or resources of the Department, including the 
revenues and receipts to be received by the Department from such multifamily residential rental 
development loans, and to mortgage, pledge or grant security interests in such loans or other property of 
the Department in order to secure the payment of the principal or redemption price of and interest on such 
bonds; and 

WHEREAS, it is proposed that the Department issue its revenue bonds for the purpose of 
providing financing for multifamily residential rental developments (each a “Development” and 
collectively, the “Developments”) as more fully described in Exhibit A attached hereto.  The ownership 
of each Development as more fully described in Exhibit A will consist of the ownership entity and its 
principals or a related person (each an  “Owner” and collectively, the “Owners”) within the meaning of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”); and 

WHEREAS, each Owner has made not more than 60 days prior to the date hereof, payments with 
respect to its respective Development and expects to make additional payments in the future and desires 
that it be reimbursed for such payments and other costs associated with each respective Development 
from the proceeds of tax-exempt and taxable obligations to be issued by the Department subsequent to the 
date hereof; and 

WHEREAS, each Owner has indicated its willingness to enter into contractual arrangements with 
the Department providing assurance satisfactory to the Department that 100 percent of the units of its 
Development will be occupied at all times by eligible tenants, as determined by the Governing Board of 
the Department (the “Board”) pursuant to the Act (“Eligible Tenants”), that the other requirements of the 
Act and the Department will be satisfied and that its Development will satisfy State law, Section 142(d) 
and other applicable Sections of the Code and Treasury Regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Department desires to reimburse each Owner for the costs associated with its 
Development listed on Exhibit A attached hereto, but solely from and to the extent, if any, of the proceeds 
of tax-exempt and taxable obligations to be issued in one or more series to be issued subsequent to the 
date hereof; and 
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WHEREAS, at the request of each Owner, the Department reasonably expects to incur debt in the 
form of tax-exempt and taxable obligations for purposes of paying the costs of each respective 
Development described on Exhibit A attached hereto; and 

WHEREAS, in connection with the proposed issuance of the Bonds (defined below), the 
Department, as issuer of the Bonds, is required to submit for each Development an Application for 
Allocation of Private Activity Bonds (the “Application”) with the Texas Bond Review Board (the “Bond 
Review Board”) with respect to the tax-exempt Bonds to qualify for the Bond Review Board’s Allocation 
Program in connection with the Bond Review Board’s authority to administer the allocation of the 
authority of the state to issue private activity bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the Board intends that the issuance of Bonds for any particular Development is not 
dependent or related to the issuance of Bonds (as defined below) for any other Development and that a 
separate Application shall be filed with respect to each Development; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to declare its intent to issue its multifamily revenue bonds 
for the purpose of providing funds to each Owner to finance its Development on the terms and conditions 
hereinafter set forth; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD THAT: 

Section 1--Certain Findings.  The Board finds that: 

(a) each Development is necessary to provide decent, safe and sanitary housing at rentals that 
individuals or families of low and very low income and families of moderate income can afford; 

(b) each Owner will supply, in its Development, well-planned and well-designed housing for 
individuals or families of low and very low income and families of moderate income; 

(c) the financing of each Development is a public purpose and will provide a public benefit; 

(d) each Owner is financially responsible; and 

(e) each Development will be undertaken within the authority granted by the Act to the 
Department and each Owner. 

Section 2--Authorization of Issue.  The Department declares its intent to issue its Multifamily 
Housing Revenue Bonds (the “Bonds”) in amounts estimated to be sufficient to (a) fund a loan or loans to 
each Owner to provide financing for its Development in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed 
those amounts, corresponding to each respective Development, set forth in Exhibit A; (b) fund a reserve 
fund with respect to the Bonds if needed; and (c) pay certain costs incurred in connection with the 
issuance of the Bonds. Such Bonds will be issued as qualified residential rental development bonds. Final 
approval of the Department to issue the Bonds shall be subject to: (i) the review by the Department’s 
credit underwriters for financial feasibility; (ii) review by the Department’s staff and legal counsel of 
compliance with federal income tax regulations and state law requirements regarding tenancy in each 
Development; (iii) approval by the Bond Review Board, if required; (iv) approval by the Attorney 
General of the State of Texas (the “Attorney General”); (v) satisfaction of the Board that each 
Development meets the Department’s public policy criteria; and (vi) the ability of the Department to issue 
such Bonds in compliance with all federal and state laws applicable to the issuance of such Bonds. 
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Section 3--Terms of Bonds.  The proposed Bonds shall be issuable only as fully registered bonds 
in authorized denominations to be determined by the Department; shall bear interest at a rate or rates to be 
determined by the Department; shall mature at a time to be determined by the Department but in no event 
later than 40 years after the date of issuance; and shall be subject to prior redemption upon such terms and 
conditions as may be determined by the Department. 

Section 4--Reimbursement.  The Department reasonably expects to reimburse each Owner for all 
costs that have been or will be paid subsequent to the date that is 60 days prior to the date hereof in 
connection with the acquisition of real property and construction of its Development and listed on Exhibit 
A attached hereto (“Costs of each respective Development”) from the proceeds of the Bonds, in an 
amount which is reasonably estimated to be sufficient: (a) to fund a loan to provide financing for the 
acquisition and construction or rehabilitation of its Development, including reimbursing each Owner for 
all costs that have been or will be paid subsequent to the date that is 60 days prior to the date hereof in 
connection with the acquisition and construction or rehabilitation of its Development; (b) to fund any 
reserves that may be required for the benefit of the holders of the Bonds; and (c) to pay certain costs 
incurred in connection with the issuance of the Bonds. 

Section 5--Principal Amount.  Based on representations of each Owner, the Department 
reasonably expects that the maximum principal amount of debt issued to reimburse each Owner for the 
costs of its respective Development will not exceed the amount set forth in Exhibit A which corresponds 
to its Development. 

Section 6--Limited Obligations.  The Owner may commence with the acquisition and 
construction or rehabilitation of its Development, which Development will be in furtherance of the public 
purposes of the Department as aforesaid. On or prior to the issuance of the Bonds, each Owner will enter 
into a loan agreement on an installment payment basis with the Department under which the Department 
will make a loan to the Owner for the purpose of reimbursing each Owner for the costs of its 
Development and each Owner will make installment payments sufficient to pay the principal of and any 
premium and interest on the applicable Bonds. The proposed Bonds shall be special, limited obligations 
of the Department payable solely by the Department from or in connection with its loan or loans to each 
Owner to provide financing for the Owner’s Development, and from such other revenues, receipts and 
resources of the Department as may be expressly pledged by the Department to secure the payment of the 
Bonds.

Section 7--The Development.  Substantially all of the proceeds of the Bonds shall be used to 
finance the Developments, each of which is to be occupied entirely by Eligible Tenants, as determined by 
the Department, and each of which is to be occupied partially by persons and families of low income such 
that the requirements of Section 142(d) of the Code are met for the period required by the Code. 

Section 8--Payment of Bonds.  The payment of the principal of and any premium and interest on 
the Bonds shall be made solely from moneys realized from the loan of the proceeds of the Bonds to 
reimburse each Owner for costs of its Development. 

Section 9--Costs of Development.  The Costs of each respective Development may include any 
cost of acquiring, constructing, reconstructing, improving, installing and expanding the Development. 
Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the Costs of each respective Development shall 
specifically include the cost of the acquisition of all land, rights-of-way, property rights, easements and 
interests, the cost of all machinery and equipment, financing charges, inventory, raw materials and other 
supplies, research and development costs, interest prior to and during construction and for one year after 
completion of construction whether or not capitalized, necessary reserve funds, the cost of estimates and 
of engineering and legal services, plans, specifications, surveys, estimates of cost and of revenue, other 
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expenses necessary or incident to determining the feasibility and practicability of acquiring, constructing, 
reconstructing, improving and expanding the Development, administrative expenses and such other 
expenses as may be necessary or incident to the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, improvement 
and expansion of the Development, the placing of the Development in operation and that satisfy the Code 
and the Act. Each Owner shall be responsible for and pay any costs of its Development incurred by it 
prior to issuance of the Bonds and will pay all costs of its Development which are not or cannot be paid or 
reimbursed from the proceeds of the Bonds. 

Section 10--No Commitment to Issue Bonds.  Neither the Owners nor any other party is entitled 
to rely on this Resolution as a commitment to issue the Bonds and to loan funds, and the Department 
reserves the right not to issue the Bonds either with or without cause and with or without notice, and in 
such event the Department shall not be subject to any liability or damages of any nature. Neither the 
Owners nor any one claiming by, through or under each Owner shall have any claim against the 
Department whatsoever as a result of any decision by the Department not to issue the Bonds. 

Section 11--No Indebtedness of Certain Entities.  The Board hereby finds, determines, recites and 
declares that the Bonds shall not constitute an indebtedness, liability, general, special or moral obligation 
or pledge or loan of the faith or credit or taxing power of the State, the Department or any other political 
subdivision or municipal or political corporation or governmental unit, nor shall the Bonds ever be 
deemed to be an obligation or agreement of any officer, director, agent or employee of the Department in 
his or her individual capacity, and none of such persons shall be subject to any personal liability by reason 
of the issuance of the Bonds. 

Section 12--Conditions Precedent.  The issuance of the Bonds following final approval by the 
Board shall be further subject to, among other things: (a) the execution by each Owner and the 
Department of contractual arrangements providing assurance satisfactory to the Department that 100 
percent of the units for each Development will be occupied at all times by Eligible Tenants, that all other 
requirements of the Act will be satisfied and that each Development will satisfy the requirements of 
Section 142(d) of the Code (except for portions to be financed with taxable bonds); (b) the receipt of an 
opinion from Vinson & Elkins L.L.P. or other nationally recognized bond counsel acceptable to the 
Department, substantially to the effect that the interest on the tax-exempt Bonds is excludable from gross 
income for federal income tax purposes under existing law; and (c) receipt of the approval of the Bond 
Review Board, if required, and the Attorney General. 

Section 13--Certain Findings.  The Board hereby finds, determines, recites and declares that the 
issuance of the Bonds to provide financing for each Development will promote the public purposes set 
forth in the Act, including, without limitation, assisting persons and families of low and very low income 
and families of moderate income to obtain decent, safe and sanitary housing at rentals they can afford. 

Section 14--Authorization to Proceed.  The Board hereby authorizes staff, Bond Counsel and 
other consultants to proceed with preparation of each Development’s necessary review and legal 
documentation for the filing of an Application for the 2007 program year and the issuance of the Bonds, 
subject to satisfaction of the conditions specified in Section 2(i) and (ii) hereof.  The Board further 
authorizes staff, Bond Counsel and other consultants to re-submit an Application that was withdrawn by 
an Owner so long as the Application is re-submitted within the current or following program year. 

Section 15--Related Persons.  The Department acknowledges that financing of all or any part of 
each Development may be undertaken by any company or partnership that is a “related person” to the 
respective Owner within the meaning of the Code and applicable regulations promulgated pursuant 
thereto, including any entity controlled by or affiliated with the respective Owner. 
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Section 16--Declaration of Official Intent.  This Resolution constitutes the Department’s official 
intent for expenditures on Costs of each respective Development which will be reimbursed out of the 
issuance of the Bonds within the meaning of Sections 1.142-4(b) and 1.150-2, Title 26, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as amended, and applicable rulings of the Internal Revenue Service thereunder, to the end 
that the Bonds issued to reimburse Costs of each respective Development may qualify for the exemption 
provisions of Section 142 of the Code, and that the interest on the Bonds (except for any taxable Bonds) 
will therefore be excludable from the gross incomes of the holders thereof under the provisions of Section 
103(a)(1) of the Code. 

Section 17--Authorization of Certain Actions.  The Department hereby authorizes the filing of 
and directs the filing of each Application in such form presented to the Board with the Bond Review 
Board and each director of the Board are hereby severally authorized and directed to execute each 
Application on behalf of the Department and to cause the same to be filed with the Bond Review Board. 

Section 18--Effective Date.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and upon its 
adoption. 

Section 19--Books and Records.  The Board hereby directs this Resolution to be made a part of 
the Department’s books and records that are available for inspection by the general public. 

Section 20--Notice of Meeting.  Written  notice of the date, hour and place of the meeting of the 
Board at which this Resolution was considered and of the subject of this Resolution was furnished to the 
Secretary of State of the State of Texas (the “Secretary of State”) and posted on the Internet for at least 
seven (7) days preceding the convening of such meeting; that during regular office hours a computer 
terminal located in a place convenient to the public in the office of the Secretary of State was provided 
such that the general public could view such posting; that such meeting was open to the public as required 
by law at all times during which this Resolution and the subject matter hereof was discussed, considered 
and formally acted upon, all as required by the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Texas Government 
Code, as amended; and that written notice of the date, hour and place of the meeting of the Board and of 
the subject of this Resolution was published in the Texas Register at least seven (7) days preceding the 
convening of such meeting, as required by the Administrative Procedure and Texas Register Act, 
Chapters 2001 and 2002, Texas Government Code, as amended.  Additionally, all of the materials in the 
possession of the Department relevant to the subject of this Resolution were sent to interested persons and 
organizations, posted on the Department’s website, made available in hard-copy at the Department, and 
filed with the Secretary of State for publication by reference in the Texas Register not later than seven (7) 
days before the meeting of the Board as required by Section 2306.032, Texas Government Code, as 
amended. 
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PASSED AND APPROVED this 1st day of February, 2007. 

[SEAL] 
By:__/s/ Elizabeth Anderson_____________________ 

Elizabeth Anderson, Chair 

Attest:_/s/ Kevin Hamby___________________ 
Kevin Hamby, Secretary 



EXHIBIT “A” 

Description of each Owner and its Development 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Chaparral Village 
Apartments  

RHAC-Chaparral, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$5,140,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1411 S. Grant Avenue, Odessa, Ector County, Texas; and (ii) 
the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 80-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $5,140,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Costa Rialto  Costa Rialto, Ltd., to be 

formed, or other entity 
The General 
Partner will be 
NRP Costa Rialto, 
LLC, to be formed, 
or other entity, a 
principal of which 
will be Costa Rialto 
E-Group LLC, to 
be formed, or other 
entity 

$14,000,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at approximately 5011 Aldine Bender Road, Houston, Harris 
County, Texas; and (ii) the construction thereon of an approximately 216-unit multifamily residential rental 
housing project, in the amount not to exceed $14,000,000. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Cove Village Apartments  RHAC-Cove, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,300,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1102 Golf Course Road, Copperas Cove, Coryell County, 
Texas; and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing 
project, in the amount not to exceed $1,300,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 
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Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
El Nido Apartments  RHAC- El Nido, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$6,000,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 204 Alicia Drive, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas; and (ii) the 
rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 104-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $6,000,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Garden Apartments  RHAC-Garden, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,365,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1340 65th Drive, Lubbock, Lubbock County, Texas; and (ii) 
the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 62-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $1,365,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
High Plains Apartments  RHAC-High Plains, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$2,300,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1607 Lola, Lubbock, Lubbock County, Texas; and (ii) the 
rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the amount 
not to exceed $2,300,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 
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Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Jose Antonio Escajeda 
Apartments  

RHAC-JAE, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$5,400,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 204 Alicia Drive, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas; and (ii) the 
rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 94-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the amount 
not to exceed $5,400,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Los Ebanos Apartments  RHAC-Los Ebanos, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$2,200,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 2133 Barnard Road, Brownsville, Cameron County, Texas; 
and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 65-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in 
the amount not to exceed $2,200,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Peppertree Acres 
Apartments  

RHAC-Peppertree, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$4,145,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 6555 Sheridan Circle, Fort Worth, Tarrant County, Texas; 
and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 148-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, 
in the amount not to exceed $4,145,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 
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Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
River Park Village East 
Apartments  

RHAC-River Park, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$850,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1309 Central Texas Expressway, Lampasas, Lampasas 
County, Texas; and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental 
housing project, in the amount not to exceed $850,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Sierra Vista Apartments  RHAC-Sierra, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$4,250,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 10501 Montwood, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas; and (ii) 
the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 106-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $4,250,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Spring Terrace Apartments  RHAC-Spring, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,900,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 2600 S. Spring Street, Amarillo, Randall County, Texas; and 
(ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $1,900,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 



A-5 
784171 
FY 2007 Waiting List 
February 1, 2007 Inducement Resolution 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Windshire Apartments  Windshire Apartments, L.P., 

to be formed, or other entity 
The General 
Partner will be 
Windshire
Development, 
L.L.C., to be 
formed, or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Resolution Real 
Estate Services, 
LLC

$15,000,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at approximately the 4500 block of S. Shaver, Houston, Harris 
County, Texas; and (ii) the construction thereon of an approximately 252-unit multifamily residential rental 
housing project, in the amount not to exceed $15,000,000. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Win-Lin Village Apartments  RHAC-Win-Lin, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,190,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 5700 Wabash Street, Amarillo, Randall County, Texas; and 
(ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $1,190,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

Description of each Owner and its Development 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Chaparral Village 
Apartments  

RHAC-Chaparral, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$5,140,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1411 S. Grant Avenue, Odessa, Ector County, Texas; and (ii) 
the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 80-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $5,140,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Costa Rialto  Costa Rialto, Ltd., to be 

formed, or other entity 
The General 
Partner will be 
NRP Costa Rialto, 
LLC, to be formed, 
or other entity, a 
principal of which 
will be Costa Rialto 
E-Group LLC, to 
be formed, or other 
entity 

$14,000,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at approximately 5011 Aldine Bender Road, Houston, Harris 
County, Texas; and (ii) the construction thereon of an approximately 216-unit multifamily residential rental 
housing project, in the amount not to exceed $14,000,000. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Cove Village Apartments  RHAC-Cove, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,300,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1102 Golf Course Road, Copperas Cove, Coryell County, 
Texas; and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing 
project, in the amount not to exceed $1,300,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 



A-2 
784171 
FY 2007 Waiting List 
February 1, 2007 Inducement Resolution 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
El Nido Apartments  RHAC- El Nido, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$6,000,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 204 Alicia Drive, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas; and (ii) the 
rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 104-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $6,000,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Garden Apartments  RHAC-Garden, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,365,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1340 65th Drive, Lubbock, Lubbock County, Texas; and (ii) 
the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 62-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $1,365,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
High Plains Apartments  RHAC-High Plains, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$2,300,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1607 Lola, Lubbock, Lubbock County, Texas; and (ii) the 
rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the amount 
not to exceed $2,300,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 



A-3 
784171 
FY 2007 Waiting List 
February 1, 2007 Inducement Resolution 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Jose Antonio Escajeda 
Apartments  

RHAC-JAE, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$5,400,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 204 Alicia Drive, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas; and (ii) the 
rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 94-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the amount 
not to exceed $5,400,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Los Ebanos Apartments  RHAC-Los Ebanos, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$2,200,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 2133 Barnard Road, Brownsville, Cameron County, Texas; 
and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 65-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in 
the amount not to exceed $2,200,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Peppertree Acres 
Apartments  

RHAC-Peppertree, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$4,145,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 6555 Sheridan Circle, Fort Worth, Tarrant County, Texas; 
and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 148-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, 
in the amount not to exceed $4,145,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 
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784171 
FY 2007 Waiting List 
February 1, 2007 Inducement Resolution 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
River Park Village East 
Apartments  

RHAC-River Park, LP, to be 
formed, or other entity 

Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$850,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 1309 Central Texas Expressway, Lampasas, Lampasas 
County, Texas; and (ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental 
housing project, in the amount not to exceed $850,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Sierra Vista Apartments  RHAC-Sierra, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$4,250,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 10501 Montwood, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas; and (ii) 
the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 106-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $4,250,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Spring Terrace Apartments  RHAC-Spring, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,900,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 2600 S. Spring Street, Amarillo, Randall County, Texas; and 
(ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $1,900,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 
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FY 2007 Waiting List 
February 1, 2007 Inducement Resolution 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Windshire Apartments  Windshire Apartments, L.P., 

to be formed, or other entity 
The General 
Partner will be 
Windshire
Development, 
L.L.C., to be 
formed, or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Resolution Real 
Estate Services, 
LLC

$15,000,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at approximately the 4500 block of S. Shaver, Houston, Harris 
County, Texas; and (ii) the construction thereon of an approximately 252-unit multifamily residential rental 
housing project, in the amount not to exceed $15,000,000. 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Win-Lin Village Apartments  RHAC-Win-Lin, LP, to be 

formed, or other entity 
Rainbow – Texas, 
Inc. d/b/a RHAC – 
Texas, Inc., or other 
entity, the principal 
of which will be 
Texas Council of 
Foundation for 
Social Resources, 
Inc., or other entity 

$1,190,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at 5700 Wabash Street, Amarillo, Randall County, Texas; and 
(ii) the rehabilitation thereon of an approximately 50-unit multifamily residential rental housing project, in the 
amount not to exceed $1,190,000 in senior and subordinate debt. 



Unit Mix and Rent Schedule Uses of Funds/Project Costs
Unit Type Beds/Bath # Units Rents Unit Size S.F. Rent/S.F. Costs Per Unit Per S.F. Percent
60% AMI 1BD/1BA 48 6,048            0.00 Acquisition 30,677,113$ 33,748$       4.01$           0.49
60% AMI 2BD/1BA 619 10,373          0.00 Off-sites 0 0 0.00 0.00
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 22 948               0.00    Subtotal Site Costs 30,677,113$ 33,748$       4.01$           0.49
60% AMI 3BD/1BA 28 3,138            0.00 Sitework 0 0 0.00 0.00
60% AMI 3BD/1.5BA 61 3,032            0.00 Hard Construction Costs 15,543,900 17,100 2.03 0.25
60% AMI 3BD/2BA 103 4,979            0.00 General Requirements (6%) 932,634 1,026 0.12 0.01
60% AMI 4BD/2BA 28 4,757            0.00 Contractor's Overhead (2%) 310,878 342 0.04 0.00

0.00 Contractor's Profit (6%) 932,634 1,026 0.12 0.01
0.00 Construction Contingency 0 0.00 0.00
0.00    Subtotal Construction 17,720,046$ 19,494$       2.32$           0.28
0.00 Indirect Construction 1,531,539 1,685 0.20 0.02
0.00 Developer's Fee 6,724,319 7,397 0.88 0.11
0.00 Financing 4,675,522 5,144 0.61 0.07
0.00 Reserves 1,812,209 1,994 0.24 0.03

Totals 909 7,044,820          7,650,896 0.08$    Subtotal Other Costs 14,743,589$ 16,220$       2$                0$
Averages 646$                  8,417 Total Uses 63,140,748$ 69,462$       8.25$           1.00

Net Sale Applicable Net Sale Applicable
Proceeds Price Percentage Proceeds Price Percentage

Tax Credits 17,329,000$  $0.80 3.55% Tax Credits 17,329,000$ $0.80 3.55%
Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S

Bond Proceeds 35,805,000$  6.00% 30 2,576,029$ Bond Proceeds 36,000,000$ 6.00% 30 2,590,058$
Proceeds % Deferred Remaining Proceeds % Deferred Remaining

Deferred Developer Fee 6,724,319 100.0% $0 Deferred Developer Fee 3,954,680$   58.8% 2,769,639$
Proceeds Annual D/S Proceeds Annual D/S

Other 5,857,068$    Rainbow/HUD M2M -$           Other 5,857,068$   Rainbow/HUD M2M -$

Total Sources 65,715,387$  2,576,029$ Total Sources 63,140,748$  2,590,058$

Per S.F. Per Unit Per S.F. Per Unit
Potential Gross Income $7,044,820 $0.92 Potential Gross Income $7,044,820 $0.92
  Other Income & Loss 163,620             0.02 180  Other Income & Loss 163,620       0.02 180
  Vacancy & Collection -6.45% (464,940)           -0.06 -511  Vacancy & Collection 7.50% (540,633)      -0.07 -595
Effective Gross Income $6,743,500 0.88 7,419 Effective Gross Income 6,667,807    0.87 7,335

Total Operating Expenses $3,443,728 $0.45 $3,788 Total Operating Expenses 54.5% $3,636,000 $0.48 $4,000

Net Operating Income $3,299,772 $0.43 $3,630 Net Operating Income $3,031,807 $0.40 $3,335
Debt Service 2,576,029 0.34 2,834 Debt Service 2,590,058 0.34 2,849
Net Cash Flow $723,743 $0.09 $796 Net Cash Flow $441,749 $0.06 $486

Debt Coverage Ratio 1.28 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.17

TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0 $0.00 $0 TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0.00 $0
Net Cash Flow $723,743 $0.09 $796 Net Cash Flow $441,749 $0.06 $486

DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.28 DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.17

Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.07 Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.07
Break-even Occupancy 85.45% Break-even Occupancy 88.38%

Per S.F. Per Unit
  General & Administrative Expenses $197,573 0.03 217
  Management Fees 197,963             0.03 218
  Payroll, Payroll Tax & Employee Exp. 1,004,588          0.13 1105
  Maintenance/Repairs 523,549             0.07 576
  Utilities 666,144             0.09 733
  Property Insurance 151,675             0.02 167
  Property Taxes 460,236             0.06 506
  Replacement Reserves 242,000             0.03 266
  Other Expenses -                         0.00 0
Total Expenses $3,443,728 $0.45 $3,788

Applicant - Annual Operating Expenses Staff Notes/Comments

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

PREQUALIFICATION ANALYSIS

Rainbow Housing Assistance Corporation Portfolio, TDHCA # 07607-07618, Priority 2

Source III

Source IV

Applicant - Operating Proforma/Debt Coverage TDHCA - Operating Proforma/Debt Coverage

Applicant - Sources of Funds

Description

TDHCA - Sources of Funds

Source I

Source II

Source III

Source IV Description

Source I

Source II

Revised: 1/25/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page 1 of 1



Unit Mix and Rent Schedule Uses of Funds/Project Costs
Unit Type Beds/Bath # Units Rents Unit Size S.F. Rent/S.F. Costs Per Unit Per S.F. Percent
60% AMI 1BD/1BA 12 686$            789               0.87 Acquisition 1,422,140$   6,584$         5.85$           0.05
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 12 823$            1,044            0.79 Off-sites 0 0 0.00 0.00
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 96 823$            1,010            0.81    Subtotal Site Costs 1,422,140$   6,584$         5.85$           0.05
60% AMI 3BD/2BA 84 951$            1,255            0.76 Sitework 1,300,000 6,019 5.35 0.05
60% AMI 4BD/2BA 12 1,062$         1,561            0.68 Hard Construction Costs 16,018,560 74,160 65.89 0.58

0.00 General Requirements (6%) 1,039,114 4,811 4.27 0.04
0.00 Contractor's Overhead (2%) 346,371 1,604 1.42 0.01
0.00 Contractor's Profit (6%) 1,039,114 4,811 4.27 0.04
0.00 Construction Contingency 466,560 2,160 1.92 0.02
0.00    Subtotal Construction 20,209,718$ 93,564$       83.13$         0.73
0.00 Indirect Construction 1,022,500 4,734 4.21 0.04
0.00 Developer's Fee 2,719,000 12,588 11.18 0.10
0.00 Financing 2,110,815 9,772 8.68 0.08
0.00 Reserves 231,000 1,069 0.95 0.01

Totals 216 2,276,928$  243,108 0.78$    Subtotal Other Costs 6,083,315$   28,163$       25$              0$
Averages 878$            1,126 Total Uses 27,715,173$ 128,311$     114.00$       1.00

Net Sale Applicable Net Sale Applicable
Proceeds Price Percentage Proceeds Price Percentage

Tax Credits 8,908,727$    $0.80 3.55% Tax Credits 8,908,727$   $0.80 3.55%
Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S

Bond Proceeds 14,000,000$  6.00% 40 924,359$   Bond Proceeds 14,000,000$ 6.00% 30 1,007,245$
Proceeds % Deferred Remaining Proceeds % Deferred Remaining

Deferred Developer Fee 1,785,182$    65.7% $933,818 Deferred Developer Fee 4,806,446$   176.8% (2,087,446)$
Proceeds Annual D/S Proceeds Annual D/S

Other -$           Other -$              -$

Total Sources 24,693,909$  924,359$ Total Sources 27,715,173$  1,007,245$

Per S.F. Per Unit Per S.F. Per Unit
Potential Gross Income $2,276,928 $9.37 Potential Gross Income $2,276,928 $9.37
  Other Income & Loss 1,620           0.01 8  Other Income & Loss 38,880         0.16 180
  Vacancy & Collection -6.69% (152,484)      -0.63 -706  Vacancy & Collection 7.50% (173,686)      -0.71 -804
Effective Gross Income $2,126,064 8.75 9,843 Effective Gross Income 2,142,122    8.81 9,917

Total Operating Expenses $926,640 $3.81 $4,290 Total Operating Expenses 43.3% $926,640 $3.81 $4,290

Net Operating Income $1,199,424 $4.93 $5,553 Net Operating Income $1,215,482 $5.00 $5,627
Debt Service 924,359 3.80 4,279 Debt Service 1,007,245 4.14 4,663
Net Cash Flow $275,065 $1.13 $1,273 Net Cash Flow $208,238 $0.86 $964

Debt Coverage Ratio 1.30 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.21

TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0 $0.00 $0 TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0.00 $0
Net Cash Flow $275,065 $1.13 $1,273 Net Cash Flow $208,238 $0.86 $964

DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.30 DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.21

Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.63 Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.66
Break-even Occupancy 81.29% Break-even Occupancy 84.93%

Per S.F. Per Unit
  General & Administrative Expenses $57,240 0.24 265
  Management Fees 90,720         0.37 420
  Payroll, Payroll Tax & Employee Exp. 194,400       0.80 900
  Maintenance/Repairs 118,800       0.49 550
  Utilities 75,600         0.31 350
  Property Insurance 129,600       0.53 600
  Property Taxes 183,600       0.76 850
  Replacement Reserves 43,200         0.18 200
  Other Expenses 33,480         0.14 155
Total Expenses $926,640 $3.81 $4,290

Applicant - Sources of Funds

Description

TDHCA - Sources of Funds

Source I

Source II

Source III

Source IV Description

Source I

Source II

Applicant - Annual Operating Expenses Staff Notes/Comments

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

PREQUALIFICATION ANALYSIS

Costa Rialto, Houston (TDHCA #07619)  Priority 2

Source III

Source IV

Applicant - Operating Proforma/Debt Coverage TDHCA - Operating Proforma/Debt Coverage

Other Expenses Include:

Supportive Services Fee: 25,920
Compliance Fee: 7,560

Revised: 1/24/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page 1 of 1



Unit Mix and Rent Schedule Uses of Funds/Project Costs
Unit Type Beds/Bath # Units Rents Unit Size S.F. Rent/S.F. Costs Per Unit Per S.F. Percent
60% AMI 1BD/1BA 52 686$            751               0.91 Acquisition 2,100,000$   8,333$         8.06$           0.06
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 112 823$            1,004            0.82 Off-sites 0 0 0.00 0.00
60% AMI 3BD/2BA 88 951$            1,240            0.77    Subtotal Site Costs 2,100,000$   8,333$         8.06$           0.06

0.00 Sitework 2,447,500 9,712 9.39 0.07
0.00 Hard Construction Costs 18,334,310 72,755 70.35 0.54
0.00 General Requirements (6%) 1,246,909 4,948 4.78 0.04
0.00 Contractor's Overhead (2%) 415,636 1,649 1.59 0.01
0.00 Contractor's Profit (6%) 1,246,909 4,948 4.78 0.04
0.00 Construction Contingency 500,000 1,984 1.92 0.01
0.00    Subtotal Construction 24,191,263$ 95,997$       92.82$         0.72
0.00 Indirect Construction 1,098,300 4,358 4.21 0.03
0.00 Developer's Fee 3,230,891 12,821 12.40 0.10
0.00 Financing 2,874,406 11,406 11.03 0.09
0.00 Reserves 200,000 794 0.77 0.01

Totals 252 2,538,432$  260,620 0.81$    Subtotal Other Costs 7,403,597$   29,379$       28$              0$
Averages 839$            1,034 Total Uses 33,694,860$ 133,710$     129.29$       1.00

Net Sale Applicable Net Sale Applicable
Proceeds Price Percentage Proceeds Price Percentage

Tax Credits 10,251,860$  $0.80 3.55% Tax Credits 10,251,860$ $0.80 3.55%
Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S

Bond Proceeds 14,250,000$  6.00% 30 1,025,231$ Bond Proceeds 14,250,000$ 6.00% 30 1,025,231$
Proceeds % Deferred Remaining Proceeds % Deferred Remaining

Deferred Developer Fee 1,854,165$    57.4% $1,376,726 Deferred Developer Fee 9,193,000$   284.5% (5,962,109)$
Proceeds Annual D/S Proceeds Annual D/S

Other -$           Other -$              -$

Total Sources 26,356,025$  1,025,231$ Total Sources 33,694,860$  1,025,231$

Per S.F. Per Unit Per S.F. Per Unit
Potential Gross Income $2,538,432 $9.74 Potential Gross Income $2,538,432 $9.74
  Other Income & Loss 10,332         0.04 41  Other Income & Loss 45,360         0.17 180
  Vacancy & Collection -6.84% (174,444)      -0.67 -692  Vacancy & Collection 7.50% (193,784)      -0.74 -769
Effective Gross Income $2,374,320 9.11 9,422 Effective Gross Income 2,390,008    9.17 9,484

Total Operating Expenses $1,006,577 $3.86 $3,994 Total Operating Expenses 42.2% $1,008,000 $3.87 $4,000

Net Operating Income $1,367,743 $5.25 $5,428 Net Operating Income $1,382,008 $5.30 $5,484
Debt Service 1,025,231 3.93 4,068 Debt Service 1,025,231 3.93 4,068
Net Cash Flow $342,512 $1.31 $1,359 Net Cash Flow $356,776 $1.37 $1,416

Debt Coverage Ratio 1.33 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.35

TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0 $0.00 $0 TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0.00 $0
Net Cash Flow $342,512 $1.31 $1,359 Net Cash Flow $356,776 $1.37 $1,416

DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.33 DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.35

Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.65 Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.65
Break-even Occupancy 80.04% Break-even Occupancy 80.10%

Per S.F. Per Unit
  General & Administrative Expenses $72,000 0.28 286
  Management Fees 93,037         0.36 369
  Payroll, Payroll Tax & Employee Exp. 230,267       0.88 914
  Maintenance/Repairs 145,265       0.56 576
  Utilities 124,800       0.48 495
  Property Insurance 75,600         0.29 300
  Property Taxes 181,440       0.70 720
  Replacement Reserves 50,400         0.19 200
  Other Expenses 33,768         0.13 134
Total Expenses $1,006,577 $3.86 $3,994

Applicant - Annual Operating Expenses Staff Notes/Comments

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

PREQUALIFICATION ANALYSIS

Windshire Apartments, Houston (TDHCA #07620) Priority 3

Source III

Source IV

Applicant - Operating Proforma/Debt Coverage TDHCA - Operating Proforma/Debt Coverage

Applicant - Sources of Funds

Description

TDHCA - Sources of Funds

Source I

Source II

Source III

Source IV Description

Source I

Source II

Other Exoenses: 
Supportive Services payment: 21,168
Compliance Fees: 12,600

Revised: 1/24/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page 1 of 1
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SINGLE FAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
  

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of 2007 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the 
HOME Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program Directed to Assist Persons with Disabilities 
 

Required Action 
 
Approval of 2007 NOFA for HOME Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program directed to assist Persons 
with Disabilities with identified rule waivers.  
 

Background 
 
Staff proposes the release of approximately $2,000,000 in federal funding from the 2007 HOME 
Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) for Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) for Persons with 
Disabilities. The availability and use of these funds is subject to the State HOME Rules (10 TAC Chapter 
53) and the Federal HOME regulations governing the HOME Program (24 CFR Part 92), unless 
specifically stated herein. 
 
TBRA may be used for rental subsidy and security and utility deposit assistance and is provided in the 
form of a grant to tenants, in accordance with written tenant selection policies, for a period not to exceed 
twenty four months.  TBRA allows the assisted tenant to move to and live in any dwelling unit with a 
right to continued assistance during a 24 month period with the condition that assisted families participate 
in a Self-Sufficiency Program.  Eligible households must meet the eligibility standards as defined by the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and/or the definition of persons with disabilities used by the Promoting 
Independence Advisory Committee. 
 
Section 2306.111(c), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate no less than 95 
percent of the HOME Program Funds to applicants which serve households located in a non-participating 
jurisdiction (non-PJ).  Five percent (5%) of the total HOME 2007 allocation, approximately $2 million 
dollars, may be expended in a participating jurisdiction (PJ), only if it provides assistance to persons with 
disabilities.  Under this NOFA, up to $1 million dollars will be targeted to assist households in a 
Participating Jurisdiction (PJ), however, this may be adjusted at the discretion of the Department not to 
exceed the $2 million cap. Applications will be accepted by the Department until Monday, April 2, 2007 
under a competitive method utilizing the Regional Allocation Formula.  If the maximum amount of 
HOME funds allowed in a PJ are awarded during the competitive cycle, no further HOME funds will be 
awarded in a PJ. Applicants desiring to serve all or part of their targeted households within the boundaries 
of a participating jurisdiction must designate the number of households to be served.  Eligible applicants 
are units of local government, nonprofit organizations and public housing authorities. 
 
Applicants may apply in multiple state service regions. Up to six percent (6%) of the project request may 
be requested for administrative costs. In accordance with the State of Texas Low Income Housing Plan 
(SLIHP) no match will be required.  In accordance with 10 TAC 53.54(1)(c) the contract term for TBRA 
shall not exceed 30 months, however, individual household assistance is limited to 24 months. 
 



 

In the process of drafting a NOFA that meets the unique needs of this new use of funds, staff identified 
several sections of the HOME Rule, 10 TAC 53, that are recommended for waiver. In each case the 
NOFA clearly outlines the standard to be used by applicants. The rule waivers that are currently 
integrated into the draft NOFA include: 
 

 §53.54(1) of the HOME Rule limits the maximum award amount to $275,000 per activity per 
NOFA. However, staff recommends waiver of this requirement and instead recommends that the 
maximum award amount is $275,000 per activity per region. Because this NOFA is for only one 
activity and there is a need to maximize applications in all regions, staff does not recommend 
that an applicant be limited statewide, but only on a regional basis. 

 
 §53.61(a) of the HOME Rule outlines a minimum point threshold and a listed set of scoring 

criteria. However, the rule is targeted specifically to the mainstream single family activities of 
the HOME Program, not to this more specialized use of funds.  In an effort to ensure a scoring 
structure that identified priorities particular to this use of funds, the scoring structure has been 
recrafted and is outlined in the NOFA.  

 
 53.59(b)(4) of the HOME Rule outlines the process for awards for this activity. While this 

section is generally consistent, paragraph (4) of this section describe the recommendation 
process where multiple activities are under consideration which is not the case in this NOFA. 
Therefore, staff recommends that this section be waived.    

 
Recommendation 

 
Staff recommends approval of the 2007 HOME NOFA for the Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program 
directed to assist Persons with Disabilities NOFA for publication in the Texas Register and to the 
Department’s website and concurrent noted waivers of the HOME Rule. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) 

Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 
PY 2007 Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program Directed to Assist Persons with Disabilities 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Department) announces the 
availability of approximately $2,000,000 of the 2007 HOME Investment Partnerships Program 
(HOME) Tenant Based Rental Assistance for Persons with Disabilities. The availability and use 
of these funds is subject to the State HOME Rules (10 TAC Chapter 53) and the Federal HOME 
regulations governing the HOME Program (24 CFR Part 92), unless specifically stated herein. 
  
ALLOCATION OF PY 2007 FUNDS 
 
Section 2306.111(d), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate housing 
funds awarded in the HOME Program to each Uniform State Service Region utilizing the 
Regional Allocation Formula developed by the Department. The use of the Regional Allocation 
Formula is statutory and must be adhered to by the Department. 
 
Section 2306.111(c), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate no less than 
95 percent of the HOME Program Funds to applicants which serve households located in a non-
participating jurisdiction (non-PJ).  Five percent (5%) of the total HOME 2007 allocation, up to 
$2 million dollars across all HOME eligible activities, may be expended in a participating 
jurisdiction (PJ), only if it provides assistance to persons with disabilities.  Under this NOFA, 
approximately $1 million dollars will be targeted to assist households in a Participating 
Jurisdiction (PJ), however, this may be adjusted at the discretion of the Department not to 
exceed the $2 million cap.  Applications will be accepted by the Department until Monday, April 
2, 2007 under a competitive method utilizing the Regional Allocation Formula.  If the maximum 
amount of HOME funds allowed in a PJ are awarded during the competitive cycle, no further 
HOME funds will be awarded in a PJ. Applicants desiring to serve all or part of their targeted 
households within the boundaries of a participating jurisdiction must designate the number of 
households to be served in PJs. 
 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
• Units of General Local Government 
• Nonprofit Organizations 
• Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) 
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ALLOCATION AND RECOMMENDATION PROCESS 
All applications for funds received are reviewed for threshold requirements regarding application 
documentation and compliance with Department requirements.  All Applications are subject to 
the Regional Allocation Formula and are evaluated competitively. 
 
Pursuant to the Regional Allocation formula, the table below shows the targeted allocation of 
HOME funds to each Uniform State service Region and the corresponding rural and urban/ex-
urban distribution within each region for each HOME activity. Applicants are strongly 
encouraged to apply based on their program’s needs and capabilities for administration even if 
that amount exceeds the targeted formula in their region and sub-region (urban/exurban or rural 
component of a region)  
 
The process to be used for competitive submissions follows:  

• The Department identifies the region and sub-region based on the location of where the 
tenant will reside, not the location of where the tenant originally was living or the location 
of the Applicant.   

• First Applications will be reviewed for threshold eligibility then scored and ranked from 
highest to lowest scores in their respective region.  Funding recommendations to the 
Board will be made beginning with the highest scoring eligible application in each sub-
region and will continue to be recommended down the eligible application list by score in 
that sub-region until all targeted funds for that sub-region have been committed.  

• Second if no eligible applications are received in a sub-region, the targeted funds for that 
sub-region will be merged with the other targeted funds for that region.   

• Third if no eligible applications are received in a region, the targeted fund for that region 
will be merged with all other similarly undersubscribed funds from other regions and 
utilized to fund additional eligible applications in regions that have more eligible 
applications than funds available. 

• If the high-scoring or only eligible applications for a sub-region or region exceed the 
amount of funds targeted for that sub-region or region, they may still be funded in the 
amount requested to the extent funds are available from regions with unutilized targeted 
funds. 

• To the extent that the total amount of funds requested competitively by eligible 
applications does not exceed the $2 million available for this NOFA, all eligible 
applications may be recommended to the Board for award regardless of region or sub-
region unless they exceed the limit in PJs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Page 3 of 8 

Table 1. Regional, Rural, and Urban/Exurban Funding Amounts

Re
gio

n

Place for Geographical Reference
Regional Funding

Amount
Regional

Funding %
Rural Funding

Amount
Rural Funding

%
Urban/ Exurban

Funding Amount

Urban/
Exurban

Funding %
1 Lubbock $121,003 6.1% $120,981 100.0% $21 0.0%
2 Abilene $90,332 4.5% $88,219 97.7% $2,113 2.3%
3 Dallas/Fort Worth $355,466 17.8% $97,964 27.6% $257,502 72.4%
4 Tyler $242,969 12.1% $214,093 88.1% $28,876 11.9%
5 Beaumont $120,487 6.0% $102,250 84.9% $18,237 15.1%
6 Houston $137,997 6.9% $62,148 45.0% $75,849 55.0%
7 Austin/Round Rock $82,675 4.1% $45,086 54.5% $37,590 45.5%
8 Waco $67,156 3.4% $41,418 61.7% $25,737 38.3%
9 San Antonio $112,066 5.6% $86,994 77.6% $25,072 22.4%

10 Corpus Christi $146,520 7.3% $119,562 81.6% $26,958 18.4%
11 Brownsville/Harlingen $360,519 18.0% $237,297 65.8% $123,222 34.2%
12 San Angelo $108,020 5.4% $40,703 37.7% $67,317 62.3%
13 El Paso $54,790 2.7% $35,202 64.2% $19,588 35.8%

Total $2,000,000 100.0% $1,291,917 64.6% $708,083 35.4%

 

It should be noted by Applicants that Urban/Exurban areas are not exclusively limited to 
Participating Jurisdictions. It may be possible to serve households in non-Participating 
Jurisdictions within an Urban/Exurban area. Households identified in an Application to be 
committed in non-Participating Jurisdictions within an Urban/Exurban area do not count against 
the $1 million cap for this NOFA in PJs.   
 
DESCRIPTION OF HOME ACTIVITY  
Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) 
Rental subsidy and security and utility deposit assistance is provided in the form of a grant to 
tenants, in accordance with written tenant selection policies, for a period not to exceed twenty 
four months.  TBRA allows the assisted tenant to move to and live in any dwelling unit with a 
right to continued assistance during a 24 month period with the condition that assisted families 
participate in a Self-Sufficiency Program.  Eligible households must meet the eligibility 
standards as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act and/or the definition utilized by the 
Promoting Independence Advisory Committee which provides that  Persons with Disabilities is 
defined as: (1) A person is considered to have a disability if the person has a physical, mental, 
or emotional impairment that (i) is expected to be of long-continued and indefinite duration; (ii) 
substantially impedes his or her ability to live independently; and (iii) is of such a nature that 
such ability could be improved by more suitable housing conditions.  (2) A person will also be 
considered to have a disability if he or she has a developmental disability, which is a severe, 
chronic disability that (i) is attributable to a mental or physical impairment or combination of 
mental and physical impairments; (ii) is manifested before the person attains age twenty-two; 
(iii) is likely to continue indefinitely; (iv) results in substantial functional limitations in three or 
more of the following areas of major life activity; self-care, receptive and expressive language, 
learning, mobility, self-direction, capacity for independent living, and economic self-sufficiency, 
and (v) reflects the person’s need for a combination and sequence of special interdisciplinary, or 
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generic care, treatment, or other services that are lifelong or extended duration and are 
individually planned and coordinated. 
 
MAXIMUM AWARD AMOUNT AND CONTRACT TERM 
The maximum award amount per activity per region for TBRA is $275,000. Applicants may 
apply in multiple state service regions. Up to six percent (6%) of the project request may be 
requested for administrative costs. In accordance with the State of Texas Low Income Housing 
Plan (SLIHP) no match will be required. In accordance with 10 TAC 53.54(1)(c) the contract 
term for TBRA shall not exceed 30 months, however, individual household assistance is limited 
to 24 months. 
 
REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS 
HOME project funds will be awarded competitively per State of Texas HOME Program Rules, 
10 TAC §§53.50-53.63 for applications received by to April 2, 2007.  General Selection Criteria 
is listed in the State of Texas HOME Program Rules, 10 TAC §§53.50-53.63, and forms the 
basis for the State’s development of scoring criteria for this Activity.  Certain sections of the 
scoring criteria have been waived by the TDHCA Board of Directors, and have been revised in 
order to reflect specific Housing Program for Persons with Disabilities application requirements.   
 
THRESHOLD AND SELECTION CRITERIA 
Because this program is a reimbursement program, every Applicant must be able to evidence a 
threshold standard that they demonstrate the ability to administer the program and commit at 
least one month of rents for the number of households identified in the application from its 
funds. This will require evidence of a cash reserve in at least this amount. 

It will also be a threshold requirement that every Applicant submit a detailed Self Sufficiency 
Plan. The documentation must describe the necessary components for the overall self-
sufficiency plan proposed for potential tenants.  This Plan, like a case management plan, should 
detail the need of the tenant, how these needs will be addressed including any agreements with 
service providers, and who shall assist the tenant at meeting these needs.  
 
In accordance with 10 TAC 53.61, Selection Criteria, Applications must meet the minimum 
threshold score in order to be considered eligible to receive a funding recommendation. In the 
event of a tie between two or more applicants, the Department reserves the right to determine 
which application will receive a recommendation for funding.  Tied applicants may also receive a 
partial recommendation for funding.  
 
The maximum score is 100 points and the mandatory threshold score is 70 points. The following 
selection criteria point breakdown will be utilized when scoring applications: 
 
(1) Affordable Housing Needs Score.  Points range from 0 to 7, as published by the Department. 
Applications for areas exclusively serving persons in PJs will receive a score of zero. 
Applications for areas serving persons in PJs and non-PJs will receive a weighted score based 
on the number of households in the PJ and non-PJ areas. Maximum 7 points. 
 



 

Page 5 of 8 

(2) Income Targeting:  Points will be awarded based on the percentage of total units targeted to 
specific income levels.  Counties whose median income is at or below the statewide median 
income will receive the same number of points for income targeting when serving households at 
or below 50% AMFI as those counties exceeding the statewide median income targeting 
households at or below 30% AMFI. Maximum 20 points. 
 (A) 0% to 19.99% of units at 60% AMFI, 0 points 
(B) 20% to 39.99% of units at 60% AMFI, 2 points 
(C) 40% to 59.99% of units at 60% AMFI, 4 points 
(D) 60% to 79.99% of units at 60% AMFI, 6 points  
(E) 80% to 99.99% of units at 60% AMFI, 8 points 
(F) 100% of units at 60% AMFI, 10 points 
(G) 0% to 19.99% of units at 30% AMFI, an additional 0 points 
(H) 20% to 39.99% of units at 30% AMFI, an additional 2 points 
(I) 40% to 59.99% of units at 30% AMFI, an additional 4 points 
(J) 60% to 79.99% of units at 30% AMFI, an additional 6 points; 
(K) 80% to 99.99% of units at 30% AMFI, an additional 8 points;  
(L) 100% of units at 30% AMFI, and additional 10 points. 
 
(3) Previous Award and Past Performance:  Applicants will receive points for having received an 
award and performed in accordance with their contracts and Department rules.  If unsatisfactory 
performance exists on any prior award regardless of set aside or activity, a score of zero points 
will result. Unsatisfactory past performance on any contract will be forgiven if 2 years from the 
application deadline date has elapsed. Maximum 20 points. 
 (A) Applicant has received a TBRA HOME award prior to 2002 and is 100% committed, drawn 
and programmatically closed based on the number of units contractually obligated, by 
application deadline date, 20 points; or 
(B) Applicant has received a TBRA HOME award in 2002-2003 and funds are 100% committed 
and drawn based on number of units contractually obligated, by application deadline date, 17 
points; or 
(C) Applicant received a HOME TBRA award in 2004 and funds are 50% committed and 30% 
drawn by application deadline date, 14 points; or 
(D) Applicant received a HOME TBRA award during 2005 and funds are 20% committed by 
application deadline date, 11 points; or 
(E) Applicant has never received a HOME TBRA award, 8 points. 
 
(4) Leveraging.   Points will be awarded based on the dollar amount of eligible leverage in the 
form of funds and/or the value of leveraged services (office space, salaries, support services, 
etc.) as a percentage up to 25% of the requested project funds.  Maximum 10 points.    
Percentage of leverage per Project Request: 
(A) 0% to 12.49% of project request, 0 points; 
(B) 12.5% to 15.5% of project request, 6 points; 
(C) 15.51 to 18.5% of project request, 7 points; 
(D) 18.51% to 21.5% of project request, 8 points; 
(E) 21.51% to 24.99% of project request, 9 points; 
(F) 25% or greater of project request, 10 points. 
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(5) Citizen Forms. Used as an indicator of demand, points will be awarded based on the number 
of completed citizen forms as a percentage of the total units proposed.  Maximum of 10 points. 
(A) 0% to 9.99% of forms complete, 0 points; 
(B) 10% to 29.99% of forms complete, 12point; 
(C) 30% to 49.99% of forms complete, 24points; 
(D) 50% to 69.99% of forms complete, 6 points; 
(E) 70% to 89.99% of forms complete, 8 points; 
(F) 90% to 100% of forms complete, 10 points. 
 
(6) Financial Oversight. Submission of 2005 or 2006 “Independent Auditor’s Report”, 3 points. 
 
(7) Experience Providing Services to Persons with Disabilities. Maximum 10 points. 
A total of 10 points will be awarded to organizations that have five (5) or more years experience 
in providing services specifically targeting the needs of persons with disabilities as evidenced by 
previous contracts with funding entities for these services. To satisfy this requirement, and 
obtain points for this category, Applicant may provide evidence of a partnership with an entity or 
organization that meets this requirement.  
 
(8) Experience Providing Rental Voucher Services, Maximum 10 points. A total of 10 points will 
be awarded for organizations that have at least two (2) years experience providing rental 
voucher services. To satisfy this requirement and obtain points for this category, Applicant may 
provide evidence of a partnership with an entity or organization that meets this requirement. 
 
(9) Fostering Independence. Points will be awarded to Applicants who commit to serve only 
individuals being transitioned from institutionalized settings into a community placement or 
community setting, i.e. like the Olmstead population. Maximum 10 points.  
 
 
APPLICATION PROCEDURES, FINAL FILING  
The HOME Application Guide for this NOFA will be available on the Department’s website at 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us on Monday, February 2, 2007, or you may call (512) 475-1391 to request 
a copy. Applications must be submitted on forms provided by the Department, and cannot be 
altered or modified and must be in final form before submitting them to the Department. 
 
Applications mailed via the U.S. Postal Service must be mailed to: 
Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs 
HOME Division 
P.O. Box 13941 
Austin, Texas 78711-3941 
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Applications mailed by private carrier or hand-delivered will be received at the physical address 
of: 
Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs 
HOME Division 
221 E. 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
 
Applicants are required to remit a non-refundable application fee payable to the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs in the amount of $30 per application.  Please 
send check, cashier’s check or money order; do not send cash.  Section 2306.147(b) of the 
Texas Government Code requires the Department to waive grant application fees for nonprofit 
organizations that offer expanded services such as child care, nutrition programs, job training 
assistance, health services, or human services.  These organizations must include proof of their 
exempt status in lieu of the application fee. The application fee is not an eligible or reimbursable 
cost under the HOME Program. 
 
Applications that do not meet the filing deadline and application fee requirements will be 
returned to the applicant and will not be considered for funding.   
Application deficiencies will be processed in accordance to 10 TAC 53.58(c). 
An applicant may appeal decisions made by the Department in accordance with 10 TAC §§1.7 
This NOFA does not include text of the various applicable regulatory provisions that may be 
important to the HOME Program.  For proper completion of the application, the Department 
strongly encourages potential applicants to review the State and Federal regulations and to 
attend application training workshops. 
 
APPLICATION WORKSHOPS 
The Department will present a HOME Program Application Workshops that will provide an 
overview of the HOME Program, application preparation and submission, evaluation criteria and 
information about the major Federal and State requirements that may affect a HOME project.  
The HOME Application Workshop schedule and registration will be posted on the Department’s 
website at www.tdhca.state.tx.us 
 
RESOLUTION REQUIREMENTS 
The Department requires that all applications submitted must include an original resolution from 
the applicant’s direct governing body, authorizing the submission of the application. 
 
AUDIT REQUIREMENTS 
An applicant is not eligible to apply for funds or any other assistance from the Department 
unless a past audit or Audit Certification Form has been submitted to the Department in a 
satisfactory format on or before the application deadline for funds or other assistance per 10 
TAC §1.3(b).  This is a threshold requirement outlined in the application, therefore applications 
that have outstanding past audits will be disqualified. Staff will not recommend applications for 
funding to the Department’s Governing Board unless all unresolved audit findings, questions or 
disallowed costs are resolved per 10 TAC §1.3(c). 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 
Questions regarding this NOFA should be addressed to: 
Sandy M. Garcia 
HOME Division 
221 E. 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Telephone: (512) 475-1391 
e-mail: sandy.garcia@tdhca.state.tx.us 



 

SINGLE FAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a 2007 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the 
HOME Homebuyer Assistance Program Directed to Assist Persons with Disabilities. 
 

Required Action 
 

Approval of 2007 HOME NOFA for Homebuyer Assistance Program directed to assist Persons with 
Disabilities with identified rule waivers.  
 

Background 
 
Staff proposes the release of approximately $2,000,000 in federal funding from the 2007 HOME 
Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) to fund housing programs for persons with disabilities.  Funds 
will be made available to increase or preserve homeownership for persons with disabilities through 
Homebuyer Assistance (HBA) activities.  The availability and use of these funds is subject to the State 
HOME Rules (10 TAC Chapter 53) and the Federal HOME regulations governing the HOME Program 
(24 CFR Part 92). 
 
HBA is provided to first time homebuyers for down payment and closing cost assistance for the 
acquisition or, acquisition and rehabilitation of affordable and accessible single family housing. Eligible 
households must meet the eligibility standards as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act and/or 
the definition used by the Promoting Independence Advisory Committee.  
 
Eligible first time homebuyers may receive loans up to $35,000 for down payment, closing costs and 
rehabilitation to ensure accessibility. A maximum of $15,000 of the $35,000 loan can be used for down 
payment and closing cost.  The balance of the loan can be used for required accessible modifications. All 
homes purchased with HOME assistance must meet all applicable codes and standards including the 
Texas Minimum Construction Standards (TMCS).  
 
HBA assistance will be in the form of a 0% interest 10 year deferred forgivable loan creating a 2nd or 3rd 
lien.  The loan is to be repaid at the time of resale of the property, refinance of the first lien, repayment of 
the first lien, or if the unit ceases to be the assisted homebuyer’s principal residence, if any of these occurs 
before the end of the 10 year term. The affordability term for the home is 10 years. The amount of 
recapture will be based on the pro-rata share of the remaining loan term.  The rehabilitation portion of the 
homebuyer assistance, if utilized, will be a deferred forgivable loan if the assisted household’s income is 
less than fifty percent (50%) of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), as defined by HUD.   For 
assisted households whose income is between 51 and 80% of the AMFI, the rehabilitation assistance will 
be a zero percent interest 30-year repayable loan.  
 
Section 2306.111(d), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate housing funds 
awarded in the HOME Program to each Uniform State Service Region utilizing the Regional Allocation 
Formula, developed by the Department. 
 



 

Section 2306.111(c), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate no less than 95 
percent of the HOME Program Funds to applicants which serve households located in a non-participating 
jurisdiction (non-PJ). Five percent (5%) of the total HOME 2007 allocation, approximately $2 million 
dollars, may be expended in a participating jurisdiction (PJ), only if it provides assistance to persons with 
disabilities. Under this NOFA, up to $1 million dollars will be targeted to assist households in a 
Participating Jurisdiction (PJ), however, this may be adjusted at the discretion of the Department not to 
exceed the $2 million cap. Applications will be accepted by the Department until Monday, April 2, 2007 
under a competitive method utilizing the regional Allocation Formula. If the maximum amount of HOME 
funds allowed in a PJ are awarded during the competitive cycle, no further HOME funds will be awarded 
in a PJ. Applicants desiring to serve all or part of their targeted households within the boundaries of a 
participating jurisdiction must designate the number of households to be served. Eligible applicants are 
units of local government, nonprofit organizations or public housing authorities. 
 
Up to $500,000 may be awarded to HBA applicants whose service area includes multiple counties within 
a Uniform State Service Region. Applicants may apply in multiple state service regions. Up to six percent 
(6%) of the project request may be requested for administrative costs. In accordance with the State of 
Texas Low Income Housing Plan (SLIHP) no match will be required. In accordance with 10 TAC 
53.54(1) (b), the contract term for HBA shall not exceed 24 months.  
 
In the process of drafting a NOFA that meets the unique needs of this new use of funds, staff identified 
several sections of the HOME Rule, 10 TAC 53, that are recommended for waiver. In each case the 
NOFA clearly outlines the standard to be used by applicants. The rule waivers that are currently 
integrated into the draft NOFA include: 
 

 §53.54(1) of the HOME Rule limits the maximum award amount to $275,000 per activity per 
NOFA. However, staff recommends waiver of this requirement and instead recommends that the 
maximum award amount is $275,000 per activity per region. Because this NOFA is for only one 
activity and there is a need to maximize applications in all regions, staff does not recommend 
that an applicant be limited statewide, but only on a regional basis. 

 
 §53.61(a) of the HOME Rule outlines a minimum point threshold and a listed set of scoring 

criteria. However, the rule is targeted specifically to the mainstream single family activities of 
the HOME Program, not to this more specialized use of funds.  In an effort to ensure a scoring 
structure that identified priorities particular to this use of funds, the scoring structure has been 
recrafted and is outlined in the NOFA.  

 
 53.59(b)(4) of the HOME Rule outlines the process for awards for this activity. While this 

section is generally consistent, paragraph (4) of this section describe the recommendation 
process where multiple activities are under consideration which is not the case in this NOFA. 
Therefore, staff recommends that this section be waived.    

 
Recommendation 

 
Staff recommends approval of the 2007 HOME NOFA for Homebuyer Assistance Program directed to 
assist Persons with Disabilities NOFA for publication in the Texas Register and to the Department’s 
website and concurrent noted waivers of the HOME Rule. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) 

Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 
PY 2007 Homebuyer Assistance Program Directed to Assist Person with Disabilities 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Department) announces the 
availability of approximately $2,000,000 of the 2007 HOME Investment Partnerships Program 
(HOME) to fund housing programs for persons with disabilities.  Funds will be made available to 
increase homeownership for persons with disabilities through Homebuyer Assistance activities.  
The availability and use of these funds is subject to the State HOME Rules (10 TAC Chapter 53) 
and the Federal HOME regulations governing the HOME Program (24 CFR Part 92). 
 
 
ALLOCATION OF PY 2007 FUNDS 
Section 2306.111(d), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate housing 
funds awarded in the HOME Program to each Uniform State Service Region utilizing the 
Regional Allocation Formula, developed by the Department. The use of the Regional Allocation 
Formula is statutory and must be adhered to by the Department.  
 
Section 2306.111(c), Texas Government Code, requires the Department to allocate no less than 
95 percent of the HOME Program Funds to applicants which serve households located in a non-
participating jurisdiction (non-PJ). Five percent (5%) of the total HOME 2007 allocation, up to $2 
million dollars across all HOME eligible activities, may be expended in a participating jurisdiction 
(PJ), only if it provides assistance to persons with disabilities. Under this NOFA, approximately 
$1 million dollars will be targeted to assist households in a Participating Jurisdiction (PJ), 
however, this may be adjusted at the discretion of the Department not to exceed the $2 million 
cap. Applications will be accepted by the Department until Monday, April 2, 2007 under a 
competitive method utilizing the regional Allocation Formula. If the maximum amount of HOME 
funds allowed in a PJ are awarded during the competitive cycle, no further HOME funds will be 
awarded in a PJ.  Applicants desiring to serve all or part of their targeted households within the 
boundaries of a participating jurisdiction must designate the number of households to be served 
in PJs.  
 
 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
• Units of General Local Government 
• Nonprofit Organizations 
• Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) 
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ALLOCATION AND RECOMMENDATION PROCESS 
All applications for funds received are reviewed for threshold requirements regarding application 
documentation and compliance with Department requirements.  All Applications are subject to 
the Regional Allocation Formula and are evaluated competitively.  
 

Pursuant to the Regional Allocation formula, the table below shows the targeted allocation of 
HOME funds to each Uniform State service Region and the corresponding rural and urban/ex-
urban distribution within each region for each HOME activity. Applicants are strongly 
encouraged to apply based on their program’s needs and capabilities for administration even if 
that amount exceeds the targeted formula in their region and sub-region (urban/exurban or rural 
component of a region)  
 
The process to be used for competitive submissions follows:  

• The Department identifies the region and sub-region based on the location of where the 
homeowner will reside, not the location of where the homeowner originally was living or 
the location of the Applicant.   

• First Applications will be reviewed for threshold eligibility then scored and ranked from 
highest to lowest scores in their respective region.  Funding recommendations to the 
Board will be made beginning with the highest scoring eligible application in each sub-
region and will continue to be recommended down the eligible application list by score in 
that sub-region until all targeted funds for that sub-region have been committed.  

• Second if no eligible applications are received in a sub-region, the targeted funds for that 
sub-region will be merged with the other targeted funds for that region.   

• Third if no eligible applications are received in a region, the targeted fund for that region 
will be merged with all other similarly undersubscribed funds from other regions and 
utilized to fund additional eligible applications in regions that have more eligible 
applications than funds available. 

• If the high-scoring or only eligible applications for a sub-region or region exceed the 
amount of funds targeted for that sub-region or region, they may still be funded in the 
amount requested to the extent funds are available from regions with unutilized targeted 
funds. 

• To the extent that the total amount of funds requested competitively by eligible 
applications does not exceed the $2 million available for this NOFA, all eligible 
applications may be recommended to the Board for award regardless of region or sub-
region unless they exceed the limit in PJs. 
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Table 1. Regional, Rural, and Urban/Exurban Funding Amounts

Re
gio

n

Place for Geographical Reference
Regional Funding

Amount
Regional

Funding %
Rural Funding

Amount
Rural Funding

%
Urban/ Exurban

Funding Amount

Urban/
Exurban

Funding %
1 Lubbock $121,003 6.1% $120,981 100.0% $21 0.0%
2 Abilene $90,332 4.5% $88,219 97.7% $2,113 2.3%
3 Dallas/Fort Worth $355,466 17.8% $97,964 27.6% $257,502 72.4%
4 Tyler $242,969 12.1% $214,093 88.1% $28,876 11.9%
5 Beaumont $120,487 6.0% $102,250 84.9% $18,237 15.1%
6 Houston $137,997 6.9% $62,148 45.0% $75,849 55.0%
7 Austin/Round Rock $82,675 4.1% $45,086 54.5% $37,590 45.5%
8 Waco $67,156 3.4% $41,418 61.7% $25,737 38.3%
9 San Antonio $112,066 5.6% $86,994 77.6% $25,072 22.4%

10 Corpus Christi $146,520 7.3% $119,562 81.6% $26,958 18.4%
11 Brownsville/Harlingen $360,519 18.0% $237,297 65.8% $123,222 34.2%
12 San Angelo $108,020 5.4% $40,703 37.7% $67,317 62.3%
13 El Paso $54,790 2.7% $35,202 64.2% $19,588 35.8%

Total $2,000,000 100.0% $1,291,917 64.6% $708,083 35.4%

 

It should be noted by Applicants that Urban/Exurban areas are not exclusively limited to 
Participating Jurisdictions. It may be possible to serve households in non-Participating 
Jurisdictions within an Urban/Exurban area. Households identified in an Application to be 
committed in non-Participating Jurisdictions within an Urban/Exurban area do not count against 
the $1 million cap for this NOFA in PJs.   
 
 
DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES  
Homebuyer Assistance (HBA)  
Down payment and closing cost assistance is provided to first time homebuyers for the 
acquisition, or acquisition and rehabilitation, of affordable and accessible single family housing. 
Rehabilitation must be to ensure accessibility.  Each eligible household shall consist of at least 
one individual who meets the eligibility standards as defined by the Americans with Disabilities 
Act and/or the definition utilized by the Promoting Independence Advisory Committee which 
provides that Persons with Disabilities is defined as: (1) A person is considered to have a 
disability if the person has a physical, mental, or emotional impairment that (i) is expected to be 
of long-continued and indefinite duration; (ii) substantially impedes his or her ability to live 
independently; and (iii) is of such a nature that such ability could be improved by more suitable 
housing conditions.  (2) A person will also be considered to have a disability if he or she has a 
developmental disability, which is a severe, chronic disability that (i) is attributable to a mental or 
physical impairment or combination of mental and physical impairments; (ii) is manifested 
before the person attains age twenty-two; (iii) is likely to continue indefinitely; (iv) results in 
substantial functional limitations in three or more of the following areas of major life activity; self-
care, receptive and expressive language, learning, mobility, self-direction, capacity for 
independent living, and economic self-sufficiency, and (v) reflects the person’s need for a 
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combination and sequence of special interdisciplinary, or generic care, treatment, or other 
services that are lifelong or extended duration and are individually planned and coordinated. 
 
Eligible first time homebuyers may receive loans up to $35,000 for down payment, closing costs 
and rehabilitation.  A maximum of $15,000 of the $35,000 loan can be used for down payment 
and closing cost.  The balance of the loan can be used for required accessible modifications. All 
homes purchased with HOME assistance must meet all applicable codes and standards 
including the Texas Minimum Construction Standards (TMCS). 
 
HBA assistance will be in the form of a 0% interest 10 year deferred forgivable loan creating a 
2nd or 3rd lien.  The loan is to be repaid at the time of resale of the property, refinance of the first 
lien, repayment of the first lien, or if the unit ceases to be the assisted homebuyer’s principal 
residence, if any of these occurs before the end of the 10 year term. The affordability term for 
the home is 10 years. The amount of recapture will be based on the pro-rata share of the 
remaining loan term.  The rehabilitation portion of the homebuyer assistance, if utilized, will be a 
deferred forgivable loan if the assisted household’s income is less than fifty percent (50%) of the 
Area Median Family Income (AMFI), as defined by HUD.   For assisted households whose 
income is between 51 and 80% of the AMFI, the rehabilitation assistance will be a zero percent 
interest 30-year repayable loan. 
 
At the completion of the assistance, all properties must meet all applicable codes, rehabilitation 
standards, ordinances and zoning ordinances.   If a home is newly constructed it must also 
meet federal energy requirements. 
 
 
MAXIMUM AWARD AMOUNT AND CONTRACT TERM 
The maximum award amount per activity per region is $275,000.  Up to $500,000 may be 
awarded to applicants whose service includes multiple counties within a Uniform State Service 
Region. Applicants may apply in multiple state service regions. Up to six percent (6%) of the 
project request may be requested for administrative costs. In accordance with the State of 
Texas Low Income Housing Plan (SLIHP) no match will be required. In accordance with 10 TAC 
53.54(1) (b), the contract term shall not exceed 24 months.  
 
 
REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS 
HOME project funds will be awarded competitively per State of Texas HOME Program Rules, 
10 TAC §§53.50-53.63 for applications received prior to April 2, 2007.  General Selection 
Criteria is listed in the State of Texas HOME Program Rules, 10 TAC §§53.50-53.63, and forms 
the basis for the State’s development of scoring criteria for this Activity.  Certain sections of the 
scoring criteria have been waived by the TDHCA Board of directors, and have been revised in 
order to reflect specific Housing Program for Persons with Disabilities application requirements.   
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THRESHOLD AND SELECTION CRITERIA 
Because this program is a reimbursement program, every Applicant must be able to evidence 
as a threshold standard that they demonstrate the ability to administer the program and commit 
cash reserves of at least $70,000.  

It will also be a threshold requirement that every HBA application provide evidence of 
Homebuyer Counseling. Evidence must include documentation describing the level of 
homebuyer counseling proposed for potential homebuyers including a copy of the curriculum, a 
copy of a written agreement with service provider, and a description of post purchase 
counseling to be provided. 
 

In accordance with 10 TAC 53.61, Selection Criteria, applications must meet the minimum 
threshold score in order to be considered eligible to be recommended for funding. In the event 
of a tie between two or more applicants, the Department reserves the right to determine which 
application will be recommended for funding. Tied applications may receive a partial 
recommendation for funding.  

The maximum score is 100 points and the mandatory threshold score is 70 points. The following 
selection criteria point breakdown will be utilized when scoring applications: 
 
(1) Affordable Housing Needs Score.  Points range from 0 to 7, as published by the Department. 
Applications for areas exclusively serving persons in PJs will receive a score of zero. 
Applications for areas serving persons in PJs and non-PJs will receive a weighted score based 
on the number of households in the PJ and non-PJ areas. Maximum 7 points. 
 
(2) Income Targeting:  Points will be awarded based on the percentage of total units targeted to 
specific income levels.  Counties whose median income is at or below the statewide median 
income will receive the same number of points for income targeting when serving households at 
or below 50% AMFI as those counties exceeding the statewide median income targeting 
households at or below 30% AMFI. Maximum 20 points. 
(A) 0% to 19.99% of units at 80% AMFI, 5 points; 
(B) 20% to 39.99% of units at 80% AMFI, 4 points; 
(C) 40% to 59.99% of units at 80% AMFI, 3 points; 
(D) 60% to 79.99% of units at 80% AMFI, 2 points; 
(E) 80% to 100% of units at 80% AMFI, 1 point; 
(F) 0% to 9.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 2 points; 
(G) 10% to 19.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 4 points; 
(H) 20% to 29.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 6 points; 
(I) 30% to 39.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 8 points; 
(J) 40% to 49.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 10 points; 
(K) 50% to 59.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 11 points; 
(L) 60% to 69.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 12 points; 
(M) 70% to 79.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 13 points; 
(N) 80% to 89.99% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 14 points; 
(O) 90% to 100% of units at 60% AMFI, an additional 15 points. 
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(3) Previous Award and Past Performance:  Applicants will receive points for having received an 
award and performed in accordance with their contracts and Department rules.  If unsatisfactory 
performance exists on any prior award regardless of set aside or activity, a score of zero points 
will result. Unsatisfactory past performance on any contract will be forgiven if 2 years from the 
application deadline date has elapsed. Maximum 20 points. 
(A) Applicant has received a HOME award prior to 2002 and is 100% committed, drawn and 
programmatically closed based on the number of units contractually obligated, by application 
deadline date, 20 points; or 
(B) Applicant received a HOME award in 2002-2003 and funds are 100% committed and drawn 
based on number of units contractually obligated, by application deadline date, 17 points; or 
(C) Applicant received a HOME award in 2004 and funds are 75% committed and 50% drawn 
by application deadline date, 14 points; or 
(D) Applicant received a HOME award during 2005 and a Contract Environmental Clearance 
completed by application deadline date, 11 points; or 
(E) Applicant has never received a HOME award, 8 points. 
 
(4) Leveraging.  Points will be awarded based on the dollar amount of eligible leverage in the 
form of funds and/or the value of leveraged services (office space, salaries, etc) as a 
percentage up to 25% of the requested project funds Maximum 10 points.   Percentage of 
leverage per Project Request: 
(A) 0% to 12.49% of project request, 0 points; 
(B) 12.5% to 15.5% of project request, 6 points; 
(C) 15.51 to 18.5% of project request, 7 points; 
(D) 18.51% to 21.5% of project request, 8 points; 
(E) 21.51% to 24.99% of project request, 9 points; 
(F) 25% or greater of project request, 10 points. 
 
(5) Homebuyer Assistance. Description of Lender Products.  Points will be awarded based on a 
review of the commitment letters (up to three letters) submitted from lenders interested in 
participating in the Applicant’s proposed application. To be considered for scoring, the letters 
must be on the lender’s letterhead, including: name of lender; address, city, state, and zip code; 
and state the willingness and ability to make affordable loan products available for first-time 
homebuyers.  Letters must be signed and dated within three months of application deadline. 2 
points per letter for a maximum of 6 points.  
 
(6) Citizen Forms. Used as an indicator of demand, points will be awarded based on the number 
of completed citizen forms as a percentage of the total units proposed.  Maximum of 10 points. 
(A) 0% to 9.99% of forms complete, 0 points; 
(B) 10% to 29.99% of forms complete, 2 point; 
(C) 30% to 49.99% of forms complete, 4 points; 
(D) 50% to 69.99% of forms complete, 6 points; 
(E) 70% to 89.99% of forms complete, 8 points; 
(F) 90% to 100% of forms complete, 10 points. 
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(7) Financial Oversight. Submission of 2005 or 2006 “Independent Auditor’s Report”, 2 points. 
 
(8) Experience Providing Services to Persons with Disabilities. Maximum 10 points. 
A total of 10 points will be awarded to organizations that have five (5) or more years providing 
services specifically targeting the needs of persons with disabilities as evidenced by previous 
contracts with funding entities for these services. To satisfy this requirement and obtain points 
for this category, Applicant may provide evidence of a partnership with an entity or organization 
that meets this requirement. 
 
(9) Experience Providing Homebuyer Assistance Services, Maximum 5 points. A total of 5 
points will be awarded for organizations that have at least two (2) years experience providing 
homebuyer assistance services as evidenced by current or previous contracts with funding 
entities for these services.  To satisfy this requirement and obtain points for this category, 
Applicant may provide evidence of a partnership with an entity or organization that meets this 
requirement.  
 
(10) Plan for Identifying Accessibility Needs of the Homeowner.  Maximum 10 points. A total of 
10 points will be awarded. Applicant must submit a plan that must clearly describe the process 
and expertise to be used in determining the accessibility needs of the homebuyer. The process 
should include resumes of qualified/experienced staff or agreement with a qualified/experienced 
external company or agency. 
 
 
APPLICATION PROCEDURES, FINAL FILING  
The HOME Application Guide for this NOFA will be available on the Department’s website at 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us on Monday, February 5, 2007, or you may call (512) 475-1391 to request 
a copy.  Applications must be submitted on forms provided by the Department, and cannot be 
altered or modified and must be in final form before submitting them to the Department. 
 
Applications mailed via the U.S. Postal Service must be mailed to: 
Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs 
HOME Division 
P.O. Box 13941 
Austin, Texas 78711-3941 
 
Applications mailed by private carrier or hand-delivered will be received at the physical address 
of: 
Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs 
HOME Division 
221 E. 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
 
Applicants are required to remit a non-refundable application fee payable to the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs in the amount of $30 per application.  Please 
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send check, cashier’s check or money order; do not send cash.  Section 2306.147(b) of the 
Texas Government Code requires the Department to waive grant application fees for nonprofit 
organizations that offer expanded services such as child care, nutrition programs, job training 
assistance, health services, or human services.  These organizations must include proof of their 
exempt status in lieu of the application fee. The application fee is not an eligible or reimbursable 
cost under the HOME Program. 
 
Applications that do not meet the filing deadline and application fee requirements will be 
returned to the applicant and will not be considered for funding.   Application deficiencies will be 
processed in accordance to 10 TAC 53.58(c). An applicant may appeal decisions made by the 
Department in accordance with 10 TAC §§1.7 
 
This NOFA does not include text of the various applicable regulatory provisions that may be 
important to the HOME Program.  For proper completion of the application, the Department 
strongly encourages potential applicants to review the State and Federal regulations and to 
attend application training workshops. 
 
APPLICATION WORKSHOPS 
The Department will present HOME Program Application Workshops that will provide an 
overview of the HOME Program, application preparation and submission, evaluation criteria and 
information about the major Federal and State requirements that may affect a HOME project.  
The HOME Application Workshop schedule and registration will be posted on the Department’s 
website at www.tdhca.state.tx.us 
 
RESOLUTION REQUIREMENTS 
The Department requires that all applications submitted must include an original resolution from 
the applicant’s direct governing body, authorizing the submission of the application. 
 
AUDIT REQUIREMENTS 
An applicant is not eligible to apply for funds or any other assistance from the Department 
unless a past audit or Audit Certification Form has been submitted to the Department in a 
satisfactory format on or before the application deadline for funds or other assistance per 10 
TAC §1.3(b).  This is a threshold requirement outlined in the application, therefore applications 
that have outstanding past audits will be disqualified. Staff will not recommend applications for 
funding to the Department’s Governing Board unless all unresolved audit findings, questions or 
disallowed costs are resolved per 10 TAC §1.3(c). 
 
CONTACT INFORMATION 
Questions regarding this NOFA should be addressed to: 
Sandy M. Garcia 
HOME Division 
221 E. 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Telephone: (512) 475-1391 
e-mail: sandy.garcia@tdhca.state.tx.us 
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

December 14, 2006 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action of Applicant’s request for an appeal to staff’s 
recommendation to terminate HOME loan commitment for Star Village Apartments. 

Required Action

Approve, amend or deny the Applicant’s appeal of staff’s recommendation to terminate HOME 
CHDO loan commitment #1000383 to Housing Plus, Inc. for the Star Village Apartments.  

Background

The Department received an application for HOME CHDO Rental Development funds from 
Housing Plus, Inc. in November 2004, under the 2004 HOME CHDO Open Cycle Notice Of 
Funding Availability (NOFA) for Rental Development.  The Development received no other 
funding from the Department. The proposed Development was to be located in San Benito, 
Cameron County, Texas. The Development included fifty-two (52) multifamily units targeted to 
the general population with low and very-low incomes.  The proposed Development was to be 
located adjacent to other residential neighborhoods and close to community services and 
employment opportunities.  

The Board approved the award of funds to the Development in May 2005. The Applicant was 
provided with a six (6) month time period to close on the construction financing for the 
Development. Subsequently, the Applicant requested and received a four (4) month extension of 
the closing date until May 1, 2006.  Since May 2006, the Applicant has not closed and has 
requested additional action.  The Applicant has presented the following significant changes to 
the financial structure of the Development: 

o The total development costs increased from $3,778,713 to $4,779,213, an increase of 
$1,000,500 from the original underwriting analysis.  

o The Applicant requested an increase in their award from $1,675,000 to $2,870,313, an 
increase of $1,195,313. 

o The Department would remain in a second lien position even though the Department 
would have more funds and risk in the development because the primary lender will be 
using a 221(d)(4) mortgage program through FHA. The Department’s loan would be 
required to be a cash flow loan due to limited repayment.   

o The Department’s share of total permanent financing would increase from 49% to 60% if 
the increase in award and costs are approved.

After reviewing the Applicant’s requested changes and noting their lack of firm construction 
pricing or contracts, staff has made the following determinations: 
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o The Applicant is not sufficiently prepared to move forward with the Development even if 
granted an additional extension to the closing deadline.

o The Department’s financial analysis of the Development does not justify the considerable 
increase in costs.

o The Department’s financial risk in the Development will greatly increase given the 
increase in costs and additional HOME investment.  

o The Department’s financial benefits will effectively be eliminated given requirements to 
change the loan to a cash flow note.

On November 6, 2006, due to the expiration of the commitment, the Applicant was notified by 
the Department that the commitment of funds would be rescinded.  

Staff also wishes to note that the Applicant is currently under review for a delinquent contract 
under the HOME Single Family Program. This issue involves the Department’s consideration of 
taking back the deed and title to a property for Single Family Housing Development, in lieu of 
foreclosure on the subject property. No action has been taken on this issue, however the 
Applicant may be technically ineligible for additional funding considerations at this time, 
pursuant to 10 TAC §53.53(b) of the Department’s HOME rule.  

The Applicant is requesting an appeal to the Executive Director and subsequently the Board to 
consider their request for an extension to the closing deadline; to allow them to increase their 
award to $2,870,313; and to change the payment terms of their award to make repayment of 
HOME funds to the Department conditioned on available cash flow.  

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board deny the appeal to extend the loan commitment. If the Board grants 
the Applicant’s appeal for an extension, staff recommends a nine (9) month extension with 
monthly status reports of the construction with no additional funding.  If approved, the Real 
Estate Analysis division will review the financial feasibility of the requested increased award 
amount and terms.  The staff will bring the Application back to the Board in February upon that 
review.







SINGLE FAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, discussion and possible approval of Single Family Colonia Model Subdivision Program 
award recommendations. 
 

Required Action 
 

Approval of Single Family Colonia Model Subdivision Program award recommendations. 
 

Background 
 
Pursuant to the Colonia Model Subdivision Program (CMSP) legislation Texas Government Code 
2306.780 Subchapter GG, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs established a 
program to fund the development of housing that provides alternatives to existing substandard colonias. 
Up to ($1.5) million dollars per applicant in HOME Community Housing Development Organization 
(CHDO) set aside funds was made available on a first come first serve basis. Under the Single Family 
CHDO Development Activity, the CMSP can fund land acquisition, lot development, construction costs, 
and down payment assistance for qualified homebuyers. The project must be located in a non-
participating jurisdiction (non-PJ) area and in a Colonia as defined in §2306.581, Texas Government 
Code.  
 
The Department will provide a combination of repayable 0% interest and deferred forgivable loans based 
on the buyer’s income and ability to pay for the acquisition of single family lots, and construction costs of 
affordable single family residences to be sold to income-qualified homebuyers. All home buyers must be 
below 60% AMFI, have a backend ratio comparable to those allowed under Fannie Mae’s My 
Community Mortgage product of no higher than 50% and be able to make the required loan payment. 
Buyers whose income is too low to make minimal payments or whose credit ratio is too high will not be 
deemed qualified buyers. Families at or below 30% AMFI will be considered by the Department on a 
case-by-case basis.  
 
The subject properties must be located in a colonia that has been served by the Texas Community 
Development Program (colonia set-aside) or an equivalent program that has been utilized to bring water 
service, sewer (septic may be utilized), paved streets, storm drainage and other improvements necessary 
and suitable for the development of quality single family housing. Applicants can purchase up to 5 lots, 
and no more than 3 lots can be in development at one time. At no time will funding for more than three 
units be released without a qualified home buyer and a signed sales contract being submitted to the 
Department for approval.  
 
The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Department) made available approximately 
$4,000,000 for the Colonia Model Subdivision in an open funding cycle beginning November 1, 2005 and 
ending on August 31, 2006. A total of five applications were received.  One application, Neighborhood 
Housing Services of Dimmitt County, was identified as having outstanding compliance, loan or other 
threshold issues and is therefore ineligible.  According to 10 TAC 53.53 the Department cannot fund an 
applicant who has unresolved compliance or loan issues. The remaining four applicants were sent to Real 
Estate Analysis (REA) for financial review.  Two applications were not recommended due to lack of 

 



financial feasibility:  Alianza Para El Desarrollo Comunitario, Inc., and Centro De Salud Familiar La Fe, 
Inc.  As a result of the review, funding recommendations are being made for the following two 
organizations:  Pharr Housing Development Corporation and the Community Development Corporation 
of Brownsville.  More information on these recommendations is attached in the underwriting reports.   
 

2006 COLONIA MODEL SUBDIVISION PROGRAM APPLICANTS 
 

 
CMSP 

Application 
No. 

 
 

Applicant Name 
Service Area 

 
Project 
Funds 

Requested 

 
CHDO 

Operating  
Funds 

Requested 

 
Total Funds 
Requested 

 
# Units 

Requested 

 
 
 

Notes 

2006-0216 Pharr Housing Development 
Corporation  
Service Area - City of Pharr 

$1,340,449 $75,000 $1,415,449 15  
Recommended 

2006-0215  Community Development 
Corporation of Brownsville 
Service Area – Cameron & 
Willacy County 

$1,500,000 0 $1,500,000 20  
Recommended 

2006-0212  Alianza Para El Desarrollo 
Comunitario, Inc. 
Service Area - San Elizario, 
El Paso County 

$1,425,000 $ 75,000 $1,500,000 30 Not recommended due to 
lack of financial feasibility  

2006-0213 Neighborhood Housing 
Services of Dimmitt County 
Service Area – Carrizo 
Springs, Dimmit County 

$447,080 $17,883. $464,963. 5 Not recommended 
threshold issues 

2006-0214  Centro De Salud Familiar La 
Fe, Inc.  
Service Area - San Elizario, 
El Paso County 

$727,680 $50,000 $777,680 26 Not recommended due to 
lack of financial feasibility 

Total  $5,440,209 $217,883 $5,658,092 96  
 

Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends approval of the award to the Pharr Housing Development Program in the amount of 
$1,316,043 in development funds and $75,000 in CHDO operating funds for a total of $1,391,043 
contingent on all conditions stated in the credit underwriting analysis. Staff also recommends approval of 
an award for the Community Development Corporation of Brownsville in the amount of $1,500,000 in 
development funds contingent upon all conditions stated in the credit underwriting analysis.  The awards 
are in accordance with the TDHCA Colonia Model Sub-division Notice of Funding Availability.  

 



 
 
 
Pharr Housing Development Corporation, HOME #2006-0216 
 
Applicant: Pharr Housing Development Corporation 
Developer: Pharr Housing Development Corporation 
Principals/Interested Parties: 
 

Raul “Roy” Navarro, Executive Director  
Pharr Housing Authority 

Total Award Amount Requested $1,415,449 
Total Award Amount Recommended $1,316,043 
Total CHDO Operating Expenses $75,000 
Total Funds Recommended $1,391,043 
Other Funding: $0.00  
City/County: City of Pharr  
Type of Area: Urban/Exurban 
Participating Jurisdiction: No 
Type of Development: Scattered Site Single Family 
Number of Units 15 
Construction Type New 
Population Served: Borrowers at 60% and less of the AMFI 
 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the award recommendation 
conditioned on all conditions stated in the credit underwriting analysis report. 

 



 
Alianza Para El Desarrollo, Inc.  #2006-0212 
 
 
Applicant: Alianza Para El Desarrollo, Inc. 
Developer: Alianza Para El Desarrollo, Inc  
Principals/Interested Parties: Daniel Solis, Executive Director 
Total Award Amount Requested: $1,425,000 
Total Award Amount Recommended: $0.00 
Total CHDO Operating Expenses: $75,000 
Total Funds Recommended: $0.00 
Other Funding: $0.00 
City/County: San Elizario, El Paso County 
Type of Area: Urban/Exurban 
Participating Jurisdiction: No 
Type of Development: Single Family 
Number of Units; 30 
Construction Type: New 
Population served: Borrowers at 60% and less of the AMFI 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff does not recommend approval of the requested amount due 
to lack of financial feasibility.   
 

 



 
Neighborhood Housing Services of Dimmit County, Inc.  #2006-0213 
 
Applicant: Neighborhood Housing Services of Dimmit 

County, Inc. 
Developer: Neighborhood Housing Services of Dimmit 

County, Inc. 
Principals/Interested Parties: Manuel Estrada Jr., Executive Director 
Total Award Amount Requested: $447,080 
Total Award Amount Recommended:  $0.00 
Total CHDO Operating Expenses:  $17,883.20 
Total Funds Recommended: $0.00 
Other Funding: $0.00 
City/County: Carrizo Springs, Dimmit County 
Type of Area: Rural 
Participating Jurisdiction: No 
Type of Development: Scattered Site Single Family 
Number of Units; 5 
Construction Type: New 
Population served: Borrowers at 60% and less of the AMFI 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff does not recommend approval of the requested amount due 
to threshold issues. 
 
 

 



 
Centro De Salud Familiar La Fe, Inc.  #2006-0214 
 
Applicant: Centro De Salud Familiar La Fe, Inc. 
Developer: Centro De Salud Familiar La Fe, Inc./Le Fe CDC 
Principals/Interested Parties: Salvador Balcorta, CEO and President 
Total Award Amount Requested: $727,680 
Total Award Amount 
Recommended:  

 
$0.00 

Total CHDO Operating Expenses: $50,000 
Total Funds Recommended: $0.00 
Other Funding: $0.00 
City/County: San Elizario, El Paso County 
Type of Area: Urban/Exurban 
Participating Jurisdiction: No 
Type of Development: Single Family 
Number of Units; 26 
Construction Type: New 
Population served: Borrowers at 60% and less of the AMFI 
 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff does not recommend approval of the requested amount due 
to lack of financial feasibility.   

 



 

 
Community Development Corporation of Brownsville 
HOME # 2006-0215 
 
Applicant: Community Development Corporation of 

Brownsville 
Developer: Community Development Corporation of 

Brownsville 
Principals/Interested Parties: Don Currie, Executive Director 
Total Award Amount Requested: $1,500,000 
Total Award Amount Recommended: $1,500,000 
Total CHDO Operating Expenses: $0.00 
Total Funds Recommended:    $1,500,000 
Other Funding: $250,000 Unsecured loan 

Rio Grande Valley Multi-Bank 
City/County: Cameron & Willacy County 
Type of Area: Urban/Exurban 
Participating Jurisdiction: No 
Type of Development: Scattered Site Single Family 
Number of Units; 20 
Construction Type: New 
Population served: Borrowers at 60% and less of the AMFI 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the award recommendation 
conditioned on all conditions stated in the credit underwriting analysis report. 
 
 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
CREDIT UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 
DATE: December 1, 2006 PROGRAM: Colonia Model Subdivision FILE NUMBER: 2006-0216 
 

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites 

APPLICANT 
Name: Pharr Housing Development Corporation, Inc Contact: Roy Navaro  

Address: 104 West Polk Street  

City Pharr State: TX Zip: 78577  

Phone: (956) 787-9501 Fax: (956) 783-0955 Email: janie@pharrha.com  

 

KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Housing Authority of the City of Pharr Title: Affiliated with Pharr Housing Development Corp.  

Name: Mary Henderson Associates Title: Consultant  

 

 
PROPERTY LOCATION 

Location: Scattered sites in south Pharr  

City: Pharr Zip: 78577  

County: Hidalgo Region: 11  QCT   DDA 

 
REQUEST 

Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term 

HOME (CHDO) $1,241,043 0% 30 yrs 30 yrs 

HOME (CHDO) 
Down Payment Funds 

$75,000 N/A N/A N/A 

HOME (CHDO) 
Operating Expense Funds 

$75,000 N/A N/A N/A 

Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Single-Family Purchase  

Target Population: Family Other: The requested funding has been revised.  

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOME AWARD NOT TO EXCEED $1,316,043, 
STRUCTURED AS AN INTERIM LOAN TO BE CONVERTED TO UP TO 15 INDIVIDUAL 
PERMANENT LOANS OF UP TO $93,345 EACH AND EACH STRUCTURED WITH A 30-
YEAR TERM AT 0% INTEREST, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

 RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOME CHDO AWARD FOR OPERATING EXPENSES NOT 
TO EXCEED $75,000, STRUCTURED AS A GRANT, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

 
CONDITIONS 

1. Partition of the permanent loans to include a permanent repayable first lien and a deferred forgivable 
second lien, per the program guidelines, if the households earn less than 50% of AMI or based on the 
Department’s determination that a deferred forgivable second lien is necessary to achieve 
affordability. 
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2. Release of interim funds for not more than five lots and three homes in development at any one time. 
3. Receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation, should any lot exceed a purchase price of 

$16,600, of additional financing or identified budget savings. 
4. Receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation, should the development of any home exceed the 

average development cost per unit of $94,536, of additional financing or identified budget savings. 
5. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a signed commitment from the Federal Home Loan Bank of 

Dallas for the proposed grant of at least $5,000 per unit. 
6. Receipt, review, and acceptance of confirmation that each of the lots not currently owned by PHDC is 

zoned appropriately for the proposed homes. 
7. Receipt, review, and acceptance of evidence that each site is located outside of the 100-year 

floodplain before release of any funds. 
8. Receipt, review, and acceptance, before release of funds for each site, of the site control documents 

for each of the proposed sites, or reasonable alternative sites as outlined by the program guidelines, 
indicating the contract sale price. 

9. Receipt, review, and acceptance before commencement of construction on any lot of environmental 
clearance meeting HOME 24 CFR standards is a condition of this report. 

10. Review, review, and acceptance of documentation supporting a lot acquisition cost for the identity of 
interest purchase of any lots in which a completed home will be acquired from the ultimate purchaser 
of the home or funded in any part with TDHCA funds. 

 
REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 

No previous reports. 
 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

The plans depict homes that are comparable to other modern homes. They appear to provide acceptable 
access and storage. The elevations reflect modest houses. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on concrete slabs. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 100% masonry veneer. The interior wall surfaces will be drywall and the roofs will be 
finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be ceramic tile. The units will include a disposal, a refrigerator, an oven/range, an 
exhaust/vent fax in bathrooms, ceiling fans, laundry connections, an individual heating and air conditioning 
unit, individual water heater, and tile counter tops in the kitchen and baths. In accordance with 24 CFR 
92.251, housing that is assisted or built with HOME funds, at a minimum, must upon completion be in 
compliance with Texas Minimum Construction Standards, Colonia Housing Standards,  or FHA minimum 
standards, and local building codes and zoning ordinances. The Administrator will conduct necessary 
inspections to ensure that all health and safety standards are met. If necessary, the homebuyer will be notified 
of deficiencies and the cost and time required for repair. Newly constructed homes must meet energy 
standards as verified by a RESCHECK ™ certification and the International Residential Code (IRC) as 
required by Subchapter G, Chapter 214 of the Local Government Code or Chapter 11 of the IRC as required 
by Chapter 388 of the Health and Safety Code, as applicable. Single Family Accessibility Standards must also 
be met when applicable. 

SUBDIVISION AMENITIES 
The Applicant has not indicated any subdivision amenities. 
 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites is a 15-lot single family in-fill development with lots scattered 
throughout south Pharr. The development will be comprised of 15 single story homes as follows: 
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 Plan Type No. of Flrs. No. Planned Bedrooms Baths Square Feet   

 A-1 1 4 3 2 1,074   
 B-2 1 2 3 2 1,069   
 C-3 1 3 3 2 1,120   
 D-4 1 3 3 2 1,272   
 E-5 1 3 3 2 1,053   

 

Development Plan: The proposed in-fill development will make use of 15 existing developed lots in 
established neighborhoods. The Applicant has indicated that three of the 15 lots are currently owned by the 
Pharr Housing Development Corporation (PHDC). Of the remaining 15 lots identified by the Applicant, five 
or six are advertised for sale and the remaining lots are currently vacant but owned by “absentee owners.” 
The Applicant has undertaken efforts to contact the owners of these lots. The three lots currently owned by 
PHDC will be the first lots to be developed. These lots are located on David Avenue in the Sun Valley 
subdivision. Each lot has been developed with adequate infrastructure which includes access to dedicated 
roads and electric, water, and wastewater services and is within reasonable proximity to fire hydrants and 
storm drains.  
Per the Department guidelines, the Applicant may purchase no more than five lots at one time and have no 
more than three houses in development at any one time. An additional home may be developed once 
construction has been completed on a home, and five additional lots may be purchased after closing on the 
previous five developed homes. Based on the information submitted in the application, the proposed 
development plan appears to be consistent with this program guideline. The Applicant has proposed a three 
year timeline with the site purchase, development, and completed sales occurring for five houses each of the 
three years. However, subsequent discussions with the Applicant have indicated that the expected 
development timeline may be shortened significantly due to the volume of interest from perspective 
homebuyers. The timeline may also be impacted by the Applicant’s ability to obtain site control for the 
proposed lots or to identify and secure alternative lots in accordance with the program guidelines. 
Since all fifteen lots have not yet been identified, site control, evidence of appropriate zoning, and 
environmental clearance must be documented for each lot prior to release of funds for that lot as a condition 
of this report. Additionally, should the acquisition cost for a lot exceed the currently projected $16,600 
average per lot cost, additional funds or documentation of budget savings will need to be evidenced. 

 
SITE ISSUES 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
Average Lot Size: 0.11 acres (50ft x 100ft) Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone X Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: Single Family Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 
 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The first three lots to be developed are located in the Sun Valley subdivision on the south side of 
East Thomas Drive approximately four miles south of Pharr’s central business district in Pharr, Hidalgo 
County. As stated above, each of the 15 homes will be located on in-fill lots that are scattered throughout 
south Pharr. 
Subdivision Access: Access to the Sun Valley subdivision is from east or west bound on East Thomas Drive. 
Highway 281 is located less than one mile to the west of the site and provides access to central Pharr and 
other communities in the region. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation was not identified in the application 
materials. 
Shopping & Services: According to the Applicant, each lot is “well-situated in close proximity to schools, 
convenience retail, shopping, grocery stores and financial and fast food services.” 
Adverse Site Characteristics: 
• Site Control: The Applicant does not currently have site control documents for twelve of the 15 

proposed lots, and six or seven of these lots are owned by “absentee owners” and are not currently being 
advertised for sale. This will be discussed in more detail in the “Construction Cost Estimate Evaluation” 
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portion of the report. 
• Zoning: The Applicant has provided a letter from the City of Pharr confirming each of the three lots 

currently owned by PHDC are zoned for Single-Family Residential (R-1). However, due to the lack of 
site control and certainty about the availability of the remaining lots proposed for development, receipt, 
review, and acceptance of confirmation that each of the lots not currently owned by PHDC is zoned 
appropriately for the proposed homes is a condition of this report. 

• Floodplain: The Applicant indicates that the FEMA Flood Zone designation for the three lots owned by 
the PHDC is Zone X, which is an area outside of the 100-year floodplain. However, a number the sites 
have not yet been purchased or secured; therefore, receipt, review, and acceptance of evidence that each 
site is located outside of the 100-year floodplain before release of any funds is a condition of this report. 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report was not submitted with the application. Per HOME 24 CFR 
58b(5), all HOME funds are subject to environmental regulations and clearance. However, the Department 
historically has not used HOME funds to reimburse pre-award expenses. Therefore, it is typical for 
environmental clearance, per HOME 24 CFR, to be evaluated and expensed after the award has been 
approved. Receipt, review, and acceptance before commencement of construction on any lot of environmental 
clearance meeting HOME 24 CFR standards is a condition of this report. 

 
TARGET HOUSEHOLDS 

All buyers of HOME assisted properties must have incomes at or below 80% of AMFI as established by 
HUD. However, all of the proposed homes will target households at or below 60% of AMFI. Seven of the 
fifteen homes will be reserved for households earning 50% or less of AMFI and eight of the fifteen homes 
will be reserved for households earning 60% or less of AMFI.  
 

 MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES  

  1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons  

 60% of AMI $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,860 $27,900 $30,000  

 

 
MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 

The Applicant did not provide a third-party market study for the proposed development. However, the 
Applicant supplied the following market information:  

• The Primary Market Area (PMA) is considered by the Applicant to be the City of Pharr. According to 
the City, the estimated population of the City of Pharr in the year 2005 was 55,818, and the estimated 
number of households was 14,746.  

• The three lots currently owned by PHDC and proposed for development are located census tract 
213.02. “The average sales price of homes in Census Tract 213.02 is approximately $20,000 less than 
the median home price for the City as a whole.” 

• Within this Census Tract, an LIHTC project, Las Canteras, is approximately 85% complete, and some 
units are already occupied. This is a 100 unit multifamily development is 100% pre-leased and is 
expected to be fully occupied upon completion in approximately 2 to 3 months. This project is owned 
by a limited partnership in which Pharr Housing Development Corporation, Inc. is the General 
Partner.” 

• “The effective vacancy rate for rental units in this census tract is below 3% and with two proposed 
LIHTC projects coming on line in the near term, vacancy rates for rental units are projected to drop to 
less than 1%.” 

• “According to the 2000 Census, a large percentage of renters are heavily cost-burdened in this census 
tract as well as throughout the City of Pharr, paying over 35% of their adjusted gross income for 
housing expenses.” 

• “The occupancy rate for homes occupied by owners in 2000 in Pharr was an estimated 93 percent.” 
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In addition, the one family LIHTC development located close to the subject sites in south Pharr, Las Canteras 
Apartments was underwritten in 2004 at the maximum rents allowed under HTC guidelines. The current 
maximum gross rents (including utility expenses) for the three bedroom units would range from $336 to $672 
depending on the target income level of each unit. As projected, the monthly PITI payments (not including 
utilities) will range from $523 to $559, which suggests that the proposed units may compete directly with the 
8 50% rental units and 21 60% rental units at Las Canteras, once completed. 

 
HOMEBUYER AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 

Proposed Sale Prices: The Applicant has proposed to sell each home for $91,819 to $98,345. Based on the 
proposed sale prices and the Applicant’s projected unit mix, the total mortgage financing, to include 15 
individual permanent mortgages, is projected to be $1,316,043, assuming additional the FHLB down payment 
assistance. Based on the Underwriter’s evaluation of the development proforma, the actual sales prices may 
need to be higher than those proposed due to the absence of any contingency, low projected construction 
costs, and high level of multiple unit construction savings (discussed below in cost section). Any 
unanticipated increase in costs could result in the necessity to raise sales prices in order to maintain financial 
feasibility. 
Down Payment Assistance: The Applicant anticipates a grant of $5,000 per home from the Federal Home 
Loan Bank of Dallas (FHLB) to be used for down payment assistance. The Applicant has indicated that the 
assistance will be structured as a 0% loan that is forgiven in 20% increments over a five year period for 
retention by the homebuyer. In addition, the Applicant has requested $75,000 or $5,000 per home in down 
payment assistance as part of the Colonia Model Subdivision application. The Colonia Model Subdivision 
Program allows the permanent debt to be structured in two pieces if necessary: a permanent repayable first 
lien with a 30-year term at 0% interest and a deferred forgivable second lien. The second lien is effectively 
down payment assistance, which will be assessed based on each household’s income ability to pay. The 
Underwriter’s affordability analysis assumes the FHLB down payment of $5,000, which reduces the need for 
additional down payment assistance, particularly for households earning above 50% of AMI. The Applicant 
has also indicated that any additional closing costs will be included in the loan principals. 
Affordability Analysis: The underwriting affordability analysis estimates the monthly mortgage payment 
plus taxes, property insurance, and mortgage insurance for each unit in order to determine the level of 
affordability for households at the target income levels. Based on the Underwriter’s analysis of the proposed 
sale prices, the proposed units will be affordable to households of four to five persons earning an annual 
income at 50% of AMFI and to households of three to five earning an annual income of 60% of AMFI, 
assuming a loan amortized over 30 years accruing interest at 0% and the $5,000 FHLB down payment 
assistance. However, per the program guidelines, the TDHCA will offer each qualified buyer a combination 
of a repayable 0% interest loan and a deferred forgivable loan based on the buyer’s income and ability to pay, 
which is discussed further below. The buyers’ income will be evaluated to ensure that each qualifies for the 
proposed payments. Therefore, by issuing a deferred forgivable second lien for households earning incomes 
below the affordable threshold, each home effectively becomes affordable all households. The program does 
not currently have guidelines to limit the deferred second lien to any amount or percentage of the total sales 
price. 
 AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS (Based on 4 person households)  

 Plan Type Proposed Price Monthly PITI 60% HH Max Differential 50% HH Max Differential  

 Plan A-1: 3-BR $92,525 $527 $647 -$120 $539 -$12  

 Plan B-2: 3-BR $98,345 $559 $647 -$88 $539 $20  

 Plan C-3: 3-BR $91,861 $523 $647 -$124 $539 -$16  

 Plan D-4: 3-BR $96,061 $547 $647 -$100 $539 $8  

 Plan E-5: 3-BR $91,819 $523 $647 -$124 $539 -$16  

In order to target households of three persons at 50% of AMI, a deferred forgivable loan of $12K to 23K 
(depending on unit type) would be required. In order to target households of three at 30% of AMI, a deferred 
forgivable of $72K to $84K would be needed; households of four at 30% would need $62K to $74K; and 
households of five at 30% would need $55K to $66K. 
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The program guidelines do not explicitly dictate the terms of the deferred forgivable second lien. Specifically, 
the Underwriter is concerned that as the loan is forgiven, the homeowner may be required to report this 
forgiven amount as phantom income, leading to a higher taxable income and resulting in burdensome and 
unanticipated taxes. The Underwriter suggests that the forgivable portion of each loan, if any, is forgiven over 
time to mitigate any unintended effects that may burden the homebuyer. 
Market Rate Comparison: In addition, to the affordability analysis at the program interest rate of 0%, the 
Underwriter performed an analysis of the affordability at the market interest rate of 6.95% for the second 
quarter of 2006, based on data for the McAllen MSA from the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University. 
The principal, interest, taxes, and insurance payment for the least expensive home would rise to $857 per 
month or $210 per month more than the targeted affordability for a four person household earning 60% of 
AMI. Assuming a market interest rate of 6.95%, monthly PITI payments for the proposed units would range 
from $857 to $918, which is below the maximum monthly payment of $931 for five person households 
earning 80% or less of AMI.  
Based on the Underwriter’s analysis, in addition to a down payment of $5K, a grant subsidy of $23K to $32K 
would be required in order for the proposed units to become affordable to five person households earning 
60% of AMI. In order to reach target households of five persons at 50% of AMI, a subsidy ranging from 
$40K to $49K would be needed and a subsidy of between $72K and 82K for five person households at 30% 
of AMI. Therefore, it appears that the program, by utilizing an interest rate of 0%, provides a benefit over 
market rate mortgage loans by forgoing the need for additional subsidy of approximately $20K to $30K or 
more per household.  
Conclusion: In order to achieve a reasonable level of affordability, staff believes that HOME CHDO funded 
single family units should be affordable to households at 80% of AMI at market rates and, due to the benefit 
from the 0% interest rate, should be affordable to the 50% and 60% target populations. 

 
ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
ASSESSED VALUE (3 lots owned by PHDC) 

Land: 0.11 acres each (estimated) $12,600 Assessment for the Year of: 2006  

Building: N/A Valuation by: Hidalgo County Appraisal District  

Total Assessed Value: $12,600 Tax Rate: 3.134054  

 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: General warranty deed (Lots 28, 29, 42, and 44 in Sun Valley Subdivision)  

Contract Expiration: N/A Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No 
Acquisition Cost: $48,000 ($12,000 per lot) Other: ONLY 3 OF THE PROPOSED 15 LOTS.  

Seller: Sun Valley Subdivision, Corp. Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 
 

 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 

Acquisition Value: The Applicant has claimed an acquisition cost of $18,000 per lot based on the 
Applicant’s evaluation of current property values and sales in the area. The Applicant did not provide 
additional information to evidence the claimed acquisition cost. The Applicant provided a settlement 
statement for the three lots currently owned by PHDC indicating a contract purchase price of $12,000 per lot. 
However, the Applicant does not currently have site control documents for the remaining twelve proposed 
lots. Although, one of the prospective lots is currently vacant but owned by a potential homebuyer. Therefore, 
the Applicant has indicated that this lot will be sold to the PDHC and the proceeds will be applied as a down 
payment. The Applicant has assigned this lot a value of $15,000 and included the funds as a gift in-kind in 
the development cost schedule and as a source of funds. Typically, this type of acquisition constitutes an 
identity of interest transaction and as such requires substantiation of the acquisition cost. However, the 
Applicant provided no evidence to support the acquisition cost; therefore, receipt, review, and acceptance of 
documentation supporting a lot acquisition cost for the identity of interest purchase of any lots in which a 
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completed home will be acquired from the ultimate purchaser of the home or funded in any part with TDHCA 
funds is a condition of this report. 
Obtaining site control for all fifteen lots may be particularly difficult due to the extended time frame required 
by the program as a result of the limits on concurrent site development and purchase. The Applicant provided 
MLS listings for fourteen potential sites, five of which listed sale prices ranging from $16,000 to $22,000. 
Due to the absence of site control documents and the available information pointing to the reasonableness the 
Applicant’s claimed acquisition cost, the Underwriter has valued the lots currently owned by PHDC equal to 
the contract price of $12,000 per lot, the lot owned by a prospective home buyer at $15,000, and the 
remaining eleven lots at the Applicant’s claimed cost of $18,000 per lot. This results in an average cost per 
lot of $16,600. Receipt, review, and acceptance, before release of funds for each site, of the site control 
documents for each of the proposed sites, or reasonable alternative sites as outlined by the program 
guidelines, indicating the contract sale price is a condition of this report. Additionally, receipt, review, and 
acceptance of documentation, should any lot exceed a purchase price of $16,600, of additional financing or 
identified budget savings is a condition of this report. 
Sitework Cost: The Applicant originally embedded the anticipated sitework costs into the direct construction 
cost estimate. However, at the request of the Underwriter, the Applicant has separated the sitework and direct 
costs. The projected sitework costs of $3,050 per unit are within the Department’s guideline; therefore, third 
party substantiation is not required. Of note, as each of the lots is anticipated to be in fill of an existing 
subdivision sitework may be minimal.   
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $55K or 6% lower than the 
Underwriter’s Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimate. It should be noted that the 
Underwriter’s costs are based upon a maximum level of efficiency assumed as a result of the consecutive 
construction of multiple units. Based on the Underwriting tools, an estimated cost savings of 20% on direct 
construction costs and 13% on the total development cost is required. Additionally, the Applicant included no 
itemized amount for contingency and therefore, the Underwriter’s evaluation includes no contingency. As a 
result, while the Applicant’s costs are acceptable, they appear to contain very little margin for future cost 
increases. 
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor’s fees for general requirements, general and administrative expenses, and 
profit are all within the maximums allowed by TDHCA guidelines. The Applicant’s proforma indicates total 
Developer overhead and profit of 8.06% of the total cost which is within the TDHCA guideline of 15%. 
Therefore, the Applicant’s claimed Developer fees are generally acceptable. Also of note, the Underwriter’s 
proforma indicates Developer profit and overhead which is also with the Department’s guideline when the 
Applicant’s proposed sales prices are used. 
The Applicant appears to have miscalculated the gross sales proceeds based on the per unit sales prices 
submitted. Due to the actual gross sales proceeds being higher than the Applicant’s submitted amount and 
higher than the total sources of funding (including the Applicant’s requested HOME funds), the Applicant 
may not have sufficient sources of permanent homebuyer mortgage financing. However, this issue may be 
mitigated by a reduction in the developer’s fees by $14,970 or through an equivalent amount in cash down 
payment contributions from the qualified homebuyers. While of concern for the Underwriter, this issue 
should be easily mitigated but could affect the financial feasibility of the transaction. The recommended 
financing structure reflects a reduction in developer fees by $14,970 to the amount that the Underwriter 
believes was intended, based on the information submitted in the application. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, 
the Applicant’s cost schedule, reflecting a total net development cost of $1,391,043, based upon the 
Applicant’s projected unit mix, will be used to determine the development’s need for interim funds and 
permanent mortgage financing. Moreover, if the homebuyers ultimately choose the most expensive unit type 
proposed, the total development cost could increase to $1,475,175, or 6% more than currently proposed. 
Particularly important, due to the extended timeframe that is required to meet the program’s consecutive lot 
purchase and development guideline, increases in construction costs could jeopardize development of all 15 
proposed homes. However, the funds for development of the second or third phase of five homes will not be 
released until after successful development of the preceding phase of five homes. Therefore, the viability of 
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these phases will be assessed at a later date and are dependent upon the developer’s initial success. This limits 
the Department’s exposure and increases the Applicant’s accountability for the development plan. In 
addition, as discussed above, the budgeted costs appear to have limited the built-in project contingency and 
profit and therefore also limit the margin for error or unanticipated future cost increases. As a result of these 
concerns, receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation, should the development of any home exceed the 
average development cost per unit of $94,536, of additional financing or identified budget savings is a 
condition of this report. 

 
FINANCING STRUCTURE 

FINANCING 
Source: TDHCA Contact: Skip Beaird  

Principal: $1,316,043 Interest Rate:  0% Term: 360 months  

Documentation:  Signed  Term Sheet  LOI  Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:   

 

GRANT 
Source: Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas Contact: Bruce Hatton 

In-Kind: $75,000 Conditions:        

Documentation:  Signed  Term Sheet  LOI  Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:   

 

GRANT/IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION 
Source: City of Pharr Contact: Fernando Flores 

In-Kind: $12,000 Conditions:        

Documentation:  Signed  Term Sheet  LOI  Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments: Waiver of $800 per house in tap fees and building permits.  

 

OTHER 
Amount: $15,000 Source: Lot Equity  

 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim Financing: The Applicant has requested development funding from the TDHCA’s Colonia Model 
Subdivision program in the amount of $1,316,043. The Applicant’s request was revised down to this amount 
after revisions to the development proforma that resulted in lower construction costs per unit. Per the 
application, $75,000 of the requested funds is to be a grant to be used as Homebuyer Down Payment 
Assistance. However, the Colonia Model Subdivision program has been designed to accommodate down 
payment assistance based on the Applicant’s ability to pay. The TDHCA will offer each qualified buyer a 
combination of a repayable 0% interest loan and a deferred forgivable loan based on the Applicant’s income. 
The deferred forgivable loan will constitute homebuyer down payment assistance. The Applicant has also 
requested $75,000 grant CHDO operating expenses. These funds are used for the operation of the CHDO in 
the administration of this award, and as such, are not considered a direct funding source for the development. 
Private Grant: The Applicant has submitted a commitment for a $75,000 ($5,000 per home) grant from the 
Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas that will be used as development funds and as down payment assistance 
for qualified buyers. The Applicant has indicated that the $5,000 in down payment assistance per home will 
be forgiven in 20% increments over 5 years. However, the commitment has not been signed; therefore, 
receipt, review, and acceptance of a signed commitment from the Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas for the 
proposed grant is a condition of this report. 
Equity Contribution: The Applicant has indicated equity of $15,000 from one lot that is currently owned by 
a prospective homebuyer. As discussed above, the Applicant has indicated that the current owner of the lot 
would sell to PDHCA for $15,000, and the completed home would be sold back to the previous lot owner 
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with the $15,000 proceeds to be used for a down payment. Under this structure, which may be required to 
meet the program guidelines, the $15,000 would be a source of funds. Therefore, the Underwriter’s 
recommended financing structure includes this source as lot equity. 
Cash Reserves: The Applicant has indicated a cash reserve of $100,000 that may be drawn upon during the 
development process. The Applicant provided a Resolution passed by the City of Pharr indicating approval of 
the cash reserves to be structured as a revolving loan at 0% interest to be repaid upon reimbursement for 
expenditures with the requested HOME CHDO funds. This is a critical tool needed to eliminate any interim 
financing interest costs. 
Permanent Mortgage Financing: The Applicant anticipates as many as 15 permanent mortgages up to 
$93,345 each with a term of 30 years at 0% interest. The permanent mortgages will be accompanied by 
$5,000 in down payment assistance from the Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas. As proposed, and assuming 
a reduction in the developer fees of $14,970, the total permanent mortgage financing will amount to 
$1,316,043. 
Financing Conclusions: The Underwriter’s recommended funding will be determined using the Applicant’s 
adjusted development cost schedule as reflected in the recommended uses of funds and based on the gap in 
financing from the Underwriter’s recommended financing structure. The recommended financing structure, 
based on the development plan and unit mix as submitted, indicates a gap in financing of 1,316,043, which is 
equal to the Applicant’s requested amount. If changes to the unit mix, to the acquisition cost, or construction 
cost increases materialize, the development could face a deficit in funding. However, the Underwriter 
believes that this potential deficit may be managed through close, ongoing budget scrutiny and financed with 
the available cash reserves during the development process. Therefore, based on the Underwriter’s analysis, 
the requested HOME loan should not exceed $1,316,043 to be released in accordance with program 
guidelines and restrictions on consecutive lot purchase and development. In addition, the requested HOME 
CHDO operating expenses grant should not exceed $75,000. 

 
DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

No identities of interest have been indicated in the application, except the potential lot acquisition for one lot 
from a potential homebuyer discussed above. In addition, the Applicant will serve as the developer and 
market and directly sell the homes to prospective purchasers. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: The Applicant, Pharr Housing Development Corporation, submitted an unaudited 
financial statement as of June 30, 2006 reporting total assets of $1.1M and consisting of $31K in cash, $329K 
in investments, $265K in other current assets, $369K in fixed assets, and $68K in other assets. Liabilities 
totaled $206K, resulting in net assets of $857K. 
Background & Experience: PHDC owns eleven rental units, has developed ten affordable homes through 
the Texas Bootstrap Loan Program, and has been awarded over $150K in AHP funds to assist approximately 
30 first-time homebuyers in the City of Pharr. Additionally, PDHC has acted as General Partner in the 
development of Las Canteras, a 100 unit LIHTC multifamily development in South Pharr, and has received a 
forward commitment at the August 2006 TDHCA Board meeting to construct Mesquite Terrace, a 106 unit 
LIHTC elderly multifamily development located in south Pharr. 
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SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 

• Significant environmental/locational risks exist regarding unknown site locations. 
• The seller of the property has an identity of interest with the Applicant. 
 

Underwriter:  Date: December 1, 2006  

 Cameron Dorsey   

Director of Real Estate Analysis:  Date: December 1, 2006  

 Tom Gouris  

 



SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

  FLOOR PLAN NUMBER A-1 B-2 C-3 D-4 E-5 AVERAGE TDHCA TOTAL

   NUMBER PLOTTED 4 2 3 3 3 15

  SQUARE FOOTAGE 1,074 1,069 1,120 1,272 1,053 1,118 16,769 16,769

     DESCRIPTION Max. 3 BD 2 BA 3 BD 2 BA 3 BD 2 BA 3 BD 2 BA 3 BD 2 BA

  Raw Land Acquisition Cost $16,600 $16,600 $16,600 $16,600 $16,600 $16,600 $249,000 $270,000

  Off-Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Site Work 3,050 3,050 3,050 3,050 3,050 3,050 45,750 45,750 2.73$           

  Direct Construction Costs 66,970 69,888 68,815 78,604 65,510 69,763 1,046,442 834,540 49.77$         

  Indirect Construction Costs 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 25,500 25,500 1.52$           

  General Requirements & Overhead 8.0% 5,602 5,835 5,749 6,532 5,485 5,825 87,375 70,035 7.96%

  Contractor's Profit 6.0% 4,201 4,376 4,312 4,899 4,114 4,369 65,532 52,218 5.93%

  Developer's Overhead 5.0% 4,906 5,072 5,011 5,569 4,823 5,065 75,980 97,500 6.42%

  Contingency 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

  Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Other: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  SUBTOTAL COSTS $103,030 $106,522 $105,237 $116,954 $101,281 $106,372 $1,595,579 $1,395,543 83.22$         

  Sales Commission 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

  Buyer's closing csts pd by Dev. 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 22,500 22,500

TOTAL COST $104,530 $108,022 $106,737 $118,454 $102,781 $107,872 $1,618,079 $1,418,043 84.56$         

    Less:  Grants & Gifts In-Kind (1,800) (1,800) (1,800) (1,800) (1,800) (1,800) (27,000) (27,000)

NET COST $102,730 $106,222 $104,937 $116,654 $100,981 $106,072 $1,591,079 $1,391,043 82.95$         

 GROSS SALES PROCEEDS $92,525 $98,345 $91,861 $96,061 $91,819 $93,734 1,406,013 $1,406,013 83.85$         

 NET PROFIT ($10,205) ($7,877) ($13,076) ($20,593) ($9,162) ($12,338) ($185,066) $14,970

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST per SF $62.36 $65.38 $61.44 $61.80 $62.21 $62.40 $62.40 $49.77

SUBTOTAL COST per SQ FT $95.93 $99.65 $93.96 $91.95 $96.18 $95.15 $95.15 $83.22

TOTAL COST per SQ FT $97.33 $101.05 $95.30 $93.12 $97.61 $96.49 $96.49 $84.56

SALES PRICE per SQ FT $86.15 $92.00 $82.02 $75.52 $87.20 $83.85 $83.85 $83.85

DEVELOPER FEES to COST RATIO -5.14% -2.63% -7.66% -12.85% -4.28% -6.84% -6.84% 8.06%

TOTAL PROFIT to COST RATIO -5.83% -3.29% -8.33% -13.42% -4.98% -7.49% -7.49% 4.81%

APPLICANT

PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites, Pharr, #2006-0216

Page 1 Version: 09/06/06
2006-0216 PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites.XLSProforma 15 Units

Prepared 12/4/2006



SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites, Pharr, #2006-0216

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Single Family Residence Average Quality Basis

Plan A-1 Plan B-2 Plan C-3

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT

Base Cost 1,074 $76.67 $82,348 Base Cost 1,069 $76.74 $82,039 Base Cost 1,120 $76.03 $85,154

Adjustments Adjustments Adjustments

    Roofing 0.00 0     Roofing $0.00 $0     Roofing $0.00 $0

    Subfloor (2.28) (2,449)     Subfloor (2.28) (2,437)     Subfloor (2.28) (2,554)

    Floor Cover 2.92 3,136     Floor Cover 2.92 3,121     Floor Cover 2.92 3,270

    Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0     Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0     Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0

    Built-In Appliances $1,000 1 0.93 1,000     Built-In Appliances $1,000 1 0.94 1,000     Built-In Appliances $1,000 1 0.89 1,000

    Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,740     Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,732     Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,814

    Garages/Carports $23.97 198 4.42 4,746     Garages/Carports $20.71 440 8.52 9,112     Garages/Carports $23.97 198 4.24 4,746

    Porches $18.77 80 1.40 1,502     Porches $18.77 78 1.37 1,464     Porches $18.77 60 1.01 1,126

    Subdivision Discount 0.00% 0.00 0     Subdivision Discount 0.00% 0.00 0     Subdivision Discount 0.00% 0.00 0

    Other: 0.00 0     Other: 0.00 0     Other: 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL $85.68 $92,023 SUBTOTAL $89.83 $96,032 SUBTOTAL $84.43 $94,557

Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 91.68 98,464 Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 96.12 102,754 Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 90.34 101,176

Local Multiplier 0.81 (16.28) (17,484) Local Multiplier 0.81 (17.07) (18,246) Local Multiplier 0.81 (16.04) (17,966)

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $75.40 $80,980 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $79.05 $84,508 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $74.29 $83,210

Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.56) (2,753) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.69) (2,873) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.53) (2,829)

Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($1.13) (1,215) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($1.19) (1,268) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($1.11) (1,248)

Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($9.35) (10,042) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($9.80) (10,479) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($9.21) (10,318)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $62.36 $66,970 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $65.38 $69,888 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $61.44 $68,815
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites, Pharr, #2006-0216

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Single Family Residence Average Quality Basis

Plan D-4 Plan E-5

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT

Base Cost 1,272 $73.26 $93,183 Base Cost 1,053 $76.97 $81,047

Adjustments Adjustments

    Roofing $0.00 $0     Roofing $0.00 $0

    Subfloor (2.28) (2,900)     Subfloor (2.28) (2,401)

    Floor Cover 2.92 3,714     Floor Cover 2.92 3,075

    Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0     Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0

    Built-In Appliances $1,000 1 0.79 1,000     Built-In Appliances $1,000 1 0.95 1,000

    Heating/Cooling 1.62 2,061     Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,706

    Garages/Carports $20.71 440 8.14 9,112     Garages/Carports $23.97 198 4.24 4,746

    Porches $18.77 32 0.47 601     Porches $18.77 60 1.07 1,126

    Subdivision Discount 0.00% 0.00 0     Subdivision Discount 0.00% 0.00 0

    Other: 0.00 0     Other: 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL $84.91 $108,008 SUBTOTAL $85.48 $90,015

Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 90.86 115,568 Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 91.47 96,317

Local Multiplier 0.81 (16.13) (20,521) Local Multiplier 0.81 (16.24) (17,103)

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $74.72 $95,047 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $75.23 $79,214

Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.54) (3,232) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.56) (2,693)

Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($1.12) (1,426) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($1.13) (1,188)

Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($9.27) (11,786) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($9.33) (9,822)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $61.80 $78,604 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $62.21 $65,510

Page 3 Version: 09/06/06
2006-0216 PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites.XLSProforma 15 Units

Prepared 12/4/2006



HOMEBUYER AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS EXHIBIT

$5000 DOWNPAYMENT ASSUMPTION
PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites, Pharr, #2006-0216

ASSUMPTIONS

Interest Rate: 0.00% Tax Rate per $100: 3.134054
Loan Term (mos): 360             Property Insurance: 0.35%
Assessed Value (est.): 90% Mortgage Insurance: 0.50%

LOAN CALCULATIONS

Plan A-1 Plan B-2 Plan C-3 Plan D-4 Plan E-5
Sales Price: $92,525 $98,345 $91,861 $96,061 $91,819

5,000$      Downpayment 5,000          5,000           5,000          5,000          5,000          
Deferred Forgivable -              -              -              -              -              
Loan Amount: $87,525 $93,345 $86,861 $91,061 $86,819

MONTHLY PAYMENT

P & I $243.13 $259.29 $241.28 $252.95 $241.16
Taxes 217.48 231.16 215.92 225.80 215.82
Insurance 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
MIP 36.47 38.89 36.19 37.94 36.17
TOTAL PAYMENT $527 $559 $523 $547 $523

QUALIFYING INCOME

1-Person 2-Person 3-Person 4-Person 5-Person
30% of Median Annual Income $9,050 $10,350 $11,650 $12,950 $14,000

  Monthly Income $754 $863 $971 $1,079 $1,167
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $226 $259 $291 $324 $350

50% of Median Annual Income $15,100 $17,250 $19,400 $21,550 $23,250
  Monthly Income $1,258 $1,438 $1,617 $1,796 $1,938
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $378 $431 $485 $539 $581

60% of Median Annual Income $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,860 $27,900
  Monthly Income $1,510 $1,725 $1,940 $2,155 $2,325
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $453 $518 $582 $647 $698

80% of Median Annual Income $24,150 $27,600 $31,050 $34,500 $37,250
  Monthly Income $2,013 $2,300 $2,588 $2,875 $3,104
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $604 $690 $776 $863 $931
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE DEVELOPMENT
SOURCES and USES OF FUNDS EXHIBIT

PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites, Pharr, #2006-0216

SOURCE OF FUNDS
RECYCLE TDHCA APPLICANT RECOMMENDED

TYPE OF CREDIT FACILITY FACTOR AMOUNT AMOUNT AMOUNT SOURCE/PRIORITY
1 HOME Loan 1 $1,316,043 $1,316,043 $1,316,043 TDHCA
2 Neighborhood Partnership 1 TDHCA
3 Housing Trust Fund Loan 1 TDHCA
4 TX Community Dev. Program 1 TDHCA
5 Other TDHCA Program Loan 1 TDHCA
6 Cash Equity 1
7 In-Kind Equity 1 12,000               12,000               12,000                  City of Pharr
8 Other CDBG 1
9 Other HOME Loan 1
10 RECD Loan(s) 1
11 Other Federal Loan or Grant 1
12 Local Municipality Loan or Grant 1
13 Private Loan or Grant 1 75,000               75,000               75,000                  FHLB Dallas
14 Conventional Loan 1
15 Lot Equity 1 15,000               15,000               15,000                  Potential Homebuyer

TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDS $1,418,043 $1,418,043 $1,418,043

USES OF FUNDS
TDHCA APPLICANT RECOMMENDED

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT AMOUNT AMOUNT

1   Raw Land Acquisition Cost $249,000 $270,000 $270,000
2   Off-Sites -                     -                     -                        
3   Site Work 45,750               45,750               45,750                  
4   Direct Construction Costs 1,046,442          834,540             834,540                
5   Indirect Construction Costs 25,500               25,500               25,500                  
6   General Requirements & Overhead 87,375               70,035               70,035                  
7   Contractor's Profit 65,532               52,218               52,218                  
8   Developer's Overhead 75,980               97,500               97,500                  
9   Contingency -                     -                     -                        
10   Financing -                     -                     -                        
11   Other: -                     -                     -                        
12   Sales Commission -                     -                     -                        
13   Buyer's closing csts pd by Dev. 22,500               22,500               22,500                  
14   Other: Net Developer Profit (185,066)            14,970               -                        

TOTAL USES OF FUNDS $1,433,013 $1,433,013 $1,418,043

Version:4/25/00
2006-0216 PHDC Colonia Scattered Sites.XLS/Sources & Uses

Prepared 12/4/2006
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
CREDIT UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 
DATE: December 1, 2006 PROGRAM: Colonia Model Subdivision FILE NUMBER: 2006-0215 
 

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
CDC  Brownsville 

APPLICANT 
Name: Community Development Corporation of Brownsville Contact: Nick Mitchell-Bennett  

Address: 901 East Levee  

City Brownsville State: TX Zip: 78520  

Phone: (956) 541-4955 Fax: (956) 541-4990 Email: nmitchell@cdcb.org  

 
PROPERTY LOCATION 

Location: Scattered sites in Cameron County  

City: San Benito Zip: 78586  

County: Cameron Region: 11  QCT   DDA 

 
REQUEST 

Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term 

HOME (CHDO) $1,241,043 0% 30 yrs 30 yrs 
Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Single-Family Purchase  

Target Population: Family Other:   

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOME AWARD NOT TO EXCEED $1,500,000, 
STRUCTURED AS AN INTERIM LOAN TO BE CONVERTED TO UP TO 20 INDIVIDUAL 
PERMANENT LOANS OF UP TO $81,500 EACH AND EACH STRUCTURED WITH A 30-
YEAR TERM AT 0% INTEREST, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

 
CONDITIONS 

1. Partition of the permanent loans to include a permanent repayable first lien and a deferred forgivable 
second lien, per the program guidelines, if the households earn less than 50% of AMI or based on the 
Department’s determination that a deferred forgivable second lien is necessary to achieve 
affordability. 

2. Release of interim funds for not more than five lots and three homes in development at any one time. 
3. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a settlement statement for each of the unidentified 17 lots and 

documentation that the sales price attributed a lot less the purchase price listed on the settlement 
statement is not greater than $11,250 on average. 

4. Receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation, should the development of any home exceed the 
average development cost per unit of $75,000, of additional financing or identified budget savings. 

5. Receipt, review, and acceptance of confirmation that each of the lots is zoned appropriately for the 
proposed homes. 

6. Receipt, review, and acceptance of evidence that each site is located outside of the 100-year 
floodplain before release of any funds. 

7. Receipt, review, and acceptance before commencement of construction on any lot of environmental 
clearance meeting the HOME rules in Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 58. 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
CREDIT UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 
 

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports. 

 
DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
The plans depict homes that are comparable to other modern homes. They appear to provide acceptable 
access and storage. The elevations reflect modest houses. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on concrete slabs. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 100% masonry veneer. The interior wall surfaces will be drywall and the roofs will be 
finished with composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be vinyl and carpet. The units will include an oven/range, ceiling fans, laundry 
connections, an individual heating and air conditioning unit, individual water heater, and laminate counter 
tops in the kitchen and baths. In accordance with 24 CFR 92.251, housing that is assisted or built with HOME 
funds, at a minimum, must upon completion be in compliance with Texas Minimum Construction Standards, 
Colonia Housing Standards,  or FHA minimum standards, and local building codes and zoning ordinances. 
The Administrator will conduct necessary inspections to ensure that all health and safety standards are met. If 
necessary, the homebuyer will be notified of deficiencies and the cost and time required for repair. Newly 
constructed homes must meet energy standards as verified by a RESCHECK ™ certification and the 
International Residential Code (IRC) as required by Subchapter G, Chapter 214 of the Local Government 
Code or Chapter 11 of the IRC as required by Chapter 388 of the Health and Safety Code, as applicable. 
Single Family Accessibility Standards must also be met when applicable. 

SUBDIVISION AMENITIES 
The proposed homes will be constructed on existing developed lots. No existing or planned subdivision 
amenities have been identified. 
 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: The Community Development Corporation of Brownsville has proposed a 20-lot single family 
in-fill development with lots scattered throughout southern Cameron County. The development is projected 
be comprised of 20 single story homes as follows, subject to buyer demand: 
 Plan Type No. of Flrs. No. Planned Bedrooms Baths Square Feet   

 864 1 5 3 1 864   
 994 1 5 3 1 994   
 1023 1 5 3 2 1,023   
 1241 1 5 3 2 1,241   

 

Development Plan: The proposed in-fill development will make use of 20 existing developed lots in 
established neighborhoods. The Applicant identified three of the 20 lots currently owned by the Community 
Development Corporation of Brownsville (CDCB). The remaining 17 lots planned for development have not 
been identified in the application. However, the Applicant has indicated an anticipated average lot acquisition 
cost of $15,000. The CDCB has indicated that they currently have a portfolio of over 700 lots reserved for 
residential development including 300 in rural areas of Cameron County and that the remaining 17 lots have 
already been secured but have not yet been identified for the Colonia Model Subdivision Program (CMSP). 
Each of the first three lots has been developed with adequate infrastructure which includes access to dedicated 
roads and electric, water, and wastewater services and is within reasonable proximity to fire hydrants and 
storm drains. The Applicant has indicated that the remaining 17 lots will be developed lots and anticipates no 
off-sites costs. 
Per the Department guidelines, the Applicant may purchase no more than five lots at one time with CMSP 
funds and have no more than three houses in development at any one time with CMSP funds. An additional 
home may be developed once construction has been completed on a home, and additional lots may be 
purchased after closing on the previous developed homes on a one for one basis. Based on the information 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
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submitted in the application, the proposed development plan appears to be consistent with this program 
guideline. The Applicant has indicated that a substantial portion of the pre-development work has been 
completed and anticipates that the first three homes will be completed by June of 2007. The homes will be 
sold before construction begins. Due to the program guideline limiting consecutive lot acquisition and 
development, price increases are of concern for many planned developments. However, the Applicant plans 
to purchase materials in bulk for up to 40 homes at a time as part of its ongoing home production activities 
and has indicated that the prices are secured with suppliers up to 6 months in advance, which minimizes the 
risk associated with potential future cost increases. 
Since all twenty lots have not yet been identified, site control, evidence of no zoning or appropriate zoning, 
and environmental clearance must be documented for each lot prior to release of funds for that lot as a 
condition of this report.  

 
SITE ISSUES 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
Average Lot Size: ≈ 0.36 acres (100ft x 157ft) Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone C Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: No Zoning for Single Family Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 
 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The first three lots to be developed are located in the Rancho Grande West subdivision on the 
north side of Highway 281 (Military Highway) approximately four miles south of San Benito’s central 
business district in the Encantada Colonia area, Hidalgo County. As stated above, each of the 20 homes will 
be located on in-fill lots that may be scattered throughout the southern portion of the county. 
Subdivision Access: Access to the Rancho Grande West subdivision is from east or west bound on Highway 
281, which provides access to area amenities and communities in the region. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation was not identified in the application 
materials. 
Shopping & Services: According to the Applicant, “area amenities are concentrated along Military Hwy 281 
and along roads branching of Hwy 281.” A major supermarket, restaurants, public elementary and secondary 
schools, and retail stores are located within four miles of the Rancho Grande West subdivision. 
Adverse Site Characteristics: 
• Site Control: The Applicant did not submit site control documents for seventeen of the twenty proposed 

lots. However, the Applicant has indicated that the CDCB maintains a portfolio of more than 300 rural 
lots that may be used for development of the proposed homes. 

• Zoning: The Applicant has indicated that the County of Cameron does not have a residential zoning 
ordinance for single family housing. However, receipt, review, and acceptance of confirmation of the 
absence of zoning or appropriate zoning for each site is a condition of this report. 

• Floodplain: The Applicant indicates that the FEMA Flood Zone designation for the three lots owned by 
the PHDC is Zone C, which is an area outside of the 100-year floodplain. However, a number the sites 
have not yet been identified; therefore, receipt, review, and acceptance of evidence that each site is 
located outside of the 100-year floodplain before release of any funds is a condition of this report. 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
The Applicant did not submit a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment for the subject property. However, an 
Environmental Review dated October 9, 2002 and performed by Ambiotec Environmental Consultants, Inc 
was submitted for Encantada Colonia. Due to the substantial area reviewed, the depth of the review, and the 
age of the report, the submitted Environmental Review is not sufficient. Of note, the subject sites appear to be 
located in Zone C Unshaded based on the FEMA Flood Zone Map included in the report. 
Per the HOME rule in 24 CFR 58, all HOME funds are subject to environmental regulations and clearance. 
However, the Department historically has not used HOME funds to reimburse pre-award expenses. Therefore, 
it is typical for environmental clearance, per the HOME rules in 24 CFR 58, to be evaluated and expensed 
after the award has been approved. Receipt, review, and acceptance before commencement of construction on 
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any lot of environmental clearance meeting the HOME rules in 24 CFR 58 standards is a condition of this 
report. 

 
TARGET HOUSEHOLDS 

All buyers of HOME assisted properties must have incomes at or below 80% of AMFI as established by 
HUD. However, all of the proposed homes will target households at or below 60% of AMFI. Five of the 
twenty homes will be reserved for households earning 30% or less of AMFI, ten home will be reserved for 
households earning 50% or less of AMI, and five homes will be reserved for households earning 60% or less 
of AMFI.  
 

 MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES  

  1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons  

 60% of AMI $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,860 $27,900 $30,000  

 

 
MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 

The Applicant did not provide a third-party market study for the proposed development. However, the 
Applicant supplied the following market information:  

• “According to Texas A&M Real Estate Center, housing prices in the area continue to escalate with 
median sales prices for homes in the Brownsville/Harlingen/San Benito MSA at $133,300. According 
to the Texas Affordable Housing Index (4th Quarter 2005), a Cameron County family earning the 
median income does not have a sufficient income to purchase a median priced home using traditional 
mortgage financing.” 

• “Only 57% of the families in the MSA earn enough to afford a home in the MSA.” 

• “According to the TX A&M index, the MSA is the least affordable housing market in the State of 
Texas when comparing housing price to family income. The National Association of Homebuilders 
lists Cameron County as the 7th least affordable housing market in the United States when comparing 
median income to average home sales price.” 

• “A 2005 study by the Texas Low Income Housing Information Service also classified Cameron 
County as ‘one of the least affordable housing markets in Texas’ with regard to rents, with 49% of 
renter families unable to pay HUD Fair Market rent for a one bedroom apartment, and 58% of 
families not able to pay for a two bedroom apartment.” 

• “The vacancy rate for owner-residences is 4.5% in Encantada, and the vacancy rate for rental units is 
0%.” 

• “More than 10% of owner-occupied and renter households suffer from overcrowding (more than 1.5 
persons avg. per room), which is more than three times the national level. The average household size 
in the colonia is 4.5 people, compared to 2.6 at the national level. More than 13% of the area’s owner 
occupied units are mobile homes.” 

 
HOMEBUYER AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 

Proposed Sale Prices: The Applicant has proposed to sell each home for $69,750 to $81,500. Based on the 
proposed sale prices and the Applicant’s projected unit mix, the total mortgage financing, to include 20 
individual permanent mortgages, is projected to be $1,500,000. Based on the Underwriter’s evaluation of the 
development proforma, the actual sales prices may need to be higher than those proposed due to the absence 
of measurable contingency, low projected construction costs, and high level of multiple unit construction 
savings (discussed below in cost section). Any unanticipated increase in costs could result in the necessity to 
raise sales prices and reduce the total number of units developed in order to maintain financial feasibility. 
Down Payment Assistance: The Colonia Model Subdivision Program allows the permanent debt to be 
structured in two pieces if necessary: a permanent repayable first lien with a 30-year term at 0% interest and a 
deferred forgivable second lien. The second lien is effectively down payment assistance, which will be 
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assessed based on each household’s income ability to pay. The Underwriter’s affordability analysis assumes a 
down payment equal to 3% of the sales price, which may be paid from homebuyer savings or through a 
deferred forgivable second lien. The Applicant has indicated that a down payment equal to 3% of the sales 
price is in line with typical CDCB requirements. 
Affordability Analysis: The underwriting affordability analysis estimates the monthly mortgage payment 
plus taxes, property insurance, and mortgage insurance for each unit in order to determine the level of 
affordability for households at the target income levels. Based on the Underwriter’s analysis of the proposed 
sale prices, the proposed units will be affordable to households of three to five persons earning an annual 
income at 50% of AMFI and to households of two to five earning an annual income of 60% of AMFI, 
assuming a loan amortized over 30 years accruing interest at 0% and 3% down payment. However, per the 
program guidelines, the TDHCA will offer each qualified buyer a combination of a repayable 0% interest 
loan and a deferred forgivable loan based on the buyer’s income and ability to pay, which is discussed further 
below. The buyers’ income will be evaluated to ensure that each qualifies for the proposed payments. 
Therefore, by issuing a deferred forgivable second lien for households earning incomes below the affordable 
threshold, each home effectively becomes affordable all households. The program does not currently have 
guidelines to limit the deferred second lien to any amount or percentage of the total sales price. 
A fully amortized loan at 5.39% and 2.84% would be affordable to households at 60% and 50% of AMFI 
respectively. Households earning 30% of AMFI can only support a loan of $40K at 0% interest and the 
remaining $39K (not including a 3% down payment) would be needed in the form of a deferred forgivable. 
 AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS (Based on 4 person households)  

 Plan Type Proposed Price Monthly PITI 60% HH Max Differential 50% HH Max Differential  

 Plan 864: 3-BR $69,750 $410 $647 -$237 $539 -$129  

 Plan 994: 3-BR $74,500 $436 $647 -$211 $539 -$103  

 Plan 1023: 3-BR $74,250 $435 $647 -$212 $539 -$104  

 Plan 1241: 3-BR $79,055 $474 $647 -$173 $539 -$65  

The program guidelines do not explicitly dictate the terms of the deferred forgivable second lien. Specifically, 
the Underwriter is concerned that as the loan is forgiven, the homeowner may be required to report this 
forgiven amount as phantom income, leading to a higher taxable income and resulting in burdensome and 
unanticipated taxes. The Underwriter suggests that the forgivable portion of each loan, if any, is forgiven over 
time to mitigate any unintended effects that may burden the homebuyer. 
Market Rate Comparison: In addition, to the affordability analysis at the program interest rate of 0%, the 
Underwriter performed an analysis of the affordability at the market interest rate of 6.95%, based on data for 
the Brownsville/Harlingen MSA from the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University for the second 
quarter of 2006. The principal, interest, taxes, and insurance payment for the least expensive home would rise 
to $670 per month or $23 per month more than the targeted affordability for a four person household earning 
60% of AMI. Assuming a market interest rate of 6.95%, monthly PITI payments for the proposed units would 
range from $670 to $778, which is below the maximum monthly payment of $931 for five person households 
earning 80% or less of AMI.  
Based on the Underwriter’s analysis, in addition to a down payment of 3%, a grant subsidy of $0 to $12K 
would be required in order for the proposed units to become affordable to five person households earning 
60% of AMI at conventional interest rates. In order to reach target households of five persons at 50% of AMI, 
a subsidy ranging from $12K to $28K would be needed and a subsidy of between $45K and 61K for five 
person households at 30% of AMI at conventional interest rates.  
Conclusion: In order to achieve a reasonable level of affordability, staff believes that HOME CHDO funded 
single family units should be affordable to households at 80% of AMI at market rates and, due to the benefit 
from the 0% interest rate, should be affordable to the 30%, 50%, and 60% target populations. 
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ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 

ASSESSED VALUE (Lot 14 Block 19 Rancho Grande Subdivision) 
Land: 0.38 acres  $15,000 Assessment for the Year of: 2005  

Building: N/A Valuation by: Cameron County Appraisal District  

Total Assessed Value: $15,000 Tax Rate: 0.497391  

 

ASSESSED VALUE (Lot 16 Block 19 Rancho Grande Subdivision) 
Land: 0.38 acres $9,600 Assessment for the Year of: 2005  

Building: N/A Valuation by: Cameron County Appraisal District  

Total Assessed Value: $9,600 Tax Rate: 0.497391  

 

ASSESSED VALUE (Lot 62 Block 22 Rancho Grande Subdivision) 
Land: 0.33 acres $8,400 Assessment for the Year of: 2005  

Building: N/A Valuation by: Cameron County Appraisal District  

Total Assessed Value: $8,400 Tax Rate: 0.497391  

 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: General warranty deed (4 Lots in Grande Rancho Subdivision)  

Contract Expiration: N/A Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No 
Acquisition Cost: $15,500 per lot ($62,000 total) Other: INCLUDES FIRST 3 OF 20 LOTS.  

Seller: El Valle Investments, Ltd Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 
 

 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 

Acquisition Value: The Applicant has claimed an acquisition cost of $15,000 per lot based on the 
Applicant’s evaluation of current property values and sales in the area. The Applicant did not provide 
additional information to evidence the claimed acquisition cost. The Applicant provided a warranty deed for 
the three lots currently owned by CDCB and a settlement statement indicating an average purchase price of 
$15,500, which is $500 per lot greater than the claimed acquisition cost. While only three of the 20 lots have 
been identified, the Applicant has indicated that CDCB currently maintains a portfolio with over 700 single 
family lots with 300 located rural areas that may be identified for development with the requested funds. The 
purchase prices for the 17 unidentified lots are unknown. In addition, the Applicant indicated that the 
Developer fee is embedded in the acquisition cost estimate, which is discussed in detail below. The 
Underwriter has used the Applicant’s acquisition cost of $15,000, but has conditioned the report upon 
receiving a settlement statement for each lot. 
Sitework Cost: The Applicant has embedded the sitework costs for each lot into the direct construction cost 
estimate. The Underwriter requested that the Applicant break out the sitework cost from the direct 
construction cost estimate. However, the Applicant replied, “Construction costs are…paid to the general 
contractor on a turn key basis for labor.” As a result the Applicant could not effectively break down the total 
construction costs as typically desired for effective evaluation during underwriting. This is discussed in more 
detail below. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s development cost schedule reflects a direct construction cost 
estimate of $1,120,000 or $56,000 per unit. However, The Applicant has consolidated a number of line items 
into this estimate, including: sitework, indirect construction costs, general requirements and overhead, and 
contractor’s profit. In addition, this estimate may also include some portion of the developer overhead, 
developer profit, and contingency. As noted above, the Underwriter requested that the Applicant break out 
these costs into separate line items. However, the Applicant replied that their method of coordinating the 
development and construction of units does not allow for such a breakdown. The Underwriter has utilized 
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Marshall & Swift’s Residential Cost Handbook in order to estimate the direct construction costs for the units 
as proposed. However, the Applicant’s direct estimate is not comparable to the Underwriter’s direct estimate. 
Therefore, the Underwriter has evaluated the transaction on a total development cost basis. Based on this 
evaluation the Applicant’s costs appear to be below the extreme low end of reasonable verifiable costs based 
on the current underwriting standards. Effectively, the Applicant must achieve a level of cost savings for the 
proposed units that the Department’s underwriting tools cannot independently verify. This difference 
represents a total development cost savings of approximately 22% or an estimated cost savings of as much as 
32% on direct construction costs alone. The Applicant has provided a list of cost savings techniques that have 
been successfully implemented in the past and will be applied to the subject development, which includes the 
following items: 

• Each Applicant is restricted is three (3) floor plans in the colonia areas and four (4) plans per 
subdivision, no custom homes are built. 

• All floor plans have reduced or eliminated hall space to reduce ‘dead space’ in the home. 

• A utility ‘closet’ has been built into the floor design, either in the home itself or in the carport area. 

• All homes are built with brick veneer or hardiboard to reduce siding repair and painting cost in the 
future. 

• Allowing CDCB and the new homeowner to take advantage of ‘bulk rate’ cost for sub-contractors. 

• CDCB bids out materials in ‘packages’ of 40 or 50 homes allowing the homeowner to take advantage 
of ‘bulk rate’ cost for materials as well as locking material prices up to six months in advance of 
construction. This method of cost savings has been utilized for 15 years and allows savings of $3,000 
to $4,000 per home. 

• CDCB is a nonprofit and pays no taxes on building materials purchased for construction of the 
homes. The tax savings can be as high as $3,000 per home for the type and size of unit proposed.  

The Underwriter corresponded extensively in order to understand the development process that allows the 
level of cost savings that is claimed. The Applicant explained that the CDCB agrees on a turn key price with 
a particular contractor before the construction begins. CDCB at times contracts with its Youth Build program 
for construction of units or may use any number of other private contractors that have worked with the CDCB 
in the past or that meet the standards set by the CDCB. The builder contracts directly with the homebuyer 
which means that the builder has to maintain an affordable cost for construction of the units in order to reach 
the targeted population. Therefore, risk is shifted to the builder as the ability to sell a home to a target 
household is dependent on controlled costs. In addition, a home is sold prior to the commencement of 
construction on the home and the builder achieves economies of scale by contracting to build 40 to 50 homes. 
The CDCB completed 137 single family homes during the last year using this methodology. The Applicant 
did not provide concrete evidence of the ability to complete the proposed units (such as previous written 
agreements with builders or AIA documents) for the projected costs. In addition, as stated above, based on 
the Underwriter’s evaluative tools, the Applicant’s development costs require a level of efficiency above the 
maximum level expected for a typical single family development transaction. 
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor fees for general requirements, general and administrative expenses, and 
profit are all embedded into the direct construction cost estimate provided by the Applicant. However, as 
stated above, the analysis indicates that an above maximum level of efficiency will be required in order to 
develop the proposed units within the projected budget. As a result, there appears to be minimal risk that the 
contractor will be able to extract fees that exceed the maximums typically allowed by the Department. In 
addition, the Applicant estimated the combined total net profit for the contractor and developer is $80,000 
($4,000 per unit). This estimated net profit appears to have been left out of the development proforma 
calculation and includes a combination of a number of line items. The Underwriter was unable to provide a 
usable breakdown of this estimate. However, $80,000 represents 5% of the total development cost of 
$1,500,000, which alone is within the Department’s maximum for the developer fee or contractor profit. 
Through correspondence with the Applicant, the Underwriter learned that the Developer’s fee is essentially 
the estimated sales price attributed to the lots less the cost of the lots. Therefore, Developer’s profit is 

7 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
CREDIT UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 
embedded in the acquisition cost estimate. Based on the claimed acquisition cost of $15,000 and the actual 
purchase price for the first three lots of $15,500, there appears to be no profit potential. However, if the final 
average lot cost is less than $15,000 per lot, then the difference will be developer profit. The maximum 
developer fee is limited to 15% of the total development cost or $225,000 ($11,250 x 20) for the subject 
transaction, which is the maximum allowed under TDHCA guidelines. Therefore, receipt, review, and 
acceptance of a settlement statement for each of the unidentified 17 lots and documentation that the sales 
price attributed to a lot less the purchase price listed on the settlement statement is not greater than $11,250 
on average is a condition of this report.  
Conclusion: As discussed above, the Applicant’s development structure is not typical based on previous 
single family transactions evaluated. The Applicant is unable to provide the detailed breakdown of 
development costs that is typically expected of an Applicant. In addition, the Applicant’s development budget 
appears to require a level of efficiency that is above the verifiable maximum. The budgeted costs appear to 
have limited the built-in project contingency and profit and therefore, also limit the margin for error or 
unanticipated future cost increases. However, the Applicant’s extensive experience in single family 
development provides a record of successful implementation of the proposed development model, which is 
discussed in detail in the “Background & Experience” section below. In addition, the program guidelines 
limit the Department’s exposure during the development process. Due to the program’s limit on consecutive 
site development, only a portion of the funds will be available at a particular time. The funds for development 
of the second or third phase of five homes will not be released until after successful development of the 
preceding phase of five homes. Therefore, the viability of these phases will be assessed at a later date and are 
dependent upon the developer’s initial success. This limits the Department’s exposure and increases the 
Applicant’s accountability for the development plan. However, as a result of the concerns, receipt, review, 
and acceptance of documentation, should the development of any home exceed the average development cost 
per unit of $75,000, of additional financing or identified budget savings is a condition of this report. 
The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate assuming significant cost 
savings based on the CDCB’s prior experience; therefore, the Applicant’s cost schedule, reflecting a total net 
development cost of $1,500,000, based upon the Applicant’s projected unit mix, will be used to determine the 
development’s need for interim funds and permanent mortgage financing. Moreover, if the homebuyers 
ultimately choose the most expensive unit type proposed, the total development cost could increase to 
$1,630,000, or 8.67% more than currently proposed. If this is the case, the Applicant’s development plan will 
be reduced from 20 homes to 18 homes in order to prevent the total development cost from exceeding the 
Applicant’s request and program limit of $1.5M. 

 
FINANCING STRUCTURE 

FINANCING 
Source: TDHCA Contact: Skip Beaird  

Principal: $1,500,000 Interest Rate:  0% Term: 360 months  

Documentation:  Signed  Term Sheet  LOI  Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments:   

INTERIM LINE OF CREDIT 
Source: Rio Grande Valley Multibank Contact: N/A  

Principal: $250,000 Interest Rate:  Prime Term: N/A  

Documentation:  Signed  Term Sheet  LOI  Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments: Unsecured line of credit in name of CDC Brownsville.  

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim Financing: The Applicant has requested development funding from the TDHCA’s Colonia Model 
Subdivision program in the amount of $1,500,000 at 0% interest. Development costs will be reimbursed after 
the costs have been incurred. Additionally, the Department historically has not used HOME funds to 
reimburse pre-award expenses. 
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Line of Credit: The Applicant has indicated an unsecured line of credit with Rio Grande Valley Multibank, 
which may be drawn upon during the development process. This is a critical tool; however, reliance upon this 
line of credit may result in unanticipated interim financing costs and unnecessarily the total cost, thereby 
decreasing the financial feasibility of the transaction as proposed. Based on the development model proposed 
by the Applicant, the contractor may be responsible for much of the potential interim interest costs incurred. 
Therefore, these costs may be built into the direct cost estimate provided by the Applicant. 
Permanent Mortgage Financing: The Applicant anticipates as many as 20 permanent mortgages up to 
$81,500, each with a term of 30 years at 0% interest. As proposed, the total permanent mortgage financing 
will amount to a maximum of $1,500,000.  
Financing Conclusions: The Underwriter’s recommended funding will be determined using the Applicant’s 
adjusted development cost schedule as reflected in the recommended uses of funds and based on the gap in 
financing from the Underwriter’s recommended financing structure. The recommended financing structure, 
based on the development plan and unit mix as submitted, indicates a gap in financing of $1,500,000, which 
is equal to the Applicant’s requested amount. If changes to the unit mix, to the acquisition cost, or 
construction cost increases materialize, the development could face a deficit in funding. However, the 
Underwriter believes that any potential deficit may be managed through close, ongoing budget scrutiny. In 
addition, the conditions of this report and limitations on consecutive site purchase and development limit the 
Department’s exposure and place responsibility for the development plan on the Applicant. Therefore, based 
on the Underwriter’s analysis, the requested HOME loan should not exceed $1,500,000 to be released in 
accordance with program guidelines and restrictions on consecutive lot purchase and development.  

 
DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

The Applicant is the current owner of the first three proposed lots and may be the current owner of the 
seventeen additional lots that have not yet been identified for development with the requested funds. In 
addition, the Applicant may ultimately serve as the contractor. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: The Applicant, Community Development Corporation of Brownsville, submitted an 
unaudited financial statement as of June 30, 2006 reporting total assets of $33.1M and consisting of $5.4M in 
cash, $14.1M in receivables, $209K in other assets, $12.6K in investments, and $800K in property and 
equipment. Liabilities totaled $13.9M, resulting in net assets of $19.2M. 
Background & Experience: Since 1974, CDCB has been the major sub-recipient of over $55,000,000 in 
Federal, State, and local funds made available for housing in Southern Cameron County. CDCB has managed 
numerous federally and privately funded housing programs including HOME, CDBG, Rental Rehabilitation, 
HODAG, FMHA, Section 312, HOPE II, CASA, YouthBuild, HUD Rural & Economic Development, HUD 
Colonia Initiative; USDA Empowerment Zone, USDA 523 Mutual Self Help, Stuart B. McKinney funds, 
Americorp, Department of Labor, Texas Housing Trust Fund, Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas, H.B. 
Haron Foundation, Fannie Mae Foundation, Chase Bank Foundation, HOME Depot, Sisters of Charity 
Washington Mutual, and the Hispanic Housing Foundation funds. 
From its beginnings to eliminate “pit privies” within the city of Brownsville 31 years ago, CDCB has evolved 
to the largest producer of single family housing for homeownership in the State of Texas. CDCB operates 
seven housing and educational programs to meet the needs of Cameron County residents. Since 1993-1994 
the Community Development Corporation of Brownsville has built and/or mortgage financed 2,549 
affordable homes in the Southern Cameron County area. In 2004 –2005, CDCB delivered 177 affordable 
homes into the local market. 
Since 1998 CDCB and its private contractor partners have built 10% of all homes built in the City of 
Brownsville, making up over 6% of all permit revenue in the City. To meet the growing demand, and to spur 
large scale production of affordable housing, CDCB began its Affordable Housing Subdivision Program in 
1996 with the Windwood Subdivision in North Brownsville on 48.16 acres of raw land. As of September, 
2005 CDCB has developed a total of eleven (11) subdivisions totaling 1,465 lots in Southern Cameron. These 
affordable family subdivisions have provided housing for homeownership for over 1,079 families (74% of all 
lots). CDCB maintains a three year inventory of raw land and/or developed lots to be used for subdivision 
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development. 
To meet the housing needs of colonia residents, CDCB, in 1996, implemented a Colonia Redevelopment 
Program. CDCB has adopted a three part redevelopment plan to upgrade colonia housing stock that includes 
rehabilitation, reconstruction, and new housing construction. Between January, 1996 and September, 2004, 
CDCB’s Colonia Redevelopment Program has assisted 204 families (information taken from the CDCB 
Strategic Plan 2005-2010). 
 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
• Significant environmental/locational risks exist regarding unknown site locations. 
• The seller of the property has an identity of interest with the Applicant. 
 

Underwriter:  Date: December 1, 2006  

 Cameron Dorsey   

Director of Real Estate Analysis:  Date: December 1, 2006  

 Tom Gouris  

 



SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

  FLOOR PLAN NUMBER A-1 B-2 C-3 D-4 AVERAGE TDHCA TOTAL

   NUMBER PLOTTED 5 5 5 5 20

  SQUARE FOOTAGE 864 994 1,023 1,241 1,031 20,610 20,610

     DESCRIPTION Max. 3BR 1BA 3BR 1BA 3BR 2BA 3BR 2BA

  Raw Land Acquisition Cost $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $300,000 $300,000

  Off-Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Site Work 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             

  Direct Construction Costs 39,102 44,256 46,959 53,503 45,955 919,103 1,120,000 54.34$         

  Indirect Construction Costs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             

  General Requirements & Overhead 8.0% 3,128 3,541 3,757 4,280 3,676 73,528 0 0.00%

  Contractor's Profit 6.0% 2,346 2,655 2,818 3,210 2,757 55,146 0 0.00%

  Developer's Overhead 5.0% 2,979 3,273 3,427 3,800 3,369 67,389 0 0.00%

  Contingency 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

  Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Other: Closing Costs 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 80,000 80,000

  SUBTOTAL COSTS $66,556 $72,725 $75,960 $83,793 $74,758 $1,495,166 $1,500,000 72.78$         

  Sales Commission 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

  Buyer's closing csts pd by Dev. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL COST $66,556 $72,725 $75,960 $83,793 $74,758 $1,495,166 $1,500,000 72.78$         

    Less:  Grants & Gifts In-Kind 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET COST $66,556 $72,725 $75,960 $83,793 $74,758 $1,495,166 $1,500,000 72.78$         

 GROSS SALES PROCEEDS $69,750 $74,500 $74,250 $81,500 $75,000 1,500,000 $1,500,000 72.78$         

 NET PROFIT $3,194 $1,775 ($1,710) ($2,293) $242 $4,834 $0

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST per SF $45.26 $44.52 $45.90 $43.11 $44.59 $44.59 $54.34

SUBTOTAL COST per SQ FT $77.03 $73.16 $74.25 $67.52 $72.55 $72.55 $72.78

TOTAL COST per SQ FT $77.03 $73.16 $74.25 $67.52 $72.55 $72.55 $72.78

SALES PRICE per SQ FT $80.73 $74.95 $72.58 $65.67 $72.78 $72.78 $72.78

DEVELOPER FEES to COST RATIO 9.28% 6.94% 2.26% 1.80% 4.83% 4.83% 0.00%

TOTAL PROFIT to COST RATIO 8.32% 6.09% 1.46% 1.09% 4.01% 4.01% 0.00%

APPLICANT

CDC Brownsville, Cameron County, #2006-0215

Page 1 Version: 09/06/06
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

CDC Brownsville, Cameron County, #2006-0215

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Single Family Residence Average Quality Basis

Plan 864 Plan 994 Plan 1023

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT

Base Cost 864 $80.14 $69,245 Base Cost 994 $77.82 $77,350 Base Cost 1,023 $77.39 $79,168

Adjustments Adjustments Adjustments

    Roofing 0.00 0     Roofing $0.00 $0     Roofing $0.00 $0

    Subfloor (2.28) (1,970)     Subfloor (2.28) (2,266)     Subfloor (2.28) (2,332)

    Floor Cover 2.92 2,523     Floor Cover 2.92 2,902     Floor Cover 2.92 2,987

    Plumbing $940 (3) (3.26) (2,820)     Plumbing $940 (3) (2.84) (2,820)     Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0

    Built-In Appliances $2,375 1 2.75 2,375     Built-In Appliances $2,375 1 2.39 2,375     Built-In Appliances $2,375 1 2.32 2,375

    Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,400     Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,610     Heating/Cooling 1.62 1,657

    Garages/Carports $17.54 250 5.08 4,385     Garages/Carports $17.54 250 4.41 4,385     Garages/Carports $23.64 237 5.47 5,591

    Porches $18.77 40 0.87 751     Porches $18.77 108 2.04 2,027     Porches $18.77 22 0.40 413

    Subdivision Discount 32.00% (25.65) (22,158)     Subdivision Discount 32.00% (24.90) (24,752)     Subdivision Discount 32.00% (24.76) (25,334)

    Other: 0.00 0     Other: 0.00 0     Other: 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL $62.19 $53,730 SUBTOTAL $61.18 $60,812 SUBTOTAL $63.07 $64,525

Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 66.54 57,491 Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 65.46 65,069 Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 67.49 69,042

Local Multiplier 0.81 (11.82) (10,209) Local Multiplier 0.81 (11.62) (11,554) Local Multiplier 0.81 (11.98) (12,260)

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $54.72 $47,282 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $53.84 $53,515 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $55.51 $56,782

Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($1.86) (1,608) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($1.83) (1,819) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($1.89) (1,931)

Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($0.82) (709) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($0.81) (803) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($0.83) (852)

Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($6.79) (5,863) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($6.68) (6,636) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($6.88) (7,041)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $45.26 $39,102 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $44.52 $44,256 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $45.90 $46,959
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

CDC Brownsville, Cameron County, #2006-021

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Single Family Residence Average Quality Basis

Plan 1241

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT

Base Cost 1,241 $72.01 $89,361

Adjustments

    Roofing $0.00 $0

    Subfloor (2.28) (2,829)

    Floor Cover 2.92 3,624

    Plumbing $940 0 0.00 0

    Built-In Appliances $2,375 1 1.91 2,375

    Heating/Cooling 1.62 2,010

    Garages/Carports $17.54 250 4.29 4,385

    Porches $18.77 120 1.81 2,252

    Subdivision Discount 32.00% (23.04) (28,596)

    Other: 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL $59.24 $73,517

Current Cost Multiplier 1.07 63.39 78,663

Local Multiplier 0.81 (11.26) (13,968)

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $52.13 $64,695

Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($1.77) (2,200)

Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($0.78) (970)

Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($6.46) (8,022)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $43.11 $53,503
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HOMEBUYER AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS EXHIBIT

3% DOWNPAYMENT ASSUMPTION
CDC Brownsville, Cameron County, #2006-0215

ASSUMPTIONS

Interest Rate: 0.00% Tax Rate per $100: 3.134054
Loan Term (mos): 360             Property Insurance: 0.35%
Assessed Value (est.): 90% Mortgage Insurance: 0.50%

LOAN CALCULATIONS

Plan 864 Plan 994 Plan 1023 Plan 1241
Sales Price: $69,750 $74,500 $74,250 $81,500

3.0% Downpayment 2,093          2,235           2,228          2,445          
Deferred Forgivable -              -              -              -              
Loan Amount: $67,658 $72,265 $72,023 $79,055

MONTHLY PAYMENT

P & I $187.94 $200.74 $200.06 $219.60
Taxes 163.95 175.12 174.53 191.57
Insurance 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
MIP 28.19 30.11 30.01 32.94
TOTAL PAYMENT $410 $436 $435 $474

QUALIFYING INCOME

1-Person 2-Person 3-Person 4-Person 5-Person
30% of Median Annual Income $9,050 $10,350 $11,650 $12,950 $14,000

  Monthly Income $754 $863 $971 $1,079 $1,167
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $226 $259 $291 $324 $350

50% of Median Annual Income $15,100 $17,250 $19,400 $21,550 $23,250
  Monthly Income $1,258 $1,438 $1,617 $1,796 $1,938
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $378 $431 $485 $539 $581

60% of Median Annual Income $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,860 $27,900
  Monthly Income $1,510 $1,725 $1,940 $2,155 $2,325
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $453 $518 $582 $647 $698

80% of Median Annual Income $24,150 $27,600 $31,050 $34,500 $37,250
  Monthly Income $2,013 $2,300 $2,588 $2,875 $3,104
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $604 $690 $776 $863 $931
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE DEVELOPMENT
SOURCES and USES OF FUNDS EXHIBIT

CDC Brownsville, Cameron County, #2006-0215

SOURCE OF FUNDS
RECYCLE TDHCA APPLICANT RECOMMENDED

TYPE OF CREDIT FACILITY FACTOR AMOUNT AMOUNT AMOUNT SOURCE/PRIORITY
1 HOME Loan 1 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 TDHCA
2 Neighborhood Partnership 1 TDHCA
3 Housing Trust Fund Loan 1 TDHCA
4 TX Community Dev. Program 1 TDHCA
5 Other TDHCA Program Loan 1 TDHCA
6 Cash Equity 1
7 In-Kind Equity 1
8 Other CDBG 1
9 Other HOME Loan 1
10 RECD Loan(s) 1
11 Other Federal Loan or Grant 1
12 Local Municipality Loan or Grant 1
13 Private Loan or Grant 1
14 Conventional Loan 1
15 Lot Equity 1

TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDS $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000

USES OF FUNDS
TDHCA APPLICANT RECOMMENDED

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT AMOUNT AMOUNT

1   Raw Land Acquisition Cost $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
2   Off-Sites -                     -                     -                        
3   Site Work -                     -                     -                        
4   Direct Construction Costs 919,103             1,120,000          1,120,000             
5   Indirect Construction Costs -                     -                     -                        
6   General Requirements & Overhead 73,528               -                     -                        
7   Contractor's Profit 55,146               -                     -                        
8   Developer's Overhead 67,389               -                     -                        
9   Contingency -                     -                     -                        
10   Financing -                     -                     -                        
11   Other: Closing Costs 80,000               80,000               80,000                  
12   Sales Commission -                     -                     -                        
13   Buyer's closing csts pd by Dev. -                     -                     -                        
14   Other: Net Developer Profit 4,834                 -                     -                        

TOTAL USES OF FUNDS $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000

Version:4/25/00
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
CREDIT UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 
DATE: December 1, 2006 PROGRAM: Colonia Model Subdivision FILE NUMBER: 2006-0014 
 

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Pueblo de La Fe 

APPLICANT 
Name: La Fe Community Development Corporation Contact: Carlos Gallinar  

Address: 520 S. Ochoa Street  

City El Paso State: TX Zip: 79901  

Phone: (915) 533-6805 Fax: (915) 533-6900 Email: cgallinar@htg.net  

 

 
PROPERTY LOCATION 

Location: 12101 Socorro Road   

City: San Elizario Zip: 79849  

County: El Paso Region: 13  QCT    DDA 

 
REQUEST 

Program Amount Interest Rate Amortization Term 

HOME (CHDO) $727,680 N/A N/A N/A 

HOME (CHDO) 
Operating Exp. Funds 

$50,000 N/A N/A N/A 

Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Type: Single-Family Purchase  

Target Population: Family Other:   

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 NOT RECOMMENDED DUE TO THE FOLLOWING:  

• Based on the Applicant’s costs and this analysis, the proposed units would not be 
affordable to households at 80% of AMI if funded conventionally and would require an 
excessive amount of subsidy in order to reach a reasonable level of affordability for the 
target populations.  

 
SHOULD THE BOARD APPROVE THIS AWARD, THE BOARD MUST WAIVE ITS RULES 
FOR THE ISSUES LISTED ABOVE AND SUCH AN AWARD SHOULD BE CONDITIONED 
UPON THE FOLLOWING: 

 
CONDITIONS 

1. Approval of a HOME award not to exceed $692,263 structured as an interim loan to be converted to 
up to five individual permanent loans of up to $149,638 each and each structured with a 30-year term 
at 0% interest. 

2. Approval of a HOME CHDO award for operating expenses not to exceed $50,000, structured as a 
grant. 

3. Partition of the permanent loans to include a permanent repayable first lien and a deferred forgivable 
second lien, per the program guidelines, based on the Department’s determination that a deferred 
forgivable second lien is necessary to achieve affordability. 

4. Release of interim funds for not more than five lots and three homes in development at any one time. 
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5. Receipt, review, and acceptance if the lot acquisition cost exceeds $25,100 per lot of an additional 

source of funds equal to the additional cost. 
6. Receipt, review, and acceptance, before commencement of construction, of a Phase 1 Environmental 

Site Assessment or assurance that the site will meet the minimum standard in Title 24 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 58. 

7. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a letter indicating that the Applicant elects to reserve three of the 
five planned units reserved for households at or below 50% of AMI and two units reserved for 
households at or below 60% of AMI. 

8. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a third party market study for the proposed development to 
include a survey of all comparable single family new construction in San Elizario in order to 
determine appropriate lot sales prices. 

 
REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 

No previous reports. 
 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

The plans depict homes that are comparable to other modern homes. They appear to provide acceptable 
access and storage. The elevations reflect modest houses. 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be constructed on concrete slabs. According to the plans provided in the application the 
exterior will be 100% stucco. The interior wall surfaces will be drywall and the roofs will be finished with 
composite shingles. 

UNIT FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be carpet and ceramic tile. The units will include a range/oven with hood and fan, a 
garbage disposal, a dishwasher, washer and dryer connections, individual water heaters, and an individual 
evaporative cooling and forced air unit. In accordance with 24 CFR 92.251, housing that is assisted or built 
with HOME funds, at a minimum, must upon completion be in compliance with Texas Minimum 
Construction Standards, Colonia Housing Standards,  or FHA minimum standards, and local building codes 
and zoning ordinances. The Administrator will conduct necessary inspections to ensure that all health and 
safety standards are met. If necessary, the homebuyer will be notified of deficiencies and the cost and time 
required for repair. Newly constructed homes must meet energy standards as verified by a RESCHECK ™ 
certification and the International Residential Code (IRC) as required by Subchapter G, Chapter 214 of the 
Local Government Code or Chapter 11 of the IRC as required by Chapter 388 of the Health and Safety Code, 
as applicable. Single Family Accessibility Standards must also be met when applicable. 

SUBDIVISION AMENITIES 
The Applicant has elected to provide two community park areas within the subdivision. However, it is 
unclear from the revised development plan whether these park areas will be completed in accordance with the 
proposed homes. One of the park areas appears to be part of Phase II, which is not part of the proposed plan. 
 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Pueblo de La Fe is a 66-lot single family subdivision development located in San Elizario. The 
Applicant’s proposed revised development plan will be comprised of five homes as follows: 
 Plan Type No. of Flrs. No. Planned Bedrooms Baths Square Feet   

 38 1 2 3 2 1,318   
 9B 1 1 4 2 1,342   
 25 1 2 4 2 1,385   

 

Development Plan: The proposed five single family homes will comprise a small portion of the 26 home, 
Phase 1 of the two phase Pueblo de La Fe subdivision. The completed subdivision will consist of 
approximately 66 houses and two community park areas. A portion of the property with frontage on Socorro 
Road is reserved for commercial development. The property is currently undeveloped with the exception of 
one existing single family residence located on a portion of the property that will not affect the proposed 
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development plans. Dedicated roadways and on-site utilities will be developed before the property is 
purchased and developed with the proposed single family homes. 
The current development plan has been revised significantly from the initial plan submitted at application. 
The original development plan consisted of 26 single family homes which would comprise the entire first 
phase of the larger two phase subdivision. However, the Applicant’s original plan did not comply with the 
guidelines of the Colonia Model Subdivision Program. The Applicant planned to develop the 26 homes for 
more than $2.6M using a mix of private financing and the requested HOME funds. Based on the application it 
appeared that the Applicant also had a private source for the permanent mortgages to couple with the 
requested HOME funds. However, through substantial correspondence, it became clear that the Applicant 
anticipated the Department would finance the entire amount of permanent mortgages. This would consist of 
permanent financing in excess of $2.6M, which is significantly higher than the program cap of $1.5M and 
more than three and a half times the amount of funding requested at application. The revised development 
plan has been scaled back in order to ensure sufficient sources of funding and to bring the development plan 
inline with the current program guidelines and funding caps.  
Per the Department guidelines, the Applicant may purchase no more than five lots at one time and have no 
more than three houses in development at any one time. An additional home may be developed once 
construction has been completed on a home, and five additional lots may be purchased after closing on the 
previous five developed homes. Based on the information submitted in the application, the revised 
development plan appears to be consistent with this program guideline to the extent that the CHDO 
participant will acquire the lots from the development partner. The Applicant submitted a proposed timeline 
for the construction of the first unit, which projects a period of over one year from the pre-development stage 
to completion of the unit. The timeline may also be significantly affected by the need to development 
necessary infrastructure prior to conveyance of the lots to the CHDO. 

 
SITE ISSUES 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
Average Lot Size: 0.13 acres Scattered sites?  Yes  No 

Flood Zone: Zone C Unshaded Within 100-year floodplain?  Yes  No 

Current Zoning: Residential / Historic Needs to be re-zoned?  Yes  No  N/A 
 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: San Elizario is located in the southeast portion of El Paso County approximately 17 miles 
southeast of the City of El Paso. The site is located at 12101 Socorro Road just south of Thompson Road. 
Subdivision Access: Access to the subdivision will be from north or south bound along Socorro Road. The 
interior subdivision roadways have not yet been developed but, based on submitted plans, appear to be 
sufficient to serve each site. Access to Interstate Highway 10 lies approximately two miles east of Socorro. 
The Interstate and a network of rural highways connect Socorro with nearby communities and the 
metropolitan El Paso area. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation was not identified in the application 
materials. 
Shopping & Services: A major supermarket, other retail stores and restaurants, primary and secondary 
schools, a medical clinic, and churches are located within one mile of the proposed site. 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report was not provided with the application. However, housing 
assisted with HOME funds must have passed an environmental review in accordance with 24 CFR Part 58. 
Therefore, receipt review, and acceptance, before commencement of construction, of a Phase 1 
Environmental Site Assessment or completion of environmental review required under HOME rules is a 
condition of this report. 

 
TARGET HOUSEHOLDS 

The homes as proposed do not appear to be affordable to households at 80% of AMFI without subsidy. Prior 
to the significant revision of the development plan, the Applicant elected to reserve 16 (61.54%) of the 26 
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homes for households earning at or below 50% of AMFI and the remaining ten (48.46%) homes for 
households earning at of below 60% of AMFI. The Applicant did not revise this election upon revision of the 
development plan from 26 units to five units. Therefore, the Underwriter has assumed that the Applicant will 
continue to target the same populations with three (60%) of the five planned units reserved for households at 
or below 50% of AMI and two (40%) units reserved for households at or below 60% of AMI. Additionally, 
this report is conditioned upon receipt, review, and acceptance of a letter indicating that the Applicant elects 
to reserve three (60%) of the five planned units reserved for households at or below 50% of AMI and two 
(40%) units reserved for households at or below 60% of AMI. 

 MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES  

  1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons  

 60% of AMI $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,800 $27,900 $30,000  

 

 
MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 

The Applicant did not provide a third party market study for the proposed development. However, the 
Appraisal submitted with the application provided the following market information: 

• “The 1990 Census indicated a neighborhood population of 30,094, increasing to 48,830 according to 
the 2000 Census. According to CCIM’s Site to Do Business, the 2005 population is estimated to be 
55,094 persons, with a 2010 projection of over 61,000 persons” (p. 12). 

• “Persons living within the subject neighborhood are employed in a variety of occupations. A large 
number work on farms or in agricultural-related jobs. Other sizeable groups work in retail sales or 
manufacturing related jobs in El Paso” (p. 15). 

• “In general, the neighborhood is a stable are with modest increasing in value” (p. 16). 
In addition to the information provided by the Applicant, the Underwriter performed some research by 
contacting local real estate agents and through use of the Internet. The following information was provided 
and/or uncovered: 

• According to a presentation by Fannie Mae on April 6, 2006 at the Momentum Texas II: The Best of 
Texas Attendees Community Development Investment Resources Panel, JKS Homes (a member of 
the development team and builder for the proposed development) has participated in the development 
of over 200 new construction single family units in San Elizario. 

• According the presentation, El Presidio, “the first traditional subdivision in San Elizario,” consists of 
72 single family units which sold for $72,000 to $115,000. 

• According to a real estate agent servicing primarily the Socorro area, a larger town located 
approximately three miles northeast of the subject and closer to central El Paso, is undergoing a 
substantial amount of growth. Currently, new construction starter homes in the area range in price 
from $80K to $150K. 

• Very few relatively new houses located in the San Elizario area were identified using the local 
Multiple Listing Service (MLS). However, one comparable three bedroom, 1,176 square foot house 
constructed within the last four years and located within a quarter mile of the proposed site was listed 
at $85,000. Another local real estate agent stated that she had only home listed in San Elizario. The 
1,600 square foot house with four bedrooms was constructed in 2002 and listed for $85,000. 

• One local real estate agent relayed that older “starter” homes in the area were valued at approximately 
$70K to $75K. 

While limited, the available market information the proposed units appear to be priced above the affordable 
range for starter homes in the San Elizario area. In addition, Mission Palms, a proposed 76 unit LIHTC 
multifamily development, received an allocation of 9% HTCs during the 2006 round. Mission Palms will 
likely begin lease-up during 2008. Mission Palms is planned to have 28 three bedroom units at the 30%, 50% 
and 60% of AMI levels and was underwritten at the 2006 maximum HTC gross rent limits of $336 per month 
for 30% units, $560 for 50% units, and $672 for 60% units. The estimated monthly PITI payment for the 
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proposed houses ranges from $760 to $806 per month (assuming a 3% down payment and no additional 
subsidy). Due to uncertainties concerning the market value of the proposed units, receipt, review, and 
acceptance of a third party market study, by an analyst on the Department’s approved market analyst list, for 
the proposed development to include a survey of all comparable single family new construction in San 
Elizario with sales prices is a condition of this report. 

 
HOMEBUYER AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 

Proposed Sale Prices: The Applicant has proposed to sell each home at $128,476 to $137,012. However, the 
Applicant appears to have omitted pre-development costs from the development cost schedule submitted in 
the application. Although, pre-development costs of $63,131 are indicated as a use of funds in the uses of 
funds portion of the application. Due to their exclusion from the development cost schedule, the net 
development cost and sales prices are artificially low. Therefore, the Underwriter has increased the total 
development cost by $63,131 and each unit sale price by a fifth of the claimed pre-development costs 
($63,131/5=$12,626). The resulting sale prices range from $141,102 to $149,638. 
Down Payment Assistance: The Applicant has not indicated non-TDHCA sources of down payment 
assistance. However, the Underwriter has assumed a down payment equal to three percent of the sale price of 
the each unit for the affordability analysis. The actual down payment assistance will be based on the 
Applicant’s ability to pay and will constitute the deferred forgivable second lien as dictated by the program 
guidelines. Additionally, the Applicant has indicated that the closing costs will be paid by the Developer and 
will ultimately carry through to the permanent homebuyer mortgages. 
Affordability Analysis: The underwriting affordability analysis estimates the monthly mortgage payment 
plus taxes, property insurance, and mortgage insurance for each unit in order to determine the level of 
affordability for households at the target income levels. Based on the Underwriter’s analysis of the adjusted 
sale prices, the proposed homes will not be affordable to the target families earning 60% of AMI without 
substantial subsidy (in addition to the assumed down payment assistance of 3%) through provision of a 
deferred forgivable loan. Per the program guidelines, the TDHCA will offer each qualified buyer a 
combination of a repayable 0% interest loan and a deferred forgivable loan based on the buyer’s income and 
ability to pay, which is discussed further below. The buyers’ income will be evaluated to ensure that each 
qualifies for the proposed payments. Therefore, by issuing a deferred forgivable second lien for households 
earning incomes below the affordable threshold, each home effectively becomes affordable all households. 
The program does not currently have guidelines to limit the deferred second lien to any amount or percentage 
of the total sales price. The program guidelines provide a mechanism to create affordability through the 
deferred forgivable loan even though the sale prices may be substantially above the median sale prices for the 
area or above any reasonably affordable range.  
According to data provided by the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University the median home price for El 
Paso County during the Second Quarter of 2006 is equal to $127,000. The adjusted sale prices for the 
proposed homes are 11.1% to 17.8% higher than El Paso county’s median home price. There is currently no 
program specific guideline capping the home sale prices; although the program guidelines do specifically 
state that the Department will be looking at the affordability of proposed houses. In addition, the HOME 
program is subject to the FHA 203(b) mortgage limits, which establish a maximum mortgage of $160,176 for 
single family homes in El Paso County, and the 221(d)(3) limits on the maximum sudsidy per home, which 
establish a limit of $146,003 for a three bedroom home and $160,262 for a four bedroom home in El Paso 
County. This maximum is the same for all non-metro areas of Texas and some smaller MSAs. Therefore, 
while the proposed development does not specifically violate the HOME rules, the affordability of the units is 
a substantial concern for the Underwriter. Of note, the uniform application submitted by the Applicant 
indicates that the as completed appraised value, as of January 17, 2006, of the proposed homes ranges from 
$92,000 to $123,000, which is significantly below the projected sales prices and costs. Typically, subsidized 
single family homes are worth more than the total cost of production. 
In order to target households of six persons at 60% of AMI, a 0% 30 year amortized loan with a deferred 
forgivable loan of $3K to $18K (depending on unit type; in addition to the 3% down payment) would be 
required. In order to target households of five at 60% of AMI, a deferred forgivable loan of $20K to $34K is 
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needed, four persons at 60% of AMI, would need $36K to $50K, and households of three at 60% would need 
$56K to $70K. In order to target households of six persons at 50% of AMI, a deferred forgivable loan of 
$56K to 70K would be required. In order to target households of five at 50% of AMI, a deferred forgivable of 
$56K to 70K would be needed, households of four at 50% would need $69K to $84K, and households of 
three at 50% would need $86K to $101K. In order to target any household earning 30% or less of AMI, a 
subsidy well above $100K (more than 67% of the sales price) would be required. 
Of concern, the program guidelines do not explicitly dictate the terms of the deferred forgivable second lien. 
Specifically, the Underwriter is concerned that as the loan is forgiven, the homeowner may be required to 
report this forgiven amount as phantom income, leading to a higher taxable income and resulting in 
burdensome and unanticipated taxes. The Underwriter urges the Department and Applicant to work to 
mitigate any unintended effects that may burden the homebuyer. 
 AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS (Based on 5 person households)  

 Plan Type  Proposed Price Monthly PITI 60% HH Max Differential 50% HH Max Differential  
 Plan 38: 3-BR $142,164 $806 $698 $108 $581 $225  
 Plan 9B: 4-BR  $128,579 $760 $698 $62 $581 $179  
 Plan 25: 4-BR $131,340 $774 $698 $76 $581 $193  

Market Rate Comparison: In addition, to the affordability analysis at the program interest rate of 0%, the 
Underwriter performed an analysis of the affordability at the market interest rate of 6.76%, based on second 
quarter of 2006 data for the McAllen MSA from the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University. Based on 
the Underwriter’s analysis, in addition to a down payment of 3%, a subsidy of $75K to $86K would be 
required in order for the proposed units to become affordable to six person households earning 60% of AMI. 
In addition, based on the projected sales prices, the estimated monthly principal, interest, taxes, and insurance 
obligation at the market interest rate for each unit would not be affordable to households earning income at 
80% or less of AMI. Even if the originally submitted sales prices are used, the permanent mortgages at 
market the market rate would still not be affordable at the 80% of AMI level. Therefore, while utilization of 
the program interest rate provides a benefit over market rate mortgages, it is likely that most households 
targeted will require substantial additional subsidy in the form of a deferred forgivable second lien.  
Conclusion: While the adjusted sales prices do not violate the federal HOME rules or any specific program 
guideline, the program specifically states that affordability will be a limiting factor in the provision of funds. 
Based on the Underwriter’s affordability analysis, the sales prices for the proposed units are above any 
reasonable measure of affordability. In order to achieve a reasonable level of affordability, the staff believe 
that HOME CHDO funded single family units should be affordable to households at 80% of AMI at market 
rates. A zero percent fully amortized loan generally should make any home in the program affordable to the 
60% target population without substantial additional subsidy. Based on this analysis, the proposed units 
would not be affordable to households at 80% of AMI, and if funded, would require substantial subsidy in 
order to reach a reasonable level of affordability for the target populations; therefore, the subject application 
is not recommended for funding. 

 
ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 

APPRAISED VALUE 
Larger and Cul-de-Sac lots $30,000 Date of Valuation: 1/17/2006  

Typical Sized Lots $25,100 Date of Valuation: 1/17/2006  

Appraiser: Martha Gayle Reid, MAI Firm: Gayle-Reid Appraisal Services City: El Paso  

 

APPRAISAL ANALYSIS/CONCLUSIONS 
The Applicant submitted an appraisal for the subject subdivision dated January 1, 2006. The Appraiser 
utilized a bulk land sale method for the valuation with comparable bulk raw land sales purportedly for 
development as single family subdivisions. Five comparable sales were provided as the basis for the valuation 
which determined two larger lots (7,473 SF and 7,925 SF) valued at $30,000 each and 24 “average” sized lots 
(4,863 SF to 6,500 SF) valued at $25,100. However, the Underwriter expressed some concern about the bulk 
sale methodology as well as the validity of at least one sale used in the valuation, which was approved as the 
site for Mission Palms Apartments during the 2006 9% HTC round. As the Mission Palms property will not 
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be developed as a single family subdivision, the comparability of this site is questionable at the least. 
Therefore, the Underwriter requested that the Appraiser submit an addendum to the appraisal with 
comparable individual developed single family lot sales. The Appraiser submitted a grid of unadjusted sale 
prices ranging from $19K to $33K and adjusted prices ranging from $20K to $27K. The original appraised 
values appear to be on the high end of the adjusted sale prices identified in the addendum. Two of the 
comparable sales in the addendum are from similar subdivisions apparently developed by JKS Homes 
(member of the development team). According to the appraisal addendum, the unadjusted sales price for the 
lot sold 2 to 4 years ago is $19,200 and $22,900 for one sold 1 to 2 years ago. 

ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: 16.32 acres $154,436 Assessment for the Year of: 2005  

Building: $46,207 Valuation by: El Paso County Appraisal District  

Total Applicable Value: $154,436 Tax Rate: 2.665192  

 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Unimproved Property Contract (26 developed residential lots, Phase 1 of Pueblo de La Fe)   

Contract Expiration: N/A Valid through Board Date?  Yes  No 
Acquisition Cost: $662,400 ($25,476 per lot) Other: $25,100 and $30,000 per lot as appraised  

Seller: KARMA-JKS PROPERTIES, INC Related to Development Team?  Yes  No 
 

 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 

Acquisition Value: The acquisition of the property is an identity of interest transaction. The builder and 10% 
owner of the developer is the current owner of the proposed sites. The Applicant claimed a revised 
acquisition cost of $25,540 per lot. This cost was revised by the Applicant during the underwriting process. 
The Applicant provided an appraisal supporting a value of $25,477 per lot ($25,100 or $30,000 depending on 
lot size). The property is currently undeveloped, but the appraisal and the Applicant’s acquisition cost are 
based on the finished cost after the development of roads, on-site utilities, and other infrastructure per the site 
control document which is subject to the development of this infrastructure. The Applicant provided a cost 
breakdown for the planned infrastructure to support the acquisition cost used; however, due to the nature of 
the planned infrastructure, the Underwriter is unable to reasonably verify the claimed acquisition cost. The 
Appraisal valuates the property using purchases of large parcels planned for residential subdivision 
development. The Underwriter identified that at least one of the comparable properties used will be 
developed as a multifamily tax credit property, and therefore, may not be comparable. In addition, the 
Underwriter performed independent research on the Internet to determine typical asking prices for individual 
single-family lots in the San Elizario area which suggests that many similar single-family lots are seeking sale 
prices from $15,000 to $20,000 per lot. In addition to these issues, the Applicant has not identified which of 
the 26 single family lots in Phase I of the subdivision will be developed with the proposed funds. The 
Underwriter used the original appraised value for the smaller subdivision lots of $25,100; although, the 
Underwriter is concerned about the identity of interest nature of the transaction and that the lots prices are 
above the market value. If the Applicant’s costs are used in the final determination, the sources and uses of 
funds will be adjusted by the difference in acquisition costs to ensure that TDHCA funds are not used to fund 
a potential excess of profit on the identity of interest transfer of land. Receipt, review, and acceptance if the 
lot acquisition cost exceeds $25,100 per lot of an additional source of funds equal to the additional cost. 
Sitework Cost: The Applicant’s claimed sitework costs of $400 per unit. The lots will be improved with 
streets prior to acquisition. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s per unit direct construction costs appear to be roughly 
comparable to the Underwriter’s Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimates. However, it 
is difficult to assess the cost savings that may be attained due to the close proximity of each site and the 
potential economies of scale involved with consecutive development of the units. The Underwriter has 
discounted the development cost per unit due to the potential increased efficiency that may be attained as a 
result of the development of multiple units consecutively. It should be noted that the efficiency discount is on 
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the low end for typical single family development and may indicate higher than average construction costs, 
embedded profits, or embedded contingencies, which is of concern for the Underwriter and may contribute to 
the lack of affordability discussed above. 
In addition, the Applicant’s unit mix may change during the development process due to the tastes and 
preferences favored by the homebuyers, which impedes efforts to more accurately estimate the direct 
construction costs at the development plan level. 
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor’s for general requirements and overhead, and profit are each above the 
typical thresholds of 8% and 6% respectively. The Applicant’s general requirements and overhead amount to 
10.19% of hard costs and the claimed profit amounts to 10.19% of hard costs. The Applicant’s developer 
overhead and profit amount to 4.25% of the total development cost, which is within the underwriting 
tolerance; therefore, no adjustment is necessary. If the Applicant’s costs are used, the recommended financing 
structure will reflect a reduction in the claimed contractor’s fees in order to prevent funding an excess of 
profit.  
Contingency: The Applicant did not claim any contingency, and therefore, the Underwriter did not include 
contingency. As noted above, the contingency may be built into the direct construction costs; however, if no 
contingency is built into the development budget, the financial feasibility of the transaction could be heavily 
influenced by the actual development timeline. This is especially important due to the need to develop 
essential infrastructure prior to the closing on the property and commencement of construction on the 
proposed units. Any unanticipated delay in the development process could render the development infeasible 
if adequate contingencies are not built into the proforma. 
Other Costs: The Applicant failed to include $63,131 in pre-development costs in the development 
proforma. These costs are clearly indicated in the uses of funds; therefore, the Underwriter has added the pre-
development costs to the both sides of the development proforma in order to more accurately correspond with 
the Applicant’s actual perceived uses of funds. The result is an increase of $12,626 per unit in development 
costs. This increase warrants an equivalent increase in the projected sales prices in order prevent losses from 
occurring on the sale of the completed units and ensure that the Applicant has planned for sufficient sources 
of funds. Other effects of the increase in development costs and sales prices are also reflected in the 
affordability analysis above. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, 
the Applicant’s cost schedule adjusted for potential excess profit as discussed above, will be used to 
determine the development’s need for interim funds and permanent mortgage financing. As discussed 
throughout this section, the Underwriter is concerned about the development costs claimed by the Applicant, 
particularly the potentially overstated construction and acquisition costs. 

 
FINANCING STRUCTURE 

INTERIM AND PERMANENT MORTGAGE FINANCING 
Source: TDHCA Contact: Skip Beaird  

Principal: $727,680 Interest Rate:  N/A; requested as a grant Term: N/A  

Documentation:  Signed  Term Sheet  LOI  Firm Commitment  Conditional Commitment  Application 

Comments: The Applicant has requested TDHCA funds as a grant.  

 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim Financing: The Applicant has applied for TDHCA HOME CHDO funds in the amount of $727,680, 
$674,557 of which is anticipated for use as interim funds during the development of the proposed single 
family homes. While the pre-development and development funds were request as grant, the program 
guidelines dictate that the interim financing is structured as a 0% interest loan. In addition, the Applicant has 
requested a HOME CHDO operating expenses grant of $50,000. These funds are used for the operation of the 
CHDO in the administration of an award, if made, and as such, are not considered a direct funding source for 
the development. 
Additional Financing: No additional financing has been indicated in the revised materials submitted. 

8 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
CREDIT UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

 

9 

Reserves: The Applicant supplied a commitment from First National Bank indicating a $1.5M Master 
Construction Line of Credit in the form of a development loan. A reserve of this kind is important as TDHCA 
funds reimburse expenditures that have been incurred. While no interest rate is indicated, the Underwriter 
anticipates the lender to apply a market rate of interest. However, no interim interest is indicated in the 
Applicant’s proforma, which could result in higher development costs if the borrowed interim funds are not 
repaid quickly. 
Permanent Mortgage Financing: The Applicant has requested $727,680 to be used for five permanent 
homebuyer mortgages up to $149,638 each, based on the adjusted sales prices. Each permanent mortgage 
would be structured as 0% interest loan with a 30 year term. In addition, the mortgages may be split into a 0% 
interest first lien mortgage and a deferred forgivable second lien based on the homebuyer’s ability to pay. The 
affordability analysis indicates that the deferred forgivable may be as high as $50K in order to target a 
household of four at 60% of AMI and $84K for a household of four at 50% of AMI. Although, the actual 
mortgages will vary depending on the unit type selected by each homebuyer and their ability to pay. 
Financing Conclusions: The need for funds is determined using the Applicant’s adjusted development cost 
schedule and sales prices as reflected in the recommended uses of funds and based on the gap in financing 
from the Underwriter’s recommended financing structure. The recommended financing structure, based on 
the unit mix and development plan as submitted, indicates a gap in financing of $692,263, which is below the 
Applicant’s requested amount of $727,680. However, as discussed above, based on the Underwriter’s 
analysis, the proposed units are not considered to be affordable to the target populations and would require 
substantial subsidies in order to reach the affordable level. Therefore, the subject application is not 
recommended for funding. 

 
DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

• The Applicant, Developer, and General Contractor are related entities. 

• The seller of the lots is a member of the development team and the general contractor. 
APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 

Financial Highlights:  
• The Applicant is did not provide material financial statements for evaluation. 
• The parent organization for the Applicant, Centro de Salud Familiar la Fe, submitted an unaudited budget 

financial statement for the 2005 fiscal year reporting total revenues and grants of $13.5M; however, the 
assets and liabilities are not clear from the information provided. 

Background & Experience: The builder, Karma-JKS Properties, has experience in the design and 
development of at least two large single-family affordable subdivisions in the San Elizario area. They 
developed 72 single family houses in El Presidio, the first traditional single family subdivision in the area. 
 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
• Significant inconsistencies in the application could affect the financial feasibility of the development. 
• Significant environmental and locational risks have not been studied and could exist. 
• The proposed targeted population cannot reasonable be expected to be served based on the application. 
• The seller of the property has an identity of interest with the Applicant. 
 

Underwriter:  Date: December 1, 2006  

 Cameron Dorsey   

Director of Real Estate Analysis:  Date: December 1, 2006  

 Tom Gouris  

 



SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

  FLOOR PLAN NUMBER 38 9B 25 AVERAGE TDHCA TOTAL

   NUMBER PLOTTED 2 1 2 5

  SQUARE FOOTAGE 1,318 1,342 1,385 1,350 6,748 6,748

     DESCRIPTION Max. 3 BD 2 BA 4 BD 2 BA 4 BD 2 BA

  Raw Land Acquisition Cost $25,100 $25,100 $25,100 $25,100 $125,500 $136,620

  Off-Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Site Work 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 5,000 5,000 0.74$           

  Direct Construction Costs 75,196 71,728 74,367 74,171 370,855 375,631 55.67$         

  Indirect Construction Costs 1,860 1,860 1,860 1,860 9,300 9,300 1.38$           

  General Requirements & Overhead 8.0% 6,096 5,818 6,029 6,014 30,068 38,792 10.19%

  Contractor's Profit 6.0% 4,572 4,364 4,522 4,510 22,551 38,792 10.19%

  Developer's Overhead 5.0% 5,691 5,494 5,644 5,633 28,164 12,500 2.22%

  Contingency 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

  Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Other: Pre-Development Costs 12,626 12,626 12,626 12,626 63,131 63,131

  SUBTOTAL COSTS $132,141 $127,990 $131,148 $130,914 $654,569 $679,766 100.74$       

  Sales Commission 6.0% 8,978 8,466 8,619 8,732 43,661 18,124 2.49%

  Buyer's closing csts pd by Dev. 2,417 2,417 2,417 2,417 12,083 12,083

TOTAL COST $143,536 $138,872 $142,184 $142,063 $710,313 $709,973 105.21$       

    Less:  Grants & Gifts In-Kind 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET COST $143,536 $138,872 $142,184 $142,063 $710,313 $709,973 105.21$       

 GROSS SALES PROCEEDS $149,638 $141,102 $143,650 $145,536 727,679 $727,679 107.84$       

 NET PROFIT $6,102 $2,230 $1,466 $3,473 $17,366 $17,706

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST per SF $57.05 $53.45 $53.69 $54.96 $54.96 $55.67

SUBTOTAL COST per SQ FT $100.26 $95.37 $94.69 $97.00 $97.00 $100.74

TOTAL COST per SQ FT $108.90 $103.48 $102.66 $105.26 $105.26 $105.21

SALES PRICE per SQ FT $113.53 $105.14 $103.72 $107.84 $107.84 $107.84

DEVELOPER FEES to COST RATIO 8.22% 5.56% 5.00% 6.41% 6.41% 4.25%

TOTAL PROFIT to COST RATIO 8.08% 5.15% 4.57% 6.10% 6.10% 8.31%

APPLICANT

Pueblo de La Fe, San Elizario, 2006-0014

Page 1 Version:12/30/98
2006-0014 Pueblo de La Fe.XLSProforma

Prepared 12/4/2006



SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE  DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA

Pueblo de La Fe, San Elizario, 2006-0014

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Single Family Residence Average Quality Basis

Plan 38 Plan 9B Plan 25 

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SF PER SF AMOUNT

Base Cost 1,318 $67.83 $89,406 Base Cost 1,342 $67.61 $90,737 Base Cost 1,385 $67.22 $93,097

Adjustments Adjustments Adjustments

    Roofing 0.00 0.00     Roofing $0.00 $0     Roofing $0.00 $0

    Subfloor (2.28) (3,005.04)     Subfloor (2.28) (3,060)     Subfloor (2.28) (3,158)

    Floor Cover 2.92 3,848.56     Floor Cover 2.92 3,919     Floor Cover 2.92 4,044

    Plumbing $2,260 1 1.71 2,260.00     Plumbing $380 1 0.28 380     Plumbing $380 1 0.27 380

    Built-In Appliances $2,300 1 1.75 2,300.00     Built-In Appliances $2,300 1 1.71 2,300     Built-In Appliances $2,300 1 1.66 2,300

    Heating/Cooling 2.00 2,636.00     Heating/Cooling 2.00 2,684     Heating/Cooling 2.00 2,770

    Garages/Carports $34.71 399 10.51 13,849.29     Garages/Carports $43.69 216 7.03 9,437     Garages/Carports $41.88 253 7.65 10,590

    Porches $29.02 49 1.08 1,421.98     Porches $29.02 48 1.04 1,393     Porches $29.02 58 1.22 1,683

    Subdivision Discount 5.00% (3.39) (4,470.29)     Subdivision Discount 5.00% (3.38) (4,537)     Subdivision Discount 5.00% (3.36) (4,655)

    Other: 0.00 0.00     Other: 0.00 0     Other: 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL $82.13 $108,246 SUBTOTAL $76.94 $103,253 SUBTOTAL $77.29 $107,052

Current Cost Multiplier 1.04 85.41 112,576 Current Cost Multiplier 1.04 80.02 107,384 Current Cost Multiplier 1.04 80.39 111,334

Local Multiplier 0.80 (16.43) (21,649) Local Multiplier 0.80 (15.39) (20,651) Local Multiplier 0.80 (15.46) (21,410)

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $68.99 $90,927 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $64.63 $86,733 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $64.93 $89,923

Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.35) (3,092) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.20) (2,949) Plans/specs, svy, prmts 3.40% ($2.21) (3,057)

Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($1.03) (1,364) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($0.97) (1,301) Interim Construction Int. 1.50% ($0.97) (1,349)

Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($8.55) (11,275) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($8.01) (10,755) Contractor's OH & Profit 12.40% ($8.05) (11,151)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $57.05 $75,196 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $53.45 $71,728 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $53.69 $74,367

Page 2 Version:12/30/98
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HOMEBUYER AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS EXHIBIT

3% DOWNPAYMENT ASSUMPTION
Pueblo de La Fe, San Elizario, 2006-0014

ASSUMPTIONS

Interest Rate: 0.00% Tax Rate per $100: 2.665192
Loan Term (mos): 360             Property Insurance: 0.35%
Assessed Value (est.): 90% Mortgage Insurance: 0.50%

LOAN CALCULATIONS

Plan 38 Plan 9B Plan 25
Sales Price: $149,638 $141,102 $143,650

3% Downpayment 4,489          4,233           4,310          
Deferred Forgivable
Loan Amount: $145,149 $136,869 $139,341

MONTHLY PAYMENT

P & I $403.19 $380.19 $387.06
Taxes 299.11 282.05 287.14
Insurance 43.64 41.15 41.90
MIP 60.48 57.03 58.06
TOTAL PAYMENT $806 $760 $774

QUALIFYING INCOME

1-Person 2-Person 3-Person 4-Person 5-Person 6-Person
30% of Median Annual Income $9,050 $10,350 $11,650 $12,950 $14,000 $15,000

  Monthly Income $754 $863 $971 $1,079 $1,167 $1,250
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $226 $259 $291 $324 $350 $375

50% of Median Annual Income $15,100 $17,250 $19,400 $21,550 $23,250 $25,000
  Monthly Income $1,258 $1,438 $1,617 $1,796 $1,938 $2,083
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $378 $431 $485 $539 $581 $625

60% of Median Annual Income $18,120 $20,700 $23,280 $25,860 $27,900 $30,000
  Monthly Income $1,510 $1,725 $1,940 $2,155 $2,325 $2,500
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $453 $518 $582 $647 $698 $750

80% of Median Annual Income $24,150 $27,600 $31,050 $34,500 $37,250 $40,000
  Monthly Income $2,013 $2,300 $2,588 $2,875 $3,104 $3,333
  PITI Affordability @ 30% $604 $690 $776 $863 $931 $1,000

Page 3
Version:12/30/98
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE DEVELOPMENT
SOURCES and USES OF FUNDS EXHIBIT

Pueblo de La Fe, San Elizario, 2006-0014

SOURCE OF FUNDS
RECYCLE TDHCA APPLICANT RECOMMENDED

TYPE OF CREDIT FACILITY FACTOR AMOUNT AMOUNT AMOUNT SOURCE/PRIORITY
1 HOME Loan 1 $727,680 $727,680 $692,263 TDHCA
2 Neighborhood Partnership 1 TDHCA
3 Housing Trust Fund Loan 1 TDHCA
4 TX Community Dev. Program 1 TDHCA
5 Other TDHCA Program Loan 1 TDHCA
6 Cash Equity 1
7 In-Kind Equity 1
8 Other CDBG 1
9 Other HOME Loan 1
10 RECD Loan(s) 1
11 Other Federal Loan or Grant 1
12 Local Municipality Loan or Grant 1
13 Private Loan or Grant 1
14 Conventional Loan 1
15 Conventional Loan 1

TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDS $727,680 $727,680 $692,263

USES OF FUNDS
TDHCA APPLICANT RECOMMENDED

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT AMOUNT AMOUNT

1   Raw Land Acquisition Cost $125,500 $136,620 $125,500
2   Off-Sites -                     -                     -                        
3   Site Work 5,000                 5,000                 5,000                    
4   Direct Construction Costs 370,855             375,631             375,631                
5   Indirect Construction Costs 9,300                 9,300                 9,300                    
6   General Requirements & Overhead 30,068               38,792               30,450                  
7   Contractor's Profit 22,551               38,792               22,838                  
8   Developer's Overhead 28,164               12,500               12,500                  
9   Contingency -                     -                     -                        
10   Financing -                     -                     -                        
11   Other: Pre-Development Costs 63,131               63,131               63,131                  
12   Sales Commission 43,661               18,124               18,124                  
13   Buyer's closing csts pd by Dev. 12,083               12,083               12,083                  
14   Other: Developer Profit 17,366               17,706               17,706                  

TOTAL USES OF FUNDS $727,679 $727,679 $692,263

Version:4/25/00
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SINGLE FAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
Action Item 

 
Presentation, discussion and action regarding use of the Housing Trust Fund as leverage for the FEMA 
Alternative Housing Pilot Program in an amount up to $250,000. 
 

Required Action 
 
Approval regarding use of the Housing Trust Fund as leverage for the FEMA Alternative Housing Pilot 
Program in an amount up to 250,000. 
 

Background 
 

TDHCA staff submitted an alternative housing pilot program proposal to the U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security – Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on October 20, 2006.  The application consisted 
of proposed pilot projects to address the ongoing housing challenges created by the 2005 hurricane season.  
The requested total was in excess of $63 million and consisted of six proposed projects including five from 
private sector companies and one from a university.  $1 million from the State of Texas Housing Trust Fund 
was conditionally pledged as leverage with the condition that the funds would be subject to approval by the 
TDHCA Governing Board.  From an original pool of potential applicants including non-profits and university 
sponsored projects, staff conditionally pledged the funds contingent upon the project(s) selected.  Staff 
believed it would be more appropriate to provide leveraging if a non-profit or university sponsored project 
were selected.   

On December 22, 2006, FEMA announced its final decision regarding grant awards and the State of Texas was 
selected to receive an award up to $16,471,725 for the project proposed by the Heston Group, a private sector 
defense contractor.  Prior to formal receipt of the award, FEMA requested evidence that TDHCA’s Board has 
formally committed these funds and asked that the funds be included in the project budget.   

 
Recommendation 

Based on FEMA’s project selection of a private sector company in an amount significantly less than the 
requested amount, staff believes it inappropriate and an inefficient use of Housing Trust Fund dollars to 
recommend approval of $1 million in leveraged funds. However, to demonstrate an effort of good faith, staff 
does recommend approval of an amount up to $250,000 that may be leveraged at the Executive Director’s 
discretion for the Alternative Housing Pilot Program.   
 
Should the approval be denied, it is possible the FEMA award may not be made.  



BOND FINANCE DIVISION 
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
February 1, 2007 

 
 

Action Items 
 
Resolution authorizing application to the Texas Bond Review Board for reser
family private activity bond authority and presentation, discussio

vation of single 
n and possible preliminary 

approval of Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds, 2007 Series A, Single Family Mortgage 
Revenue Bonds, 2007 Series B Demand Bonds), Single Family Mortgage Revenue 

9.   
 (Variable Rate 

Refunding Bonds, 2007 Series C and Approval of Underwriting Team for Program 6
 

Required Action 
 
Approve the attached resolution authorizing application to the Texas Bond Review Board for 
reservation of single family pri  bond authority and preliminary approval of Single 
Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds, 2007 Series A, Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds 2007 

ing Bonds, 2007 

vate activity

Series B (Variable Rate Demand Bonds), Single Family Mortgage Revenue Refund
Series C and Approval of Underwriting Team for Program 69. 
 

Background 
 
TDHCA’s 2007 volume cap allocation for single family bonds has increased to $1
is a $16 million increase from our 2006 volume cap due to an increase in the sub-
TDHCA issued an unprecedented $368 million in single family bonds for ver
moderate income families for the

86,495,078.  This 
ceiling.  In 2006, 
y low, low, and 

 State of Texas. TDHCA’s marketing efforts have placed a record 
le proceeds from 
 $132 million of 
e purchased.  If 

ding all statewide 
y Zone (Rita GO 

Funds remain available in the Rita GO Zone that is restricted to families with income below 60% 
estriction will be 
efit in 2007.  On 
nd on November 
ition to the funds 
ding making an 

additional $15 million available to the Rita GO Zone with assisted mortgages under this proposed 
Program 69 for families with 140% AMFI.  
 
The high volume of TDHCA’s single family loan demand can be attributed to the competitive rates 
created under the Department’s 2006 Series of Bonds and the down payment assistance offered to 
Rita GO Zone as well as statewide borrowers.  As the Texas housing market continues to grow 
stronger and TDHCA continues to see record volume purchases of its loan products, TDHCA would 
like to continue offering mortgage products for first-time homebuyers that will enable TDHCA to 
generate mortgage demand at recent levels.  The rates and assistance offered by the Department in 

2,531 families in homes in 2006.  The Bond Finance Division has evaluated availab
our most recent bond issue.  As of January 22, 2007, 53% or $70.3 million of the
Program 68 lendable proceeds have been purchased, or are in the pipeline to b
TDHCA’s single family lending continues at its current pace, staff projects expen
unrestricted funds by May 2007.  All unrestricted Hurricane Rita Gulf Opportunit
Zone) funds have already been expended. 
 

Area Medium Family Income (AMFI).   If the funds are not used the one-year r
removed so families in the Rita GO Zone with income up to 140% AMFI will ben
June 29, 2007 approximately $22 million will be made available for Program 66 a
16, 2007, approximately $16 million will be made available for Program 68.  In add
described here that will become available in the future, TDHCA is recommen



2006, in addition to achieving the primary goal of being very attractive to first-time ho
borrowers in dire need of assistance, were also the maximum rates allowable unde
Code (referred to as “full spread rates”).  These were all achievable through a fortu

mebuyers and 
r the Federal Tax 
itous combination 

of interest rates available in the market and subsidies (in the form of 0% funds) that were available to 

allow TDHCA to 
epartment will be 
29 million of the 
is newly created 
rates.  Therefore, 
ary to consider a 

erest rate swap to 
reduce interest rate exposure) so the Department may replenish 0% funds. The use of 0% funds can 

s subsidize down 
 it will be banked 

ture a number of times in recent years when the 
market environment has warranted it and the rating agencies are very comfortable with our approach 

mortgage interest 
al market for the 
full spread, and 

a combination of 
to match program 
 a 100% variable 

nd down the rate.  
No subsidies were generated with program 62A.  The 100% fixed rate structure of program 66 
allowed TDHCA to have competitive rates due to Freddie Mac buying our bonds through the market 
and having Bond Finance contribu in  blend down the rate.  In program 68, 
Bond Finance wanted to have competitive and similar rates as we did in program 66.  To achieve 
these competitive and similar rat n o xed and variable rate 
bonds hed p along w n ti 0% funds to help with 
down payment assistance. 
 
 

 Program 62A Program Program 
 68 

the Department from previous bond financings. 
 
Unfortunately, no 0% funds remain today and current interest rates alone will not 
offer competitive rates and achieve full spread on the Program 69 financing.  The D
able to generate some new 0% funds with this next bond financing by refunding $
1997 Series A bonds and $13 million of 1997 Series D bonds, but even using th
subsidy will not get TDHCA to “full spread rates” while still offering competitive 
to address the needs of Texans in 2007 and beyond, staff believes that it is necess
bond structure that includes variable rate demand bonds (to be hedged with an int

be used to blend down the mortgage rate to achieve Department goals as well a
payment assistance.  If all or a portion of the 0% fund is not needed for Program 69
and used for future programs.   
 
The Department has prudently utilized this struc

as evidenced by last year’s S&P upgrade to AAA from A+.  Staff believes that 
rates created under this structure will be competitive enough with the convention
Department to continue to generate demand for its lending products, achieve 
potentially generate substantial subsidy for use in the future.   
 
The table below illustrates Bond Finance use of both fixed rate, variable rate and 
both types of structures in the past.   With program 62A, Bond Finance was forced 
59A, 61 and 62 mortgage rates set at 4.99%.  Bond Finance achieved this rate using
rate bond hedged with a swap while contributing $2.2 million in 0% funds to ble

te $5 million  0% funds to

es, Bond Fina
ith Bond Fina

ce used a c
ce contribu

mbination of fi
ng $1 million in ged with a swa

 66 

Bond Structure  
100% Hedged 
Variable Rate 

Bonds 

100% Fixed 
Rate Bonds 

70% Fixed Rate 
Bonds, 30% 

Hedged Variable 
Bonds 

Unassisted Mortgage Rate 4.99% 5.625% 5.65% 
Assisted Mortgage Rate (5% 

Statewide) N/A 6.125% 6.20% 

Assisted Mortgage Rate (5% Rita 
GO Zone) N/A 5.875% 5.99% 

 



Staff will present to the TDHCA Board at its March 8, 2007 meeting a final struc
Prior to that Board meeting, staff will communicate our need for funds to memb
Bond Review Board and Texas Treasury Safekeeping Trust Company so that new 
be established soon after the bond pricing and before the Department runs out of fu
As we proceed, Bond Fi

ture for approval.  
ers of the Texas 
lending rates can 
nds in May 2007.  

nance will i) monitor the capital markets for any changes to make 
adjustments that we feel are appropriate, and, ii) explain any proposed deviations from the current 

lyzed the current 
with 2 points.  In 
mortgage rate at 
r down payment 

tive.)  TDHCA will provide approximately $58 million of unassisted 
n 

isted and assisted 

t mortgage rates 
100% fixed, fixed 
on the Projected 

hich is TDHCA’s out of pocket transaction cost.  The Fixed rate structure is 
the most expensive and the hedged variable rate structure is the least expensive.  The next two lines 
show the effect of not achieving full spread under Scenario 1 and under Scenario 2 full spread is 
achieved but without creating future b  ava  Sc er Scenario 3 there are 
over $7 mi ds that can d to is mortgage rates or used 
for down payment assistance. 
 

 1 3 

structure to the Board at the time.   
 
Bond Finance Division and the Texas Home Ownership Program Division have ana
mortgage market and found mortgage rates in Texas are at approximately 5.50% 
order for TDHCA mortgages to be competitive we are proposing an unassisted 
5.15% and an assisted mortgage rate at 6.15% (borrowers receiving a 5% grant fo
assistance is not as rate sensi
and $46 million of assisted mortgages with this structure.  Based on mortgage market conditions i
Texas at the time of pricing, Bond Finance can make adjustments to the unass
mortgage rates to remain competitive. 
 
The table below reflects several structuring options assuming the same targe
available under current market conditions.  The differences of the three structures (
and variable and 100% hedged variable rate bonds) below are quantified first 
Transaction Cost line w

enefits
be use

ilable under
 buy down ex

enario 3.  Und
ting or future llion in 0% fun

Scenario *  2 

Bond Structure  

100% 
Fix
R

Bond

70% Fixed 
Rate  
30%

Variable nds 

100% Hedged 
Variable Rate 

Bonds 

ed 
ate 

s 

Bonds,
 Hedged 

 Bo
Unassisted Mortgage Rate 5.15% 5 5.15%  .15% 
Assisted Mortgage Rate 

(5% Statewide) 6.15% 6.15% 6.15% 

Assisted Mortgage Rate 
(5% Rita GO Zone) 6.15% 6.15% 6.15% 

Projected Transaction Costs $950,000 $815,000 $315,000 
Cost of Not Lending at “Full Spread” $1,390,000 $0 $0 

Future Subsidy Generated $0 $0 $7,545,000 
 

* Preliminary, subject to change.   
 

Program 69’s mortgages will be securitized and will be marketed to very low, low and moderate income 
residents of Texas.  If authorized, the bonds are expected to be priced in mid-April and the bond closing 
will occur approximately four to six weeks subsequent to the bond pricing.   



 
Continuing with the senior manager rotation plan, Bond Finance recommends Bear, Ste
senior manager for this issuance of TDHCA’s proposed 2007 Series A-C bonds. 

arns & Co. Inc. as 
 In keeping with 

TDHCA’s policy of rotating firms in the co-senior and co-manager pool, Bond Finance recommends the 
following firms and roles for this transaction:  
 

 Role Firm
George K. Baum & Co. Co-Senior 

Estrada Hinojosa Co-Manager 
Morgan Keegan  Co-Manager 

M.R. Beal and Company  Co-Manager 
Piper Jaffray  Co-Manager 

 
In the bond market, a syndicate of bankers is needed to market the structure.  The number of bonds 
available for sale typically dictates the size of the syndicate needed at the time of pricing.  With 
TDHCA’s structures over $100 f bankers including the senior underwriter, co-senior 
and four co-managers have previously been successfully used to market the bonds. 

 million, a pool o

 
 

Recommendation 
 

Approve the attached resolution authorizing application to the Texas Bond Review Board for 
reservation of single family private activity bond authority and preliminary approval of Single 
Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds, 2007 Series A, Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds, 2007 
Series B (Variable Rate Demand Bonds), Single Family Mortgage Revenue Refunding Bonds, 2007 
Series C and Approval of Underwriting Team for Program 69. 



Transaction Overview 

signation 
 

Program De Program 69 (Scenario 2) 
Bond Indenture Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bond Indenture 
2007 Private Activity Bond Authority  05,000,000  $1
1997 Series A Bond Refunding  28,970,000 $ 
1997 Series D Bond Refunding  12,315,000 $ 
Total Program 69 Issuance $146,285,000 
2007 Single  Family Series A, B, C * 46,285,000 $1
Statewide Assisted Funds Very Low Income Reservation 

% AMFI for One Year) 
$  31,500,000   (
60

Statewide Unassisted Funds $  52,500,000 
Statewide Unassisted Funds $   6,000,000   Targeted Areas 
Hurricane Rita GO Zone Assisted Funds $  15,000,000 
Total Approximate Lendable Proceeds 05,000,000 $1
Down Payment Assistance (%)  (For Very Low Income Reservation and GO 

Zone) 
5%

Possible Single Family Refunding Candidates 1997 Series A, 1997 Series D 
Approximate Refunding Amount $  41,285,000 
Total Tax-exempt Issuance 6,285,000 Amount $14

 
*   Final mix of fixed a sented dur  Board Meeting. 

 
 

ransactio * 
 

tivity Key Dates 

nd variable rate bonds will be pre ing TDHCA March

         T n Timetable *

Ac
TDHCA Preliminary Approval February 1, 2007 
TDHCA Approval Date March 8, 2007 
Bond Review Board Planning Session March 13, 2007 
Bond Review Board Approval  March 22, 2007 
Pricing Window April 23, 2007 
Pre-Closing/Closing Dates June 4-5, 2007  

 
** Timetable preliminary and subject to change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mortgage Pipeline Information 
 

Current lendable proceeds in existing programs as of January 22, 2007 
 

ogra
mbe

ren
atio Rat

o
n P

 Lo
Purchase   

 
Uncommitted 

Allocation  
Pr m  Cur
Nu r Alloc

t 
n  e I

 C mmitted/ 
ipeline 

ans 
d

61 175,865,983 4.99%-
5.5 1,315,656 174,495,300 55,0270% 

62A 101,764,092 4.99% 6,938,069 95,059,135 0

66 238,697,801 
5.625% 
5.87
6.

73 9 25,759,178*5% 
125% 

,930,396 141,694,89

68 132,030,000 
5.65% 
5.99% 55,376,126 14,961,925 61,691,949**
6.20% 

TOTAL: $648,357,876   $137,560,247 $426,211,259 $87,506,154
 
 
*    Of the $25.8 million uncommitted under Program 66, $22.9 million are for fam
below 60% AMFI.  This restriction will be lifted on June 29, 2007 and m

ilies with income 
ortgage loans with down 

payment assistance will be made available to families with income up to 140% AMFI. 
 
**   Of the $61.7 million uncommitted under Program 68, $33.9 million are for families with income 
below 60% AMFI.  This restriction will be lifted on November 16, 2007 and mortgage loans with 
down payment assistance will be made available to families with income up to 140% AMFI. 
 



Resolution No. 07-001 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF AN APPLICATION FOR 
RESERVATION WITH TEXAS BOND REVIEW BOARD WITH RESPECT TO 
QUALIFIED MORTGAGE BONDS; AND CONTAINING OTHER PROVISIONS 
RELATING TO THE SUBJECT 

 
WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the “Department”) has been 

duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2306, Texas 
Government Code, as amended from time to time (the “Act”), for the purpose, among others, of providing a 
means of financing the costs of residential ownership, development and rehabilitation that will provide 
decent, safe, and affordable living environments for persons and families of low and very low income (as 
defined in the Act) and families of moderate income (as described in the Act and determined by the 
Governing Board of the Department (the “Board”) from time to time) at prices they can afford; and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department:  (a) to make, acquire and finance, and to enter into 
advance commitments to make, acquire and finance, mortgage loans and participating interests therein, 
secured by mortgages on residential housing in the State of Texas (the “State”); (b) to issue its bonds, for the 
purpose, among others, of obtaining funds to acquire or finance such mortgage loans, to establish necessary 
reserve funds and to pay administrative and other costs incurred in connection with the issuance of such 
bonds; and (c) to pledge all or any part of the revenues, receipts or resources of the Department, including the 
revenues and receipts to be received by the Department from such single family mortgage loans or 
participating interests, and to mortgage, pledge or grant security interests in such mortgages or participating 
interests, mortgage loans or other property of the Department, to secure the payment of the principal or 
redemption price of and interest on such bonds; and 

WHEREAS, Section 103 and Section 143 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the 
“Code”), provide that the interest on obligations issued by or on behalf of a state or a political subdivision 
thereof the proceeds of which are to be used to finance owner-occupied residences shall be excludable from 
gross income of the owners thereof for federal income tax purposes if such issue meets certain requirements 
set forth in Section 143 of the Code; and 

WHEREAS, Section 146(a) of the Code requires that certain “private activity bonds” (as defined in 
Section 141(a) of the Code) must come within the issuing authority’s private activity bond limit for the 
applicable calendar year in order to be treated as obligations the interest on which is excludable from the 
gross income of the holders thereof for federal income tax purposes; and 

WHEREAS, the private activity bond “State Ceiling” (as defined in Section 146(d) of the Code) 
applicable to the State for calendar year 2007 is subject to allocation, in the manner authorized by Section 
146(e) of the Code, pursuant to Chapter 1372, Texas Government Code, as amended (the “Allocation Act”); 
and 

WHEREAS, the Allocation Act requires the Department, in order to reserve a portion of the State 
Ceiling for qualified mortgage bonds (the “Reservation”) and satisfy the requirements of Section 146(a) of the 
Code, to file an application for reservation (the “Application for Reservation”) with the Texas Bond Review 
Board (the “Bond Review Board”), stating the maximum amount of the bonds requiring an allocation, the 
purpose of the bonds and the section of the Code applicable to the bonds; and 

778458_1.DOC 



WHEREAS, the Allocation Act and the rules promulgated thereunder by the Bond Review Board (the 
“Allocation Rules”) require that an Application for Reservation be accompanied by a copy of the certified 
resolution of the issuer authorizing the filing of the Application for Reservation; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to authorize the filing of the Application for Reservation with 
respect to qualified mortgage bonds in calendar year 2007; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE TEXAS 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS THAT: 

Section 1 - Application for Reservation.  The Board hereby authorizes Vinson & Elkins L.L.P., as 
Bond Counsel to the Department, to file on its behalf with the Bond Review Board the Application for 
Reservation for qualified mortgage bonds to be issued and delivered within 180 days after receipt of a 
“reservation date,” as defined in the Allocation Rules, in the maximum amount of $110,000,000, together 
with any other documents and opinions required by the Bond Review Board as a condition to the granting of 
the Reservation. 

Section 2 - Authorization of Certain Actions.  The Board authorizes the Executive Director, the staff 
of the Department, as designated by the Executive Director, and Bond Counsel to take such actions on its 
behalf as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution. 

Section 3 - Purposes of Resolution.  The Board has expressly determined and hereby confirms that the 
issuance of the qualified mortgage bonds will accomplish a valid public purpose of the Department by 
providing for the housing needs of persons and families of low, very low and extremely low income and 
families of moderate income in the State.  

Section 4 - Mortgage Credit Certificate Authority.  The Department reserves the right, upon receipt of 
a Reservation, to convert all or any part of its authority to issue qualified mortgage bonds to mortgage credit 
certificates. 

Section 5 - Effective Date.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and upon its 
adoption. 

Section 6 - Notice of Meeting.  Written notice of the date, hour and place of the meeting of the Board 
at which this Resolution was considered and of the subject of this Resolution was furnished to the Secretary 
of State and posted on the Internet for at least seven (7) days preceding the convening of such meeting; that 
during regular office hours a computer terminal located in a place convenient to the public in the office of the 
Secretary of State was provided such that the general public could view such posting; that such meeting was 
open to the public as required by law at all times during which this Resolution and the subject matter hereof 
was discussed, considered and formally acted upon, all as required by the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, 
Texas Government Code, as amended; and that written notice of the date, hour and place of the meeting of the 
Board and of the subject of this Resolution was published in the Texas Register at least seven (7) days 
preceding the convening of such meeting, as required by the Administrative Procedure and Texas Register 
Act, Chapters 2001 and 2002, Texas Government Code, as amended.  Additionally, all of the materials in the 
possession of the Department relevant to the subject of this Resolution were sent to interested persons and 
organizations, posted on the Department’s website, made available in hard-copy at the Department, and filed 
with the Secretary of State for publication by reference in the Texas Register not later than seven (7) days 
before the meeting of the Board as required by Section 2306.032, Texas Government Code, as amended. 
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PASSED AND APPROVED this 1st day of February, 2007. 

 
 
 
              

Chair, Governing Board 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
       
Secretary to the Governing Board 
 
(SEAL) 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

REPORT ITEMS 



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
QUARTERLY REPORT OF CHANGES IN OWNERSHIP

(Covers changes subsequent to report of October 12, 2006)

Dev. No.
Date 

Approved Development City County Region

Entity Departing or Replaced
(GP=general partner, 

O=owner, SLP=special limited 
partner, NP=Nonprofit) New Member or Owner

Type of Ownership Change (S=sale. FS=sale 
involving foreclosure. R=restructure. 

D=default/removal of GP. NC=name change. 
L=change of limited partner)

060056 10/2/06 Langwick Senior 
Residences

Houston Harris 6 Songhai Ventures, Inc. (D) Songhai Development 
Company, LLC (D)

R - New developer has same principal as 
original developer.

04410 10/2/06 The Vistas Marble Falls Burnet 7 Marble Falls Housing 
Opportunity Corporation (GP)

THF Housing Opportunity 
Corporation (GP)

R - New regional housing authority, Texas 
Housing Foundation (THF) affiliated with original
sponsor of development, Marble Falls Housing 
Authority (MFHA), replaced original sponsor. 
New GP is instrumentality of THF.

AHDP
190089448

10/5/06 Stone Creek Tyler Smith 4 MBS-Stone Creek, Ltd. (O) TLG Stone Creek Apartments, 
LLC (O)

S - The development was purchased by an 
investor.

060201 10/9/06 Moore Grocery Lofts Tyler Smith 4 Landmark Asset Services, 
Inc.; Sari & Company; Fitch 
Development Group, Inc. (Co-
GPs)

Moore Grocery Lofts, GP, LLC 
(GP)

R - The new GP has the old GPs as its sole 
members.

05207 10/11/06 Parker Lane Seniors Austin Travis 7 Capital Area Housing Finance 
Corporation (GP)

Strategic Housing Finance 
Corporation of Travis County 
(GP)

S - Original GP departed due to hardship. New 
GP was solicited by Guarantor. Guarantor 
remained same.

060080 10/23/06 Spanish Creek 
Townhomes

El Paso El Paso 13 Investment Builders, Inc. (GP); 
Ike Monty, President.

IBI Spanish Creek Townhomes, 
LLC (GP)

R - Original GP was replaced. Sole member of 
new GP is original GP.

93167 11/3/06 Spring Ridge Dallas Dallas 3 Shared Resources, Ltd. (O) Legendary Lane, LP (O) S - The development was purchased by an 
investor.

060419 11/10/06 Gardens of 
Weatherford

Weatherford Parker 3 Continental Associates VI, Inc. 
(SLP)

Continental Associates VI, Inc. 
(Co-GP)

R - Special limited partner became co-general 
partner.

060420 11/10/06 Gardens of Decordova Granbury Hood 3 Continental Associates VII, 
Inc. (SLP)

Continental Associates VII, Inc. 
(Co-GP)

R - Special limited partner became co-general 
partner.

00044T 11/20/06 Red Hills Villas Round Rock Williamson 7 None William R. Caparis (Owner of 
GP)

R - New owner of GP joins original original two 
owners.
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
QUARTERLY REPORT OF CHANGES IN OWNERSHIP

(Covers changes subsequent to report of October 12, 2006)

Dev. No.
Date 

Approved Development City County Region

Entity Departing or Replaced
(GP=general partner, 

O=owner, SLP=special limited 
partner, NP=Nonprofit) New Member or Owner

Type of Ownership Change (S=sale. FS=sale 
involving foreclosure. R=restructure. 

D=default/removal of GP. NC=name change. 
L=change of limited partner)

091022 11/20/06 Telstar Apartments Dallas Dallas 3 Telstar Associates, Ltd. (GP) Happy Habitats, LLC (GP); 
Dallas Clearwater Ventures, 
LLC (Co-GP)

S - The development was purchased by 
investors.

96095 11/30/06 Woodforest Chase Houston Harris 6 New Wild Plum Associates, 
L.P. (O)

WillMax Woodforest, L.P. (O) S - The development was purchased by an 
investor.

97151 11/30/06 Lake Crest Village Houston Harris 6 Lake Crest Village Associates, 
L.P. (O)

WillMax Lakecrest, L.P. (O) S - The development was purchased by an 
investor.

96153 12/4/06 Sovereign Apartments Houston Harris 6 Tasek Management (GP) Alix Development Corporation 
(GP)

R - Both the original and new GPs are wholly 
owned by Joseph Lopez.

04120 12/4/06 Sedona Springs 
Village

Odessa Ector 12 Odessa Housing Authority 
(SLP)

None R - Housing authority withdrew. No new 
members entered.

02456 12/19/06 Rosemont at Palo Alto San Antonio Bexar 9 San Antonio Development 
Agency (GP)

Housing Authority of Bexar 
County (GP)

S - Transfer of the property from one nonprofit 
entity to another.

04002 12/13/06 Cricket Hollow Apts. Willis Montgomery 6 David Longoria (owner of HUB 
GP)

Terri Torregrossa (owner of 
HUB GP)

R - One person replaced another as majority 
owner of HUB that is GP.

060149 12/14/06 Women's Shelter of 
East Texas

Lufkin Angelina 5 Womens Shelter of East 
Texas (GP)

Pineywoods HOME Team 
Affordable Housing, Inc. (GP)

R - Departing GP remains development operator
and provider of supportive services and was 
affiliate of new GP in sponsoring of the 
development.

95001 12/27/06 St. Cloud Houston Harris 6 Jaysac, Ltd. (O) Happy Village, LLC (O) S - The development was purchased by an 
investor.
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TDHCA Outreach Activities, December 2006 and January 2007 
A compilation of activities designed to increase the awareness of TDHCA programs and services or 

increase the visibility of the Department among key stakeholder groups and the general public 
 

Event Location Date Division Purpose 
Webb County Scoring 
Committee Meeting 

Laredo December 1 Office of Colonia 
Activities 

Participant 

Lender Training/Bond 
Program 68 

Amarillo December 4 Single Family  Training 

Meeting with Members of 
the Disability Community 

Austin December 4 Executive, Policy and 
Public Affairs  

Participant 

Community Resource 
Coordination Group 
Meeting 

Austin December 5 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

Lender Training/Bond 
Program 68 

Tyler December 5 Single Family  Training 

Meeting with members of 
the Disability Community 

Austin December 6 Executive, Policy and 
Public Affairs 

Participant 

Mental Health 
Transformation Group 

Austin December 6 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

MetroTex Association of 
Realtors 

Dallas December 6 Single Family  Training 

Lender Training/Bond 
Program 68 

Corpus Christi December 7 Single Family  Training 

First Thursday Income 
Eligibility Training 

Austin December 7 Portfolio Management 
and Compliance 

Training 

FY 2007 ESGP 
Application Workshop 

Austin December 7 Community Affairs Training 

Meeting with Members of 
the Disability Community 

Austin December 7 Executive, Policy and 
Public Affairs  

Participant 

Webb County Scoring 
Committee Meeting 

Laredo December 8 Office of Colonia 
Activities 

Participant 

Mental Health 
Transformation Grant 
Meeting 

Austin December 11 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

Meeting with Corporation 
for Supportive Housing 

Austin December 11 Executive, Policy and 
Public Affairs 

Participant 

ORCA Sunset Hearing Austin December 12 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Monitoring 

Market Analysis Rules and 
Guidelines 

Austin December 13 Real Estate Analysis Training 

Fiscal Notes Coordinator 
Conference 

Austin December 13 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

ORCA Executive 
Committee Meeting 

Austin December 13 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Monitoring 

Mortgage Press Broker 
Networking Event 

Irving December 14 Single Family Exhibitor 

Webb County Self-Help 
Center Ribbon Cutting 
Ceremony 

Webb County December 14 Office of Colonia 
Initiatives 

Participant 

Ground Breaking 
Ceremony for Webb Co. 
Colonia Water/Wastewater 
Project 

Webb County December 18 Office of Colonia 
Initiatives  

Participant 

Supplemental CDBG 
Disaster Plan Hearing 

Houston December 19 Executive, Policy and 
Public Affairs 

Public Hearing 



Supplemental CDBG 
Disaster Plan Hearing 

Austin December 19 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Public Hearing 

Supplemental CDBG 
Disaster Plan Hearing 

Beaumont December 20 Executive, Legal Public Hearing 

PY 2007 DOE WAP Plan 
Public Hearing 

Austin January 3 Community Affairs Public Hearing 

Mental Health Planning & 
Advisory Committee 

Austin January 8 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

NCSHA winter workshops Washington, D.C. January 8-11 Portfolio Management 
and Compliance 

Presentation, Participant 

Texas Bond Review Board 
Meeting 

Austin January 9 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Monitoring 

ORCA Sunset Hearing Austin January 10 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Monitoring 

Disability Advisory 
Workgroup Meeting 

Austin January 10 Executive, Single 
Family, Policy and 
Public Affairs 

Participant 

Promoting Independence 
Advisory Committee 
Meeting 

Austin January 11 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

Meeting with Staff from 
Department of Aging and 
Disability Services  

Austin January 12 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

Promoting Independence 
Advisory Committee 
Meeting 

Austin January 18 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

Mental Health 
Transformation 
Workgroup 

Austin January 26 Policy and Public 
Affairs 

Participant 

“Completing the 2006 
Annual Owner's 
Compliance Report” 
Workshop 

Austin January 29 Portfolio Management 
and Compliance 

Training 
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