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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
BOARD MEETING 

July 30, 2007 
8:30 am 

Capitol Extension Auditorium 
1500 N. Congress 

       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:  
a) Minutes of the Board Meeting of June 28, 2007 

Disaster Recovery Division: 
b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Requests for Amendments to CDBG contracts 

administered by Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA) [ORCA] 

Multifamily Finance Division: 
c) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for Housing Tax Credit Extensions: (if 

recommended) 

05004 Samuels Place  Ft. Worth 
05020 Hereford Central Place  Hereford 
05092 Vida Que Canta  Mission 

d) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Determination Notices for Housing Tax 
Credits Associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with Other Issuers:  

07405 Alamito Terrace, El Paso, El Paso County, Texas 
Alamito Public Facilities Corporation is the Issuer 

 Recommend Credit Amount of $346,251 

HOME Division: 
e) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for 

approximately $10,000,000 utilizing unawarded and deobligated HOME funds for the HOME 
Rental Housing Development (RHD) Program 

f) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for 
approximately $6,000,000 utilizing unawarded and deobligated HOME CHDO funds for the 
HOME Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) Rental Housing Development 
Program



7/20/2007 3:35 PM 

2

g) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for 
$1,000,000 of local revenues from the Housing Trust Fund for the Texas Veteran’s Housing 
Support Program 

ACTION ITEMS 

Item 2: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Real Estate Analysis Items: 

a) Presentation Discussion and Possible Action for the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credits 
Appeals of Credit Underwriting Reports 

07263    Constitution Court                      Copperas Cove 
07268    Mid-Towne I Apartments             Tomball 
07228    Las Palmas Homes                    Los Fresnos 

Appeals Timely Filed [Underwriting Reports available on Department Website]

Item 3: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Multifamily Division Items:  

a) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action for Housing Tax Credits Appeals

 Appeals Timely Filed 

b) 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. 07-023  

07626 Costa Clemente Angleton  

c) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Issuance of Determination Notices for Housing Tax 
Credits Associated with Mortgage Revenue Bond Transactions with Other Issuers:  

07422- Rainbow Housing Assistance Corporation, Texas Bond Portfolio 
07434 Texas State Affordable Housing Corporation is the Issuer 
 Requested Credit Amount of $2,306,979 

d) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Approval of the Final Commitments from the 2007 Credit 
Ceiling for the Allocation of Competitive Housing Tax Credits and the Waiting List for the 2007 
Application Round from the list of all applications below: 

Dev. No. Development Name City Region
07101 Carpenter's Point Dallas 3
07103 Oak Tree Village Dickinson 6
07104 Country Lane Seniors-Greenville Community Greenville 3
07108 Paseo Palms El Paso 13
07109 Elrod Place Katy 6
07110 Poteet Housing Authority Farm Labor Poteet 9
07114 Washington Village Apartments Wichita Falls 2
07115 Heights Apartments Big Spring 12
07117 Deer Creek Apartments Levelland 1
07118 Lakeside Apartments Mount Pleasant 4
07123 Tower Village Nacogdoches 5
07124 King's Crossing Phase II Kingsville 10
07126 Oak Timbers-Caplin Drive Arlington 3
07131 StoneLeaf at Dalhart Dalhart 1
07133 StoneLeaf at Tye Tye 2
07137 Hampton Villages Pampa 1
07141 Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble Humble 6
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Dev. No. Development Name City Region
07149 Residences at Eastland Fort Worth 3
07151 Key West Village Phase II Odessa 12
07153 Los Ebanos Apartments Alton 11
07162 Pointe North Beaumont 5
07164 Covington Townhomes Texarkana 4
07165 Gates of Dominion North Houston 6
07166 Jeremiah Seniors Hurst 3
07167 Meadowlake Village Apartments Mabank 3
07169 Costa Madera Laredo 11
07170 Gibraltar Clute 6
07171 San Juan Square II San Antonio 9
07173 West End Baptist Manor Apartments San Antonio 9
07174 LULAC Hacienda Apartments Corpus Christi 10
07175 Austin Place Mount Pleasant 4
07177 Hamilton Senior Village Hamilton 8
07178 Tammye's Pointe Eagle Pass 11
07179 Villas at Goose Creek Baytown 6
07180 Holland House Apartments Holland 8
07182 Retama Village - Phase II McAllen 11
07183 Sunset Terrace Pharr 11
07185 Bluebonnet Senior Village Alamo 11
07189 Sunlight Manor Apartments Beaumont 5
07190 Stephen Austin School Apartments Greenville 3
07191 Washington Hotel Lofts Greenville 3
07192 Historic Lofts of Waco High Waco 8
07193 Stone Brook Senior Apartments Palestine 4
07194 377 Villas Brownwood 2
07198 West Durango Plaza Apartments San Antonio 9
07199 Kingsville LULAC Manor Apartments Kingsville 10
07203 Melbourne Apartments Alvin 6
07204 Notting Hill Gate Apartments Missouri City 6
07205 North Manor Estates Apartments Weslaco 11
07206 Villa Estella Trevino Edinburg 11
07210 New Hope Housing at Bray's Crossing Houston 6
07217 Victory Place Seniors Houston 6
07219 Canyons Retirement Community Amarillo 1
07220 San Gabriel Crossing Liberty Hill 7
07222 Riverbend Trails San Angelo 12
07223 Shady Oaks Apartments Georgetown 7
07224 Sierra Ridge Apartments Georgetown 7
07226 Candlewick Apartments Brownsville 11
07227 Champion Home at La Joya La Joya 11
07228 Las Palmas Homes Los Fresnos 11
07233 Ingram Square Apartments San Antonio 9
07234 Tuscany Park at Buda Buda 7
07235 Woodchase Senior Community El Paso 13
07236 Green Briar Village Phase II Wichita Falls 2
07242 Paseo de Paz Apartments Kerrville 9
07244 Alamito Place El Paso 13
07245 Sphinx at Fiji Seniors Dallas 3
07246 Lexington Square Angleton 6
07247 Terry Street Apartments Malakoff 4
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Dev. No. Development Name City Region
07249 Bluffs Landing Senior Village Round Rock 7
07252 Brooks Manor Apartments West Columbia 6
07254 Evergreen at Farmers Branch Farmers Branch 3
07256 Evergreen at The Colony The Colony 3
07257 Orange Palm Garden Apt Homes Orange 5
07258 Trinity Garden Apt Homes Liberty 6
07259 Montgomery Meadows Phase II Huntsville 6
07260 Victoria Place Addition Athens 4
07261 Lexington Court Phase II Kilgore 4
07262 Santour Court College Station 8
07263 Constitution Court Copperas Cove 8
07267 Buena Vida Apartments La Feria 11
07268 Mid-Towne I Apartments Tomball 6
07271 Hyatt Manor Apartments Gonzales 10
07272 Plantation Valley Estates Krum 3
07275 Mansions at Briar Creek Bryan 8
07280 Andalusia Houston 6
07282 Palermo Midland 12
07285 Anson Park Seniors Abilene 2
07289 Peachtree Seniors Balch Springs 3
07291 Cypress Creek at Reed Road Houston 6
07292 North Eastman Residential Longview 4
07293 Morningstar Villas Texas City 6
07294 Grove at Brushy Creek Bowie 2
07295 Bluestone Mabank 4
07300 Wentworth Apartments Atascocita 6
07302 Casa Alton Alton 11
07303 Villas on Raiford Carrollton 3
07306 Zion Village Apartments Houston 6
07309 Glenwood Trails Deer Park 6
07310 Gardens at Friendswood Lakes Friendswood 6
07313 Villas at Rabbit Hill Round Rock 7
07318 Buena Vida Senior Village Corpus Christi 10

Item 4: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Financial Division Items: 

a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of FY 2008 Final Draft Operating Budget 

b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of FY 2008 Final Draft Housing Finance Budget 

Item 5: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of HOME Division Items: 

a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of the 2007 HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program Preservation and Rental Housing Development Program award recommendations in the 
amount of $2,812,125 from the list of applications below: 

 07124 King’s Crossing Phase II   Kingsville   
 07175 Austin Place     Mount Pleasant  
 07177 Hamilton Senior Village   Hamilton   
 07223 Shady Oaks Apartments   Georgetown   
 07234 Tuscany Park at Buda    Buda    
 07247 Terry Street Apartments Malakoff   
 07255 Evergreen at Jollyville    Jollyville   
 07282 Palermo     Midland   
 07131 Villas at Rabbit Hill    Round Rock   
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 07343 Parkwood Apartments    Nixon    
 07417 Park Ridge Apartments   Llano    
 07418 Creek View Apartments   Johnson City   

b) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of the 2007 HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) Rental Development Program 
award recommendations in the amount of $1,210,000 from the list of applications below: 

 07199 Kingsville LULAC Manor   Kingsville   
 07249  Bluffs Landing Senior Village   Round Rock   
 07256  Evergreen at The Colony   The Colony   
 07260  Victoria Place Addition   Athens    
 07261 Lexington Court Phase II   Kilgore   
 07263 Constitution Court Phase II   Copperas Cove  
 07340 Copper Creek Homes    Hudson   
 07624 Ennis Senior Estates    Ennis    

Item 6: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Disaster Recovery Division Items:

a) Presentation and Discussion of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Disaster 
Recovery Status Report  

Item 7: Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Bond Finance Items: 

a) Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a loan reservation procedure for the Single 
Family Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB) Program 70 Targeted Area set-aside  

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(a), Texas Government Code:  

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

2. With Respect to pending litigation styled Brandal v.TDHCA Filed in State Court in Potter 
County 

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

4. 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. Monthly Report on HOME Amendments Granted  
2. Construction Cost Research by Real Estate Analysis Division 
3. 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges 

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.



















OFFICE OF RURAL COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST
July 30, 2007

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of Requests for Amendments to CDBG 
contracts administered by Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA) 

Requested Action

Approve the request for amendm to the use of non-housing funds under the State of 
Texas Action Plan (Action Plan) for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Disaster 

ents related

Recovery Funds to Areas Most Impacted and Distressed by Hurricane Rita.

Background

The U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) approved the State of Texas 
to Areas Most

Rita on June 16, 2006.  On August 30, 2006 the TDHCA 
Governing Board approved the non-housing project recommendations of the Office of Rural 

r COGs in the affected area.

t vary more than 

 City of Gallatin Contract Number DRS060023

Action Plan (Action Plan) related to the CDBG Disaster Recovery Funds
Impacted & Distressed by Hurricane

Community Affairs (ORCA) and the fou

The Action Plan approved by HUD specifically states “contract amendments tha
5% must be approved by the TDHCA Board.”

es to move five 
s line item to the 

6 the TDHCA Governing Board approved a fifty thousand dollar ($50,000) 
award to the City of Gallatin to repair and renovate a community shelter.   On June 28, 2007 the 
TDHCA Governing Board approved the addition of eight thousand eight hundred dollars 
($8,800) to the Gallatin contract for additions to the same project.   As a first time grantee under 
the CDBG program, the city has determined that its part time staff and volunteer mayor are not 
able to complete the project without some administrative assistance.  Provision of this 
amendment will allow the city to hire a professional grant consultant to ensure compliance with 
the federal regulations and the timely completion of the project.   There will be no change in the 
number of beneficiaries. 

Summary of Request 
The City of Gallatin is requesting approval of a transfer in funding categori
thousand eight hundred eighty dollars ($5,880) from the neighborhood facilitie
planning and project delivery line item.

On August 30, 200
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Activity  Current Budget  Change (+/-)  Revised Budget  
6 Neighborhood Faciliti
Community Centers  $       55,800.00  -  $  5,880.00   $       49,920.00  

es / 

30 Engineering  $        3  $         3,000.00,000.00

33 Planning / Project Delivery  $  0 +  $  5,880.00   $         5,880.00  
Total:  $  58,800.00  $       58,800.00

Hardin County Contract Number DRS060031

Summary of Request 
Hardin County is requesting approval of a transfer in funding categories to move fifty five 

ty five thousand 
 thirty thousand 

 thousand dollar 
00) award for debris removal, a community shelter, and street improvements.  As the 

C as begun the proce  th ts ed by Hurricane Rita 
it ary to ng r te nty’s right of ways and 
co g drainage improvements.  There will be no change in the number of 
beneficiaries.

thousand dollars ($55,000) from the street improvements line item to twen
dollars ($25,000) into the engineering and architectural services line item and
dollars ($30,000) into the flood and drainage debris removal line item.   

On August 30, 2006 the TDHCA Governing Board approved a one million fifty
($1,050,0

ounty h ss of removing e vast amoun  of debris creat
 has become necess hire engineeri  se vices to de rmine the cou
mplete inspections durin

Activity  Current Budget  Change (+/-)  Revised Budget 
4 Street Improvements 55, 0 0   -  $                  - $ 00 .0 $55,000.00
5a Flood and Drainage D bris 

moval 5, 0 0  +  $     725,000.00
e

Re  $    69 00 .0 $30,000.00
6 Neighborhood Facilities / 
Community Centers  $    250,000.00  $     250,000.00
31 Planning & Urban 
Environmental Design  $      50,000.00   $       50,000.00

30 Engineering / Architectural 
Services    25,000.00+  $25,000.00   $     
Total:  $  1,050,000.00  $  1,050,000.00

ORCA Recommendation 

ORCA recommends Board approval of a transfer in funding categories for the City of Gallatin to 
move five thousand eight hundred eighty dollars ($5,880) from the neighborhood facilities line 
item to the planning and project delivery line item.   

ORCA recommends Board approval of a transfer in funding categories for Hardin County to 
move fifty five thousand dollars ($55,000) from the street improvements line item to twenty five 
thousand dollars ($25,000) into the engineering and architectural services line item and thirty 
thousand dollars ($30,000) into the flood and drainage debris removal line item.   



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
BOARD ACTION REQUEST

July 30, 2007 

Action Items

Requests for extension of the deadline to submit documentation of commencement of substantial 
construction are summarized below. 

Required Action

Approve or deny the requests for extension related to 2005 Housing Tax Credit commitments.

Background

Pertinent facts about the requests for extension are given below. Each request was accompanied
by a mandatory $2,500 extension request fee. 

HTC No. 05004, Samuels Place

Summary of Request: Owner requests a second extension of the deadline to submit the 
commencement of substantial construction package. The owner’s request included all 
documentation necessary to comply with the requirement and an explanation that the late 
submission resulted from an administrative error. The owner stated that the small size of the
development would enable completion well within the deadline to place in service. 

This request is brought to the Board because the owner requested the extension after, rather than 
before, the expiration of the previous deadline, a violation of §49.20(l) of the 2007 QAP and 
because §49.20(l) stipulates that the board must approve any request that exceeds the original
deadline by more than six months. The original deadline was December 1, 2006. 

Owner: Samuels Avenue, LP 
General Partner: Pioneers of Samuels, LLC 
Developer: Carleton Development, Ltd. 
Principals/Interested Parties: Printice Gary, R. David Kelly, Neal R. Hildebrandt 
Syndicator: Red Capital Group
Construction Lender: Red Capital Group 
Permanent Lender: Red Capital Group 
Other Funding: NA
City/County: Fort Worth/Tarrant
Set-Aside: General 
Type of Area: Exurban
Type of Development: New Construction 
Population Served: General Population 
Units: 36 HTC units 
2005 Allocation: $254,842
Allocation per HTC Unit: $7,079
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: May 1, 2007 
New Deadline Requested: June 26, 2007 (date required documentation was submitted)
New Deadline Recommended: June 26, 2007 
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Previous Extensions: One

Staff Recommendation: Approve the extension as requested. 
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HTC No. 05020, Hereford Central Place

Summary of Request: Owner requests an extension of the deadline to submit the commencement
of substantial construction package. The owner submitted the required documentation at the 
same time that the extension was requested and stated that the physical requirements for
compliance with the rule were met in early February. The owner stated that the required
documentation was believed to have been submitted on-time. Department staff discussed the
requirement with the owner in late 2006 but review of the file found no record of a request for 
extension or of the submission. 

This request is brought to the Board because the owner requested the extension after, rather than 
before, the expiration of the previous deadline, a violation of §49.20(l) of the 2007 QAP and 
because §49.20(l) stipulates that the board must approve any request that exceeds the original
deadline by more than six months. The original deadline was December 1, 2006. 

Owner: Hereford Central Place, Ltd. 
General Partner: I-Integrity Management
Developer: I-Integrity Management
Principals/Interested Parties: Star Rhodes
Syndicator: Red Capital Group
Construction Lender: Red Capital Group 
Permanent Lender: Red Capital Group 
Other Funding: Panhandle Regional Housing Finance Corporation 
City/County: Hereford/Deaf Smith
Set-Aside: General 
Type of Area: Rural
Type of Development: New Construction 
Population Served: General Population 
Units: 32 HTC units 
2005 Allocation: $277,501
Allocation per HTC Unit: $8,672
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: June 15, 2007 (date required documentation was submitted)
New Deadline Recommended: June 15, 2007 
Previous Extensions: None

Staff Recommendation: Approve the extension as requested.
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HTC No. 05092, Vida Que Canta

Summary of Request: Owner requests an extension of the deadline to submit the commencement 
of substantial construction package. The owner reported that the development was 100% 
complete in February of 2007. As an oversight, the commencement of construction 
documentation was not submitted by the original deadline of December 1, 2006. The owner’s 
extension request included all documentation necessary to comply with the requirement. 

The request is being brought to the Board only because the owner violated 49.20(l) of the 2007 
QAP by requesting the extension after, rather than before, the expiration of the previous deadline 
and because the rule stipulates that the board must approve any request that exceeds the original 
deadline by more than six months. 

Owner: Vida Que Canta Apartments, L.P. 
General Partner: Vida Que Canta Apartments, LLC 
Developer: Texas Regional Properties, LLC 
Principals/Interested Parties: Bozrah International Ministries, Inc. (Nonprofit Owner of GP); 

P. Rowan Smith (Developer) 
Syndicator: The Richman Group 
Construction Lender: JPMorganChase Bank 
Permanent Lender: GMAC Commercial Mortgage 
Other Funding: NA
City/County: Mission/Hidalgo 
Set-Aside: General 
Type of Area: Exurban
Type of Development: New Construction 
Population Served: General Population 
Units: 160 HTC units 
2005 Allocation: $950,919
Allocation per HTC Unit: $5,943 
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: June 28, 2007 (date required documentation was submitted) 
New Deadline Recommended: June 28, 2007 
Previous Extensions: None 

Staff Recommendation: Approve the extension as requested.









Housing Tax Credit Program 
Board Action Request 

July 30, 2007

Action Item

Request review and board determination of one (1) four percent (4%) tax credit application with another issuer for tax exempt bond transaction. 

Recommendation

Staff is recommending that the board review and approve the issuance of one (1) four percent (4%) Tax Credit Determination Notice with another issuer for 
the tax exempt bond transaction known as: 

TDHCA
No.

Name Location Issuer Total
Units

LI
Units

Total
Development

Applicant
Proposed

Tax Exempt 
Bond

Amount

Requested
Credit

Allocation

Recommended 
Credit

Allocation

07405 Alamito Terrace El Paso Alamito Public 
Facilities Corp. 

76 76 $7,862,331 $7,000,000 $407,916 $346,251
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

July 30, 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 Alamito Terrace, #07405. 

 Summary of the Transaction

Background and General Information: The application was received on December 28, 2006.  The Issuer 
for this transaction is Alamito Public Facilities Corporation with a reservation of allocation that expires 
on November 15, 2007. The development proposes the new construction of 76 total units targeting the 
elderly population. The development is proposed for the City of El Paso and 100% of the units are 
proposed to be restricted. The site is currently zoned for such a development.  

Organizational Structure and Compliance:  The Borrower is Alamito Terrace, LP and the General 
Partner is Alamito Terrace GP, LLC, of which the Paisano Housing Redevelopment Corporation has 
100% ownership interest.  The Compliance Status Summary completed on May 25, 2007 reveals that the 
principals of the general partner have a total of sixteen (16) properties that have been monitored with no 
material non-compliance.  The bond priority for this transaction is:  

Priority 1(a):  Set aside 50% of units rent capped at 30% of 50% AMFI and the remaining 
50% of units rents capped at 30% of 60% AMFI. 

Census Demographics:  The development will be located at approximately 508 S. Virginia Street in El 
Paso. Demographics for the census tract (0020.00) include AMFI of $15,460; the total population is 
3,141; the percent of population that is minority is 98.25%; the percent of population that is below the 
poverty line is 55.27%; the number of owner occupied units is 179; the number of renter units is 826 and 
the number of vacant units is 67. The percentage of population that is minority for the entire City of El 
Paso is 26.7% (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 $346,251 in Housing Tax 
Credits for Alamito Terrace.   



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
July 30, 2007

 Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary
Alamito Terrace, L.P., TDHCA Number 07405

City: El Paso

Zip Code: 79901-County: El Paso

Total Development Units: 76

BASIC DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION

UNIT/BUILDING INFORMATION

Site Address: North side of E Father Rahm Ave. between S Virginia and S 

Owner/Employee Units: 0

OWNER AND DEVELOPMENT TEAM

30% 40% 50% 60%

Purpose/Activity: NC

Developer: Paisano Redevelopment Corporation

Housing General Contractor: To Be Determined

Architect: Moore, Nordell, Kroeger Architects, Inc.

Market Analyst: Wilkinson, Pendergrass & Beard, L.P.

Supportive Services: Centro de Salud Familiar La Fe ("La Fe Clinic")

Owner: Alamito Terrace, L.P.

Syndicator: MMA Financial, Inc.

Total Restricted Units: 76

Region: 13 Population Served: Elderly

Allocation: Urban/Exurban

Consultant: Not Utilized

0 0 76 0 0

07405

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: 6

Total Development Cost: $7,862,331

HOME Set Asides: CHDO Preservation General

FUNDING INFORMATION

HOME Activity Fund Amount: $0

TDHCA Bond Allocation Amount:    $0

0

Department
Analysis

Applicant
 Request RateTermAmort

00$0

$0 000

Bond Issuer: Alamito Public Facilities Corp.

Note:  If Development Cost =$0, an Underwriting Report has not been completed.

1 BR 2 BR 3 BR 4 BR

76 0 0 0

Eff

0

4% Housing Tax Credits with Bonds: $407,916 $346,251 0 0 0

5 BR

0

HOME CHDO Operating Grant Amount: $0 $0

Townhome

Type of Building:

Transitional

Single Room OccupancyTriplex

Duplex

4 units or more per building

Detached Residence

Fourplex
0HOME High Total Units:

0HOME Low Total Units:

Rosie MontesOwner Contact and Phone (915) 849-3806

%

%

%

7/23/2007 10:28 AM



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
July 30, 2007

 Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary
Alamito Terrace, L.P., TDHCA Number 07405

PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

TX Representative:

TX Senator:

Mayor/Judge:

Guide: "O" = Oppose, "S" = Support, "N" = Neutral, "NC" or Blank = No comment

City of El Paso Community Development Consolidated 
Plan 2005-2010: The DCHD's primary goal is to conserve 
and upgrade the existing supply of affordable hosing 
through rehabilitation.

John Cook, Mayor, City of El Paso - NC

In Support 0 In Opposition 0

US Senator:            NC

Resolution of Support from Local Government

General Summary of Comment:
The Department has received no letters of support and no letters of opposition.

State/Federal Officials with Jurisdiction:
NC

NC

Shapleigh, District 29

Moreno, District 77

Individuals/Businesses:

Local Officials and Other Public Officials:

Neighborhood Input:

CONDITIONS OF COMMITMENT

Receipt, review, and acceptance, prior to demolition, of evidence that all Phase I Environmental Site Assessment recommendations, including 
asbestos and lead based pain surveys and testing for lead in drinking water, and subsequent environmental report recommendations have been 
carried out.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by closing, of a final survey of the proposed site identifying the correct acreage to be restricted for this 
development.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by closing, of approval by the City of the zoning change or a variance.

Per §49.12(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”).”

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.

Reyes, District 16, NCUS Representative:

7/23/2007 10:28 AM



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
July 30, 2007

 Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary
Alamito Terrace, L.P., TDHCA Number 07405

RECOMMENDATION BY THE EXECUTIVE AWARD AND REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE IS BASED ON:

Recommendation: Recommend approval of a Housing Tax Credit Allocation not to exceed $346,251 annually for ten years, subject 
to conditions.

Bond Amount: $0

Credit Amount: $346,251

Loan Amount: $0

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

HOME Activity Funds:

4% Housing Tax Credits:

TDHCA Bond Issuance:

Grant Amount: $0HOME CHDO Operating Expense Grant:

7/23/2007 10:28 AM



REPORT DATE: PROGRAM: FILE NUMBER:

Location: Region:

City: County: Zip: X   QCT X   DDA

Key Attributes:

* The Applicant originally requested $482,248 but has revised this request on multiple subsequent occasions.

1

2

3

4

ƌ ƌ

ƌ ƌ

*The property will be 100% public housing.

Due to the extensive deep rent targeting a 
conventional tax credit development would not 
be financially feasible without ongoing subsidy 
such as that proposed.

The need for tax credit appears to be the result 
of extremely high development costs rather 
than based on a reasonable gap in funding.

SALIENT ISSUES

$407,916 $346,251

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.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, prior to demolition, of evidence that all Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment recommendations, including asbestos and lead based paint surveys and testing for lead in 
drinking water, and subsequent environmental report recommendations have been carried out.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by closing, of approval by the City of the zoning change or a 
variance.

Interest Amort/Term
REQUEST RECOMMENDATION

Amount AmountInterest

CONDITIONS

4% HTC 07405

DEVELOPMENT

Multifamily, Elderly, New Construction, Nonprofit

Alamito Terrace

13

Amort/Term

ALLOCATION

76

79901

Housing Tax Credit (Annual)

El PasoEl Paso

TDHCA Program

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
Real Estate Analysis Division
Underwriting Report

The plan proposes the redevelopment of a 66 
year old public housing property and will utilize 
HOPE VI funds in order to provide 100% public 
housing.

North side of E Father Rahm Ave between S Virginia St and S St Vrain St

CONS
The construction costs are substantially higher 
than can be reasonably justified and a different 
construction style would free up funds for 
additional units.

07/20/07

50% of AMI 50% of AMI
Rent Limit

TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA
Income Limit

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by closing, of a final survey of the proposed site identifying the 
correct acreage to be restricted for this development.

Number of Units

PROS
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Contact: Phone: Fax:
Email:

¹ Liquidity = Current Assets - Current Liabilities

Name
--

N/A

# of Complete DevelopmentsLiquidity¹
Paisano Housing Redevelopment Corp

Vince Dodds

Rosie Montes (915) 849-3749

The development will receive a public housing 
operating subsidy for 100% of the units which will 
increase to cover expenses. 

Significant inconsistencies in the application 
could adversely affect the development of the 
subject.

The Applicant's expense to income ratio is 100% 
but is mitigated by 100% operating subsidy as 
needed.

rmontes@hacep.org

Net Assets

(915) 849-3722

CONTACT

DEVELOPMENT TEAM
OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

No previous reports.

PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS

KEY PARTICIPANTS

12 LIHTC Developments
Interim Executive Director

Instrumentality of HACEP
Housing Authority of the City of El Paso $128,933,000 $17,703,000

PROS continued CONS continued

2 of 11
07405 Alamito Terrace 2007.xls

printed: 7/23/2007



ƌ

ƌ
ƌ

ƌ

Development Summary:

76 48,728Units per Building 56 4
13,28020
35,448

1/1 664 4
56

Total SF
1/1 633 56

BR/BA SF Units Total Units

6

BUILDING CONFIGURATION

Building Type I II

The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, property manager, and supportive services provider are 
related entities. These are common relationships for HTC-funded developments.

The Mortgage Revenue Bond issuer is an instrumentality of HACEP.

IDENTITIES of INTEREST

The property is currently owned by the Housing Authority of the City of El Paso (HACEP), a related party.

Total
Buildings

Number 1 5

PROPOSED SITE
SITE PLAN

Floors/Stories 4

The subject property was developed between 1939 and 1941 and is a portion of a larger 349 unit/61 
residential building public housing development. The application proposed the demolition of the 
existing structures on the proposed site and construction of a 56 unit elderly mid-rise (4 story) residential 
building with community area and five single story fourplex residential buildings. The Applicant has also 
indicated that an adjacent community building will be rehabilitated and a portion of the building will 
be utilized as leasing facilities dedicated to the subject development. The remaining portion will be 
utilized for the benefit of the greater community.

1

HACEP plans to contribute approximately $7.7M in HOPE VI funds in permanent financing. These funds 
are from a HUD Fiscal Year 2004 HOPE VI Revitalization Grant for $20M. 
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Total Size: acres Scattered site?   Yes X   No
Flood Zone: Within 100-yr floodplain?   Yes X   No
Zoning: Needs to be re-zoned? X   Yes   No   N/A
Comments:

Third Avenue will be extended and once completed will border the subject site to the north. Bordering 
the east boundary of the site, St Vrain Street will also be redeveloped. The schedule for redevelopment 
of these two dedicated roadways is unclear. However, the primary entrances to the subject site will be 
from Father Rahm Street to the south and Virginia Street to the west. Therefore, the operation of the 
subject property should not be dependent upon completion of the roadway redevelopment. The 
application indicates that the entire development plan will be completed by January of 2010; however, 
based upon the redevelopment schedule provided, HACEP may be behind schedule.

SITE ISSUES

2.91

The subject property is currently part of a larger tract owned by the Housing Authority and developed 
with multifamily housing. The documentation provided in the application indicates that the site is 
composed of 3.156 acres. However, this site acreage appears to include a small portion of property 
that will not be restricted and is planned for future use of multifamily housing targeted to families. 
Therefore, the Underwriter has estimated a revised site of 2.91 acres, but receipt, review, and 
acceptance, by closing, of a final survey the proposed site identifying the correct acreage to be 
restricted for this development is a condition of this report.

Special District

The Applicant has submitted an application to the City of El Paso in order to rezone the subject site from 
District SRR (Special Residential Revitalization) to District SD (Special District). According to the Applicant, 
the zoning change will reduce the required setbacks and provide additional space development of the 
proposed structures. Based on the information provided, the subject development may be contingent 
upon the zoning change; therefore, receipt, review, and acceptance of approval by the City of the 
zoning change or a variance is a condition of this report.

Zone C

The subject reconstruction development is a part of a much larger revitalization plan encompassing a 
six block area that will utilize $20M in HOPE VI funds that have been allocated by HUD. HACEP has also 
made application for Alamito Place (07244) a 58 unit conventional Housing Tax Credit development 
targeting families. Alamito Place will occupy a one block area to the northeast of the subject 
development. As of the date of this report, Alamito Place is not scored high enough to receive a 2007 
allocation of 9% HTCs.
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Inspector: Date:
Overall Assessment:

  Excellent X   Acceptable   Questionable   Poor   Unacceptable
Surrounding Uses:

North: East:
South: West:

Provider: Date:

Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs) and Other Concerns:
ƌ

ƌ

ƌ

Comments:

Provider: Date:
Contact: Phone: Fax:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Primary Market Area (PMA):

Secondary Market Area (SMA):

25%

None N/A

The Primary Market Area is composed of sixteen census tracts. "The geographic boundaries of the 
Primary Market Area may be described generally as Schuster Avenue and the Franklin Mountains to the 
north, the U.S./Mexico Border to the west, the U.S./Mexico Border to the south and Fonseca Drive to the 
east."

The Market Analyst did not include a Secondary Market Area.

N/A

HIGHLIGHTS of ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

ENCON International, Inc 1/9/2007

commercial/residential/Delta Street

$19,400
4 Persons 5 Persons

$23,250
6 Persons
$25,00050 $15,100

INCOME LIMITS

% AMI
$21,550

El Paso

Paul G Zacour (915) 581-1141 (915) 581-1168

1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons
$17,250

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION

PROPOSED, UNDER CONSTRUCTION & UNSTABILIZED COMPARABLE DEVELOPMENTS

Comp
Units

Total
Units

Virginia St/single family/commercial

PMA SMA

Lead Based Paint Survey: “Asbestos and Lead Paint Surveys are recommended for the safety of future 
inhabitants, and the protection of potential workers that may perform repairs, remodeling or demolition 
activities” (p. 9-Add).

Zacour and Associates, Inc 10/31/2006

File #

1/30/2007

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS

St Vrain St/ multifamily/social services
multifamily/Father Yermo Center

Receipt, review, and acceptance of evidence that all Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
recommendations, including asbestos and lead based paint surveys and testing for lead in drinking 
water, and subsequent environmental report recommendations have been carried out is a condition of 
this report.

Manufactured Housing Staff

Lead in Drinking Water: “Due to the age of the subject Apartment Complex, at least two water samples 
should be collected and analyzed for lead concentrations in drinking water” (p. 10-Add).

Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): “Asbestos and Lead Paint Surveys are recommended for the 
safety of future inhabitants, and the protection of potential workers that may perform repairs, 
remodeling or demolition activities” (p. 9-Add).

N/A

File # Comp
Units

Total
Units

Name Name
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Comments:

p.

p.

p.

p.

Comments:

Additionally, the Market Analyst did not include a turnover calculation. Instead, the Analyst used a
calculation for renters in substandard housing, overburdened renters, and an estimate of existing 
tenants that will return. These sources of demand have been included in "other demand." Of note,
however, a portion of the renters from the Analyst's calculation of overburdened renter's and
substandard housing are effectively included in the Department's standard turnover demand 
calculation. These figures do not consider turnover from quality housing and assume 100% of rent 
overburdened and renters in substandard housing will turnover.

Underwriter's Extrapolation:

The Applicant's original unit mix included 38 units at the 60% of AMI level and the Market Analyst's 
demand calculations have been performed based on this original unit mix. Therefore, the 
Underwriter has included an extrapolation based on the Market Analyst's figures that provides the 
capture rate if the Market Analyst had included all 76 units at the 50% of AMI level.

*The Underwriter could not determine Household Growth Demand because the Market Analyst did not provide 
demographic projection data.

99Market Analyst

Market Analyst 97/98
Underwriter

Market Analyst N/A

Total
Demand

0

8 100%46%

46%

0

OVERALL DEMAND

941

4

Tenure

PMA DEMAND from TURNOVER

Other
Demand

518 76

0
0

Subject Units

2
2

2

518
423

520
425

520 15%

24% 397

0

9%

Income Eligible

57% 3,573

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

38
38

Household Size

Underwriter 46%

Market Analyst 96

7%

MARKET ANALYST'S PMA DEMAND by UNIT TYPE

Turnover
Demand

0
0

1 BR/50% Rent Limit
1 BR/60% Rent Limit

1 BR/50% Rent Limit

Unit Type

Target
Households

Growth
Demand

Capture Rate

DEMAND from OTHER SOURCES
Underwriter

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

Underwriter

1,634

4

INCLUSIVE CAPTURE RATE

0 0

Subject Units

76
76

Unstabilized
Comparable

(25% SMA)

0 0
76

Total Supply

76

Inclusive
Capture Rate

8.04%
19.13%

Total
Demand

(w/25% of SMA)

945

Demand

6,26516%

0

397

100% 0

6,265

57%100%

100%

38%

PMA DEMAND from HOUSEHOLD GROWTH*
90% 21

00

As indicated above, the Market Analyst did not use the Department's standard demand from turnover. 
However, based on the Market Analyst's demographics, it appears that a turnover rate of 
approximately 56% would be required in order to derive the same amount of demand from turnover as 
the Market Analyst has derived from rent overburdened households and substandard housing. This high 
rate of turnover may be typical for market rate family rental housing; however, affordable housing 
properties targeting the elderly typically have much lower renter turnover. The Underwriter has derived 
a turnover rate of 24% based upon the Owner's Annual Compliance Certification for six LIHTC family 
properties in El Paso consisting of 399 total units. Of note, if comparable elderly properties were 
available for comparison, these properties may have indicated an even lower rate of turnover.
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Primary Market Occupancy Rates:

Absorption Projections:

1 BR SF
1 BR SF

Market Impact:

Comments:

Income: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Expense: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

The Applicant anticipates a 100% property tax exemption due to the ground lease structure and 
Housing Authority ownership, which is typical of transactions involving housing authorities. The 
Underwriter has also assumed a 100% property tax exemption will be achieved. 

"Of the comparables surveyed that served the elderly population, occupancy rates were consistently at 
100% with only one facility reporting an occupancy rate of 90%. All developments, including both 
market rate and low income tax credit projects, reported long waiting lists and very little turnover."

"It would appear reasonable that the proposed apartment complex could be absorbed at a minimal 
rate of 10 units per month. Therefore, the estimated absorption period for the proposed apartments is six 
months."

The Applicant’s revised rent schedule reflects that 100% of the units will be considered public housing 
units (PHUs). The Applicant's rent schedule reflects rents equal to the program rent limit less utility 
allowances for the townhome units and the program rent limit for the all-bills-paid mid-rise units.
Based on the Underwriter's knowledge of public housing, the Housing Authority typically agrees to an 
annual operating subsidy equal to the difference between operating expenses for the units and the 
amount of rent for tenants earning not more than 50% of Area Median Family Income but in no event 
shall it exceed the operating subsidy paid to HA by HUD. Based on past experience with public housing 
units (PHUs), the Underwriter has assumed the subsidy will be equal to the PHUs' prorated share of 
expenses less the tenant contribution and that no debt can be serviced by the public housing units. The 
Applicant has provided an Operating and Regulatory Agreement confirming this structure. Therefore, 
the Underwriter has used arbitrary rents equal to $100 per unit and has included an operating subsidy 
equal to the prorata amount of operating expenses attributed the PHUs. Because the development is 
100% public housing, the property will operate at breakeven NOI.

633

3 6/15/2007

The Applicant’s secondary income and vacancy and collection loss (3.41%) is below the current TDHCA 
underwriting standard (7.5%). However, the Underwriter anticipates that the PHUs will operate at an 
occupancy level of 100%. Therefore, the Underwriter has changed the underwriting vacancy and 
collection loss to 0%. Despite these differences, the Applicant’s effective gross income is within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate.

The Applicant's total operating expense estimate of $3,903 per unit is within 5% of the Underwriter's 
estimate of $3,964, derived from the TDHCA database, IREM data, and other sources. However, a 
number of the Applicant's line item estimates differ significantly from the Underwriter's, most notably: 
general and administrative ($11K lower); payroll and payroll tax ($8K higher); repairs and maintenance 
($22K higher); water, sewer, and trash ($17K lower); and compliance fees ($1K lower).

2

50%/PHU
664 50%/PHU

Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Rent

$242

The market study provides sufficient information on which to base a funding recommendation.

$318 $400
$100
100

Market RentProgram
Maximum

Underwriting
Rent

"Based on this analysis, the Alamito Terrace Senior Development appears to be well planned and well-
positioned to serve the needs and demands for affordable housing within the market area" (p. 100).

$404 $400
$156

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS

6/15/2007

Savings Over 
Market

RENT ANALYSIS (Tenant-Paid Net Rents)
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Conclusion:

Feasibility:

Land Only: Tax Year:
Existing Buildings: Valuation by:
Total Assessed Value: Tax Rate:
Comments:

Type: Acreage:

Contract Expiration: Valid Through Board Date? X   Yes   No

Lease Cost: Other:

Lessor: Related to Development Team?   Yes   No

Comments:

ASSESSED VALUE
ACQUISITION INFORMATION

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. However, as expenses grow 
faster than the tenant paid rental income, the operating subsidy will escalate to compensate for the
expense growth. As reflected in the long term proforma, the proforma reflects breakeven operations ($0 
NOI) throughout the 30 year proforma period. Due to the plan to extinguish the bonds with HOPE VI 
funds, the development will have no debt service and the debt coverage ratio is not a relevant 
evaluation tool.

The proformas indicate that the projected Year One expense to income ratio is 100%. In principal, the 
100% public housing development will operate at breakeven; therefore, expenses are projected to 
equal income. While this is substantially higher than the Department's 65% maximum, the rule allows for 
mitigation of this concern in the form of an ongoing operating subsidy. Therefore, the development can 
be characterized as feasible under this criterion.

The Applicant's estimates of total operating expense and net operating income are each within 5% of 
the Underwriter's; therefore, the Applicant's Year One proforma can be used to determine debt service. 
The property will be 100% public housing and will operate at breakeven NOI and the standard debt 
coverage ratio guideline is not applicable. However, the Underwriter has evaluated the transaction as if 
it were a conventional tax credit development at the maximum program rents in order to determine 
whether or not the recommended tax credits would be affected by the gap in financing. This is 
discussed in detail below in the "Recommended Financing Structure Section."

3.156

$230,400 2006
$0 El Paso CAD

The tax assessment does not provide a value for the existing multifamily residential improvements. 
However, the property is currently tax exempt and is anticipated to remain tax exempt under the 
proposed ground lease and ownership structure.

3.67 acres

Housing Authority of City of El Paso 

TITLE

The title commitment identifies no items of concern.

$100 annually

N/A

99 year term

$230,400 3.122408

EVIDENCE of PROPERTY CONTROL

Ground Lease
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COST SCHEDULE Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Acquisition Value:

Sitework Cost:

Direct Construction Cost:

The Applicant has estimated direct construction costs of $97K per unit or $151 per net rentable square 
foot (NRSF). The Underwriter has derived a direct cost estimate for the mid-rise residential building by 
using Marshall and Swift's High-Rise Commercial Cost basis and an estimate for the townhome units 
using Marshall and Swift Residential Townhome basis. The Underwriter incorporated the Commercial 
Cost handbook estimate for the mid-rise building due to the steel construction methods being used in 
the design. In addition, the Applicant plans to rehabilitate an adjacent community center and has 
included costs for the rehab of a portion of the community center that will be used as leasing offices 
and an assembly room for the tenants of the proposed development. The Underwriter has used the cost 
estimate provided by the architect for the planned rehab, which is a relatively minor part of the total 
cost ($100K).

The Underwriter's direct construction cost estimate (using the methodology described above) of $51K 
per unit or $79 per NRSF  is substantially below from the Applicant's estimate. Additionally, the Applicant's
total hard cost of $121K per unit or $189 per NRSF is substantially higher than the Underwriter's total hard 
cost of $67K per unit or $104 per NRSF. Moreover, the Applicant's costs are substantially higher than for 
the other recent product approved for the El Paso area. 

The Underwriter and Director of Real Estate Analysis have met and corresponded with the Applicant on 
multiple occasions to discuss the significant cost difference and other components of the transaction. 
The Applicant has provided actual bids for the development. The minimum bids result in a total hard 
cost of $116K per unit or $181K per NRSF (less than the Applicant's estimate), while the maximum bids 
result in a total hard cost of $139K per unit or $216 per NRSF. There appears to be a $1.7M swing 
between the minimum and maximum total hard costs derived from the bids. 

While the Applicant's costs are slightly higher than the minimum bid-derived cost, the bids generally 
support the Applicant's higher cost estimate. Still, these cost estimates are considerably higher than 
reasonable costs based on the staff's experience with the El Paso market and even when accounting 
for the construction type, the Underwriter's Marshall and Swift estimate remains well below the 
Applicant's estimate and the minimum bids.

While the Applicant has not reduced their estimate or provided compelling documentation to explain 
the extremely high costs, the Applicant has provided a new cost schedule that reflects a reduction in 
the costs that have been claimed as eligible. The Underwriter's spreadsheet provides an additional 
column in the cost schedule in order to reflect the hard costs that the Applicant has excluded from 
eligible basis. The Applicant effectively removed $2.7M in hard costs from eligible basis in order to 
reduce eligible cost to a level that is more comparable to the Underwriter's cost. Despite this removal of 
costs, a significant difference remains as the Underwriter's costs are $1.3M lower than the Applicant's 
lower eligible hard costs.

3 7/12/2007

The Applicant has provided a ground lease for the property between the Housing Authority and the 
partnership. The Housing Authority's current ownership and ongoing role in the ownership constitutes an 
identity of interest relationship. Typically, an appraisal would be required to substantiate the acquisition 
cost; however, the Ground Lease indicates a nominal annual payment of $100 and a term of 99 years. 
Therefore, no appraisal is required. The Underwriter has used an acquisition cost of $0 and included the 
$100 annual lease payment in the "other" expense line item of the proforma.  It should also be noted 
that the demolition of the existing structures is occurring outside of the subject transaction costs which is 
assumed to be possible due to the housing authorities access to Hope VI  and local funding.

The Applicant has claimed sitework costs of $5,145 per unit, which is below the Department's threshold 
of $9,000 per unit; therefore, the Applicant's sitework costs are generally acceptable.

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION
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Hard Costs Excluded from Basis:

Conclusion:

SOURCES & USES Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Issuer:
Source: Type:

Tax-Exempt: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Permanent: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

The Applicant provided a letter from Duvernay + Brooks, LLC to support the conclusion that the loan will 
be repayable. Additionally, an analysis utilizing the TDHCA 30-year proforma with an extension to year 
50 was also provided as support. The proforma assumes that the property will be converted to a market 
rate development in year 31 (with rents of $1,550 per unit) and sufficient cashflow will exist to repay the 
accrued interest and principal.

0.50% 660$7,736,537

7/12/2007

Paisano Housing Redevelopment Corporation (an instrumentality of HACEP) has provided a 
commitment indicating that the HOPE VI funds will be structured as a loan with an interest rate of AFR 
and a term of 55 years. The terms indicate interest only payments out of residual receipts during the 
construction period and payments from available cashflow (i.e. "residual receipts") during permanent 
with the entire principal and accrued interest due at the end of the 45 year term. No forgiveness 
provision has been included and the commitment indicates the  loan amount may be up to $8,000,000.

As indicated above, the Applicant has removed a portion of hard costs ($2.7M) from eligible basis in 
order to reflect an eligible basis that is more comparable to the Underwriter's basis. These costs are 
reflected in an additional column of the development costs schedule labeled "EXCLUDED."

Paisano Housing Redevelopment/HACEP

4

Due to the remaining substantial cost difference, the Applicant’s total development cost is not within 5% 
of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, the Underwriter's cost schedule is used to determine the 
development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis. An eligible basis of $7,317,221 
supports annual tax credits of $346,251. This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request to 
determine the recommended allocation. As discussed below in detail, the gap in need method will not 
be utilized due to the structure of the transaction.

FINANCING STRUCTURE

Generally, if the loan principal and accrued interest at any time exceeds the value of the property, the 
economic basis for the funds to be considered a loan could be undermined and the funds would 
considered a federal grant that require removal from eligible basis. Per the letter and analysis provided 
this is unlikely to occur. However, the opinion relies upon the projected ability for the property to 
generate sufficient cashflow after 30 years to repay the approximately $8.6M in projected debt. The 
Underwriter can replicate the math used in the analysis but questions the reasonableness of the 
assumption that the property could be converted to market at the end of 30 years. Moreover, the 
assumption  that achievable rents would be $1,550 per unit if converted in 30 years, without major 
rehabilitation is highly speculative.  There is a high potential that all of the credit would be recaptured if 
in an IRS audit the auditor found that the entire Hope VI loan was in fact a grant.

Wells Fargo Bank Interim Bond Financing

The loan will be fully funded at commitment. The loan will be 100% collateralized by HOPE VI funds to be 
held in a guaranteed investment contract (GIC).

HOPE VI Permanent Funds

The Applicant has a reservation of $7,000,000 in tax-exempt private activity bonds from Alamito Public 
Facilities Corporation, an instrumentality of HACEP. The Wells Fargo commitment indicates that a 
construction loan up to $7,000,000 can be provided, although the Applicant's sources and uses 
indicates that only $6,250,000 will be used.

Alamito Public Facilities Corp

$6,250,000 4.55% 36
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Source: Type:

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC:
Comments:

Amount: Type:
Comments:

Amount: Type:

Recommended Financing Structure:

Underwriter: Date:

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date:
Tom Gouris

The Underwriter's total development cost ($7,862,331) less tax credit proceeds derived from the 
syndicator's LOI and recommended tax credit amount ($3,358,725), indicates the need for $4,503,606 in 
additional permanent funds. This amount is less than the amount of HOPE VI committed to this 
development. As such, it appears that this entire gap can be filled with HOPE VI grant funds.

$568,800 Interest Earnings on Bonds/HOPE VI

The Applicant has included a substantial amount for permanent funds from interest earned on the 
Bonds and HOPE VI funds. This source of funds has not been included in the Underwriter's recommended 
financing structure due to the risk associated with the anticipation of future interest earnings.

MMA Financial Syndication

Deferred Developer Fees$0

The Underwriter has evaluated the transaction as a conventional tax credit development without the 
substantial operating subsidy. Based on this analysis, if the property achieved the maximum tax credit 
rents and did not receive an operating subsidy, the property's NOI would be able to support only a very 
limited amount of conventional market rate debt and generally, the tax credits required to fill the gap in
financing would be significantly greater than the tax credits the development would be eligible for. 
Therefore, the Underwriter has not relied upon a precise gap method calculation to evaluate the 
recommended tax credits. Moreover, it is the HOPE VI funds that will be resized in this analysis based on 
the recommended tax credit allocation and the Underwriter's development costs.

Of the two possible tax credit allocations, Applicant’s revised request ($407,916) and eligible basis-
derived estimate ($346,251), the eligible basis-derived estimate of $346,251 is recommended resulting in 
proceeds of $3,358,725 based on a syndication rate of 97%.

CONCLUSIONS

It should, however, be noted that based on the Underwriter's costs ($7,862,331), if the committed HOPE 
VI funds (up to $8M) were fully employed as grant funds, the entire development cost could be 
financed with HOPE VI funds and no tax credits would be needed. Thus, it appears that the need for tax 
credits is the result of the extremely high projected development costs. 

97% 483,492$         

Subsequent to submission of the MMA Financial letter of intent, the Applicant revised the requested tax 
credit amount significantly lower. As a result, the syndicator's letter is based on a tax credit amount of 
$483,492, which is significantly higher than the Applicant's revised request of $407,916.

$4,690,000

Cameron Dorsey
July 20, 2007

As the development is 100% public housing, the property will operate at breakeven NOI and no amount 
of deferred developer fees or repayable debt can be supported.

July 20, 2007
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Alamito Terrace, El Paso, 4% HTC #07405

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Elect/Gas WS&T

TC 50%/PHU 56 1 1 633 $404 $100 $5,600 $0.16 $84.00 $44.00

TC 50%/PHU 20 1 1 664 404 100 2,000 0.15 86.00 44.00

TOTAL: 76 AVERAGE: 641 $100 $7,600 $0.16 $84.53 $44.00

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 48,728 TDHCA APPLICANT COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $91,200 $200,064 El Paso El Paso 13
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 13,680 9,120 $10.00 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income:  PHU Subsidy 196,355 97,887 $107.33 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $301,235 $307,071
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: 0.00% 0 (10,458) -3.41% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $301,235 $296,613
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 9.39% $372 0.58 $28,274 $17,000 $0.35 $224 5.73%

  Management 5.00% 198 0.31 15,062 11,413 0.23 150 3.85%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 22.14% 878 1.37 66,708 75,000 1.54 987 25.29%

  Repairs & Maintenance 12.86% 510 0.80 38,752 61,000 1.25 803 20.57%

  Utilities 25.14% 996 1.55 75,720 73,300 1.50 964 24.71%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 13.32% 528 0.82 40,128 22,800 0.47 300 7.69%

  Property Insurance 4.80% 190 0.30 14,451 15,200 0.31 200 5.12%

  Property Tax 3.122408 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

  Reserve for Replacements 6.31% 250 0.39 19,000 19,000 0.39 250 6.41%

  TDHCA Compliance Fees 1.01% 40 0.06 3,040 1,900 0.04 25 0.64%

  Other: Ground Lease Payment 0.03% 1 0.00 100 0 0.00 0 0.00%

TOTAL EXPENSES 100.00% $3,964 $6.18 $301,235 $296,613 $6.09 $3,903 100.00%

NET OPERATING INC 0.00% $0 $0.00 $0 $0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

DEBT SERVICE
HOPE VI First Lien Mortgage 0.00% $0 $0.00 $0 $0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

Earned Interest 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 0.00% $0 $0.00 $0 $0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO N/A N/A

RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO N/A

CONSTRUCTION COST APPLICANT

Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA EXCLUDED ELIGIBLE PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 0.00% $0 $0.00 $0 $0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 4.95% 5,123 7.99 389,312 1,716 389,312 8.02 5,145 3.19%

Direct Construction 49.07% 50,762 79.17 3,857,888 2,244,995 5,121,874 151.18 96,932 60.08%

Contingency 5.00% 2.70% 2,794 4.36 212,360 112,336 275,559 7.96 5,104 3.16%

Contractor's Fees 14.00% 7.56% 7,824 12.20 594,608 340,856 745,250 22.29 14,291 8.86%

Indirect Construction 8.12% 8,403 13.11 638,625 638,625 13.11 8,403 5.21%

Ineligible Costs 3.12% 3,225 5.03 245,110 245,110 5.03 3,225 2.00%

Developer's Fees 15.00% 12.14% 12,558 19.59 954,420 1,176,094 24.14 15,475 9.59%

Interim Financing 8.52% 8,816 13.75 670,007 670,007 13.75 8,816 5.46%

Reserves 3.82% 3,947 6.16 300,000 300,000 6.16 3,947 2.45%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $103,452 $161.35 $7,862,331 $2,699,903 $9,561,831 $251.64 $161,339 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 64.28% $66,502 $103.72 $5,054,169 $2,699,903 $6,531,995 $189.46 $121,472 75.29%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

HOPE VI First Lien Mortgage 98.40% $101,797 $158.77 $7,736,537 $7,736,537 $4,503,606
Earned Interest 7.23% $7,484 $11.67 568,800 568,800 0

HTC Syndication Proceeds 50.32% $52,058 $81.19 3,956,394 3,956,394 3,358,725

Deferred Developer Fees 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0

Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -55.96% ($57,887) ($90.28) (4,399,400) 3 0

TOTAL SOURCES $7,862,331 $12,261,734 $7,862,331

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

#DIV/0!

0%

Developer Fee Available

$1,176,094

% of Dev. Fee Deferred
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)
Alamito Terrace, El Paso, 4% HTC #07405

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook
Average Quality Townhome Basis

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT

Base Cost $59.88 $795,187 Base Cost $72.21 $2,559,700

Adjustments Adjustments

    Exterior Wall Finish 0.40% $0.24 $3,181     Exterior Wall Finish 0.00% $0.00 $0

    Elderly 3.00% 1.80 23,856     Elderly 3.00% 2.17 76,791

    9-Ft. Ceilings 0.00% 0.00 0     9-Ft. Ceilings 0.50% 0.36 12,799

    Roofing 0.00 0     Roofing 1.02 36,215

    Subfloor (1.65) (21,912)     Subfloor 0.00 0

    Floor Cover 2.81 37,317     Floor Cover 2.22 78,695

    Breezeways/Balconies $18.15 3,600 4.92 65,340    Breezeways/Balconi $20.33 3,752 2.15 76,278

    Plumbing Fixtures $815 (40) (2.45) (32,600)     Plumbing Fixtures $680 0 0.00 0

    Rough-ins $360 0 0.00 0     Rough-ins $340 0 0.00 0
    Built-In Appliances $2,200 20 3.31 44,000     Built-In Appliances $2,125 56 3.36 119,000

    Exterior Stairs $1,650 0 0.00 0     Exterior Stairs $1,650 0 0.00 0
    Enclosed Corridors $49.96 0 0.00 0     Enclosed Corridors $72.21 9855 20.08 711,630

    Heating/Cooling 2.55 33,864     Heating/Cooling 2.35 83,303

    Elevators $62,000 0 0.00 0     Elevators $62,000 0 0.00 0

    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $65.67 0 0.00 0    Comm &/or Aux Bldg $72.21 3,906 7.96 282,052

    Other: fire sprinkler $1.95 13,280 1.95 25,896     Other: fire sprinkler $2.03 49,209 2.82 99,894

SUBTOTAL 73.35 974,128 SUBTOTAL 116.69 4,136,357

Current Cost Multiplier 1.08 5.87 77,930 Current Cost Multiplier 0.97 (3.50) (124,091)
Local Multiplier 0.89 (8.07) (107,154) Local Multiplier 0.89 (12.84) (454,999)

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $71.15 $944,904 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $100.35 $3,557,267

Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.77) ($36,851) Plans, specs, survy, bld 3.90% ($3.91) ($138,733)

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% (2.40) (31,891) Interim Construction In 3.38% (3.39) (120,058)

Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (8.18) (108,664) Contractor's OH & Prof 11.50% (11.54) (409,086)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $57.79 $767,499 NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $81.51 $2,889,390

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 $91,200 $93,936 $96,754 $99,657 $102,646 $118,995 $137,948 $159,920 $214,919

  Secondary Income 13,680 14,090 14,513 14,949 15,397 17,849 20,692 23,988 32,238

  Other Support Income:  PHU Su 196,355 201,930 211,087 220,643 230,615 287,351 357,459 444,006 682,309

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 301,235 309,956 322,354 335,248 348,658 424,196 516,099 627,914 929,466

  Vacancy & Collection Loss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $301,235 $309,956 $322,354 $335,248 $348,658 $424,196 $516,099 $627,914 $929,466

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $28,274 $29,405 $30,581 $31,805 $33,077 $40,243 $48,962 $59,569 $88,177

  Management 15,062 15,498 16,118 16,762 17,433 21,210 25,805 31,396 46,473

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 66,708 69,376 72,151 75,037 78,039 94,946 115,517 140,544 208,039

  Repairs & Maintenance 38,752 40,302 41,914 43,590 45,334 55,156 67,105 81,644 120,852

  Utilities 75,720 78,749 81,899 85,175 88,582 107,773 131,123 159,531 236,144

  Water, Sewer & Trash 40,128 41,733 43,402 45,139 46,944 57,115 69,489 84,544 125,145

  Insurance 14,451 15,029 15,630 16,256 16,906 20,569 25,025 30,446 45,068

  Property Tax 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Reserve for Replacements 19,000 19,760 20,550 21,372 22,227 27,043 32,902 40,030 59,254

  Other 100 104 108 112 117 142 173 211 312

TOTAL EXPENSES $301,235 $309,956 $322,354 $335,248 $348,658 $424,196 $516,099 $627,914 $929,466

NET OPERATING INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

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 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

Marshall & Swift  Commercial Cost Handbook
Average Quality Apartment High-Rise Basis (11)
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW

CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

Acquisition Cost

    Purchase of land
    Purchase of buildings
Off-Site Improvements

Sitework $389,312 $389,312 $389,312 $389,312
Construction Hard Costs $5,121,874 $3,857,888 $5,121,874 $3,857,888
Contractor Fees $745,250 $594,608 $745,250 $594,608
Contingencies $275,559 $212,360 $275,559 $212,360
Eligible Indirect Fees $638,625 $638,625 $638,625 $638,625
Eligible Financing Fees $670,007 $670,007 $670,007 $670,007
All Ineligible Costs $2,699,903 $245,110
Developer Fees

    Developer Fees $1,176,094 $954,420 $1,176,094 $954,420
Development Reserves $300,000 $300,000

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $12,016,624 $7,862,331 $9,016,721 $7,317,221

    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 $9,016,721 $7,317,221

    High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130%

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $11,721,737 $9,512,387

    Applicable Fraction 100% 100%

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $11,721,737 $9,512,387

    Applicable Percentage 3.64% 3.64%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $426,671 $346,251

Syndication Proceeds 0.9700 $4,138,824 $3,358,725

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $426,671 $346,251

Syndication Proceeds $4,138,824 $3,358,725

Requested Tax Credits $407,916

Syndication Proceeds $3,956,893

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $3,358,725

Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $346,251

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Alamito Terrace, El Paso, 4% HTC #07405
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HOME DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for 
approximately $10,000,000 utilizing unawarded and deobligated HOME funds for the HOME Rental Housing 
Development (RHD) Program. 

Required Action

Approve, Deny or Approve the use of HOME deobligated funds in accordance with 10 TAC Chapter 1, 
Subchapter 1.19 (e)(2)(C), and approval of the finalized NOFA for publication in the Texas Register.

Background

Staff proposes the release of approximately $10,000,000 in federal funding from the Department’s remaining 
2007 Rental Housing Development and Rental Housing Preservation set-asides totaling approximately $2.1M 
and deobligated HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds totaling $14.5M.  Approximately 
$4.3M is remaining from the HOME SF awards which staff will present as an option in August for 
programming for disaster relief.  Additionally, approximately $4M in non-CHDO deobligated funds will still 
be available to program and reserve for disaster relief. Funds will be made available for the acquisition, new 
construction, rehabilitation, or acquisition and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing for low-income 
Texans.  These funds are made available through unawarded and deobligated HOME funds that the 
Department has distributed through the Regional Allocation Formula and have remained unutilized or have 
been returned by the original applicant and are therefore not subject to the Regional Allocation Formula 
(RAF).  Approximately $2.1 million of the 2007 Program Year Rental Housing Development and Rental 
Housing Preservation set-asides was not awarded in the recent competitive application cycle The availability 
and use of these funds are subject to the State HOME Rules (10 TAC Chapter 53) and the Federal HOME 
regulations governing the HOME Program (24 CFR Part 92). 

The Board will soon be taking action on the State HOME Rules with final rules to be approved in November 
2007. To the degree the approved rules would require changes to the NOFA, the NOFA will be revised and 
reposted in December 2007, but allow the ongoing submission of applications.   

Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the Notice of Funding Availability for the HOME Rental Housing Development 
Program.  Staff also recommends approval to utilize HOME deobligated funds for this activity. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
HOME Investment Partnerships Program 

Rental Housing Development Program 
Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 

1) Summary

a) The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (“the Department”) 
announces the availability of approximately $10,000,000 in funding from the HOME 
Investment Partnerships Program for the development of affordable rental housing for 
low-income Texans. The availability and use of these funds is subject to the State HOME 
Rules at Title 10 Texas Administrative Code (10 TAC) Chapter 53 (“HOME Rules”) in 
effect at the time application is submitted, the Federal HOME regulations governing the 
HOME program (24 CFR Part 92), and Chapter 2306, Texas Government Code.  Other 
Federal regulations may also apply such as, but not limited to, 24 CFR parts 50 and 58 
for environmental requirements, Davis-Bacon Act for labor standards, 24 CFR 85.36 and 
84.42 for conflict of interest and 24 CFR part 5, subpart A for fair housing.  Applicants 
are encouraged to familiarize themselves with all of the applicable state and federal rules 
that govern the program.  

2) Allocation of HOME Funds 
a) These funds are made available through unawarded and deobligated HOME funds that 

are set-aside for rental housing development proposals which involve new construction, 
rehabilitation, acquisition and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing development 
activities. All funds released under this NOFA are to be used for the creation of 
affordable rental housing for low-income Texans earning 80 percent or less of the Area 
Median Family Income (AMFI).  

b) Rental development funds will not be eligible for use in a Participating Jurisdiction (PJ).  

c) In accordance with 10 TAC §53.58, this NOFA will be an Open Application Cycle and 
funding will be available on a first-come, first-served Statewide basis. Applications will 
be accepted until 5:00 p.m. June 2, 2008 unless all funds are committed prior to this date.  
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Applicants are encouraged to review the application process cited above and described 
herein.  Applications that do not meet minimum threshold and financial feasibility will 
not be considered for funding. 

d) The Department awards HOME funds, typically as a loan, to eligible recipients for the 
provision of housing for low, very low and extremely low-income individuals and 
families, pursuant to 10 TAC §53.54(2). Award amounts are limited to no more than $3 
million per development. The minimum HOME award may not be less than $1,000 per 
HOME assisted unit.  The maximum award may not exceed 90% of the total 
development costs. The remaining 10% of total development cost must be in the form of 
loans or grants from private or public entities. The per-unit subsidy may not exceed the 
per-unit dollar limits established by the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) under §221(d)(3) of the National Housing Act which are applicable 
to the area in which the development is located, and as published by HUD.  The 
Department’s underwriting guidelines in 10 TAC § 1.32 will be used which set as a 
minimum feasibility a 1.15 debt coverage ratio.  Where the anticipated debt coverage 
ratio in the year after completion exceeds 1.35, a loan or partial loan will be 
recommended. 

e) Developments involving rehabilitation must establish that the rehabilitation will 
substantially improve the condition of the housing and will involve at least $12,000 per 
unit in direct hard costs, unless the property is also being financed by the United States 
Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development program. When HOME funds are used 
for a rehabilitation development the entire unit must be brought up to the applicable 
property standards, pursuant to 24 CFR §92.251(a)(1). 

3) Eligible and Ineligible Activities 
a) Eligible activities will include those permissible under the federal HOME Rule at 24 CFR 

§92.205, the State HOME Rules at 10 TAC §53.53(g), which involve only the 
acquisition, rehabilitation and construction of affordable rental developments.

b) Prohibited activities include those under federal HOME rules at 24 CFR 92.214 and 10 
TAC §53.56. 

c) Rental development funds will not be eligible for use in a Participating Jurisdiction (PJ). 

d) Refinancing of federally financed properties or use of HOME funds for properties 
constructed within five years of the submission of an Application for assistance will not 
be permissible.  

4) Eligible and Ineligible Applicants 
a) The Department provides HOME funding to qualified nonprofit organizations, for-profit 

entities, sole proprietors, public housing authorities and units of general local 
government. 
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b) Applicants may be ineligible for funding if they meet any of the criteria listed in 
§53.53(b) of the Department’s HOME rule, clarification for §53.53(b)(6) creates 
ineligibility with any requirements under 10 TAC 49.5(a) of this title excluding 
subsections (5) thru (8). Applicants are encouraged to familiarize themselves with the 
Department’s certification and debarment policies prior to application submission.  

5) Matching Funds
a) Applicants will be required to submit documentation on all financial resources to be used 

in the development that may be considered match to the Department’s federal HOME 
requirements.  Applicants must provide firm commitments as defined in accordance with 
the Federal HOME rules at 24 CFR §92.218 and the Department’s Match Guide and will 
be provided with the appropriate forms and instructions on how to report eligible match. 

6) Affordability Requirements 
a) Applicants should be aware that there are minimum affordability standards necessary for 

HOME assisted rental developments. Initial occupancy income restrictions require that at 
least 90% of the units are affordable to persons below 60% AMFI and that 20% of the 
units are affordable to person below 50% AMFI.  Over the remaining affordability period 
at least 20% of HOME assisted units should be affordable to persons earning 50% or less 
than the AMFI, all remaining units must be affordable to persons earning 80% or less 
than the AMFI.

b) Each development will have a two-tier affordability term.  

i) The first tier will entail the federally required affordability term. For new 
construction or acquisition of new housing, this term is 20 years. For rehabilitation or 
acquisition of existing housing, the term is 5 years if the HOME investment is less 
than $15,000 per unit; 10 years if the HOME investment is $15,000 to $40,000 per 
unit; and 15 years if the HOME investment is greater than $40,000 per unit. This first 
tier is subject to all federal laws and regulations regarding HOME requirements, 
recapture, net proceeds and affordability.  

ii) The second tier of affordability is the additional number of years required to bring 
the total term of affordability up to 30 years or the term of the loan agreement.  For 
example, the second tier of affordability on a 10-year federal affordability term is 20 
additional years. The second tier, or remaining term, is subject only to state 
regulations and affordability requirements.  

c) Properties will be restricted under a Land Use Restriction Agreement (“LURA”), or other 
such instrument as determined by the Department for these terms. Among other 
restrictions, the LURA may require the owner of the property to continue to accept 
subsidies which may be offered by the federal government, prohibit the owner from 
exercising an option to prepay a federally insured loan, impose tenant income-based 
occupancy and rental restrictions, or impose any of these and other restrictions as deemed 
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necessary at the sole discretion of the Department in order to preserve the property as 
affordable housing on a case-by-case basis. 

7) Site and Development Restrictions 
a) Pursuant to 24 CFR §92.251, housing that is constructed or rehabilitated with HOME 

funds must meet all applicable local codes, rehabilitation standards, ordinances, and 
zoning ordinances at the time of project completion. In the absence of a local code for 
new construction or rehabilitation, HOME-assisted new construction or rehabilitation 
must meet, as applicable, one of three model codes: Uniform Building Code (ICBO), 
National Building Code (BOCA), Standard (Southern) Building Code (SBCCI); or the 
Council of American Building Officials (CABO) one or two family code; or the 
Minimum Property Standards (MPS) in 24 CFR 200.925 or 200.926d. To avoid 
duplicative inspections when Federal Housing Administration (FHA) financing is 
involved in a HOME-assisted property, a participating jurisdiction may rely on a 
Minimum Property Standards (MPS) inspection performed by a qualified person. Newly 
constructed housing must meet the current edition of the Model Energy Code published 
by the Council of American Building Officials. 

b) All other HOME-assisted housing (e.g., acquisition) must meet all applicable State and 
local housing quality standards and code requirements and if there are no such standards 
or code requirements, the housing must meet the housing quality standards in 24 CFR 
982.401. When HOME funds are used for a rehabilitation development the entire unit 
must be brought up to the applicable property standards, pursuant to 24 CFR 
§92.251(a)(1).

c) Housing must meet the accessibility requirements at 24 CFR part 8, which implements 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and covered multifamily 
dwellings, as defined at 24 CFR 100.201, must also meet the design and construction 
requirements at 24 CFR 100.205, which implement the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
3601–3619). Additionally, pursuant to the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP), 
§49.9(h)(4)(G), Developments involving New Construction (excluding New Construction 
of nonresidential buildings) where some Units are two-stories and are normally exempt 
from Fair Housing accessibility requirements, a minimum of 20% of each Unit type (i.e. 
one bedroom, two bedroom, three bedroom) must provide an accessible entry level and 
all common-use facilities in compliance with the Fair Housing Guidelines, and include a 
minimum of one bedroom and one bathroom or powder room at the entry level. A 
certification will be required after the Development is completed from an inspector, 
architect, or accessibility specialist. Any Developments designed as single family 
structures must also satisfy the requirements of §2306.514, Texas Government Code. 

d) All of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules 10 TAC §49.6, excluding 
subsections (d), (f), (g) and (h) apply. 

e) Developments involving new construction will be limited to 252 Units. These maximum 
Unit limitations also apply to those Developments which involve a combination of 
rehabilitation and new construction. Developments that consist solely of 
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acquisition/rehabilitation or rehabilitation only may exceed the maximum Unit 
restrictions. The minimum number of units shall be 4 units, pursuant to 10 TAC 
§53.53(f).

8) Threshold Criteria 
a) Housing units subsidized by HOME funds must be affordable to low, very-low or 

extremely low-income persons.  Mixed Income rental developments may only receive 
funds for units that meet the HOME program affordability standards. All applications 
intended to serve persons with disabilities must adhere to the Department’s Integrated 
Housing Rule at 10 TAC §1.15.

b) For funds being used for Rental Housing Developments, the Recipient must establish a 
reserve account consistent with §2306.186, Texas Government Code, and as further 
described in 10 TAC §1.37 of this title, pursuant to 10 TAC 53.53(i).

c) All applications will be required to meet Section 8 Housing Quality Standards detailed 
under 24 CFR §982.401, Texas Minimum Construction Standards, as well as the Fair 
Housing Accessibility Standards and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 
Developments must also meet all local building codes or standards that may apply. If the 
development is located within a jurisdiction that does not have building codes, 
developments must meet the most current International Building Code.

d) Pursuant to 10 TAC §53.53(j), Applicants for Rental Development activities will be 
required to provide written notification to each of the following persons or entities 14 
days prior to the submission of any application package. Failure to provide written 
notifications 14 days prior to the submission of an application package at a minimum will 
cause an application to be terminated under competitive application cycles. Applicants 
must provide notifications to:

i) the executive officer and elected members of the governing board of the community 
where the development will be located. This includes municipal governing boards, 
city councils, and County governing boards;

ii) all neighborhood organizations whose defined boundaries include the location of the 
Development;  

iii) executive officer and Board President of the school district that covers the location of 
the Development;  

iv) residents of occupied housing units that may be rehabilitated, reconstructed or 
demolished; and  

v) the State Representative and State Senator whose district covers the location of the 
Development.  
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vi) the notification letter must include, but not be limited to, the address of the 
development site, the number of units to be built or rehabilitated, the proposed rent 
and income levels to be served, and all other details required of the NOFA and 
Application Manual.

e) The following Threshold Criteria listed in this subsection are mandatory requirements at 
the time of Application submission unless specifically indicated otherwise: 

i) An applicant shall provide certification that no person or entity that would benefit 
from the award of HOME funds has provided a source of match or has satisfied the 
Applicant’s cash reserve obligation or made promises in connection therewith, 
pursuant to 10 TAC §53.53(k). 

ii) All contractors, consulting firms, and Administrators must sign and submit an 
affidavit with each draw to attest that each request for payment of HOME funds is for 
the actual cost of providing a service and that the service does not violate any conflict 
of interest provisions, pursuant to §53.53(l). 

iii) To encourage the inclusion of families and individuals with the highest need for 
affordable housing, applicants must target a minimum of 5% of the total units for 
individuals or families earning 30% or less of area medium income for the 
development site.  

iv) To encourage the involvement of other public agencies and private entities in 
affordable housing, applicants must provide a minimum of 10% of the total 
development cost from other public agencies and/or private entities. 

v) To encourage reasonable and cost effective building strategies, applicants must limit 
development cost per square foot to $70.00 for new construction and $38.00 for 
rehabilitation. Please note, use normal rounding when performing this calculation. 
($69.50 and higher would be rounded up to $70.00, $69.49 and lower would be 
rounded down to $69.00). 

vi) All of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules at 10 TAC §49.9(h), excluding 
subsections (4)(I), (11), (12) and (15).

vii) An applicant is not eligible to apply for funds or any other assistance from the 
Department unless audits are current at the time of application or the 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).

9) Review Process 
a) Pursuant to 10 TAC §53.58, each application will be handled on a first-come, first-served 

basis as further described in this section. Each application will be assigned a "received 
date" based on the date and time it is physically received by the Department. Then each 
application will be reviewed on its own merits in three review phases, as applicable. 
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Applications will continue to be prioritized for funding based on their "received date" 
unless they do not proceed into the next phase(s) of review. Applications proceeding in a 
timely fashion through a phase will take priority over applications that may have an 
earlier "received date" but that did not timely complete a phase of review. Applications 
will be reviewed for Applicant and Activity Eligibility, Threshold Criteria, and Financial 
Feasibility as described in this NOFA. 

b) Pursuant to the QAP 49.5(a)(9) if a submitted Application has an entire Volume of the 
application missing; has excessive omissions of documentation from the Threshold 
Criteria or Uniform Application documentation; or is so unclear, disjointed or incomplete 
that a thorough review cannot reasonably be performed by the Department, as determined 
by the Department. If an application is determined ineligible pursuant to this section, the 
Application will be terminated without being processed as an Administrative Deficiency. 

Phase One will begin as of the received date. Applications not being considered under the 
CHDO Set-Aside will be passed through to Phase Two upon receipt. Phase One will only 
entail the review of the CHDO Certification package. The Department will ensure review 
of these materials and issue notice of any deficiencies on the CHDO Certification 
package within 30 days of the received date. Applicants who are able to resolve their 
deficiencies within seven business days will be forwarded into Phase Two and will 
continue to be prioritized by their received date. Applications with deficiencies not cured 
within seven business days, will be retained in Phase One until all deficiencies have been 
addressed/resolved by the Applicant to the Department’s satisfaction. Only upon 
satisfaction of all deficiencies will the Application be forwarded to Phase Two. 
Applications that have not proceeded out of Phase One within 50 days of the received 
date will be terminated and must reapply for consideration of funds. 

Phase Two will include a review of all application requirements. The Department will 
ensure review of materials required under the NOFA, and application guidelines and will 
issue notice of any deficiencies as to threshold and eligibility within 45 days of the date it 
enters Phase Two. Applicants who are able to resolve their deficiencies within seven 
business days will be forwarded into Phase Three and will continue to be prioritized by 
their received date. Applications with deficiencies not cured within seven business days, 
will be retained in Phase Two until all deficiencies have been addressed/resolved by the 
Applicant to the Department’s satisfaction. Only upon satisfaction of all deficiencies, and 
of threshold and eligibility requirements will the Application be forwarded to Phase 
Three. An Application that has not proceeded out of Phase Two within 65 days of the 
date it entered Phase Two will be terminated and must reapply for consideration of funds. 
Application submitted for non-development Activities will not go through a Phase Three 
evaluation.

Phase Three will include a comprehensive review for material noncompliance and 
financial feasibility by the Department. Financial feasibility reviews will be conducted by 
the Real Estate Analysis (REA) Division consistent with §1.32 of this title. REA will 
create an underwriting report identifying staff’s recommended loan terms, the loan or 
grant amount and any conditions to be placed on the development. The Department will 
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ensure financial feasibility review and issue notice of any required deficiencies for that 
feasibility review within 45 days of the date it enters Phase Three. Applicants who are 
able to resolve their deficiencies within seven business days will be forwarded into 
"Recommended Status" and will continue to be prioritized by their received date. 
Applications with deficiencies not satisfied within seven business days, will be retained 
in Phase Three until all deficiencies have been addressed/resolved by the Applicant to the 
Department’s satisfaction. Only upon resolution of all deficiencies will the Application 
be forwarded to the Department’s Executive Awards Review and Advisory Committee 
for recommendation to the Board. Any application that has not finished Phase Three 
within 65 days of the date it entered Phase Three will be terminated and must reapply for 
consideration of funds.

Upon completion of the applicable final review Phase, applications will be presented to 
the Executive Awards Review and Advisory Committee (the Committee). If satisfactory, 
the Committee will then recommend the award of funds to the Board, as long as HOME 
funds are still available for this Activity under the applicable NOFA. If the Application is 
recommended at least 14 days prior to the next Board meeting, it will be placed on the 
next Board meeting’s agenda. If the Application is recommended with less than 14 days 
before the next Board meeting, the recommendation will be placed on the subsequent 
month’s Board meeting agenda. Applications which are not recommended by the 
committee will be either returned to Department Staff or terminated. 

Because applications are processed in the order they are received by the Department, it is 
possible that the Department will expend all available HOME funds before an application 
has completed all phases of its review. In the case that all HOME funds are committed 
before an application has completed all phases of the review process, the Department will 
notify the applicant that their application will remain active for 90 days in its current 
phase. If new HOME funds become available, applications will continue onward with 
their review without losing their received date priority. If HOME funds do not become 
available within 90 days of the notification, the Applicant will be notified that their 
application is no longer under consideration. The applicant must reapply to be considered 
for future funding. If on the date an application is received by the Department, no funds 
are available under this NOFA, the applicant will be notified that no funds exist under the 
NOFA and the application will not be processed. 

c) Pursuant to 10 TAC §53.59(3), a site visit will be conducted as part of the HOME 
Program development feasibility review. Applicants must receive recommendation for 
approval from the Department to be considered for HOME funding by the Board.

d) The Department may decline to consider any Application if the proposed activities do 
not, in the Department’s sole determination, represent a prudent use of the Department’s 
funds. The Department is not obligated to proceed with any action pertaining to any 
Applications which are received, and may decide it is in the Department’s best interest to 
refrain from pursuing any selection process. The Department strives, through its loan 
terms, to securitize its funding while ensuring the financial feasibility of a Development. 
The Department reserves the right to negotiate individual elements of any Application.
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e) In accordance with §2306.082 Texas Government Code and 10 TAC §53.58(d), it is the 
Department's policy to encourage the use of appropriate alternative dispute resolution 
procedures ("ADR") under the Governmental Dispute Resolution Act, Chapter 2009, 
Texas Government Code, to assist in resolving disputes under the Department's 
jurisdiction. As described in Chapter 154, Civil Practices and Remedies Code, ADR 
procedures include mediation. Except as prohibited by the Department's ex parte 
communications policy, the Department encourages informal communications between 
Department staff and Applicants, and other interested persons, to exchange information 
and informally resolve disputes. The Department also has administrative appeals 
processes to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes. If at anytime an Applicant or other 
person would like to engage the Department in an ADR procedure, the person may send a 
proposal to the Department's Dispute Resolution Coordinator. For additional information 
on the Department's ADR Policy, see the Department's General Administrative Rule on 
ADR at 10 Texas Administrative Code §1.17.

f) An Applicant may appeal decisions made by staff in accordance with 10 TAC §1.7.

10) Application Submission 
a) All applications submitted under this NOFA must be received on or before 5:00 p.m. on 

June 2, 2008. The Department will accept applications from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. each 
business day, excluding federal and state holidays from the date this NOFA is published 
on the Department’s web site until the deadline.  For questions regarding this NOFA 
please contact Barbara Skinner at 512-475-1643 or via e-mail at 
barbara.skinner@tdhca.state.tx.us or Skip Beaird at 512-475-0908 or via e-mail at 
skip.beaird@tdhca.state.tx.us.

.
b) All applications must be submitted, and provide all documentation, as described in this 

NOFA and associated application materials 

c) Applicants must submit one complete printed copy of all Application materials and one 
complete scanned copy of the Application materials as detailed in the 2007 Final ASPM. 
All scanned copies must be scanned in accordance with the guidance provided in the 
2007 Final ASPM.

d) The application consists of three parts: bound items, unbound items and electronic 
submission. A complete application for each proposed development must be submitted. 
Incomplete applications or improperly bound applications will not be accepted. The 
bound volumes of the application must be bound using red pressboard binders. Each 
volume must be submitted in a separate red pressboard binder.  If the required 
documentation for a volume exceeds the capacity of one binder, a second binder may be 
used to subdivide the volume. Applicants must submit one complete printed copy of all 
application materials and one complete scanned copy stored on compact disc of the 
application materials as detailed in the 2007 Final ASPM. All scanned copies must be 
scanned in accordance with the guidance provided in the 2007 Final ASPM.
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e) Third party reports – If third party reports are not received at the time of application 
submission, the Application will be terminated. 

f) All Application materials including manuals, NOFA, program guidelines, and all 
applicable HOME rules, will be available on the Department’s website at 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us.  Applications will be required to adhere to the HOME Rule and 
threshold requirements in effect at the time of the Application submission. Applications 
must be on forms provided by the Department, and cannot be altered or modified and 
must be in final form before submitting them to the Department. 

g) Applicants are required to remit a non-refundable Application fee payable to the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs in the amount of $500.00 per 
Application. Payment must be in the form of a check, cashier’s check or money order. Do 
not send cash. §2306.147(b) of the Texas Government Code requires the Department to 
waive 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 and a description of their 
supportive services in lieu of the Application fee. The Application fee is not an allowable 
or reimbursable cost under the HOME Program. 

h) Applications must be sent via overnight delivery to: 

HOME Division 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

Attn: Barbara Skinner 
221 East 11th Street 

Austin, TX 78701-2410 

or via the U.S. Postal Service to: 

HOME Division 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

Attn: Barbara Skinner 
Post Office Box 13941 

Austin, TX  78711-3941 

NOTE: This NOFA does not include the text of the various applicable regulatory provisions that 
may be important to the particular HOME CHDO Rental Housing Development Program. For 
proper completion of the application, the Department strongly encourages potential applicants 
to review all applicable State and Federal regulations.
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HOME DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for 
approximately $6,000,000 utilizing unawarded and deobligated HOME CHDO funds for the HOME 
Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) Rental Housing Development Program.  

Required Action

Approve, Deny or Approve the use of HOME CHDO deobligated funds in accordance with 10 TAC Chapter 
1, Subchapter 1.19 (e)(2)(C), and approval of the finalized NOFA for publication in the Texas Register.

Background

In order to meet the Department’s federal CHDO set-aside requirement, staff proposes the release of 
approximately $6,000,000 in federal funding from the Department’s remaining 2007 CHDO set-aside and 
deobligated HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds.  Funds will be made available to 
CHDO’s for the acquisition, new construction, rehabilitation, or acquisition and rehabilitation of affordable 
rental housing for low-income Texans.  These funds are made available through unawarded and deobligated 
HOME CHDO funds that the Department has distributed through the Regional Allocation Formula and have 
remained unutilized or have been returned by the original applicant and are therefore not subject to the 
Regional Allocation Formula (RAF).  Approximately $4.6 million of the 2007 Program Year CHDO set-aside 
was not awarded in the recent competitive CHDO application cycle.  Additionally, nearly $1.4 million is 
currently available in deobligated CHDO funds and must be reserved to be awarded to CHDO’s to meet the 
federal set-aside requirement.  The availability and use of these funds are subject to the State HOME Rules (10 
TAC Chapter 53) and the Federal HOME regulations governing the HOME Program (24 CFR Part 92). 

The Board will soon be taking action on the State HOME Rules with final rules to be approved in November 
2007. To the degree the approved rules would require changes to the NOFA, the NOFA will be revised and 
reposted in December 2007, but allow the ongoing submission of applications.   

Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the Draft Notice of Funding Availability for the HOME Community Housing 
Development Organization (CHDO) Rental Housing Development Program with permission to revise the total 
amount of deobligated CHDO funds available before publication in the Texas Register and to the 
Department’s website.  Staff also recommends approval to utilize HOME CHDO deobligated funds for this 
activity. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
HOME Investment Partnerships Program 

Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) 
Rental Housing Development Program 
Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 

1) Summary

a) The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (“the Department”) 
announces the availability of approximately $6,000,000 in funding from the HOME 
Investment Partnerships Program for Community Housing Development Organizations 
(CHDO) to develop affordable rental housing for low-income Texans. The availability 
and use of these funds is subject to the State HOME Rules at Title 10 Texas 
Administrative Code (10 TAC) Chapter 53 (“HOME Rules”) in effect at the time the 
application is submitted, the Federal HOME regulations governing the HOME program 
(24 CFR Part 92), and Chapter 2306, Texas Government Code.  Other Federal regulations 
may also apply such as, but not limited to, 24 CFR parts 50 and 58 for environmental 
requirements, Davis-Bacon Act for labor standards, 24 CFR 85.36 and 84.42 for conflict 
of interest and 24 CFR part 5, subpart A for fair housing.  Applicants are encouraged to 
familiarize themselves with all of the applicable state and federal rules that govern the 
program.  

2) Allocation of HOME Funds 
a) These funds are made available through unawarded and deobligated HOME funds that 

are set-aside for eligible CHDO rental housing development proposals which involve 
new construction, rehabilitation, acquisition and rehabilitation of affordable rental 
housing development activities. All funds released under this NOFA are to be used for 
the creation of affordable rental housing for low-income Texans earning 80 percent or 
less of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI).  

b) Rental development funds will not be eligible for use in a Participating Jurisdiction (PJ).  
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c) In accordance with 10 TAC §53.58, this NOFA will be an Open Application Cycle and 
funding will be available on a first-come, first-served Statewide basis. Applications will 
be accepted until 5:00 p.m. June 2, 2008 unless all funds are committed prior to this date.  
Applicants are encouraged to review the application process cited above and described 
herein.  Applications that do not meet minimum threshold and financial feasibility will 
not be considered for funding. 

d) The Department awards HOME funds, typically as a loan, to eligible recipients for the 
provision of housing for low, very low and extremely low-income individuals and 
families, pursuant to 10 TAC §53.54(2). Award amounts are limited to no more than $3 
million per development. The minimum HOME award may not be less than $1,000 per 
HOME assisted unit.  The maximum award may not exceed 90% of the total 
development costs. The remaining 10% of total development cost must be in the form of 
loans or grants from private or public entities. The per-unit subsidy may not exceed the 
per-unit dollar limits established by the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) under §221(d)(3) of the National Housing Act which are applicable 
to the area in which the development is located, and as published by HUD.  The 
Department’s underwriting guidelines in 10 TAC § 1.32 will be used which set as a 
minimum feasibility a 1.15 debt coverage ratio.  Where the anticipated debt coverage 
ratio in the year after completion exceeds 1.35, a loan or partial loan will be 
recommended. 

e) Each CHDO that is awarded Rental Development funds may also be eligible to receive a 
grant for CHDO Operating Expenses.  Applicants will be required to submit 
organizational operating budgets, audits and other financial and non-financial materials 
detailed in the HOME application.  The award amount for CHDO Operating Expenses 
shall not exceed $50,000. Awards for operating expenses will be drawn over a two-year 
period of time.  The Department reserves the right to limit an Applicant to receive not 
more than one award of CHDO Operating Expenses during the same fiscal year and to 
further limit the award of CHDO Operating Expenses.  

f) Developments involving rehabilitation must establish that the rehabilitation will 
substantially improve the condition of the housing and will involve at least $12,000 per 
unit in direct hard costs, unless the property is also being financed by the United States 
Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development program. When HOME funds are used 
for a rehabilitation development the entire unit must be brought up to the applicable 
property standards, pursuant to 24 CFR §92.251(a)(1). 

3) Eligible and Ineligible Activities 
a) Eligible activities will include those permissible under the federal HOME Rule at 24 CFR 

§92.205, the State HOME Rules at 10 TAC §§53.53(g), which involve only the 
acquisition, rehabilitation and construction of affordable rental developments.

b) Prohibited activities include those under federal HOME rules at 24 CFR 92.214 and 10 
TAC §53.56. 
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c) Rental development funds will not be eligible for use in a Participating Jurisdiction (PJ). 

d) Refinancing of federally financed properties or use of HOME funds for properties 
constructed within five years of the submission of an Application for assistance will not 
be permissible.  

4) Eligible and Ineligible Applicants 
a) The Department provides HOME CHDO funding to qualified nonprofit organizations 

eligible for CHDO certification. CHDO Certification will be awarded in accordance with 
the rules and procedures as set forth in the HOME rules at 10 TAC §53.63, Community 
Housing Development Organization (CHDO) Certification.  A separate application 
process is required for CHDO Certification. Review and approval of the CHDO 
Certification occurs during the threshold review process, however Applicants will not 
receive a formal certification until the award of the HOME funds has been approved by 
the Department’s Board. The CHDO Application package will be available with all other 
application materials on the Department’s website. A new Application for CHDO 
certification must be submitted to the Department with each new Application for HOME 
Development funds under the CHDO set aside.  

b) CHDO Applicants must be the Sponsor, Owner or Developer of the proposed 
Development. Applicants who apply through a Limited Partnership will be required to 
provide evidence, at the time of CHDO certification and commitment, that the CHDO 
Applicant is the Managing General Partner of the partnership and has effective control 
(decision making authority) over the development and management of the property, 
pursuant to 24 CFR §92.300.

c) Applicants may be ineligible for funding if they meet any of the criteria listed in 
§53.53(b) of the Department’s HOME rule, clarification for §53.53(b)(6) creates 
ineligibility with any requirements under 10 TAC 49.5(a) of this title excluding 
subsections (5) thru (8). Applicants are encouraged to familiarize themselves with the 
Department’s certification and debarment policies prior to application submission.  

5) Matching Funds
a) Applicants will be required to submit documentation on all financial resources to be used 

in the development that may be considered match to the Department’s federal HOME 
requirements.  Applicants must provide firm commitments as defined in accordance with 
the Federal HOME rules at 24 CFR §92.218 and the Department’s Match Guide and will 
be provided with the appropriate forms and instructions on how to report eligible match. 

6) Affordability Requirements 
a) Applicants should be aware that there are minimum affordability standards necessary for 

HOME assisted rental developments. Initial occupancy income restrictions require that at 
least 90% of the units are affordable to persons below 60% AMFI and that 20% of the 
units are affordable to person below 50% AMFI.  Over the remaining affordability period 
at least 20% of HOME assisted units should be affordable to persons earning 50% or less 
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than the AMFI, all remaining units must be affordable to persons earning 80% or less 
than the AMFI.

b) Each development will have a two-tier affordability term.  

i) The first tier will entail the federally required affordability term. For new 
construction or acquisition of new housing, this term is 20 years. For rehabilitation or 
acquisition of existing housing, the term is 5 years if the HOME investment is less 
than $15,000 per unit; 10 years if the HOME investment is $15,000 to $40,000 per 
unit; and 15 years if the HOME investment is greater than $40,000 per unit. This first 
tier is subject to all federal laws and regulations regarding HOME requirements, 
recapture, net proceeds and affordability.  

ii) The second tier of affordability is the additional number of years required to bring 
the total term of affordability up to 30 years or the term of the loan agreement.  For 
example, the second tier of affordability on a 10-year federal affordability term is 20 
additional years. The second tier, or remaining term, is subject only to state 
regulations and affordability requirements.  

c) Properties will be restricted under a Land Use Restriction Agreement (“LURA”), or other 
such instrument as determined by the Department for these terms. Among other 
restrictions, the LURA may require the owner of the property to continue to accept 
subsidies which may be offered by the federal government, prohibit the owner from 
exercising an option to prepay a federally insured loan, impose tenant income-based 
occupancy and rental restrictions, or impose any of these and other restrictions as deemed 
necessary at the sole discretion of the Department in order to preserve the property as 
affordable housing on a case-by-case basis. 

7) Site and Development Restrictions 
a) Pursuant to 24 CFR §92.251, housing that is constructed or rehabilitated with HOME 

funds must meet all applicable local codes, rehabilitation standards, ordinances, and 
zoning ordinances at the time of project completion. In the absence of a local code for 
new construction or rehabilitation, HOME-assisted new construction or rehabilitation 
must meet, as applicable, one of three model codes: Uniform Building Code (ICBO), 
National Building Code (BOCA), Standard (Southern) Building Code (SBCCI); or the 
Council of American Building Officials (CABO) one or two family code; or the 
Minimum Property Standards (MPS) in 24 CFR 200.925 or 200.926d. To avoid 
duplicative inspections when Federal Housing Administration (FHA) financing is 
involved in a HOME-assisted property, a participating jurisdiction may rely on a 
Minimum Property Standards (MPS) inspection performed by a qualified person. Newly 
constructed housing must meet the current edition of the Model Energy Code published 
by the Council of American Building Officials. 

b) All other HOME-assisted housing (e.g., acquisition) must meet all applicable State and 
local housing quality standards and code requirements and if there are no such standards 
or code requirements, the housing must meet the housing quality standards in 24 CFR 
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982.401. When HOME funds are used for a rehabilitation development the entire unit 
must be brought up to the applicable property standards, pursuant to 24 CFR 
§92.251(a)(1).

c) Housing must meet the accessibility requirements at 24 CFR part 8, which implements 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and covered multifamily 
dwellings, as defined at 24 CFR 100.201, must also meet the design and construction 
requirements at 24 CFR 100.205, which implement the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
3601–3619). Additionally, pursuant to the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP), 
§49.9(h)(4)(G), Developments involving New Construction (excluding New Construction 
of nonresidential buildings) where some Units are two-stories and are normally exempt 
from Fair Housing accessibility requirements, a minimum of 20% of each Unit type (i.e. 
one bedroom, two bedroom, three bedroom) must provide an accessible entry level and 
all common-use facilities in compliance with the Fair Housing Guidelines, and include a 
minimum of one bedroom and one bathroom or powder room at the entry level. A 
certification will be required after the Development is completed from an inspector, 
architect, or accessibility specialist. Any Developments designed as single family 
structures must also satisfy the requirements of §2306.514, Texas Government Code. 

d) All of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules 10 TAC §49.6, excluding 
subsections (d), (f), (g) and (h) apply. 

e) Developments involving new construction will be limited to 252 Units. These maximum 
Unit limitations also apply to those Developments which involve a combination of 
rehabilitation and new construction. Developments that consist solely of 
acquisition/rehabilitation or rehabilitation only may exceed the maximum Unit 
restrictions. The minimum number of units shall be 4 units, pursuant to 10 TAC 
§53.53(f).

8) Threshold Criteria 
a) Housing units subsidized by HOME funds must be affordable to low, very-low or 

extremely low-income persons.  Mixed Income rental developments may only receive 
funds for units that meet the HOME program affordability standards. All applications 
intended to serve persons with disabilities must adhere to the Department’s Integrated 
Housing Rule at 10 TAC §1.15.

b) For funds being used for Rental Housing Developments, the Recipient must establish a 
reserve account consistent with §2306.186, Texas Government Code, and as further 
described in 10 TAC §1.37 of this title, pursuant to 10 TAC 53.53(i).

c) All applications will be required to meet Section 8 Housing Quality Standards detailed 
under 24 CFR §982.401, Texas Minimum Construction Standards, as well as the Fair 
Housing Accessibility Standards and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 
Developments must also meet all local building codes or standards that may apply. If the 
development is located within a jurisdiction that does not have building codes, 
developments must meet the most current International Building Code.
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d) Pursuant to 10 TAC §53.53(j), Applicants for Rental Development activities will be 
required to provide written notification to each of the following persons or entities 14 
days prior to the submission of any application package. Failure to provide written 
notifications 14 days prior to the submission of an application package at a minimum will 
cause an application to be terminated under competitive application cycles. Applicants 
must provide notifications to:

i) the executive officer and elected members of the governing board of the community 
where the development will be located. This includes municipal governing boards, 
city councils, and County governing boards;

ii) all neighborhood organizations whose defined boundaries include the location of the 
Development;  

iii) executive officer and Board President of the school district that covers the location of 
the Development;  

iv) residents of occupied housing units that may be rehabilitated, reconstructed or 
demolished; and  

v) the State Representative and State Senator whose district covers the location of the 
Development.  

vi) the notification letter must include, but not be limited to, the address of the 
development site, the number of units to be built or rehabilitated, the proposed rent 
and income levels to be served, and all other details required of the NOFA and 
Application Manual.

e) The following Threshold Criteria listed in this subsection are mandatory requirements at 
the time of Application submission unless specifically indicated otherwise: 

i) An applicant shall provide certification that no person or entity that would benefit 
from the award of HOME funds has provided a source of match or has satisfied the 
Applicant’s cash reserve obligation or made promises in connection therewith, 
pursuant to 10 TAC §53.53(k). 

ii) All contractors, consulting firms, and Administrators must sign and submit an 
affidavit with each draw to attest that each request for payment of HOME funds is for 
the actual cost of providing a service and that the service does not violate any conflict 
of interest provisions, pursuant to §53.53(l). 

iii) To encourage the inclusion of families and individuals with the highest need for 
affordable housing, applicants must target a minimum of 5% of the total units for 
individuals or families earning 30% or less of area medium income for the 
development site.  
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iv) To encourage the involvement of other public agencies and private entities in 
affordable housing, applicants must provide a minimum of 10% of the total 
development cost from other public agencies and/or private entities. 

v) To encourage reasonable and cost effective building strategies, applicants must limit 
development cost per square foot to $70.00 for new construction and $38.00 for 
rehabilitation. Please note, use normal rounding when performing this calculation. 
($69.50 and higher would be rounded up to $70.00, $69.49 and lower would be 
rounded down to $69.00). 

vi) All of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules at 10 TAC §49.9(h), excluding 
subsections (4)(I), (11), (12) and (15).

vii) An applicant is not eligible to apply for funds or any other assistance from the 
Department unless audits are current at the time of application or the Audit 
Certification Form has been submitted to the Department in a satisfactory format on 
or befor the application deadline for funds or other assistance per 10 TAC §1.3(b).

9) Review Process 
a) Pursuant to 10 TAC §53.58, each application will be handled on a first-come, first-served 

basis as further described in this section. Each application will be assigned a "received 
date" based on the date and time it is physically received by the Department. Then each 
application will be reviewed on its own merits in three review phases, as applicable. 
Applications will continue to be prioritized for funding based on their "received date" 
unless they do not proceed into the next phase(s) of review. Applications proceeding in a 
timely fashion through a phase will take priority over applications that may have an 
earlier "received date" but that did not timely complete a phase of review. Applications 
will be reviewed for Applicant and Activity Eligibility, Threshold Criteria, and Financial 
Feasibility as described in this NOFA. 

b) Pursuant to the QAP 49.5(a)(9) if a submitted Application has an entire Volume of the 
application missing; has excessive omissions of documentation from the Threshold 
Criteria or Uniform Application documentation; or is so unclear, disjointed or incomplete 
that a thorough review cannot reasonably be performed by the Department, as determined 
by the Department. If an application is determined ineligible pursuant to this section, the 
Application will be terminated without being processed as an Administrative Deficiency. 

Phase One will begin as of the received date. Applications not being considered under the 
CHDO Set-Aside will be passed through to Phase Two upon receipt. Phase One will only 
entail the review of the CHDO Certification package. The Department will ensure review 
of these materials and issue notice of any deficiencies on the CHDO Certification 
package within 30 days of the received date. Applicants who are able to resolve their 
deficiencies within seven business days will be forwarded into Phase Two and will 
continue to be prioritized by their received date. Applications with deficiencies not cured 
within seven business days, will be retained in Phase One until all deficiencies have been 
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addressed/resolved by the Applicant to the Department’s satisfaction. Only upon 
satisfaction of all deficiencies will the Application be forwarded to Phase Two. 
Applications that have not proceeded out of Phase One within 50 days of the received 
date will be terminated and must reapply for consideration of funds. 

Phase Two will include a review of all application requirements. The Department will 
ensure review of materials required under the NOFA, and application guidelines and will 
issue notice of any deficiencies as to threshold and eligibility within 45 days of the date it 
enters Phase Two. Applicants who are able to resolve their deficiencies within seven 
business days will be forwarded into Phase Three and will continue to be prioritized by 
their received date. Applications with deficiencies not cured within seven business days, 
will be retained in Phase Two until all deficiencies have been addressed/resolved by the 
Applicant to the Department’s satisfaction. Only upon satisfaction of all deficiencies, and 
of threshold and eligibility requirements will the Application be forwarded to Phase 
Three. An Application that has not proceeded out of Phase Two within 65 days of the 
date it entered Phase Two will be terminated and must reapply for consideration of funds. 
Application submitted for non-development Activities will not go through a Phase Three 
evaluation.

Phase Three will include a comprehensive review for material noncompliance and 
financial feasibility by the Department. Financial feasibility reviews will be conducted by 
the Real Estate Analysis (REA) Division consistent with §1.32 of this title. REA will 
create an underwriting report identifying staff’s recommended loan terms, the loan or 
grant amount and any conditions to be placed on the development. The Department will 
ensure financial feasibility review and issue notice of any required deficiencies for that 
feasibility review within 45 days of the date it enters Phase Three. Applicants who are 
able to resolve their deficiencies within seven business days will be forwarded into 
"Recommended Status" and will continue to be prioritized by their received date. 
Applications with deficiencies not satisfied within seven business days, will be retained 
in Phase Three until all deficiencies have been addressed/resolved by the Applicant to the 
Department’s satisfaction. Only upon resolution of all deficiencies will the Application 
be forwarded to the Department’s Executive Awards Review and Advisory Committee 
for recommendation to the Board. Any application that has not finished Phase Three 
within 65 days of the date it entered Phase Three will be terminated and must reapply for 
consideration of funds.

Upon completion of the applicable final review Phase, applications will be presented to 
the Executive Awards Review and Advisory Committee (the Committee). If satisfactory, 
the Committee will then recommend the award of funds to the Board, as long as HOME 
funds are still available for this Activity under the applicable NOFA. If the Application is 
recommended at least 14 days prior to the next Board meeting, it will be placed on the 
next Board meeting’s agenda. If the Application is recommended with less than 14 days 
before the next Board meeting, the recommendation will be placed on the subsequent 
month’s Board meeting agenda. Applications which are not recommended by the 
committee will be either returned to Department Staff or terminated. 
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Because applications are processed in the order they are received by the Department, it is 
possible that the Department will expend all available HOME funds before an application 
has completed all phases of its review. In the case that all HOME funds are committed 
before an application has completed all phases of the review process, the Department will 
notify the applicant that their application will remain active for 90 days in its current 
phase. If new HOME funds become available, applications will continue onward with 
their review without losing their received date priority. If HOME funds do not become 
available within 90 days of the notification, the Applicant will be notified that their 
application is no longer under consideration. The applicant must reapply to be considered 
for future funding. If on the date an application is received by the Department, no funds 
are available under this NOFA, the applicant will be notified that no funds exist under the 
NOFA and the application will not be processed. 

c) Pursuant to 10 TAC §53.59(3), a site visit will be conducted as part of the HOME 
Program development feasibility review. Applicants must receive recommendation for 
approval from the Department to be considered for HOME funding by the Board.

d) The Department may decline to consider any Application if the proposed activities do 
not, in the Department’s sole determination, represent a prudent use of the Department’s 
funds. The Department is not obligated to proceed with any action pertaining to any 
Applications which are received, and may decide it is in the Department’s best interest to 
refrain from pursuing any selection process. The Department strives, through its loan 
terms, to securitize its funding while ensuring the financial feasibility of a Development. 
The Department reserves the right to negotiate individual elements of any Application.

e) In accordance with §2306.082 Texas Government Code and 10 TAC §53.58(d), it is the 
Department's policy to encourage the use of appropriate alternative dispute resolution 
procedures ("ADR") under the Governmental Dispute Resolution Act, Chapter 2009, 
Texas Government Code, to assist in resolving disputes under the Department's 
jurisdiction. As described in Chapter 154, Civil Practices and Remedies Code, ADR 
procedures include mediation. Except as prohibited by the Department's ex parte 
communications policy, the Department encourages informal communications between 
Department staff and Applicants, and other interested persons, to exchange information 
and informally resolve disputes. The Department also has administrative appeals 
processes to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes. If at anytime an Applicant or other 
person would like to engage the Department in an ADR procedure, the person may send a 
proposal to the Department's Dispute Resolution Coordinator. For additional information 
on the Department's ADR Policy, see the Department's General Administrative Rule on 
ADR at 10 Texas Administrative Code §1.17.

f) An Applicant may appeal decisions made by staff in accordance with 10 TAC §1.7.

10) Application Submission 
a) All applications submitted under this NOFA must be received on or before 5:00 p.m. on 

June 2, 2008. The Department will accept applications from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. each 
business day, excluding federal and state holidays from the date this NOFA is published 
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on the Department’s web site until the deadline.  For questions regarding this NOFA 
please contact Barbara Skinner at 512-475-1643 or via e-mail at 
barbara.skinner@tdhca.state.tx.us or Skip Beaird at 512-475-0908 or via e-mail at 
skip.beaird@tdhca.state.tx.us.

b) All applications must be submitted, and provide all documentation, as described in this 
NOFA and associated application materials 

c) Applicants must submit one complete printed copy of all Application materials and one 
complete scanned copy of the Application materials as detailed in the 2007 Final ASPM. 
All scanned copies must be scanned in accordance with the guidance provided in the 
2007 Final ASPM.

d) The application consists of three parts: bound items, unbound items and electronic 
submission. A complete application for each proposed development must be submitted. 
Incomplete applications or improperly bound applications will not be accepted. The 
bound volumes of the application must be bound using red pressboard binders. Each 
volume must be submitted in a separate red pressboard binder.  If the required 
documentation for a volume exceeds the capacity of one binder, a second binder may be 
used to subdivide the volume. Applicants must submit one complete printed copy of all 
application materials and one complete scanned copy stored on compact disc of the 
application materials as detailed in the 2007 Final ASPM. All scanned copies must be 
scanned in accordance with the guidance provided in the 2007 Final ASPM.

e) Third party reports – If third party reports are not received at the time of application 
submission, the Application will be terminated. 

f) All Application materials including manuals, NOFA, program guidelines, and all 
applicable HOME rules, will be available on the Department’s website at 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us.  Applications will be required to adhere to the HOME Rule and 
threshold requirements in effect at the time of the Application submission. Applications 
must be on forms provided by the Department, and cannot be altered or modified and 
must be in final form before submitting them to the Department. 

g) Applicants are required to remit a non-refundable Application fee payable to the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs in the amount of $500.00 per 
Application. Payment must be in the form of a check, cashier’s check or money order. Do 
not send cash. §2306.147(b) of the Texas Government Code requires the Department to 
waive 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 and a description of their 
supportive services in lieu of the Application fee. The Application fee is not an allowable 
or reimbursable cost under the HOME Program. 

h) Applications must be sent via overnight delivery to: 
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HOME Division 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

Attn: Barbara Skinner 
221 East 11th Street 

Austin, TX 78701-2410 

or via the U.S. Postal Service to: 
HOME Division 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
Attn: Barbara Skinner 
Post Office Box 13941 

Austin, TX  78711-3941 

NOTE: This NOFA does not include the text of the various applicable regulatory provisions that 
may be important to the particular HOME CHDO Rental Housing Development Program. For 
proper completion of the application, the Department strongly encourages potential applicants 
to review all applicable State and Federal regulations.
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HOME DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for $1,000,000 of 
local revenues from the Housing Trust Fund for the Texas Veteran’s Housing Support Program.  

Required Action

Approval of the NOFA for publication in the Texas Register.

Background

On May 10, 2007 the Board approved the Texas Veteran’s Housing Support Program as included in and a part 
of the 2007 Housing Trust Fund Funding Plan.  Funds will be utilized for rental subsides and homeownership 
assistance for low-income (80% AMFI) veterans. Up to three years of rental assistance will be available for 
veterans transitioning from Veteran’s Affairs (VA) hospitals, other care facilities; or low income veteran’s 
leaving the service and transitioning to civilian life. Homeownership assistance will also be available as a one-
time deferred forgivable loan of up to $35,000 for down payment assistance, closing costs and accessible 
modifications such as ramps, accessible bathrooms and accessible kitchens. 

These funds are made available through local revenue Housing Trust Fund funds that the Department has 
distributed through the Regional Allocation Formula and have remained unutilized or have been returned by 
the original applicant and are therefore not subject to the Regional Allocation Formula (RAF).  The 
availability and use of these funds are subject to the State Housing Trust Fund Rules (10 TAC Chapter 51). 

Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the Notice of Funding Availability for the Texas Veteran’s Housing Support 
Program for publication in the Texas Register and to the Department’s website. 
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Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
Housing Trust Fund (HTF) 

2007 Texas Veterans Housing Support Program 
Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 

Summary
The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Department) announces the 
availability of approximately $1,000,000 of the 2007 Housing Trust Fund (HTF) to fund 
housing programs for veterans. Funds will be made available for tenant based rental 
assistance and homebuyer assistance.  The availability and use of these funds are subject to 
the State Housing Trust Fund Rules at 10 Texas Administrative Code, Title 10, Part 1, 
Chapter 51 (“HTF Rules”) in effect at the time the application is submitted. 

Allocation of HTF Funds 
These funds are made available through the Housing Trust Fund and are not subject to the 
Regional Allocation Formula. All funds released under this NOFA shall be used for the 
creation of affordable housing for Texas veterans earning 80 percent (80%) or less of the 
Area Median Family Income (AMFI) as defined by the U. S Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), with priority given to veterans with disabilities and/or veterans 
who have served in the war in Afghanistan, also known as Operation Enduring Freedom, the 
Iraq War, also know as Operation Iraqi Freedom, and other recent overseas conflicts.

The Department requires that applicants target at least 50% of those units served by housing 
trust funds to individuals and families earning less than 60% of the area median family 
income, as defined by HUD. 

In accordance with 10 TAC §51.6 (d), this NOFA will be an Open Application Cycle and 
funding will be available on a first-come, first-served statewide basis. Applications will be 
accepted by the Department on regular business days until 5:00 p.m., Friday, December 28, 
2007, regardless of method of delivery.  Applicants are encouraged to review the 
application process cited above and described herein.  Applications that do not meet 
minimum threshold criteria will not be considered for funding. 
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The maximum award amount per activity is $250,000 inclusive of project and administrative 
funds.  Up to four percent (4%) of the requested project funds may be requested for 
administrative costs.  

Entities applying for both activities, must submit one application for each activity.   

Eligible and Ineligible Activities 
Eligible activities will include those permissible under HTF Rules at 10 TAC §51.4.

Prohibited activities include those under HTF Rules 10 TAC §51.5. 

Veteran’s Rental Assistance (VRA): 
Rental subsidy, 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 36 
(thirty-six) months. VRA allows the assisted tenant to move to and live in any dwelling unit 
with a right to continued assistance during a 36-month period with the condition that the 
assisted household participate in a self-sufficiency program, which shall include among its 
objectives the acquisition of a permanent source of affordable housing on or before the 
expiration of the rental subsidy. The VRA program will be available for veterans 
transitioning from Veteran’s Administration (VA) Hospitals or other care facilities; or 
veterans honorably discharged from the service and transitioning to civilian life. All rental 
properties must meet HUD’s Housing Quality Standards (HQS). 

The contract term for a VRA contract will be 40 months. 

Veteran’s Homebuyer Assistance (VHA): 
Down payment and closing cost assistance is provided to homebuyers for the acquisition, or 
acquisition and rehabilitation, of affordable and accessible single family housing. 
Rehabilitation must be to ensure accessibility. Eligible 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 costs. The balance of the assistance 
can be used for needed accessibility modifications. All homes purchased with HTF assistance 
must meet all applicable codes and standards including the Texas Minimum Construction 
Standards (TMCS). 

If the assisted household has an income that is less than 60% of the area median family 
income or if the head or co-head of the household is an income-qualified (up to 80% AMFI) 
disabled veteran, the assistance will be in the form of a zero percent (0%) interest 5-year 
deferred, forgivable loan creating a 2nd or 3rd lien. 

If the household income is below 80% of the AMFI, but more than 60% of the AMFI, then 
the homebuyer assistance will be in the form of a zero percent (0%) interest 10-year deferred, 
forgivable loan creating a 2nd or 3rd lien.

The VHA 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 
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residence. If any of these occur before the end of the 5 or 10-year loan term, the borrower 
must repay the unforgiven portion of the funds to the Department. This amount will be based 
on a pro-rata share of the remaining loan term.  The amount of assistance for the accessibility 
modifications will be in the form of a grant.  At the completion of the assistance, all 
properties must meet the Texas Minimum Construction Standards (TMCS), all applicable 
building and safety codes, rehabilitation standards, ordinances and local zoning ordinances. If
a home is newly constructed it must also meet federal energy requirements as defined by 
HUD.

The contract term for a VHA contract will be 24 months. 

Eligible and Ineligible Applicants 
Eligible applicants are Units of General Local Government, Nonprofit Organizations and 
Public Housing Authorities (PHA’s).

Applicants may be ineligible for funding if they meet any of the criteria listed in §51.5 of the 
Department’s HTF Rules. 

Threshold Criteria 
Veteran’s Rental Assistance (VRA): 

Cash Reserve:  Each awarded applicant will be required to expend funds according to 
program guidelines and request funds from the Department for eligible expenses.  Every 
applicant must be able to evidence as a threshold standard that they demonstrate the ability to 
administer the program and commit adequate cash reserves of at least one month’s total rents 
for the number of households proposed to be served in order to cover any delays in the 
disbursement process. Cash reserves are not permanently invested in the project but are used 
for short term deficits that are paid by program funds. This commitment must be included in 
the applicant’s resolution.  

Self-Sufficiency Plan:  It will also be a threshold requirement that the applicant for rental 
assistance submit a detailed self-sufficiency plan which must be implemented for each tenant 
served, if awarded.  The Plan must describe the process for the transition of households to 
permanent housing by the end of the 36-month rental assistance contract term.  

The documentation must describe the necessary components for the overall plan proposed for 
transition of 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 who shall assist the tenant at meeting these needs, and a proposed timeframe for 
completing those activities. The plan must include: 

1. A sample household budget which will utilize existing sources of income such as 
employment, disability payments and other types of support that details how the 
assisted household will afford to be self-sufficient by the end of the 36 month rental 
assistance. 

2. If additional income is required to attain self-sufficiency, a plan for attaining the 
required education or training, or a job search plan must be included. 
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3. Specific housing goals that will be completed on or before the end of the 36 month 
assistance period. This includes finding subsidized housing, affordable market 
housing or other permanent housing solutions. The plan should include the required 
steps such as completing an application, approximate waiting time to get into the type 
of housing desired and the cost of the housing to the tenant.

Resolution Requirement:  All applications submitted for VRA must include an original 
resolution from the applicant’s direct governing body, authorizing the submission of the 
application, committing a specific amount for cash reserves for use during the contract period 
and naming a person authorized to represent the organization and signature authority to 
execute a contract.  

Veteran’s Homebuyer Assistance (VHA): 

Cash Reserve:  Each awarded applicant will be required to expend funds according to 
program guidelines and request funds from the Department for eligible expenses.  Every 
applicant must be able to evidence as a threshold standard, that they can demonstrate the 
ability to administer the program and commit adequate cash reserves of at least $35,000 to 
cover any delays in the disbursement process. Cash reserves are not permanently invested in 
the project but are used for short term deficits that are paid by program funds. This 
commitment must be included in the applicant’s resolution. 

Homebuyer Counseling and Lender Products:  It will also be a threshold requirement that
every VHA Applicant provide evidence of Homebuyer Counseling and evidence of available 
lender products.  Evidence must include documentation describing the level of homebuyer 
counseling proposed for potential homebuyers including a copy of the curriculum, type of 
materials that will be provided to the homebuyer, a copy of a written agreement with service 
provider, if the applicant is not the service provider; and a description of post purchase 
counseling to be provided.  The Homebuyer Counseling must be provided to each household 
served, if awarded. 

Applicant is required to submit three letters from lenders interested in participating in the 
applicant’s proposed homebuyer assistance activity.  Lender Letters must be on the lender’s 
letterhead and include the lender name, address, city, state, and zip code.  Lender letter must 
affirm the willingness, ability and type of affordable loan products available for the 
applicant’s targeted homebuyers. 

Resolution Requirement:  All applications submitted for VHA must include an original 
resolution from the applicant’s direct governing body, authorizing the submission of the 
application, committing a specific amount for cash reserves for use during the contract period 
and naming a person authorized to represent the organization and signature authority to 
execute a contract.  

Review Process 
Pursuant to 10 TAC §51.6, each application will be handled on a first-come, first-served 
basis. Each application will be assigned a "received date" based on the date and time it is 
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physically received by the Department. Applications will be reviewed for Applicant and 
Activity Eligibility and Threshold Criteria as described in this NOFA. 

Funding recommendations of eligible applicants will be presented to the Department’s 
Governing Board of Directors based on eligibility and on a first-come, first-served basis 
limited by the total amount of funds available under this NOFA and the maximum award 
amount per activity. 

Because applications are processed in the order they are received by the Department, it is 
possible that the Department will expend all available HTF funds before an application has 
been completely reviewed. If on the date an application is received by the Department, no 
funds are available under this NOFA, the applicant will be notified that no funds exist under 
the NOFA and the application will not be processed. 

An Applicant may appeal decisions made by staff in accordance with 10 TAC §1.7.

Application Submission 
The Application Guide for this NOFA will be available on the Department’s website at 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us on August 15, 2007, or you may call (512) 463-8921 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.  All 
applications must be submitted, and provide all documentation, as described in this NOFA 
and associated application materials.  Final application deadline date is 5:00 P.M., Friday, 
December 28, 2007. 

Applications mailed via the U.S. Postal Service must be mailed to: 

Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs 
Attn: Housing Trust Fund, Texas Veterans Housing Support Program 

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:

Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs 
Attn: Housing Trust Fund, Texas Veterans Housing Support Program 

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 a 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 
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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.

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 §51.6. 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 Housing Trust Fund Program. For proper completion of the application, 
the Department strongly encourages potential applicants to review the HTF Rules and 
regulations and to attend an application training workshop. 

Application Workshop 
The Department will present a Housing Trust Fund Program Application Workshop that 
will provide an overview of the Housing Trust Fund, application preparation and 
submission requirements, evaluation criteria, and information about the major State 
requirements that may affect a Housing Trust Fund project.  The Housing Trust Fund 
Application Workshop schedule and registration will be posted on the Department’s website 
at www.tdhca.state.tx.us.

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: 
HOME Division 
221 E. 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Telephone: (512) 463-8921 
E-mail: sandy.garcia@tdhca.state.tx.us



Real Estate Analysis Division 

BOARD ACTION ITEM 

July 30, 2007 

Item

Presentation, discussion and possible action on a timely filed appeal regarding the underwriting 
recommendation of a development under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit program,
#07263 Constitution Court, Ltd. Apartments Copperas Cove, Texas.

Required Action
Approve, deny or approve with amendments a determination on the appeal.

Background

Mr. Emmanuel Glockzin, the contact for the General Partner of Constitution Court, Ltd., the 
Applicant, submitted an application for funding under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit 
program to develop 108 multifamily rental units in Copperas Cove, Texas. The Applicant 
requested $991,075 in annual tax credits to support a total development budget of $12,562,900. 
The Applicant submitted a budget which included $2,900,000 in HOME funds, but the 
application for HOME funds was terminated. The termination was upheld on appeal to the 
Board.  The Applicant has provided no alternative source of funds for the loss of these funds and 
without the HOME funds the amount of deferred developer fee exceeds the amount that can be 
expected to be repaid in 15 years by a wide margin of at least $1.3M.  The applicant also 
exceeded the 65% expense to income ratio limit provided for in the 2007 Real Estate Analysis 
Rules and Guidelines 10 TAC§1.32(i)(4) using operating expenses that are $331 to $417 per unit 
less than properties they consider comparable. In addition, the Underwriter’s expense to income
ratio is 67%, but utilizing the full value of the comparable expenses would put the expense to 
income ratio even further over the limit.

The Applicant has not provided any alternative to the loss of HOME funds, resulting in an 
unfunded gap in financing. Therefore, the application can not be recommended based on not 
meeting the minimum readiness to proceed requirements under the QAP in 10 
TAC§49.9(h)(7)(C) nor the financial feasibility requirements under 10 TAC §1.32(i)(2) which 
require that any deferred developer fee be projected to be repaid in 15 years or less. The 
Applicant’s appeal provides no apparent contention of the underwriting recommendation on this 
basis.

The Applicant contends that additional information should be considered with regard to three 
properties operated by related parties in order to approve a lower expense and therefore a lower 
expense to income ratio. The Applicant requests consideration of only a portion of the operating 
expenses for these properties by looking only at the payroll and property taxes. Only two of the 
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properties (Treehouse and Victoria Place) appear to have been operating as stabilized for the 
majority of the year.  Moreover when looking at the total operations for these two properties the 
operating expense per unit was $3,635 and $3,549 without considering the required $250 per unit 
for replacement reserves.  Thus these two properties would compare at $3,885 and $3,799 to the 
Applicant’s proposed $3,468 per unit.  In other words, the financial statements, provided as part 
of the appeal, for the developments that the Applicant believes are comparable recognize 
operating expenses that are $331 to $417 per unit higher than the Applicant’s proposed expenses.
This does not support the Applicant’s claim that Constitution Court can be operated at a lower 
overall expense per unit.  Moreover, utilizing the full operating expenses for the comparable 
properties with the rent structure for the subject would make the development be further over the 
65% expense to income ratio limit.         

The Application does not meet the current requirements for financial feasibility under 10 
TAC§1.32(i)(2) and (4) and the Applicant has not provided information that identifies an error in 
the underwriting process or conclusions. 

Recommendation
Staff recommends the Board deny the appeal.
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07263 Constitution Court, Copperas Cove 

Executive Director’s Letter 



July 23, 2007 

Mr. Emmanuel Glockzin 
Constitution Court, Ltd. 
P.O. Box 3189 
Bryan, TX 77802 
Telephone: (979) 846-8878 
Telecopier: (979) 846-0783 

Re:   Executive Director Appeal for Constitution Court, TDHCA # 07263 

Dear Mr. Glockzin: 

Appeal Review
I have reviewed the subject application, as well as your appeal that was received on 
July 11, 2007 regarding the underwriting recommendation.  Pursuant to the 
Department’s rules, Constitution Court was not recommended for a Housing Tax 
Credit award for the following reasons: 

¶ The termination of the HOME application and loss of $2.9M in permanent 
funding and the lack of a viable proposed alternative has rendered the 
transaction financially infeasible due to the development's inability to repay 
the resulting deferred developer fee within 15 years of stabilized operation per 
10 TAC §1.32(i)(2). 

¶ The Underwriter's expense to income ratio exceeds the Department's 
maximum of 65% (and the Applicant's ratio is right at the maximum) and 
therefore cannot be characterized as financially feasible even if the additional 
funds were sourced as a grant pursuant to 10TAC§1.32(i)(4). 

You have not contested that the application did not satisfy the 65% expense to income 
ratio test at application nor have you contested that the development did not satisfy 
the Department’s feasibility requirements based on the ability to repay the resulting 
deferred developer fee within 15 years of stabilized operation. Rather, you are asking:

¶ That staff look to new information with regard to Annual Operating Expenses, 
and accept that the development could now be deemed financially feasible 
based on using actual averages for specific line item expenses.  



Mr. Emmanuel Glockzin 
July 23, 2007 
Page 2 

You have requested that I consider operating expenses for three properties you 
currently operate by looking only at the payroll and property taxes. I recognize that 
looking with blinders at only these two line items would suggest the potential for the 
proposed development to operate at a lower level of expenses, all else held equal. The 
reality is, however, that only two (Treehouse and Victoria Place) of the three 
properties for which you provided 2006 operating data were running as a stabilized 
property for the majority of the year.  When looking at the big picture of operations 
for these two properties the total audited operating expense per unit was $3,635 and 
$3,549 without considering the required $250 per unit for replacement reserves.  This 
compares to $3,468 per unit with replacement reserve estimate attributed to you in the 
underwriting report and does not support your claim that Constitution Court can be 
operated at a lower overall expense per unit.

As importantly, you have not indicated how reducing expenses to just below the 65% 
expense to income ratio threshold alone will resolve the development’s financial 
feasibility issue, as the development would still not be recommended for funding 
based on the inability to repay deferred developer fee within 15 years of stabilized 
operation.  You have provided no alternative to fill such a large gap of financing and 
therefore do not meet the minimum readiness to proceed requirements under the QAP 
in 10 TAC§49.9(h)(7)(C) nor the financial feasibility requirements under 10 TAC 
§1.32(i)(2).

I have determined that the Department’s rules and guidelines were applied evenly, 
fairly, and as originally intended during the course of the underwriting analysis and in 
making the recommendation.  

Appeal Determination
The appeal is denied.

Pursuant to Title 10 Texas Administrative Code Section 1.7 you have requested that 
your appeal, if denied by me, be filed with the Board and heard at its next regularly 
scheduled meeting. This appeal will be considered by the Board at the July 30, 2007 
Board meeting.    

If you have questions or comments, please call me or Tom Gouris, Director of our 
Real Estate Analysis Division at (512) 475-1470.

Sincerely,

Michael Gerber 
Executive Director 

MGG: DUT 



07263 Constitution Court, Copperas Cove 

Underwriting Report 



REPORT DATE: PROGRAM: FILE NUMBER:

Location: Region:

City: County: Zip:   QCT   DDA

Key Attributes:

NOT RECOMMENDED DUE TO THE FOLLOWING: 
ƌ

ƌ

1
2

3

4

5

The Underwriter's expense to income ratio exceeds the Department's maximum of 65% (and the 
Applicant's ratio is right at the maximum) and therefore cannot be characterized as financially feasible 
even if the additional funds were sourced as a grant pursuant to 10TAC§1.32(i)(4).

Receipt, review, and acceptance prior to Board approval of an allocation to this development, of 
written commitment acceptable to TDHCA for funds totaling a minimum of $1,315,300 of currently 
unsourced funds which are in addition to deferred developer fee of $859,605 and additional 
permanent debt of $553,000 or some combination acceptable to TDHCA.

$991,075 $0

A housing tax credit allocation not to exceed $903,394 annually for ten years.

Receipt, review, and acceptance by carryover of documentation verifying the appropriate re-zoning 
of the site for the use as planned.

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:

The termination of the HOME application and loss of $2.9M in permanent funding and the lack of a 
viable proposed alternative has rendered the transaction financially infeasible due to the 
development's inability to repay the resulting deferred developer fee within 15 years of stabilized 
operation per 10 TAC §1.32(i)(2).

$0
0.00%

HOME CHDO Operating Expenses

 Receipt, review and acceptance by carryover of evidence that construction of the proposed road 
(Constitution Drive extension/US 190 Reliever bypass) will be completed in conjunction with the 
proposed development, and evidence that the associated costs are not a part of the eligible basis 
costs claimed by the Applicant.

HOME Activity Funds $2,900,000 420/420
$50,000

AmountInterest Interest Amort/Term

9% HTC/HOME 07263

DEVELOPMENT

Multifamily, Family, New Construction, Urban/Exurban, CHDO

Constitution Court

Copperas Cove

TDHCA Program

8

Amort/Term
REQUEST

$0

ALLOCATION

76522

Housing Tax Credit (Annual)

Coryell

RECOMMENDATION
Amount

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
Real Estate Analysis Division
Underwriting Report

06/29/07

Constitution Drive

Receipt, review, and acceptance by carryover of documentation confirming that the seller will not 
have an ongoing interest in the development following the close of the sale of the property.
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6

7

ƌ ƌ

ƌ ƌ

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.

Receipt, review, and acceptance by cost certification of documentation verifying that the subject 
property will have access to the dedicated roadway as indicated in the Schedule B title item. Also, 
documentation that all requirements indicated in Schedule C item 5 have been met, including the 
submission of a survey plat, with correct description of the property, showing all easements, and access 
to the dedicated roadway, all requirements to obtain and place of record, payment of all taxes 
including 2006, and issuance of a waiver of inspection.

SALIENT ISSUES

60% of AMI 60% of AMI
81

30% of AMI

PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS

PROS CONS
The Development is not financially feasible 
based upon this analysis and several 
Department standards including: repayment of 
deferred developer fee in less than 15 years, 
expense to income ratio exceeding 65%.

None.

The subject represents the first tax credit 
development in Copperas Cove.

The developer has a considerable amount of 
experience in the  affordable housing 
development and the capacity to support a 
transaction if necessary.

The Development has  a need for a large soft 
debt or grant funding source that cannot be 
funded out of deferred developer fee and no 
viable alternative (other than the terminated 
HOME application) has been suggested. 

Income Limit
30% of AMI

Number of Units
6

Rent Limit

21
50% of AMI 50% of AMI

TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA
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Contact: Phone: Fax:
Email:

¹ Liquidity = Current Assets - Current Liabilities
CONFIDENTIAL

$65,889

housing@edgproperties.net

DEVELOPMENT TEAM

$177,311

KEY PARTICIPANTS

$365,151 $175,037
Not provided

$1,416,469 $219,399Brazos Valley Construction, Inc
3 awarded, 23 completed tax credit and 1 HOME only 

developments

$449,327 $438,095Homestead Dvlp Group Ltd.

OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

Emmanuel Glockzin, Jr (979) 846-8878 (979) 846-0783

CONTACT

Emmanuel & Elaina Glockzin
3 awarded, 23 completed tax credit and 1 HOME only 

developments

Cambridge Interests, Inc.
Shelter the Homeless
Name # of Complete Developments

1 awarded tax credit development
3 awarded tax credit developments

Liquidity¹Net Assets
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ƌ

ƌ

IDENTITIES of INTEREST

The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, property manager, and supportive services provider are 
related entities. These are common relationships for HTC-funded developments.
The seller Copperas Cove Economic Development Corporation, could be regarded as a related party 
as they also plan to provide In-Kind Contributions used for QAP 9% competitive points purposes; 
however, the Underwriter does not believe this a true identity of interest given that they do not maintain 
a financial stake in the applicant, the development team or in the operations of the property once it is 
completed. In order to confirm this is the case, receipt review and acceptance of a certification from 
the seller confirming that they will not have an ongoing interest in the development following the close 
of the sale of the property is a condition of this report.
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PROPOSED SITE
SITE PLAN
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Total Size: acres Scattered site?   Yes x   No
Flood Zone: Within 100-yr floodplain?   Yes x   No
Zoning: Needs to be re-zoned? x   Yes   No   N/A
Comments:

Inspector: Date:
Overall Assessment:

  Excellent x   Acceptable   Questionable   Poor   Unacceptable
Surrounding Uses:

North:
South:
East:
West:

Provider: Date:

Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs) and Other Concerns:
ƌ

Provider: Date:
Contact: Phone: Fax:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:0 N/A

Also, it appears that a road will be constructed adjacent to the site to provide access from Constitution 
Drive to US Highway 190.  It is not clear if the cost to construct the road will be paid by the Applicant or 
the City.  Receipt, review and acceptance of evidence that the construction of the proposed road 
(Constitution Drive extension/US 190 Reliever bypass) will be completed in conjunction with the 
proposed development, and evidence that the associated costs are not a part of the eligible basis 
costs claimed by the Applicant are a condition of this report.

Manufactured Housing Staff

BUILDING CONFIGURATION

BR/BA

HIGHLIGHTS of ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

Hodges Engineering, Inc 4/2/2007

Jeffrey Carroll (704) 905-2276 (704) 708-4261

SF

Number 1 5 2 1

5/3/2007

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS

SITE ISSUES

Zone C
B-4 Business Dist.

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION

Building Type II III IV V

None.

Allen & Associates Consulting 3/31/2007

The property is presently zoned Business. The applicant is requesting a change in zoning to Multifamily. 
Receipt, review, and acceptance by carryover of documentation verifying the appropriate re-zoning 
of the site for the use as planned is a condition of this report.

10.3

Vacant/unimproved land
Fort Hood 
Fort Hood 
Vacant/unimproved land

Total
BuildingsFloors/Stories 2 2 2 2

9

Units Total Units Total SF
1/1 834 8 4 8 24 20,016
2/2 1,192 8 8 4 60 71,520
3/2 1,359 4 4 24 32,616

Units per Building 12 12 12 12 108 124,152
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Primary Market Area (PMA):

Secondary Market Area (SMA):

25%

p.

p.

p.

The market area is generally defined by all or a portion of the following census tracts: 231.02, 231.04, 
105, 106.01, 106.02, 107.01, 107.02, 108.01, 108.02, and 9503 located in Bell, Coryell and Lampasas 
Counties. (p. 46)

The Market Analyst indicated that a more precise secondary market area for this project could not be 
defined and therefore, it was disregarded. (p. 46)

Market Analyst 115

$29,760

210.10 square miles ~8.21 mile radius

1 BR/30% Rent Limit

2 BR/60% Rent Limit
3 BR/30% Rent Limit

Growth
Demand

50

MARKET ANALYST'S PMA DEMAND by UNIT TYPE
Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

2

PMA DEMAND from TURNOVER

1,641

5

Target
Households

Market Analyst 115

115

23,744100%Underwriter
Market Analyst

3 BR/50% Rent Limit
3 BR/60% Rent Limit

Total
Demand

Other
Demand

101
126

58

1 BR/50% Rent Limit
1 BR/60% Rent Limit

17
4%

96%

PMA DEMAND from HOUSEHOLD GROWTH

0
17

OVERALL DEMAND

Income Eligible

34% 7,678

Turnover
Demand

Unit Type

118

29
54

Capture Rate

$17,350

7%

4 Persons 5 Persons

$26,800
$16,100 $17,300

$24,800

29

2 Persons

INCOME LIMITS

% AMI

$32,160 $34,500

30 $10,450
$22,300 $28,750

$14,900
1 Person

50%43%

100%43% 74
The Market Analyst only identified project-specific demand for each unit/income type

Coryell
3 Persons

$26,760

$13,400$11,900

60 $20,820 $23,820

Underwriter

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

Inclusive
Capture Rate

14.10%
6.30%

Total
Demand

(w/25% of SMA)

766
Underwriter

3,302

INCLUSIVE CAPTURE RATE

0 0

Subject Units

108
108 1,715108

Total Supply

108

Unstabilized
Comparable

(25% SMA)

0 0

74

Household Size

535

22,766

34%

No Secondary Market

Comp
Units

Total
Units

The Market Analyst only identified project-specific demand for each unit/income type

31%

$19,850

6 Persons

0

Subject Units

0

None Comparable

PROPOSED, UNDER CONSTRUCTION & UNSTABILIZED COMPARABLE DEVELOPMENTS
PMA SMA

Total
Units

Name Name Comp
Units

File #File #

0
011

47

6%
2 0
5

7%

Tenure

3%

4%

0

0
0

Demand

17%
2

80
54

2 BR/50% Rent Limit 118

80
2 BR/30% Rent Limit 58

47

17396%

153
47

101
126

40%
153
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Primary Market Occupancy Rates:

Absorption Projections:

1 BR SF
1 BR SF
1 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF
3 BR SF
3 BR SF
3 BR SF

Market Impact:

Comments:

Income: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

"We estimate a 14-month absorption period and an average absorption rate of 6.94 units per month to 
stabilization for the subject property. The absorption period breaks down by unit type and income level 
as follows: 2 month(s) for 1BR units at 30% of AMI; 14 month(s) for 1BR units at 50% of AMI; 3 month(s) for 
1BR units at 60% of AMI; 1 month(s) for 2BR units at 30% of AMI; 14 month(s) for 2BR units at 50% of AMI; 3 
month(s) for 2BR units at 60% of AMI; 1 month(s) for 3BR units at 30% of AMI; 5 month(s) for 3BR units at 
50% of AMI; and 1 month(s) for 3BR units at 60% of AMI." (p.127)

4/25/20071

50%
60%
30%
50%
60%

1,359
1,359

834 30%

Underwriting
Rent

Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Rent

$208

While the Market Analyst did not provide the raw data that would allow the market study to be 
considered a fully self contained study from the Department's perspective, it provided sufficient 
information on which to potentially base a funding recommendation.

$208 $392
$206

$456

$122$700 $578

$241

$487 $600 $487 $113

$208 $600

"While we believe that this property is feasible from a market standpoint as proposed, in our opinion it 
will draw residents from other properties in the immediate area. Most of these properties are market rate 
and will experience a modest adverse impact (1 to 2 percent occupancy decline) from this 
development." (p. 13)

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS

The Applicant’s projected rents collected per unit were calculated by subtracting "All Electric" tenant-
paid utility allowances as of April 1, 2006, maintained by The City of Copperas Cove, from the 2007 
program gross rent limits.  The HOME rents do not at this time impact the HTC rents because the HTC 
rents are equal to or less than the HOME rents for the proposed HOME units.  Tenants will be required to 
pay electric utility costs only.

Savings Over 
Market

RENT ANALYSIS (Tenant-Paid Net Rents)
Program

Maximum

"Occupancies by rent type for stabilized family properties follow: Market rate, 88.5% (1223 units in 
sample); restricted rents, 90.0% (30 units in sample); and subsidized rents, 100.0% (50 units in sample). 
Overall market occupancies for all properties .stand at 88.2% (1382 units in sample). Overall market 
occupancies for stabilized properties currently stand at 89.1% (1352 units in sample)." (p. 77)

834
834

1,192
1,192
1,192
1,359

$519
$64860%

$394
$478
$244
$466
$578
$261

$466 $234

$760 $261 $499

$394 $600 $394

$244 $700 $244

$578

$519
$261

$648 $760 $648 $112
$519 $760

$466 $700

Market Rent

30%
50%

The Market Analyst used a more innovative method for determining demand than what is typical of 
market studies for Texas tax credit developments.  The Market Analyst calculated the demand for 
each unit type and income level  and then summed these individual demand amounts.
Unfortunately, the Market Analyst did not provide the raw data detail for all of the calculations with 
this approach.  It would seem obvious that some units would have overlapping demand from the 
same household size.  The underwriter used less specific data that was available in the market study 
to conclude ample demand to support an acceptable inclusive capture rate.
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Expense: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Conclusion:

Feasibility:

Land Only: Tax Year:
1 acre: Valuation by:
Total Prorata: acres Tax Rate:

Type: Acreage:

Contract Expiration: Valid Through Board Date? x   Yes   No

Acquisition Cost: Other:

Copperas Cove 
Seller: Related to Development Team? x   Yes   No

1

ACQUISITION INFORMATION

The Underwriter's proforma results in an expense to income ratio of 67.97%, which is above the 
Department's 65% maximum.  Pursuant to 2007 Real Estate Analysis Guidelines §1.32(i)(4), a 
development cannot be recommended for funding if the Year One proforma results in an expense to 
income ratio above 65%.  In this case, the Underwriter's Year One proforma would be used to determine 
the financial feasibility of the development.  Therefore, the subject application is not recommended for 
an allocation of 9% Housing Tax Credits.

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, expenses, net operating income and revised annual 
debt service were utilized resulting in a debt coverage ratio that remains above 1.15 with continued 
positive cashflow.

The Applicant’s total annual operating expense projection at $3,468 per unit is  within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate of $3,630, derived from the TDHCA database, and third-party data sources. The 
Applicant’s revised budget shows several line item estimates, however, that deviate significantly when 
compared to the database averages, specifically:  General & Administrative ($9K higher), Payroll and 
Payroll Tax ($21K lower), and Property Tax ($12K lower). Also, it appears the Applicant has understated 
TDHCA compliance fees. 

The Applicant’s total operating expense and net operating income are not within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimates; therefore, the Underwriter's year one proforma will be used to determine the 
development's debt capacity. 

ASSESSED VALUE

acres $910,650 2006
$79,833 Coryell CAD

$822,275 2.94907

EVIDENCE of PROPERTY CONTROL

Unimproved Commercial Property 10.3

10/30/2007

Economic Development Corp.

$550,000

4/25/2007

The Applicant’s secondary income and vacancy and collection loss assumptions are in line with current 
TDHCA underwriting guidelines, and effective gross income is within 5% of the Underwriter's estimate.

11.407

Assuming debt service from both the conventional source of permanent financing and the requested 
HOME funds, the development would have a debt coverage ratio below the TDHCA minimum 
requirement of 1.15.  However, the Development is not recommended for TDHCA HOME funding as the 
application did not score the minimum 70 points required by the Department's HOME rules.  Therefore, 
there will be no debt service associated with a HOME loan at the present time.

The debt service for only the conventional source of financing coupled with the Underwriter's Year One 
proforma results in a DCR above the TDHCA maximum guideline of 1.35. Therefore, the recommended 
financing structure reflects an increase 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).

10.3
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Comments:

COST SCHEDULE Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Acquisition Value:

Sitework Cost:

Direct Construction Cost:

Ineligible Costs:

Contingency & Fees:

Conclusion:

SOURCES & USES Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate: x   Fixed Term:   month
Comments:

Pre-Development Financing

In the form of a pre-development loan for the purchase of lumber; 1 month term, with one 30 day 
extension.  It should be noted that this loan is ultimately more costly than the existing construction loan 
or alternative financing that may be available.  Encouraging local private loans in this case as part of 
the local public support is inconsistent with the general concept of an efficient allocation of funds.

$300,000 10.0%

The site cost of $53,398 per acre or $5,093 per unit is assumed to be reasonable since the acquisition is 
an arm’s-length transaction.

0 N/A

4/18/2007

The Applicant’s claimed sitework costs of $7,500 per unit are within current Department guidelines. 
Therefore, further third party substantiation is not required.

The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $828K or 13% higher than the Underwriter’s Marshall 
& Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimate.

The Applicant included $15K in bridge loan interest as an eligible cost. These costs are regarded to be 
ineligible because no evidence of a bridge loan other than the lumber company loan and the First 
Victoria loans were provided.   The syndication commitment does not include a bridge loan but rather, 
indicates that the equity proceeds will be front end loaded eliminating the need for such a bridge loan; 
therefore, the Underwriter reduced the Applicant’s eligible basis by an equivalent amount.

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.

FINANCING STRUCTURE

1

Calloway Lumber Company

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION

TITLE

Schedule B, item 10a of the title commitment indicates that the subject property does not have access 
to a dedicated roadway. Also, Schedule C, item 5 lists several items of concern that may not currently 
be resolved. The Underwriter has asked the Applicant for clarification on these items.  The Applicant is 
working to address them. Receipt, review, and acceptance of documentation verifying the title items 
have been resolved is a condition of this report.

The Applicant’s total development cost is not within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, the 
Underwriter’s cost schedule will be used to determine the development’s need for permanent funds 
and to calculate eligible basis.  An eligible basis of $10,566,015 supports annual tax credits of $903,394. 
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.

1
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Source: Type:

Interim: Interest Rate: x   Fixed Term:   months
Permanent: Interest Rate: x   Fixed Amort:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Principal: Conditions:
Comments:

Source: Type:

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC:
Comments:

Amount: Type:

Recommended Financing Structure:

While it is evident that the development demonstrates a need for additional permanent funds, the 
proposed terms of 0% interest amortized fully over a 35-year repayment term results in a debt coverage 
ratio below the Department’s minimum guideline of 1.15.  Therefore, should the Applicant obtain the 
additional permanent funds through an alternate source, the underwriting analysis assumes a 
modification in the proposed terms to 0% interest non-amortizing, deferred forgivable loan or a grant for 
a significant portion of those funds.  The effects of this structure is discussed in more detail in the 
"Alternative Financing Structure" section below.

$1,000,000 8.00% 360

991,075$         

The syndication price is at the low end of current market prices and any increase in rate could reduce 
the final allocation of credits since there is little to no deferred developer fee to absorb excess 
syndication proceeds.

$570,560

$8,523,242

Potential housing for workers constructing 90-acre retail 
development

Boston Capital Corporation

86%

Source is also current owner of subject site; For the cost of infrastructure improvements to include 
extending the roadway to the development, along with water and sewer.  City does not have funds, 
yet; will apply for a federal Economic Administration Grant.

The Applicant's request for $2.9M in TDHCA HOME funds cannot be considered viable in this 
underwriting analysis because that application was terminated. The Applicant appealed this decision, 
but during the June 14, 2007 Board meeting, the Board denied the appeal. 

CONCLUSIONS

First Victoria National Bank Interim to Permanent Financing

Maturity: 16 years from the date of the Loan; Payment Terms: Construction Phase - interest payable 
quarterly; Term Phase - monthly principal and interest payments based on a 30-year amortization.

Syndication

$1,000,000 8.00% 12

Deferred Developer Fees$139,658

In-Kind ContributionCopperas Cove EDC

Without the HOME funds or any alternative soft financing, the proforma and proposed debt service for 
only the conventional loan would result in a debt coverage ratio (DCR) above the current underwriting 
maximum guideline of 1.35. Therefore, the recommended financing structure would reflect an increase 
in the permanent loan amount to $1,553,000 based on the terms reflected in the application materials.
As a result, the development’s gap in financing will decrease.

The HOME funds initially accounted for 23% of the total development cost, thus the loss of the 
anticipated HOME funds with no readily available substitute requires a significant restructuring of the 
permanent financing. The Underwriter 's analysis reflects that the absence of the HOME funds or a 
significant substitute causes the transaction to be infeasible.  In response to the Underwriter's request for 
additional information regarding the Applicant's intentions to obtain the additional funds through 
another source, the Applicant only indicated the possibility of utilizing unused TDHCA HOME funds at 
some point in the future. There is currently an open HOME funding cycle for housing funds tied to 
economic development,  however the Applicant may not qualify for those funds.  The next HOME 
funding opportunity for funds for which the applicant may qualify will likely not open until well after the 
funding decision must be made for the subject.
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Alternative Financing Structure:

Underwriter: Date:

Reviewing Underwriter: Date:

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date:
Tom Gouris

Another alternative structure considering the increased conventional debt amount of $1,553,000 
discussed above, would require a minimum HOME forgivable cash flow loan, or grant of $1,315,300 to 
allow the marginal repayment of deferred developer fees within 15 years of stabilized operation (this 
would be the maximum amount of deferred developer fee that could be deferred under this scenario).

June 29, 2007

June 29, 2007

Diamond Unique Thompson
June 29, 2007

However, under any alternative financing structure the development would still not be recommended 
for a tax credit allocation as the Underwriter's expense to income ratio is above the Department's 
maximum of 65% and no ongoing operating subsidy is being proposed to maintain the development's 
long term viability.

The additional funds, if from a HOME source could be structured as a forgivable loan or grant without 
impacting the eligible credit amount since the Applicant has elected to set-aside at least 40% of the 
units with rents and income restricted to 50% of AMI.  In addition, as the development does not qualify 
for a 30% boost, loss of the boost due to federally-sourced below-market funding would be a non-issue.
This structure allows the development to avoid a decrease in their eligible basis for tax credit purposes 
should the funds be federally-sourced.  Any other federal sourced grant or below market rate loan 
would negatively impact the eligible credit allocation that may be available to the development. 

The Underwriter’s financing structure indicates the need for $2,174,905 in additional permanent funds.
Deferred developer 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 
according to §1.32(i)(2) of Department Rules and cannot be recommended for funding.

Lisa Vecchietti

The Underwriter’s total development cost estimate less the adjusted permanent loan of $1,553,000 
indicates the need for $9,943,316 in gap funds.  Based on the submitted syndication terms, a tax credit 
allocation of $1,156,316 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing.  Of the three possible tax 
credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($991,075), the gap-driven amount ($1,156,316), and eligible basis-
derived estimate ($903,394), the eligible basis-derived estimate of $903,394 would be recommended.

The Applicant has indicated only an uncertain possibility of obtaining the additional permanent funds 
needed to make the transaction viable, and no written commitment for these funds has been provided.
The need for this source of funds from a financial feasibility stand point is evident, as described above. 
Therefore, it is a condition of this report that prior to Board approval of a tax credit allocation to this 
development, a written commitment acceptable to TDHCA be provided by an acceptable alternative 
source, for the purpose of permanent funding at rates and terms acceptable to TDHCA, specifically; the
terms would likely not be able to exceed a 0% interest loan amortizing over 40 years in an amount not 
more than $2,727,905.

Under either of these alternatives the eligible basis-derived estimate ($903,394) still would be the lesser of 
the three approaches to determine the credit amount and therefore the most amount that could be
recommended under the Department's rules.  Again, if another alternative is presented which includes 
below market rate loans or grants from sources other than from a HOME source, it is very likely that the 
credit amount would be reduced either because the development would only be eligible for the 4% 
credit or because the amount of the below market rate funds would need to be removed from eligible 
basis in order to continue to qualify for the 9% credits. 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Constitution Court, Copperas Cove, 9% HTC/HOME #07263

Type of Unit Other Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util WS&T

TC 30% LH 2 1 1 834 $279 $208 $416 $0.25 $71.00 $47.50

TC 50% LH 17 1 1 834 $465 394 6,698 0.47 71.00 47.50

TC 60% 5 1 1 834 $558 487 2,435 0.58 71.00 47.50

TC 30% LH 2 2 2 1,192 $335 244 488 0.20 91.00 52.80

TC 50% LH 47 2 2 1,192 $557 466 21,902 0.39 91.00 52.80

TC 60% 11 2 2 1,192 $669 578 6,358 0.48 91.00 52.80

TC 30% LH 2 3 2 1,359 $387 261 522 0.19 126.00 57.50

TC 50% LH 17 3 2 1,359 $645 519 8,823 0.38 126.00 57.50
TC 60% 5 3 2 1,359 $774 648 3,240 0.48 126.00 57.50

108 AVERAGE: 1,150 $471 $50,882 $0.41 $94.33 $52.67

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 124,152 TDHCA APPLICANT COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $610,584 $610,044 Coryell 8
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $10.00 12,960 12,960 $10.00 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: 0 0 $0.00 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $623,544 $623,004
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (46,766) (46,728) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $576,778 $576,276
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 5.03% $268 0.23 $28,986 $38,231 $0.31 $354 6.63%

  Management 5.00% 267 0.23 28,839 32,400 0.26 300 5.62%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 15.92% 850 0.74 91,836 70,500 0.57 653 12.23%

  Repairs & Maintenance 7.62% 407 0.35 43,979 50,266 0.40 465 8.72%

  Utilities 5.30% 283 0.25 30,564 33,900 0.27 314 5.88%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 8.27% 442 0.38 47,725 39,372 0.32 365 6.83%

  Property Insurance 4.97% 265 0.23 28,658 32,212 0.26 298 5.59%

  Property Tax 2.94907 9.39% 501 0.44 54,145 42,000 0.34 389 7.29%

  Reserve for Replacements 4.68% 250 0.22 27,000 27,000 0.22 250 4.69%

  TDHCA Compliance Fees 0.75% 40 0.03 4,320 2,700 0.02 25 0.47%

  Other: Supp Serv, Cable, Security 1.04% 56 0.05 6,000 6,000 0.05 56 1.04%

TOTAL EXPENSES 67.97% $3,630 $3.16 $392,052 $374,581 $3.02 $3,468 65.0003%

NET OPERATING INC 32.03% $1,710 $1.49 $184,726 $201,695 $1.62 $1,868 35.00%

DEBT SERVICE
First Victoria Natl. Bank 15.27% $815 $0.71 $88,052 $88,830 $0.72 $823 15.41%

TDHCA- Home Funds 14.37% $767 $0.67 82,857 82,857 $0.67 $767 14.38%

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00%

NET CASH FLOW 2.40% $128 $0.11 $13,818 $30,008 $0.24 $278 5.21%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.08 1.17
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.35

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) 4.78% $5,093 $4.43 $550,000 $550,000 $4.43 $5,093 4.38%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 7.05% 7,500 6.52 810,000 810,000 6.52 7,500 6.45%

Direct Construction 55.40% 58,974 51.30 6,369,210 7,197,460 57.97 66,643 57.29%

Contingency 2.56% 1.60% 1,699 1.48 183,540 183,540 1.48 1,699 1.46%

Contractor's Fees 14.00% 8.74% 9,306 8.10 1,005,089 1,120,000 9.02 10,370 8.92%

Indirect Construction 6.65% 7,083 6.16 765,000 765,000 6.16 7,083 6.09%

Ineligible Costs 1.15% 1,221 1.06 131,900 131,900 1.06 1,221 1.05%

Developer's Fees 15.00% 11.99% 12,761 11.10 1,378,176 1,500,000 12.08 13,889 11.94%

Interim Financing 0.48% 509 0.44 55,000 55,000 0.44 509 0.44%

Reserves 2.16% 2,300 2.00 248,401 250,000 2.01 2,315 1.99%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $106,447 $92.60 $11,496,316 $12,562,900 $101.19 $116,323 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 72.79% $77,480 $67.40 $8,367,839 $9,311,000 $75.00 $86,213 74.12%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

First Victoria Natl. Bank 8.70% $9,259 $8.05 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,553,000
TDHCA- Home Funds 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 2,900,000 0
HTC Syndication Proceeds 74.14% $78,919 $68.65 8,523,242 8,523,242 7,768,411

Deferred Developer Fees 1.21% $1,293 $1.12 139,658 139,658 859,605
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd 15.95% $16,976 $14.77 1,833,416 0 1,315,300
TOTAL SOURCES $11,496,316 $12,562,900 $11,496,316 $859,605

57%

Developer Fee Available

$1,500,000
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

TOTAL:

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)
Constitution Court, Copperas Cove, 9% HTC/HOME #07263

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook  PAYMENT COMPUTATION

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis
CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Primary $1,000,000 Amort 360

Base Cost $53.31 $6,619,139 Int Rate 8.00% DCR 2.10

Adjustments

    Exterior Wall Finish 6.00% $3.20 $397,148 Secondary $2,900,000 Amort 420

    Elderly 0.00 0 Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.08

    9-Ft. Ceilings 3.75% 2.00 248,218

    Roofing 0.00 0 Additional $8,523,242 Amort
    Subfloor (1.24) (153,328) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.08

    Floor Cover 2.43 301,689
    Breezeways/Balconies $31.31 27,099 6.83 848,322 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing Fixtures $805 252 1.63 202,860
    Rough-ins $400 108 0.35 43,200 Primary Debt Service $136,744
    Built-In Appliances $1,850 108 1.61 199,800 Secondary Debt Service 0
    Exterior Stairs $1,800 18 0.26 32,400 Additional Debt Service 0
    Enclosed Corridors 0.00 0 NET CASH FLOW $47,982
    Heating/Cooling 1.90 235,889
    Garages/Carports 0.00 0 Primary $1,553,000 Amort 360

    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $65.99 3,787 2.01 249,885 Int Rate 8.00% DCR 1.35

    Other: fire sprinkler 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL 74.31 9,225,224 Secondary $0 Amort
Current Cost Multiplier 0.98 (1.49) (184,504) Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.35

Local Multiplier 0.87 (9.66) (1,199,279)
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $63.16 $7,841,440 Additional $8,523,242 Amort 0

Plans, specs, survy, bld prmts 3.90% ($2.46) ($305,816) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.35

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% (2.13) (264,649)
Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (7.26) (901,766)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $51.30 $6,369,210

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 $610,584 $628,902 $647,769 $667,202 $687,218 $796,674 $923,563 $1,070,663 $1,438,881

  Secondary Income 12,960 13,349 13,749 14,162 14,587 16,910 19,603 22,725 30,541

  Other Support Income: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 623,544 642,250 661,518 681,363 701,804 813,583 943,166 1,093,388 1,469,422

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (46,766) (48,169) (49,614) (51,102) (52,635) (61,019) (70,737) (82,004) (110,207)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Co 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $576,778 $594,082 $611,904 $630,261 $649,169 $752,565 $872,429 $1,011,384 $1,359,216

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $28,986 $30,145 $31,351 $32,605 $33,909 $41,256 $50,194 $61,068 $90,396

  Management 28,839 29,704 30,595 31,513 32,458 37,628 43,621 50,569 67,961

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 91,836 95,509 99,330 103,303 107,435 130,711 159,030 193,484 286,404

  Repairs & Maintenance 43,979 45,739 47,568 49,471 51,450 62,596 76,158 92,658 137,156

  Utilities 30,564 31,787 33,058 34,380 35,756 43,502 52,927 64,394 95,318

  Water, Sewer & Trash 47,725 49,634 51,619 53,684 55,831 67,927 82,644 100,549 148,838

  Insurance 28,658 29,805 30,997 32,237 33,526 40,790 49,627 60,379 89,375

  Property Tax 54,145 56,311 58,563 60,906 63,342 77,065 93,761 114,075 168,859

  Reserve for Replacements 27,000 28,080 29,203 30,371 31,586 38,429 46,755 56,885 84,204

  Other 10,320 10,733 11,162 11,609 12,073 14,689 17,871 21,743 32,184

TOTAL EXPENSES $392,052 $407,445 $423,446 $440,078 $457,366 $554,593 $672,589 $815,804 $1,200,695

NET OPERATING INCOME $184,726 $186,636 $188,458 $190,183 $191,803 $197,971 $199,840 $195,580 $158,521

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $136,744 $136,744 $136,744 $136,744 $136,744 $136,744 $136,744 $136,744 $136,744

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 $47,982 $49,892 $51,713 $53,439 $55,058 $61,227 $63,096 $58,836 $21,776

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.35 1.36 1.38 1.39 1.40 1.45 1.46 1.43 1.16
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $550,000 $550,000
    Purchase of buildings
Off-Site Improvements
Sitework $810,000 $810,000 $810,000 $810,000
Construction Hard Costs $7,197,460 $6,369,210 $7,197,460 $6,369,210
Contractor Fees $1,120,000 $1,005,089 $1,120,000 $1,005,089
Contingencies $183,540 $183,540 $183,540 $183,540
Eligible Indirect Fees $765,000 $765,000 $765,000 $765,000
Eligible Financing Fees $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000
All Ineligible Costs $131,900 $131,900
Developer Fees
    Developer Fees $1,500,000 $1,378,176 $1,500,000 $1,378,176
Development Reserves $250,000 $248,401

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $12,562,900 $11,496,316 $11,631,000 $10,566,015

    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 $11,631,000 $10,566,015
    High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $11,631,000 $10,566,015
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $11,631,000 $10,566,015
    Applicable Percentage 8.55% 8.55%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $994,451 $903,394

Syndication Proceeds 0.8599 $8,551,416 $7,768,411

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $994,451 $903,394
Syndication Proceeds $8,551,416 $7,768,411

Requested Tax Credits $991,075
Syndication Proceeds $8,522,390

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $9,943,316
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $1,156,316

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Constitution Court, Copperas Cove, 9% HTC/HOME #07263
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Board Item 2a 

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax 
Credits Appeals of Credit Underwriting Reports 

07268 Mid-Towne I Apartments, Tomball 



Real Estate Analysis Division 

BOARD ACTION ITEM 

July 30, 2007 

Item

Presentation, discussion and possible action on a timely filed appeal regarding the underwriting 
recommendation of a development under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit program,
#07268 Mid-Towne I Apartments, Tomball, Texas.

Required Action
Approve, deny or approve with amendments a determination on the appeal.

Background

Mr. Dennis Hoover, the principal member of the General Partner of Mid-Towne I Apartments,
the Applicant, submitted an application for funding under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax 
Credit program to acquire and rehabilitate 54 multifamily rental units in Tomball, Texas. The 
Applicant requested $285,151 in annual tax credits to support a total development budget of 
$3,931,018. The Applicant submitted a proforma which included an expense to income ratio of 
79.6%  which is well above the 65% expense to income ratio limit provided for in the 2007 Real 
Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines 10 TAC§1.32(i)(4).  In addition, based upon the 
Applicant’s initial year proforma and the 3% income and 4% expense growth rate used by the 
Department to test future feasibility, the Applicant’s 15 year debt coverage ratio drops below a 
1.15 which under 10 TAC§1.32(i)(5) requires staff to characterize the development as infeasible 
and not recommend funding.  While the development will maintain its USDA-RD 515 loan and 
has restricted rents monitored by the USDA-RD based upon market conditions and the annual 
operating needs of the property, the property has no ongoing operating assistance such as Rental 
Assistance or Housing Assistance Program/ project based Section 8 to mitigate the infeasible
finding.  Finally, it should be noted that the last revised rent schedule provided during the 
underwriting review process included 8 units targeting 30% households but the Applicant’s 
anticipated rent for these units were based upon the USDA basic rents and are significantly 
higher.  Without project based assistance the Applicant could not charge more than the 30% rent 
accounting for an $8,208 reduction in gross income and net operating income.

The Applicant contends that the 65% rule does not work with USDA-RD 515 properties because 
the size of the mortgage payment associated with a 1% 50-year loan skews the math such that the 
initial debt coverage ratio would have to be 2.20 to meet the expense to income ratio or at least a 
1.49 to meet the minimum debt coverage ratio in year 15.  The Applicant has indicated the 
property has performed well over the last 20 years likely in part due to its proximity to a major
metropolitan area.  The Applicant indicates that the Department’s concerns can be mitigated by 
the large margin ($77 to $91 per unit per month) between the proposed basic rent and the much
higher economic or market rents in the area. The Applicant contends that USDA-RD is likely to 
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approved rent increases as needed for the foreseeable future and that with such a large margin for 
possible increases the increase in rent would be readily acceptable in the market place.  

The Applicant also contends that the rent schedule with the 8 units restricted at 30% was 
provided in error as that was not what was indicated in the original full application.  The pre-
application did contain some units restricted at 30% but the full application did not.  It is likely 
the Applicant would have received a reduced score for such a change but in this sub region there 
was an under-subscription for at risk transactions and as such the Applicant’s ultimate score did 
not matter.  

The current rules in 10 TAC§1.32(i)(4) and (5) do not provide the ability for the staff or the 
Executive Director mitigate or waive the rule without an ongoing project based operating 
subsidy such as rental assistance.  Moreover, waiving these rules simply because they have a 
below market rate loan from USDA misses the point of the rules which is to ensure that a 
property with a high expense to income or low DCR in year 15 has a much higher risk of not 
being able to cover its operating expenses in addition to not being able to cover its debt.  In order 
to waive these rules and stay consistent with the statutory requirement for ensuring long term 
feasibility, the Board would have to find that developments with budget based rent restrictions 
where a significant margin between the current rent and the market rent have similar risk 
mitigation characteristics as those with actual ongoing project based rental assistance.    

Recommendation
Staff recommends the Board deny the appeal.
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Executive Director’s Letter 



July 23, 2007 

Mr. Dennis Hoover 
Mid-Towne I Apartments 
P.O. Box 190 
Burnet, Texas 78611 
Telephone: (512) 756-6809 
Telecopier: (512) 7756-9885 

Re:   Executive Director Appeal for Mid-Towne Apartments, HTC #07268 

Dear Mr. Hoover: 

Appeal Review
I have reviewed your appeal that was received on July 14, 2007 and the supplemental 
information dated July 16, 2006 regarding the underwriting recommendation which 
was sent to you on July 10, 2007 and published on the web on the same day.  The 
basis for your appeal is that staff should not apply the 65% expense to income ratio or 
the 15 year feasibility tests on the subject application because they do not work for 
developments funded with USDA-RD 515 program funds.  You also contend that the 
development has operated successfully for the past 20 years and will continue to do 
so as long as the economic rents in the area are higher than the USDA-RD prescribed 
basic rents.

While I understand that the USDA-RD basic rents are monitored and adjusted on an 
annual basis by USDA they do not represent rental assistance from USDA or HUD. 
Therefore, the subject does not meet the 10 TAC§1.32(i)(6) exception for mitigation 
of the 65% expense to income ratio or the 15 year feasibility test described in 10 
TAC§1.32(i)(4) and (5).  Despite the credible information in the application and your 
appeal with regard to the margin between the economic rents and the proposed rents 
being favorable towards USDA’s approval and the market’s acceptance of future rent 
increases to support increased expenses, the exception in the rule does not provide 
relief for such mitigating circumstances.  

I have determined that the Department’s rules and guidelines were applied evenly, 
fairly, and as originally intended during the course of the underwriting analysis and in 
making the recommendation.  



Mr. Dennis Hoover 
July 23, 2007 
Page 2 

Appeal Determination
The appeal is denied.

Pursuant to Title 10 Texas Administrative Code Section 1.7 you have requested that 
your appeal, if denied by me, be filed with the Board and heard at its next regularly 
scheduled meeting. This appeal will be considered by the Board at the July 30, 2007 
Board meeting.    

If you have questions or comments, please call me or Tom Gouris, Director of our 
Real Estate Analysis Division at (512) 475-1470.

Sincerely,

Michael Gerber 
Executive Director 

MGG : TJG 
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Underwriting Report 



REPORT DATE: PROGRAM: FILE NUMBER:

Location: Region:

City: County: Zip:   QCT X   DDA

Key Attributes:

ƌ

ƌ

1
2

3

4

5

6

$0

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the Board meeting at which this award is considered, of a revised 
Capital Needs Assessment with the entire scope of planned rehab work and which fully accounts for 
the applicant's budget.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of USDA-RD approval of the same rates and terms 
transfer of the existing USDA-RD loans.
Receipt, review, and acceptance, by cost certification, of documentation that the requested increase 
in the existing basic rents has been approved by USDA-RD.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of approval from USDA-RD of the proposed rehab 
budget.

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.

Housing Tax Credit (Annual) $285,151

RECOMMENDATION
Amount Interest Amort/Term

9% HTC 07268

DEVELOPMENT

Multifamily, Acquisition/Rehabilitation, Rural, At-Risk, USDA, Family

Mid-Towne I Apartments

77375

6

Interest

Harris

Amort/Term
REQUEST

ALLOCATION

Tomball

TDHCA Program Amount

07/08/07

0

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
Real Estate Analysis Division
Underwriting Report

820 East Carrell Street

NOT RECOMMENDED DUE TO THE FOLLOWING: 

A 9% HTC allocation not to exceed $256,900.

The Applicant's and Underwriter's expense to income ratios exceed the Department's maximum of 65% 
per the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines §1.32(i)(4) and the subject has no source of 
ongoing operating support to mitigate this issue.

SHOULD THE BOARD APPROVE THIS AWARD, THE BOARD MUST MAKE THE DETERMINATION THAT THE 
REQUESTED FUNDS ARE NOT MORE THAN ARE NECESSARY AND SUCH AN AWARD SHOULD BE CONDITIONED 
UPON THE FOLLOWING:

The Applicant's and Underwriter's long term proformas reflect debt coverage ratios that fall below 1.15 
by Year 15. According to the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines §1.32(i)(5), if the debt 
coverage ratio falls below 1.15 during any of the first 15 years of the Long Term Proforma, the 
development is characterized as infeasible and cannot be recommended for funding.
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ƌ ƌ

ƌ ƌ

ƌ

Contact: Phone: Fax:
Email:

¹ Liquidity = Current Assets - Current Liabilities

60% of AMI
30% of AMI

Number of Units
830% of AMI

Rent Limit

The application proposes the revitalization and 
preservation of a 21 year old USDA-RD property.

(512) 756-6809 (512) 756-9885

44

Dennis Hoover Confidential 14 LIHTC Developments

N/A
Benjamin Farmer N/A
Danna Hoover Confidential 6 LIHTC Developments

KEY PARTICIPANTS

Liquidity¹Net AssetsName # of Complete Developments

Confidential
Confidential

PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS

Dennis Hoover

No previous reports.

Newly Formed

Paul Farmer

HVM Ventures, LLC --

DEVELOPMENT TEAM

CONTACT

TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA
Income Limit

OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

The development team is experienced with 
USDA-RD/HTC rehabilitations.

dennishoover@hamiltonvalley.com

Both the Applicant's and Underwriter's expense 
to income ratio of 78% + exceeds the maximum 
guideline (65%), reflecting extensive deep rent 
targeting.

The development does not receive rental 
assistance which limits the development's ability 
to sustain periods of increasing expenses and 
flat rents.

SALIENT ISSUES

CONS
The Underwriter's long term proforma indicates 
the development falls below a 1.15 DCR by year 
15 and projects negative cashflow by year 20 
and the Applicant's proforma projects negative 
cash flow by year 10.

PROS

60% of AMI
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ƌ

ƌ

PROPOSED SITE

BUILDING CONFIGURATION

B
2 2 2

SITE PLAN

4

IDENTITIES of INTEREST

The current owner of the property is related to the Applicant and development team.  This has been 
addressed in the acquisition cost section of this report by ensuring: that the sales price is not more than 
their investment in the property, that the transfer price is a price that USDA might approve, and that no 
developer fee for acquisition is being garnered.

The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, property manager, and supportive services provider are 
related entities. These are common relationships for HTC-funded developments.

A C

4 2 1 7

Total
Buildings

Total Units

32

Units

8 8

Total SF
16 10,544

54 43,570
6

26,912
6 6,114

2/1
3/1

4 8

6

Number

SF
659
841

1,019

BR/BA
1/1

Building Type
Floors/Stories

Units per Building
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Rehabilitation summary:

Total Size: acres Scattered site?   Yes X   No
Flood Zone: Within 100-yr floodplain?   Yes X   No
Zoning: Needs to be re-zoned?   Yes   No X   N/A
Comments:

Inspector: Date:
Overall Assessment:

  Excellent X   Acceptable   Questionable   Poor   Unacceptable
Surrounding Uses:

North: East:
South: West:

Comments:

Provider: Date:
Contact: Phone: Fax:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Mid-Towne I Apartments is a 54-unit family rental development comprised of seven residential buildings.
Mid-Towne I was originally financed in 1985 under the USDA Section 515 program.  The Applicant 
provided a Capital Needs Assessment performed by On-Site Insight, "aimed at determining the 
development's current and prospective capital needs in the context of a pending recapitalization. 
Overall, the development is in fair to good condition. The residential spaces, common areas, and 
various building systems are adequately appointed and maintained. That said, the property has 
substantive capital needs anticipated in the coming years; a number of systems and components are 
at, or approaching, the end of their useful lives. No immediate (critical health and safety) capital needs 
were observed. Anticipated near-term needs include parking area, sidewalk, and exterior siding repairs, 
roof shingle replacement, and the continued upgrade of in-unit finishes and components."

Single Family Residential

The site is a 3.4 acre L-shaped portion of a roughly rectangular 5 acre parcel.  The remaining 1.6 acres is 
the site of Mid-Towne II, a second phase development with 24 units built with a 1996 HTC allocation.

Rafael C. Luebbert 3/29/2007

X
3.4

4/18/2007

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS (from Appraisal)

Multifamily Residential
Episcopal Church

N/A

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was not submitted with the application.  Developments 
receiving a USDA rental subsidy are not required to submit a Phase I ESA.

SITE ISSUES

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION

ORCA

Rafael C. Luebbert (210) 408-6041 (210) 408-2539

Pasture Land

HIGHLIGHTS of ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

0 N/A

However, the CNA does not contemplate the entire scope of work that the Applicant is planning. As 
such, the CNA cost estimate cannot be used to reasonably verify the Applicant's cost estimate or to 
project the property's long-term capital needs. Staff has discussed these issues with the Applicant and 
the Applicant has agreed to provide a revision to the CNA that accounts for the entire planned scope 
of work. There has been some confusion over the requirements between the report provider and the 
Applicant. Due to scheduling issues with the report provider, the said revision has not been completed 
as of the date of this report.  The Underwriter has used the Applicant's estimates subject to verification. 
Therefore, receipt, review, and acceptance, by the Board meeting at which this award is considered, 
of a revised Capital Needs Assessment with the entire scope of planned rehab work and which fully 
accounts for the Applicant's budget is a condition of this report.
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Primary Market Area (PMA):

25%

1 BR SF
1 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF
3 BR SF
3 BR SF

Comments:

N/A

PMA SMA

RENT ANALYSIS (Tenant-Paid Net Rents)

Comp
Units

Total
Units

Comp
Units

PROPOSED, UNDER CONSTRUCTION & UNSTABILIZED COMPARABLE DEVELOPMENTS

060414 210

Total
Units

Name NameFile #

Underwriting
Rent

60 $25,620 $29,280

File #

1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons

Proposed
Contract Rent

$574
$482

$335

Increase Over 
Contract

Unit Type (% AMI) Current
Contract Rent

Market Rent

$375 $405 $405 $30
$35

HomeTowne at 
Tomball 210

$480

$325

Harris

$635 $480
$574

$445
841

6 Persons

$36,600
$18,300 $19,750$16,450

$42,480
$21,250

$32,940

INCOME LIMITS

% AMI 4 Persons 5 Persons

Also a supply and demand analysis was not provided in the appraisal but since the subject is 
substantially occupied with residents that will likely remain during and after the rehabilitation; an 
inclusive capture rate calculation for the subject would not have much importance.

$12,800
$39,540

A Market Study report was not included, as USDA-RD-financed projects are not required to submit this 
report. A required appraisal is sufficient to satisfy the requirement for a market analysis.  An “As Is” 
appraisal dated March 29, 2007 was prepared by Rafael C Luebbert (“Appraiser”).

1,019 EO

60%

"The market area is that geographical region enveloped by the city of Tomball.  There were sufficient 
numbers of conventional project samples within the immediate area to enable the appraiser to deduce
economic rentals.  This is the area which would influence the economics of the property within the 
described market area.  The selected complexes are considered to reflect trends in rental rates for 
conventional projects in that region.  This particular market area should remain a viable part of the local 
economy.  Most properties display relatively good quality of maintenance and pride of ownership.
There were no nuisances, noise pollution, excess traffic patterns, abnormal levels of crime, or specific 
environmental issues noted which may affect the perceived quality of the described market area." (p. 
21)

30

1,019 60%

659 60%

$14,650

($58)$482 $267

There is one HTC development under construction in the vicinity of the subject.  HomeTowne at 
Tomball (# 060414), a 210-unit senior development which received a 4% HTC allocation in 2006, is 
located approximately 2.5 miles south of the subject.  The subject is not age restricted and therefore 
HomeTowne at Tomball will not compete with the subject. 

659 30%
$325 $335 $335 $10

$302 ($73)841 30% $375 $405

The subject has no rental assistance agreement with USDA-RD in place for the subject and one is not 
anticipated to be forthcoming.  Without rental assistance the total rent collected will come solely 
from the tenant.  For the 30% units this means that the maximum collection will be the 30% rent rather 
than the USDA basic rent and thus a decrease in the potential rental collections for the 30 % units 
would be expected.
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Income: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Expense: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Conclusion:

4/2/2007

The Applicant's projected total annual operating expense of $3,548 per unit is not within 5% of the 
underwriter's estimate of $3,257 derived from the actual operating history of the property, the TDHCA 
database, IREM data, and other sources. The Applicant's projection of general and administrative 
expense is $1.5K higher than the Underwriter's estimate and property tax is $2K higher. The current owner 
and property manager are related to the Applicant and the operating structure is unlikely to change 
significantly; therefore the Underwriter relied heavily on the historical expense levels.

The exemption applies only to those USDA-RD developments that receive rental assistance because the 
Department has some level of confidence that USDA-RD can approve rental subsidy increases to match
increases in expenses. This is particularly important during periods of flat rents and rising expenses. As the 
subject property's income is restricted by program guidelines and by the market, the development has 
no other source of income that can sufficiently mitigate the development's long-term risk. Therefore, the 
development cannot be recommended for a tax credit allocation due to an expense to income ratio 
that exceeds the Department's maximum of 65%. 

The Applicant's estimate of secondary income is in line with Department guidelines. The Applicant's 
estimate of vacancy and collection loss is 5% of potential income, which is acceptable for properties 
expecting to maintain their tenant base following rehabilitation.  However, the rent roll submitted with 
the application indicates 3 vacant units out of a total of 54, or 5.5%.  Based on the current occupancy 
rate and uncertainty about maintaining all tenants given the anticipated rent increases and lack of 
rental assistance, the underwriting analysis applies the standard vacancy and collection loss of 7.5% of 
potential income.  Overall, the Applicant’s effective gross income projection is not within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate.

0 N/A

1

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS

The Development operates under an existing USDA-RD loan with an interest rate subsidy, with rents 
restricted to limits approved by USDA. The property does not receive rental assistance on any of the 
units. The Applicant's projected net rents per unit are based on increases of 3% to 8% over the current 
basic rents. However, the projected rents are substantially higher than the 30% of AMI program rent 
limits. Therefore, the Underwriter has used the program rent limits for all 30% units and the projected 
basic rents for the 60% units. The projected basic rents for the 60% units are significantly below the 
program rent limits and are achievable according to the Appraiser.

Of note, the CNA indicates reserve for replacements of $382 per unit will be required if only the CNA 
scope of work is completed. However, the CNA does not fully account for the scope of work planned 
by the Applicant. Therefore, using the CNA's reserve for replacements projection may overstate the 
future repair needs of the development. The Applicant and Underwriter  used the TDHCA underwriting 
reserve for replacements standard of $300 per unit for rehabilitation projects. As noted below in the cost 
section, a revised CNA will be required to support the information provided by the Applicant. Should the 
CNA indicate that a higher reserve amount is needed, the financial feasibility of the property may be 
even further stressed by impending future repair needs of the property.

The Applicant's effective gross income, total operating expense, and net operating income (NOI) 
estimates are each not within 5% of the Underwriter's estimates; therefore, underwriting guidelines 
require that the Underwriter's estimates be used to determine debt capacity. The Underwriter's NOI and 
debt service on the existing USDA loan indicate a first year debt coverage ratio (DCR) of 1.37. However, 
the Underwriter's expense to income ratio of 77.8% is significantly higher than the Department's 
maximum pursuant to the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines §1.32(i)(4). While the 
development has an existing USDA-RD loan, the property does not anticipate receiving rental 
assistance on any of the units; therefore, the subject development is not exempt from the said feasibility 
requirement.
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Feasibility:

Provider: Date:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Land Only: As of:
Existing Buildings: (as-is) As of:
Favorable Financing: As of:
Total Development: (as-is) As of:

Land Only: Tax Year:
Existing Buildings: Valuation by:
Total Assessed Value: Tax Rate:

Type: Acreage:

Contract Expiration: Valid Through Board Date? X   Yes   No

Acquisition Cost: Other:

Seller: Related to Development Team? X   Yes   No

Comments:

TITLE

EVIDENCE of PROPERTY CONTROL

Option to Purchase Real Property 3.403

1/25/2008

$1,600,488

Mid-Towne Ltd.

$187,279 Harris County
$483,749 2.624425

ASSESSED VALUE

3.4 acres $296,470 2006

$963,000 3/28/2007

0

APPRAISED VALUE

Rafael C. Luebbert

3/28/2007

3.4 acres 3/28/2007

$2,567,000

$1,469,857
$134,143

3/28/2007

ACQUISITION INFORMATION

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 were utilized 
resulting in a debt coverage ratio that falls below 1.15 by year 15. According to the 2007 Real Estate 
Analysis Rules and Guidelines §1.32(i)(5), if the debt coverage ratio falls below 1.15 during any of the first 
15 years of the Long Term Proforma, the development is characterized as infeasible and cannot be 
recommended for funding.

As discussed above the property does not receive rental assistance and is therefore not exempt from 
the feasibility requirements. Therefore, pursuant to the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines 
§1.32(i)(5), the application cannot be recommended for a tax credit allocation. It should be noted that 
the Underwriter's long-term proforma indicates that the development's DCR falls below 1.15 prior to Year 
15 and the development's cashflow falls below zero by Year 20.

The title commitment indicates two "unlocated" pipeline right-of-ways and one other pipeline right-of-
way. The survey does not appear to identify these easements. Moreover, the apartment structures are 
already existing on the site and therefore it is likely that these easements do not materially impact the 
property.

N/A
3/29/2007

In addition, if the Applicant's proforma were used, the development would not meet the 15 year DCR 
requirement due to a DCR that falls below 1.15 by Year 5 and negative cashflow by Year 10.
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COST SCHEDULE Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Acquisition Value:

Sitework Cost:

Direct Construction Cost:

Conclusion:

Since this is a proposed rehabilitation the associated sitework costs are minimal. The Applicant has 
estimated sitework costs of $4,352 per unit. This estimate cannot be verified based on the lack of 
information specific to proposed sitework in the submitted CNA. As discussed above, receipt, review, 
and acceptance, by the Board meeting at which this award is considered, of a revised Capital Needs 
Assessment with the entire scope of planned rehab work and budget fully accounted for is a condition 
of this report. In addition, USDA-RD will also review and need to approve the scope of work and budget 
before construction begins and receipt review and acceptance of same prior to the 10% test is a 
condition of this report.

The Underwriter’s cost schedule was derived from information presented in the Application materials 
submitted by the Applicant. Any deviations from the Applicant’s estimates are due to program and 
underwriting guidelines. Therefore, the Underwriter’s development cost schedule will be used to 
determine the development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis. The 
development costs support an eligible basis of $2,065,371 and the Applicant has claimed a 30% boost 
due to Harris County's Difficult Development Area designation.  The resulting adjusted basis supports 
annual tax credits of $229,566. The acquisition basis of $1,311,402 supports annual tax credits of $47,735.
The total eligible basis derived tax credit amount of $277,301 will be compared to the Applicant’s 
request and the tax credits calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine 
any recommended allocation.

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION

0 N/A

The property is currently owned by a related party. The Applicant has submitted an Option to purchase 
the subject property for a price of $1,600,488, which is less than the appraised value and less than the 
original investment in the land and buildings plus holding costs. Additionally, the Applicant has 
determined a building value of $1,560,861, which is $1,849,947 less $150,000 for the basis in land and less 
estimated exit taxes $139,086. The Underwriter has used a building value of $1,311,402 based on 
contract price less exit taxes, and the Applicant's land value. The difference appears to be due to the 
Applicant's overstatement of the acquisition cost in the development cost schedule.

Again the Applicant submitted a USDA-RD Capital Needs Assessment (CNA), which the Department 
typically accepts in lieu of a Property Condition Assessment for existing USDA-RD properties. The 
submitted CNA did not provide a cost estimates for the rehab work beyond the immediate repair 
needs. Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the Underwriter has used the Applicant's direct 
construction cost estimate.  As discussed above, because of scheduling issues the CNA could not be 
updated before this report was completed but will be required prior to the Board meeting at which this 
award is considered and USDA-RD will review the proposed rehab budget prior tot commencement of 
construction.
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SOURCES & USES Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Amort:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC:

Amount: Type:
Comments:

Amount: Type:

4/2/2007

The Applicant has indicated the existing reserve balance will be transferred to the partnership. 
Moreover, a portion of the reserve balance will be used to fund rehab costs and the remaining balance 
will be maintained as reserves. The Applicant did not provide documentation of the existing reserve 
balance. However, should the Board approve an award, the long term proforma indicates there is 
marginally sufficient deferred developer fee to repay the anticipated reserve amount within 15 years 
though cash flow after that point is negligible.

The Applicant's loan amount is slightly lower than the current remaining principal on the loan. However, 
the Underwriter has assumed the Applicant's estimated remaining balance, which is likely closer to the 
balance that will remain when the property is transferred to the partnership. The Applicant provided an 
amortization schedule from USDA-RD to support the transfer balance used. *Also of note, the remaining 
term will end in 2036; however, the original loan had an original term of 50 years.

All of the units are restricted to USDA-RD contract rents and the USDA-RD loan (original note: $1,507,263) 
has an interest subsidy that lower the effective rates to approximately 1%. The Applicant has indicated 
that the partnership will assume the existing USDA-RD loans with the same rates and terms. Receipt, 
review, and acceptance of USDA-RD approval of the same rates and terms transfer of the existing USDA-
RD loans is a condition of this report.

$112,086 Existing Reserves

2

FINANCING STRUCTURE

83% 285,151$         $2,366,519

SyndicationRaymond James Tax Credit Funds

USDA-RD Interim to Permanent Financing

Interim Financing

The subject construction loan will be provided by a related entity. Therefore, the Underwriter has 
requested documentation verifying the capacity of The Hoover Companies, Inc to provide said 
financing. The Applicant provided a letter from First State Bank of Burnet and a letter from Lou Ann 
Montey and Associates, PC supporting the Applicant's capacity to provide the anticipated construction 
funding. The Applicant has also submitted applications for three other developments that are currently 
being underwritten and each application includes commitments for construction funds from The Hoover 
Companies. The CPA and First State Bank of Burnet letters indicate that the Applicant has the capacity 
to provide the entire combined amount of construction funding committed in the applications for each 
development.

$1,669,231 8.0% 12

$1,437,413 1.01% 600*

Deferred Developer Fees$15,000

12

Southeast Texas Housing F.C. Interim Financing

$200,000 AFR

BHHH, Inc. dba The Hoover Companies

The Applicant has applied for a construction loan from the Southeast Housing Finance Corporation 
(SETH) to carry and interest rate equal to AFR (4.9% as of March 1, 2007) and a term of at least 12 
months.
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Recommended Financing Structure:

Applicant's Requested Credit Amount:
Credit Amount Determined by Eligible Basis:
Credit Amount Determined by Gap in Financing:

Underwriter: Date:

Reviewing Underwriter: Date:

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date:
Tom Gouris

Of the three possible tax credit allocations, the gap-derived amount of $256,900 would be 
recommended. No deferred developer fees would be required.

$285,151
$277,301
$256,900

As stated above, both the Applicant's and Underwriter's expense to income ratio of 77.8% is significantly 
higher than the Department's 65% maximum according to the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and 
Guidelines §1.32(i)(4). Additionally, the long term proforma indicates a debt coverage ratio that falls 
below 1.15 by year 15. According to §1.32(i)(5) of the guidelines, if the debt coverage ratio falls below 
1.15 during any of the first 15 years of the Long Term Proforma. Therefore, per §1.32(i)(4) and §1.32(i)(5) 
of the 2007 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines the development is characterized as infeasible 
and cannot be recommended for funding.

However, should the Board choose to make an award, the underwriting analysis results in the following 
three possible tax credit amounts:

CONCLUSIONS

Thomas Cavanagh

This is a USDA-RD transaction, in which the Applicant is restricted by the loan agreement to a return of 
no more than 8% per annum on the borrower’s original investment, with any excess cash flow going to 
fund replacement reserves.  USDA-RD will manage this return on equity restriction.

Cameron Dorsey

July 8, 2007

July 8, 2007

July 8, 2007
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Mid-Towne I Apartments, Tomball, 9% HTC #07268

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 WS&T

TC 30% 4 1 1 659 $343 $267 $1,068 $0.41 $76.00 $38.31
TC 60% 12 1 1 659 $686 335 4,020 0.51 76.00 38.31
TC 30% 4 2 1 841 $411 302 1,208 0.36 109.00 43.31
TC 60% 28 2 1 841 $823 405 11,340 0.48 109.00 43.31
TC 60% 4 3 1 1,019 $951 480 1,920 0.47 143.00 56.31

EO 2 3 1 1,019 $951 0 0.00 143.00 56.31

TOTAL: 54 AVERAGE: 807 $362 $19,556 $0.45 $103.00 $43.27

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 43,570 TDHCA APPLICANT COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $234,672 $242,880 Harris Houston 6
Laundry, interest, tenant charges Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 9,720 10,524 $16.24 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: 0 0 $0.00 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $244,392 $253,404
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (18,329) (12,672) -5.00% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $226,063 $240,732
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 2.76% $116 0.14 $6,242 $7,765 $0.18 $144 3.23%

  Management 10.00% 419 0.52 22,606 24,124 0.55 447 10.02%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 18.11% 758 0.94 40,949 43,503 1.00 806 18.07%

  Repairs & Maintenance 15.18% 636 0.79 34,318 37,966 0.87 703 15.77%

  Utilities 1.84% 77 0.10 4,154 5,217 0.12 97 2.17%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 9.30% 389 0.48 21,025 26,069 0.60 483 10.83%

  Property Insurance 6.23% 261 0.32 14,078 12,371 0.28 229 5.14%

  Property Tax 2.624425 6.27% 262 0.33 14,172 16,239 0.37 301 6.75%

  Reserve for Replacements 7.17% 300 0.37 16,200 16,200 0.37 300 6.73%

  TDHCA Compliance Fees 0.96% 40 0.05 2,160 2,160 0.05 40 0.90%

  Other: 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

TOTAL EXPENSES 77.81% $3,257 $4.04 $175,904 $191,614 $4.40 $3,548 79.60%

NET OPERATING INC 22.19% $929 $1.15 $50,159 $49,118 $1.13 $910 20.40%

DEBT SERVICE
Existing USDA-RD Loans 16.97% $711 $0.88 $38,369 $38,364 $0.88 $710 15.94%

Existing Reserve Account 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 5.22% $218 $0.27 $11,790 $10,754 $0.25 $199 4.47%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.31 1.28
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.31

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) 43.47% $29,639 $36.73 $1,600,488 $1,849,947 $42.46 $34,258 47.06%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 6.38% 4,352 5.39 235,000 235,000 5.39 4,352 5.98%

Direct Construction 30.52% 20,810 25.79 1,123,750 1,123,750 25.79 20,810 28.59%

Contingency 8.26% 3.05% 2,080 2.58 112,300 112,300 2.58 2,080 2.86%

Contractor's Fees 14.00% 5.17% 3,523 4.37 190,225 190,225 4.37 3,523 4.84%

Indirect Construction 1.57% 1,068 1.32 57,650 57,650 1.32 1,068 1.47%

Ineligible Costs 0.43% 291 0.36 15,700 15,700 0.36 291 0.40%

Developer's Fees 8.67% 7.32% 4,989 6.18 269,396 269,396 6.18 4,989 6.85%

Interim Financing 2.09% 1,427 1.77 77,050 77,050 1.77 1,427 1.96%

Reserves 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $68,177 $84.50 $3,681,559 $3,931,018 $90.22 $72,797 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 45.12% $30,764 $38.13 $1,661,275 $1,661,275 $38.13 $30,764 42.26%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

Existing USDA-RD Loans 39.04% $26,619 $32.99 $1,437,413 $1,437,413 $1,437,413
Existing Reserve Account 3.04% $2,076 $2.57 112,086 112,086 112,086
Raymond James HTC Synd 64.28% $43,824 $54.32 2,366,519 2,366,519 2,132,060
Deferred Developer Fees 0.41% $278 $0.34 15,000 15,000 0
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -6.78% ($4,620) ($5.73) (249,459) 0 0
TOTAL SOURCES $3,681,559 $3,931,018 $3,681,559

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$140,563

0%

Developer Fee Available

$269,396
% of Dev. Fee Deferred
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)
Mid-Towne I Apartments, Tomball, 9% HTC #07268

PAYMENT COMPUTATION

Primary $1,437,413 Amort 600

Int Rate 1.01% DCR 1.31

Secondary $112,086 Amort
Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.31

Additional Amort
Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.31

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service $38,369
Secondary Debt Service 0
Additional Debt Service 0
NET CASH FLOW $11,790

Primary $1,437,413 Amort 600

Int Rate 1.01% DCR 1.31

Secondary $112,086 Amort 0

Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.31

Additional $0 Amort 0

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.31

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 $234,672 $241,712 $248,964 $256,432 $264,125 $306,194 $354,962 $411,499 $553,020

  Secondary Income 9,720 10,012 10,312 10,621 10,940 12,682 14,702 17,044 22,906

  Other Support Income: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 244,392 251,724 259,275 267,054 275,065 318,876 369,665 428,543 575,926

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (18,329) (18,879) (19,446) (20,029) (20,630) (23,916) (27,725) (32,141) (43,194)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $226,063 $232,844 $239,830 $247,025 $254,435 $294,960 $341,940 $396,402 $532,731

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $6,242 $6,492 $6,751 $7,021 $7,302 $8,884 $10,809 $13,151 $19,467

  Management 22,606 23,284 23,983 24,702 25,444 29,496 34,194 39,640 53,273

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 40,949 42,587 44,290 46,062 47,905 58,283 70,910 86,273 127,706

  Repairs & Maintenance 34,318 35,691 37,118 38,603 40,147 48,845 59,427 72,303 107,025

  Utilities 4,154 4,320 4,493 4,673 4,860 5,912 7,193 8,752 12,955

  Water, Sewer & Trash 21,025 21,866 22,741 23,650 24,596 29,925 36,408 44,297 65,570

  Insurance 14,078 14,641 15,226 15,835 16,469 20,037 24,378 29,659 43,903

  Property Tax 14,172 14,739 15,328 15,941 16,579 20,171 24,541 29,858 44,197

  Reserve for Replacements 16,200 16,848 17,522 18,223 18,952 23,058 28,053 34,131 50,522

  Other 2,160 2,246 2,336 2,430 2,527 3,074 3,740 4,551 6,736

TOTAL EXPENSES $175,904 $182,714 $189,789 $197,141 $204,780 $247,686 $299,655 $362,615 $531,354

NET OPERATING INCOME $50,159 $50,131 $50,040 $49,884 $49,656 $47,274 $42,284 $33,787 $1,377

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $38,369 $38,369 $38,369 $38,369 $38,369 $38,369 $38,369 $38,369 $38,369

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 $11,790 $11,762 $11,672 $11,515 $11,287 $8,906 $3,916 ($4,581) ($36,992)

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.31 1.31 1.30 1.30 1.29 1.23 1.10 0.88 0.04
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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

Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $289,086 $289,086
    Purchase of buildings $1,560,861 $1,311,402 $1,560,861 $1,311,402
Off-Site Improvements
Sitework $235,000 $235,000 $235,000 $235,000
Construction Hard Costs $1,123,750 $1,123,750 $1,123,750 $1,123,750
Contractor Fees $190,225 $190,225 $190,225 $190,225
Contingencies $112,300 $112,300 $112,300 $112,300
Eligible Indirect Fees $57,650 $57,650 $57,650 $57,650
Eligible Financing Fees $77,050 $77,050 $77,050 $77,050
All Ineligible Costs $15,700 $15,700
Developer Fees
    Developer Fees $269,396 $269,396 $269,396 $269,396
Development Reserves

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $3,931,018 $3,681,559 $1,560,861 $1,311,402 $2,065,371 $2,065,371

    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 $1,560,861 $1,311,402 $2,065,371 $2,065,371
    High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $1,560,861 $1,311,402 $2,684,982 $2,684,982
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $1,560,861 $1,311,402 $2,684,982 $2,684,982
    Applicable Percentage 3.64% 3.64% 8.55% 8.55%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $56,815 $47,735 $229,566 $229,566

Syndication Proceeds 0.8299 $471,521 $396,162 $1,905,209 $1,905,209

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $286,381 $277,301
Syndication Proceeds $2,376,730 $2,301,371

Requested Tax Credits $285,151
Syndication Proceeds $2,366,519

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $2,132,060

Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $256,900

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Mid-Towne I Apartments, Tomball, 9% HTC #07268
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Board Item 2a 

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax 
Credits Appeals of Credit Underwriting Reports 

07228 Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos 



Real Estate Analysis Division 

BOARD ACTION ITEM 

July 30, 2007 

Item

Presentation, discussion and possible action on a timely filed appeal regarding the underwriting 
recommendation of a development under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit program,
#07228 Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos, Texas.

Required Action
Approve, deny or approve with amendments a determination on the appeal.

Background

Mr. Saleem Jafar, the principal member of the Developer and contact for Chicory Court VII, LP, 
the Applicant, submitted an application for funding under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax 
Credit program to acquire and reconstruct 75 multifamily rental units in Los Fresnos, Texas. The 
Applicant requested $600,000 in annual tax credits to support a total reconstruction based 
development budget of $9,255,347.  No Property Condition Assessment (PCA) showed any need 
for immediate critical repairs that warrant demolition and reconstruction.  The application was 
not recommended because contrary to the Internal Revenue Code §42(m)(2) the reconstruction 
costs provided far exceeded the costs necessary to provide safe, decent and affordable housing 
based on a total rehabilitation based development budget of $4,630,060.  The Applicant 
submitted a PCA which included budget for rehabilitation repairs totaling $2,149,200.  The 
original PCA and all subsequent submissions of the PCA reflect no critical immediate repair 
needs.  The Applicant’s budget called for the demolition of all 75 existing single family homes
which were built in 1982 and the reconstruction of 33 single family homes and 9 multifamily
buildings.

The Department’s Real Estate Analysis Rules (REA Rules) require the Underwriter to consider 
the PCA when provided in 10 TAC§1.32(e)(4)(B) which states under the heading Rehabilitation 
Costs: “In the case where the Applicant has provided a PCA which is inconsistent with the 
Applicant's figures as proposed in the development cost schedule, the Underwriter may request a 
supplement executed by the PCA provider supporting the Applicant's estimate and detailing the 
difference in costs. If said supplement is not provided or the Underwriter determines that the 
reasons for the initial difference in costs are not well-documented, the Underwriter utilizes the 
initial PCA estimations in lieu of the Applicant's estimates.”  It should be recognized that until 
this year, reconstruction was part of the rehabilitation definition and that no specific new 
direction was added to the REA rules in the case of a reconstruction.  Moreover, the rule here is 
not exclusive to rehabilitation and the fact that the Applicant sent the PCA originally reflects
their understanding that a PCA may be required.
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In the appeal the Applicant provided a revised PCA report with a dramatically different cost 
conclusion.  The PCA provider collected no new data from the original site visit or additional 
site visits or interviews in revising their report.  The new report provided no substantial rationale 
for the sudden and dramatic increase in cost which rose from $2,149,200 to $5,292,300 plus fees 
and contingency.  All versions of the PCA indicate that the property has no need for critical 
immediate repairs and that the property is in fair condition.  The photographs provided in the 
PCA show signs of wear and tear but no identification of structural defects.  The costs in the 
PCA provided with the appeal appear to be inflated.  Site work costs included in this PCA  alone 
total $1,142,500 or $15,233 per unit which is considerably higher than the $9,000 per unit safe 
harbor typical in a new construction and ironically over twice what was claimed as eligible site 
work in the Applicant’s reconstruction budget.  This is indicative of the costs in the new PCA 
and does not appear to be reasonable, and therefore, the original PCA costs should be used to 
evaluate the total development costs. 

The principle of efficient allocation and providing not more funds than are necessary are found 
in the duties and responsibilities of the allocating agency in the Internal Revenue Code (IRC) 
§42 (m)(2)(A) which states: “IN GENERAL.---The housing credit dollar amount allocated to a 
project shall not exceed the amount the housing credit agency determines is necessary for the 
financial feasibility of the project and its viability as a qualified low-income housing project 
throughout the credit period.” The IRC goes on to identify how the allocating agency should 
make this determination by stating: “In making the determination under subparagraph (A), the 
housing credit agency shall consider (i) the sources and uses of funds and the total financing 
planned for the project…” 

In addition, the QAP and the Real Estate Analysis rules speak to Department’s duties with regard 
to the allocation.  10 TAC§49.9 (d)(6) states: “The Department shall underwrite an Application 
to determine the financial feasibility of the Development and the appropriate level of housing tax 
credits.” 10 TAC §1.32(a) repeats this theme: “The rules provide a mechanism to produce 
consistent information in the form of an Underwriting Report to provide interested parties 
information the Board relies upon in balancing the desire to assist as many Texans as possible by 
providing no more financing than necessary and have independent verification that 
Developments are economically feasible.” The Underwriter noted that the total net rentable 
square footage for the new units would have approximately 9,000 less square feet than the 
current units or a loss of 10.4%.  Thus, not only would the Department’s funding of the 
reconstruction of these units cause the Department to not serve other households with the savings 
that could be had under a rehabilitation scenario, but the residents that are currently being served 
will be served with smaller units.   

The Underwriter also found numerous significant discrepancies in the application and 
subsequent filings by the Applicant and issues such as: 
¶ Meeting the minimum square footage for secondary bedrooms in the new buildings;  
¶ The lack of preliminary HUD approval of demolition of the existing 25 year old public 

housing units;
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¶ The lack of preliminary approval to dedicate a sufficient number of Section 8 choice 
voucher and not exceed the Housing Authority’s 20% limit for such dedication;  

¶ The lack of verification that the proposed federally derived loan through the Housing 
Authority could be repaid though it is likely that it will not be repaid;

¶ The lack verification from a third-party engineer of the claimed site work costs including 
demolition which exceed the Department’s $9,000 per unit safe harbor threshold; and, 

¶ The lack of verification of the location of the pipeline easement described in schedule B 
of the title commitment.   

None of these issues alone may be enough to terminate an application or not recommend 
funding but when taken together and combined with the lack of a reasonable and efficient 
approach to the revitalization of the property, they cast substantial doubt on the application. 

The Applicant contends that the original PCA should not have been included in the application 
in the first place as it was not required and therefore should not have been considered by the 
Underwriter.  The Applicant further contends that if it was to be considered it should have been 
rejected by the Department as being incomplete because the cover letter from the report provider 
describes the report as a draft review report and staff should have issued a deficiency to correct 
this incompleteness.  

In fact, staff issued numerous deficiencies for this application including one dated April 16, 2007 
which requested, among other things, that the PCA and other third party reports be revised to 
reconcile the site acreage.  The Applicant complied with this request on April 21 and submitted a 
reconciled PCA and a new electronic copy on CD labeled “Las Palmas Final PCA” The revised 
PCA was, like the original, signed by the Architect who prepared it and the Architect who 
reviewed it and specifically states that the report “…may be relied upon by Odyssey Residential 
Holdings, L.P. and the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA).”   Page 
3 of the original and revised report states “This Report has been prepared in accordance with the 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Requirements for the preparation 
of Property Condition Assessments, as per ASTM Designation E2018-01.”   This is the standard 
required to meet the Department’s Real Estate Analysis rules (10 TAC§1.36(a)).  The cover of 
the original and revised report indicates in bold that, “This Report meets all requirements of 
Appendix 5M of the HUD Multifamily Accelerated Processing Map Grid 223F for refinancing 
or acquisition transactions.”

Staff has no reason to doubt these representations made in the original report and repeated in the 
revised report.  Moreover, the same representations are found without alteration or explanation 
in the new report that was provided with the appeal.  After the underwriting report was 
completed, the Applicant provided a copy of a letter dated June 29, 2007 from the Architect that 
prepared the PCA contradicting the statement in the PCA report regarding compliance with the 
HUD Appendix 5 M requirements. The letter states, “Our estimated costs for recommended 
repairs in the draft of our Report would not result in a completed project that would satisfy 
HUD’s requirement for a 35 year remaining useful life for all components.”  And yet the 
executive summary of the original and subsequent versions of the PCA clearly states that, “If the 
recommended remedial actions are performed,...we would expect the remaining useful life of the 
improvements to be at least 35 years.” 



4 of 4 

Staff has reviewed the original and subsequent PCA reports and finds the original reports to be 
consistent with the general requirement that no more credits than needed be awarded.  Staff finds 
that the basis for appeal is inconsistent with the Board’s policy of limiting credits where 
advisable and possible to construct additional units. 

The application as a proposed reconstruction development requires a budget that, when 
compared to the rehabilitation estimate provided by the Property Condition Report (PCA), 
requires more than is necessary for the financial feasibility and viability of the project. The 
development, as a qualified low-income housing project, should be awarded the minimum 
necessary, limited by eligibility, for feasibility throughout the credit period as required in 
Internal Revenue Code §42 (m)(2)(A), 10 Texas Administrative Code §49.9 (d)(6) and 10 Texas 
Administrative Code §1.32 (a) and (e)(4)(B).

Recommendation
Staff recommends the Board deny the appeal.



07228 Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos 

Applicant’s Appeal 































































































































































































































07228 Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos 

Executive Director’s Letter 



July 18, 2007 

Mr. Saleem Jafar 
Chicory Court VII, LLC. 
5420 LBJ Freeway, Ste. 1235 
Dallas, Texas 75240 
Telephone: (972) 701-5551 
Telecopier: (972) 701-5562 

Re:   Executive Director Appeal for Las Palmas Homes, HTC #07228 

Dear Mr. Jafar: 

Appeal Review
I have reviewed your appeal that was received on July 5, 2007 regarding the 
underwriting recommendation which was sent to you on June 27, 2007 and published 
on the web on the same day.  The basis for your appeal is that staff should not have 
relied upon the property condition assessment (PCA) presented by you in the 
application, because it was not required and it was incomplete.  Moreover, you have 
indicated that staff should have recognized that it was incomplete and issued a 
deficiency to allow the defects to be corrected.

In fact, staff issued numerous deficiencies for this application including one dated 
April 16, 2007 which requested, among other things, that the PCA and other third 
party reports be revised to reconcile the site acreage.  You complied with this request 
on April 21 and submitted a reconciled PCA and a new electronic copy on CD labeled 
“Las Palmas Final PCA” The revised PCA was, like the original, signed by the 
Architect who prepared it and the Architect who reviewed it and specifically states 
that the report “…may be relied upon by Odyssey Residential Holdings, L.P. and the 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA).”   Page 3 of the 
original and revised report states “This Report has been prepared in accordance with 
the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Requirements for 
the preparation of Property Condition Assessments, as per ASTM Designation 
E2018-01.”   This is the standard required to meet the Department’s Real Estate 
Analysis rules (10 TAC§1.36(a)).  The cover of the original and revised report 
indicates in bold that, “This Report meets all requirements of Appendix 5M of the 



Mr. Saleem Jafar 
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Page 2 

HUD Multifamily Accelerated Processing Map Grid 223F for refinancing or 
acquisition transactions.”

Staff has no reason to doubt these representations made in the original report and 
repeated in the revised report.  Moreover the same representations are found without 
alteration or explanation in the report you provided with your appeal.  After the 
underwriting report was completed you provided a copy of a letter dated June 29, 
2007 from the Architect that prepared the PCA contradicting the statement in the 
PCA report regarding compliance with the HUD Appendix 5 M requirements. The 
letter states “Our estimated costs for recommended repairs in the draft of our Report 
would not result in a completed project that would satisfy HUD’s requirement for a 
35 year remaining useful life for all components.”  And yet the executive summary of 
the original and subsequent versions of the PCA clearly states that, “If the 
recommended remedial actions are performed,...we would expect the remaining 
useful life of the improvements to be at least 35 years.” 

Staff is directed to consider all credible information presented in the Application.   In 
10 TAC §1.32 (e) it says “The Department’s estimate of the total development cost 
will be based on the Applicant’s project cost schedule to the extent that it can be 
verified to a reasonable degree of certainty with documentation from the Applicant 
and tools available to the Underwriter… If the Applicant’s total development cost 
is…inconsistent with documentation provided in the application or program rules, the 
Underwriter may make adjustments to the Applicant’s total cost estimate.”  It is not 
reasonable for the Underwriter to assume that the signed and certified PCA provided 
in the original application was irrelevant or erroneous. Therefore, I see no basis for 
your claim that the use and reliance on the PCA report provided in the application and 
revised on April 21, 2007 by staff was in error. 

I have also reviewed the final draft/review report you have included with your appeal 
and find that the PCA provider collected no new data from the original site visit or 
additional site visits or interviews.  The appeal report provided no reasonable 
rationale for the sudden and dramatic increase in cost which rose from $2,149,200 to 
$5,292,300 plus fees and contingency.  All versions of the PCA indicate that the 
property has no need for critical immediate repairs and that the property is in fair 
condition.  The photographs provided in the PCA show signs of wear and tear but no 
identification of structural defects.  The costs in the PCA provided with the appeal 
appear to be inflated.  Site work costs included in this PCA  alone total $1,142,500 or 
$15,233 per unit which is considerably higher than the $9,000 per unit safe harbor 
typical in a new construction and ironically over twice what you have claimed for site 
work in your reconstruction budget.  This is indicative of the costs in the appeal PCA 
and does not meet a common sense test of reasonableness. 

I have determined that the Department’s rules and guidelines were applied evenly, 
fairly, and as originally intended during the course of the underwriting analysis and in 
making the recommendation.  
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Appeal Determination
The appeal is denied.

Pursuant to Title 10 Texas Administrative Code Section 1.7 you have requested that 
your appeal, if denied by me, be filed with the Board and heard at its next regularly 
scheduled meeting. This appeal will be considered by the Board at the July 30, 2007 
Board meeting.    

If you have questions or comments, please call me or Tom Gouris, Director of our 
Real Estate Analysis Division at (512) 475-1470.

Sincerely,

Michael Gerber 
Executive Director 

MGG : TJG 



07228 Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos 

Underwriting Report 



REPORT DATE: PROGRAM: FILE NUMBER:

Location: Region:

City: County: Zip:   QCT   DDA

Key Attributes:

* Applicant chose to cap request at $600,000 to adhere to developer limit requirements of QAP.

1

2

3

4

5

6

CONDITIONS

Receipt, review, and acceptance, prior to demolition and commencement of construction, of 
evidence that all Phase I ESA recommendations, including an asbestos survey, and any subsequent 
environmental report recommendations have been carried out.

$0

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by carryover, of a revised set of unit plans and architect's 
certification that the development meets the QAP requirements particularly: all the bedrooms are at a 
minimum of 100 square feet.

Housing Tax Credit (Annual) $600,000

9% HTC 07228

DEVELOPMENT

Multifamily, Family, Rural, Reconstruction

Las Palmas Homes

11

78566Cameron

REQUEST

ALLOCATION

Los Fresnos

TDHCA Program
RECOMMENDATION

Interest Amort/TermAmort/TermAmount* Amount

The application as a proposed reconstruction development requires a budget that, when compared to 
the rehabilitation estimate provided by the Property Condition Report (PCA), requires more than is 
necessary for the financial feasibility and viability of the project. The development, as a qualified low-
income housing project, should be awarded the minimum necessary, limited by eligibility, for feasibility 
throughout the credit period as required in Internal Revenue Code §42 (m)(2)(A), 10 Texas 
Administrative Code §49.9 (d)(6) and 10 Texas Administrative Code §1.32 (a) and (e)(4)(B).

SHOULD THE BOARD APPROVE THIS AWARD, THE BOARD MUST MAKE THE DETERMINATION THAT THE 
REQUESTED FUNDS ARE NOT MORE THAN ARE NECESSARY AND SUCH AN AWARD SHOULD BE CONDITIONED 
UPON THE FOLLOWING:

Interest

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of evidence that the allocation of project-based 
vouchers to the proposed development upon completion of construction will not adversely affect the 
PHAs requirement to have no more than 20% of its voucher assistance tied to specific housing units.

NOT RECOMMENDED DUE TO THE FOLLOWING: 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
Real Estate Analysis Division
Underwriting Report

06/22/07

213 Orive

A 9% HTC allocation not to exceed $547,881 if a reconstruction or not to exceed $103,370 conditioned 
upon re-evaluation of a revised budget if a rehabilitation.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of a HUD-approved application for demolition or 
disposition.
Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of HUD's approval of the proposed higher contract 
rent levels for the HAP Contract units evidenced by submission of a fully-executed and current Housing 
Assistance Payments (HAP) Contract.
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7

8

9

10

¹

²

ƌ ƌ

ƌ ƌ

ƌ ƌ

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by 10% test, of a letter from the surveyor indicating that the 
unlocated pipeline easement described in Schedule B of the title commitment will not have an adverse 
impact on the subject site.

The effectiveness of the tax credits is in question 
because of the excess cost of reconstruction 
over rehabilitation and since the collected rents 
are and will remain higher than the maximum 
tax credit rents, there would not appear to be 
any additional affordability that the State will 
acquire as a result of this application.

The repayment of the substantial federally-
sourced local funds is questionable and 
therefore jeopardizes the development's 
qualification for 9% credits.

SALIENT ISSUES

PROS

60% of AMI 60% of AMI

Income Limit
30% of AMI

Number of Units
10¹30% of AMI

The development plan calls for the continuation 
of the HAP rental subsidy to potentially help 
serve the lowest income levels in the 
community.

The Applicant's proposal to reconstruct the units 
will cost more than the alternative of 
rehabilitation.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by 10% test, of verification from a third-party engineer of the 
claimed sitework costs equaling $9,828 per unit including the demolition costs.

Should the terms or amounts of the proposed debt or equity change, the transaction should be 
reevaluated and an adjustment to the credit amount may be warranted.

PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS

No previous reports.

The development proposes to utilize housing tax 
credits to revitalize an existing public housing 
authority owned development. This may 
strengthen the Housing Authority's ability to 
deliver housing opportunities in this market by 
simultaneously increasing HUD subsidies to the 
Housing Authority as a direct result of 
reconstructing these units.

This application represents an opportunity to 
revitalize a 25 year-old Housing Authority-owned 
property.

CONS

65²

Rent Limit
TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of an evaluation from a CPA documenting how the 
Housing Authority loan can be reasonably projected to be repaid based on the HUD approved Section 
8 rents and whether the loan would be considered below market rate federal funds, or a reduction in 
the credits based on this federal below market rate funding source .

These 10 units will also be characterized as public housing units with support from an operating 
subsidy committed by the Cameron County Housing Authority (subject to approval by HUD)

These 65 units will also receive project based Section 8 from the Cameron County Housing 
Authority (subject to approval by HUD)
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Contact: Phone: Fax:
Email:

¹ Liquidity = Current Assets - Current Liabilities

ƌ

ƌ

sjafar@orhlp.com
972.701.5550

CONTACT

972.701.5562

KEY PARTICIPANTS

Name

The Applicant, Developer, and General Contractor are related entities. These are common relationships 
for HTC-funded developments. Additionally, the owner of the GP, Cameron County Housing Authority, 
will likely play key roles in property management and providing supportive services; although, the 
application indicates that they are To-Be-Determined.

Saleem Jafar

Cameron County Housing Authority

DEVELOPMENT TEAM
OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

IDENTITIES of INTEREST

The seller of the property is also the proposed future owner of the GP which is Cameron County Housing 
Authority. Chicory Court VII, LP is currently controlled by Saleem Jafar and the application indicates that 
control of this entity will be transferred to the Cameron County Housing Authority. Staff has determined 
that this does not constitute an ownership transfer that will require a future amendment as this transfer is 
being disclosed in the application. However, the transfer as stated will be treated as an identity of 
interest transaction.

Net Assets Liquidity¹ # of Complete Developments
$9,316,776 $758,528 --

Odyssey Residential Holdings $8,475,690 $4,332,777 --
Saleem Jafar Confidential 11 LIHTC Properties
Bill Fisher N/A Not Provided
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960 4 4
30
3

PROPOSED SITE

Building Type

2/2

BUILDING CONFIGURATION

SITE PLAN

A B C D Total
BuildingsFloors/Stories 1 1 1 1

Number 3 6 30 3 42

BR/BA SF Units Total Units Total SF
1/1 762 2 6 4,572

3/2 1,160 1 34,800
4/2 1,243 1

4 1 16

36 34,560

75 77,661
3,729

Units per Building

Head Start & Boys & Girls Club Buildings
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Total Size: acres Scattered site?   Yes X   No
Flood Zone: Within 100-yr floodplain?   Yes X   No
Zoning: Needs to be re-zoned?   Yes X   No   N/A

Development Plan:

The architectural plans submitted for the reconstruction also indicate the units to be reconstructed may 
not, when completed, meet the requirements of the QAP.  The secondary bedrooms are identified on 
the floor plan to be 9 feet by 10 feet or less than the 100 square feet minimum required in 10TAC §49.3
(4).  Therefore this report is conditioned upon receipt, review, and acceptance of a revised set of unit 
plans and architect's certification that the development meets the QAP requirements particularly: all 
the bedrooms are at a minimum 100 square feet.

The Applicant provides no credible justification for ignoring the recommendations of the PCA provider 
and choosing to submit an application which reflects demolition and reconstruction at more than twice 
the cost of rehabilitation (see the development cost section below for the contents of the Applicant's 
June 15, 2007 response to this question).  The State's goals and objectives in developing the 
requirements in the QAP and the Underwriting rules  repeat the mandate that is in the Internal Revenue 
Code section 42 (m)(2)(A) which says: "The housing credit dollar amount allocated to a project shall not 
exceed the amount the housing credit agency determines is necessary for the financial feasibility of the 
project and its viability as a qualified low-income housing project throughout the credit period."  Since it 
appears to be clear that the proposed costs of the reconstruction are more than are necessary based 
upon the information in the PCA and the potential rehabilitation alternative, the application as 
proposed is not recommended for funding.
The PCA was quite extensive and based on observations made on February 15, 2007.  It contained 18 
sub areas of repairs including: re-paving the drives and parking ($210,000); repairing sidewalks 
($20,000);regrading soil for drainage ($60,000); installing gutters and downspouts ($90,000); landscaping 
($60,000); repair of cracked foundations ($10,000); replace roof shingles ($220,600); replace siding and 
trim ($112,500); exterior doors ($37,500); replace tile ($173,100); replace cabinets fronts and laminate 
tops ($187,500); interior doors ($8,000); drywall repairs( $45,000); replace all kitchen appliances ($67,500); 
replace all HVAC ($262,500); replace water heaters ($60,000); replace domestic water piping ($225,000);
and, investigate, replace and repair sewer leaks ($300,000).  While the Applicant now claims this PCA 
information is erroneous and was a mistake to be included in the application, it nonetheless has been 
provided to the Department with the expressed right by the author for TDHCA to rely upon it. 

Zone B
No Zoning

SITE ISSUES

21.91

The architectural plans submitted indicates that the existing 75 single family homes, which were 
completed in 1982, will be demolished and  replaced with 33 single family homes and 9 multiplex
buildings (with 4 or 6 units).  The Applicant provided a current, third-party prepared  Property Condition 
Assessment (PCA) which  indicates that the existing buildings are in fair condition and have no need for 
critical immediate repairs.  Moreover, the PCA reflects a non-critical repair cost of $2,149,200 (or $29K 
per unit) which is less than half of the cost of the Applicant's proposed new construction. The PCA states 
that "If the recommended remedial actions are performed, proper preventive maintenance is routinely 
performed and defective items are promptly repaired or replaced, we would expect the remaining 
useful life of the improvements to be at least 35 years."
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Inspector: Date:
Overall Assessment:

  Excellent x   Acceptable   Questionable   Poor   Unacceptable
Surrounding Uses:

North:
South:
East:
West:

Comments:

Provider: Date:

Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs) and Other Concerns:
ƌ

Comments:

Provider: Date:
Contact: Phone: Fax:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Primary Market Area (PMA): 85.15 Square Miles (å 5.21 Mile Radius)

Secondary Market Area (SMA):

25%

Receipt, review, and acceptance of evidence that all Phase I ESA recommendations, including an 
asbestos survey, and any subsequent environmental report recommendations have been carried out is 
a condition of this report.

Undeveloped land

Undeveloped land
Boys and Girls Club / Head Start Building / State Highway 100 / Undeveloped

2/16/2007

HIGHLIGHTS of ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

Undeveloped land

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION

Ginn Environmental

PMA

N/A

The Market Analyst has used a custom, irregular-shaped PMA composed of census tracts. "The market 
area is based on census tracts, that were selected to more/less replicate the ISD boundaries, as this 
appeared to be the most defining market in the vicinity" (email dated 6/20/2007).

ORCA Staff

Total
Units

Name

4/20/2007

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS

SMA

0

PROPOSED, UNDER CONSTRUCTION & UNSTABILIZED COMPARABLE DEVELOPMENTS

Comp
Units

Total
Units

File #

713.467.0704Tim Treadway 713.467.5858

The Market Analyst has not used a secondary market area.

Comp
Units

Name File #

The south central portion of the site is currently home to buildings occupied by Head Start and the Boys 
and Girls Club of Los Fresnos. Based on the siteplan and survey, the buildings appear to be located on 
the development site that will be restricted. However, rehabilitation/reconstruction of these structures is 
not encompassed in the development plan provided and tax credit proceeds cannot be dedicated to 
any activities associated with rehabilitation or reconstruction of these buildings.

"No asbestos sampling activities were conducted at the site. However, if any renovation or demolition 
activities are planned, an asbestos survey will be required by the Texas Department of Health. The 
asbestos survey must be performed by a State of Texas licensed asbestos abatement consultant. In 
addition, third party air monitoring must be performed during the abatement. If any identified ACM is 
not abated, the materials should be incorporated into a site specific Operations and Maintenance (O & 
M) program. The site specific O&M program should be designed in accordance with current state and 
federal regulations. Current Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations 
(1926.1101) define specific requirements concerning communication of asbestos hazards, labeling, 
housekeeping and notification procedures. As part of the O&M program an individual should be trained
as a competent person in accordance with OSHA 1926.1101" (p. 11).

The Gerald A Teel Company, Inc 3/23/2007

None N/A
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p.

p.

p.

p.

Primary Market Occupancy Rates:

Absorption Projections:

0

36%

37 32

Unit Type

1 BR/60% Rent Limit 12
2 BR/30% Rent Limit 18

161 BR/30% Rent Limit

Turnover
Demand

Market Analyst 83/90

Market Analyst 83/90
Underwriter

Market Analyst 83/90

0 22%

4 BR/60% Rent Limit

87%0

0

OVERALL DEMAND

44

77

218

0 17

Total
Demand

Other
Demand

4

20%

Growth
Demand

2
0

19 40
16

1

92

100% 4,134
55%

2,829 561

Tenure

PMA DEMAND from TURNOVER
2,0013,900

0 0
263813

7
3

1

3,900100%

0

30 $9,050 $10,350

INCOME LIMITS

% AMI 5 Persons4 Persons

39620%

55%

74%

3%

0
0
0

14%
2

-2 21%

$27,900
$12,950 $14,000
$25,860

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

1
2 14

18 0
0

3 BR/30% Rent Limit
2 BR/60% Rent Limit

3 BR/60% Rent Limit

70

100%Underwriter 4,134

"With occupancy levels of 92% to 97% in the market sector, it appears that new market product is 
operating at stabilized occupancy levels approaching 95% and older product is more likely in the 88% 
to 92% range. The HTC product surveyed had occupancies varying from 88% to 100% with a mean of 
94.7% all operating at above typical levels" (p. 31).

22
4 BR/30% Rent Limit

Underwriter 0 0

Market Analyst 83/90

INCLUSIVE CAPTURE RATE
Unstabilized
Comparable

(25% SMA)

75
75

308

Household Size

100%

20%68%

$23,280

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons
Cameron

60 $18,120 $20,700

Underwriter
12

Subject Units

Income Eligible

"Based on the data, it appears that an absorption rate of 10 to 24 units per annum is the indicated 
range from the data sample. For the subject, we would anticipate an absorption rate of about 12 to 16 
units per month, if not helped by the local housing authority" (p. 32).

Subject Units

0
75

Total Supply

75
23.18%

Total
Demand

(w/25% of SMA)

274
324

Inclusive
Capture Rate

27.37%

DEMAND from OTHER SOURCES

0

51%

MARKET ANALYST'S PMA DEMAND by UNIT TYPE

$30,000

6 Persons
$11,650

1

Target
Households

21

Capture Rate

7

19
21

6%0
5

100%

PMA DEMAND from HOUSEHOLD GROWTH
100% 117 100%

100%

1260

Demand

51%

112 1520% 1568%

$15,000
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1 BR SF
1 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF
3 BR SF
3 BR SF
4 BR SF
4 BR SF

Market Impact:

Comments:

Income: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

$585 $585

60%/Sec8 $415

1,243 30%/PHU $322 $237

$469

1,160 60%/Sec8 $536

762 30%/PHU $250 $164

$720
$720

$875

1

60%/Sec8 $467 $487

The subject property has already been fully absorbed in the subject market and it is likely that, with 100% 
of the units being public housing or having dedicated Section 8 vouchers, existing tenants will choose to 
return once the reconstruction is completed. The rent roll indicates 100% current occupancy, which is 
typical for 100% public housing properties. Therefore, the inclusive capture rate is not a meaningful tool 
for determining demand. The market study provides sufficient information on which to base a funding 
recommendation.

762 $415
960 30%/PHU $300

1,160
960

$560
30%/PHU $224

4/21/2007

$612

$100

$196 $100
$469

$830

$583

$300

Market Rent

$620
$407 $620

$875

$830

Program
Maximum

Current
Voucher Pay 

Standard

However, HUD has not yet approved the proposed plan, and the Housing Authority's existing voucher 
pay standards are higher than the tax credit rents and supported by the market study. Typically Housing 
authorities do not lower the payment standard for a particular development even if it is one that they 
control.  Moreover, lenders and investors in this development may not allow a separate lower payment 
standard for a development in which they have made an investment.  As a result, the Underwriter has 
used the Housing Authority's existing pay standards for all of the units that will receive dedicated Section 
8 Vouchers.

The Applicant’s current rent schedule reflects that 65 of the units are 60% tax credit units at the 
maximum rents allowed under HTC guidelines (current program rent limit less current utility allowances). 
These maximum rents are achievable according to the Market Analyst. However, all of the 60% units (65 
units) will receive dedicated Section 8 Vouchers from the Housing Authority's choice voucher pool. At 
the request of the Underwriter, the Applicant has provided a HAP contract that will apply to these units. 
The HAP contract indicates that the gross contract rents will equal the tax credit program rents. 

"The subject property will have a minimal affect on the market, and will open up the market to a greater
pool of possible renters" (p. 94).

The Applicant has provided a conditional Regulatory and Operating Agreement to substantiate the 
operating subsidy anticipated. Under such an agreement the Housing Authority agrees to an annual 
operating subsidy equal to the difference between operating expenses for the units and the amount of 
rent paid by tenants but in no event shall it exceed the operating subsidy paid to the Housing Authority 
by HUD. Based on past experience with public housing units (PHUs), the Underwriter has assumed the 
subsidy will be equal to the PHUs' prorated share of expenses less the tenant contribution and that no 
debt can be serviced by the PHUs. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS

60%/Sec8

RENT ANALYSIS (Tenant-Paid Net Rents)

$651 $651

$100
$390

1,243
$100

Underwriting
Rent

Proposed RentUnit Type (% AMI)
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Expense: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Conclusion:

0

The Applicant’s secondary income and vacancy and collection loss reflect current TDHCA underwriting 
guidelines. However, the Underwriter anticipates that the PHUs will operate at an occupancy level of 
100%. Therefore, the Underwriter’s estimate of Vacancy and Collection Loss has been changed to 
reflect a standard rate of 7.5% of potential gross income only for the units that will not operate as PHUs 
and 0% for the PHUs. This change results in a overall vacancy and collection loss rate of 6.51% of the 
development’s potential gross income. In addition, the underwriting analysis includes additional subsidy 
used to offset the proportionate share of projected operating expenses for the PHUs as a source of 
secondary income. Due to the differences discussed above, the Applicant's effective gross income is 
not within 5% of the Underwriter's estimate.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of a HUD-approved application for demolition or 
disposition and HUD's approval of the proposed higher contract rent levels for the HAP Contract units 
evidenced by submission of a fully-executed and current Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) Contract 
are conditions of this report.

The Underwriter is assuming the 100% property tax exemption proposed by the Applicant, which will be 
achieved through a long-term lease of the property by the Applicant from the Cameron County 
Housing Authority. The Applicant has estimated nominal annual property taxes of $10 as a result of the 
proposed ownership structure and ground lease of the property and likely should have been reflected 
in other expenses.

The tenants in Section 8 units will be responsible for electric utility costs while the development will pay 
all bills for the tenants in public housing units. It should also be noted that both the Regulatory and 
Operating Agreement and the HAP contract appear to indicate that 100% of the units will receive both 
forms of subsidy. However, this is assumed to be a mistake due to other information in the application 
and conversations with the Applicant. Moreover, it is highly unlikely that HUD would approve a plan to 
overlap these subsidies as they each independently allow for affordability.

The Applicant's estimates of effective gross income and total operating expense are each not within 5% 
of the 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 results in a DCR below the 
Department's current guideline of 1.15 to 1.35, however it would still be considered acceptable at a 
1.10 because of the project-based subsidy associated with the transaction.

N/A

The Applicant's projected total operating expense of $2,979 per unit is not within 5% of the Underwriter's
estimate of $3,373 per unit derived from the TDHCA database, IREM data, and other sources. 
Specifically, the Applicant's estimates of payroll and payroll tax and repairs and maintenance are 
significantly different ($11K lower and $11K higher respectively) from the Underwriter's estimates. The 
Applicant has indicated that site-based accounting records are not available for the property.

All of the 30% units (16 units) will be public housing units and will receive an operating subsidy. The 
Applicant has provided a DRAFT Regulatory and Operating Agreement to substantiate the operating 
subsidy anticipated. Moreover, the form used appears to be an outdated form that is no longer used by 
HUD. The underwriting rent collected for the public housing units are set at $100 with the difference 
needed to support these units' prorata share of operating expenses reflected as a lump sum PHU 
Operating Subsidy.  Tenants in the PHUs will be required to pay only 30% of their monthly income 
towards rent.  It is not possible to accurately project the actual rent to be paid by the tenant as this 
figure will fluctuate from household to household. Based on past experience with public housing units 
(PHUs), the Underwriter has assumed the that no debt can be serviced by the PHUs. 
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Feasibility:

Provider: Date:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Land Only: As of:
Comments:

The Gerald A Teel Company, Inc
N/A0

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 were utilized 
resulting in a debt coverage ratio that grows to above a 1.15 by year four and remains above 1.15 and 
continued positive cashflow for the Department's 15 year minimum. Therefore, the development can be 
characterized as feasible from this perspective.

ACQUISITION INFORMATION
APPRAISED VALUE

acres 2/26/2007

3/26/2007

$1,430,000

The appraisal was identified as an addendum letter to the market study rather than a full appraisal.  It 
includes no as is value for the existing buildings nor any evaluation of said building. The appraisal 
contemplates the underlying value of the site without any of the existing buildings. As such, this value 
should, at a minimum be reduced by the costs associated with the demolition of the existing buildings. 
Therefore, if the Appraised value is accepted, the value of the site net of the estimated $175,000 
demolition of the buildings is $1,265,000. 

It should also be noted that the Appraiser used commercial and multifamily sale comparables for 
property sales 7 to 10 miles south of the subject in the northern part of Brownsville.  It is very questionable 
if those 1.8 to 4.9 acre sites that sold for $0.67 to $2.18  per foot are comparable sales. The area around 
the subject is primarily undeveloped and more similar in attributes to the one for-sale comparable 
included in the Appraiser's addendum.  This comparable property is 18 acres within approximately a 
mile of the subject, is being marketed for single family and being offered at $0.46 per foot.  The 
appraiser indicated that the subject and this comparable were similar enough to require no adjustment 
for six of the seven factors evaluated on the adjustment grid.  The  seventh factor labeled "other" and 
described as including frontage or shape, clearing and infrastructure was adjusted for the for-sale 
comparable by 200%. 
The Appraiser's adjustment is as follows "The subject has all clearing, platting, ingrounds, roads, etc. in 
place.  The cost for development for such are estimated at approximately $50,000 per acre.  We 
estimate total depreciation at about 50%, leaving a contribution of about $0.50 per square foot.  The 
percentage equivalent of such has been added to each sale/ asking.  Additionally, Sale 4 and the 
asking required upward adjustment for use type due to the lower density requirements of this type of 
development."  Given that the property is currently developed with single family homes and the 
proposed redevelopment will have the same density and the county has no zoning requirements it is 
difficult to see how a 100% adjustment can be made to the for-sale comparable for density and 
another 100% adjustment for clearing and roads.
The for-sale comparable should have been discussed and documented further or clearly more weight 
should have been given to it as it is the closest in distance and purpose and time of sale to the subject.
Even if the $0.50 per foot is added to the for-sale comparable the total value of the subject as vacant 
should be $0.96 or less which equates to not more than $916,223.  Again adjusting the demolition cost 
would provide a maximum transfer value of  $741,223.

21.91
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Land Only: Tax Year:
Existing Buildings: Valuation by:
Total Assessed Value: Tax Rate:

Type: Acreage:

Contract Expiration: Valid Through Board Date? X   Yes   No

Acquisition Cost: Other:

Seller: Related to Development Team? X   Yes   No

Comments:

COST SCHEDULE Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Acquisition Value:

Sitework Cost:

1 6/15/2007

Should the Applicant's costs be used to determine the recommended allocation, the recommended 
financing structure will reflect a reduction in the total sources of funds by the difference in acquisition 
costs in order to ensure that tax credit proceeds are not used to fund excess value from the identity of 
interest transfer of the property.

The Applicant has indicated eligible sitework costs of $7,495 and revised demolition costs of $2,333 per 
unit which results in total sitework costs that exceed the Department's $9,000 threshold. Therefore, third-
party substantiation from a professional engineer is required. The Applicant's original demolition costs 
did not cause costs to exceed the threshold, but the Applicant increased demolition costs by $100,000 
during underwriting. Therefore, receipt, review, and acceptance of verification from a third-party 
engineer of the claimed sitework costs equaling $9,828 per unit is a condition of this report.

ASSESSED VALUE

acres $53,976 200617.992
$0 Cameron CAD

$53,976 2.194892

$1,400,000

Exclusive Option Agreement (Ground Lease) 21.91

12/31/2007

The acreage listed on the assessed value for the tax office appears to be understated but a correction to this for 
this report is superfluous since the housing authority is and will be the owner with a property tax exemption. 

EVIDENCE of PROPERTY CONTROL

Cameron County Housing Authority

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION

The Applicant has provided an Option Agreement for the Ground Lease of the site from Cameron 
County Housing Authority. The contract indicates a price of $1,400,000, which is equal to the acquisition 
cost indicated in the revised development cost schedule. Because this is an identity of interest transfer, 
the Applicant provided documentation indicating that the current basis of land and improvements 
exceeds the contract price. In addition, the Applicant has provided an appraisal indicating a value of 
the land (without the existing buildings) is valued at $1,430,000. 

As discussed above, the appraisal grossly overvalued the as vacant value of the land at $1.50 per 
square foot even though they identified a For Sale comparable close to a mile away being offered at 
$0.46 per foot.  The assessed value is of limited usefulness in this instance since it appears to have the 
wrong site acreage with an implied value of $0.08 per foot.  With no reliable value the Underwriter 
interpreted the Appraiser's information to lead to a maximum as vacant value of $916,244.  The 
partnership will have responsibility for demolition of the existing structures and have indicated a 
demolition cost of $175,000 which should be removed from the as vacant value to results in an 
acquisition transfer price of $741,224.

TITLE

Item 'h' in Schedule B of the title commitment indicates an exception for an unlocated pipeline 
easement. The easement does not appear to be indicated on the survey provided. Therefore, receipt, 
review, and acceptance of a letter from the surveyor indicating that the unlocated pipeline easement 
described in Schedule B of the title commitment will not have an adverse impact on the subject site  is a 
condition of this report.
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Direct Construction Cost:
The Applicant's direct construction cost estimate is $94K or 2% lower than the Underwriter's Marshall and 
Swift derived estimate.
While a Property Condition Assessment is not required for reconstruction developments, the Applicant 
provided a signed PCA at application. Moreover, the PCA provider revised the PCA during the 
Threshold review process to reflect a site acreage that is consistent with the application. The Underwriter 
reviewed all documentation provided to the Department including the original and revised PCAs. It is 
not unusual for an Applicant to provide additional documentation that is not specifically required in the 
QAP on occasions when additional documentation may help the Real Estate Analysis staff better 
understand the development plan, any unique development characteristics, or to support the 
Applicant's estimates of construction costs, reserves, environmental risks, expenses, etc.

Due to the significant difference in cost between the PCA rehabilitation and Applicant's reconstruction 
budget, the Underwriter requested that the Applicant provide an explanation of the decision to choose 
reconstruction as opposed to rehabilitation. The Applicant's response, dated June 15, 2007, is below:

The PCA provided indicates that the existing property is in "fair" condition with no "critical" repairs 
needed. The PCA states that if the recommended "non-critical" repairs and ongoing maintenance is 
performed, "we would expect the remaining useful life of the improvements to be at least 35 years." 
Moreover, the PCA determines a rehabilitation cost estimate of $2.1M which is approximately 46% of the 
estimated reconstruction cost (including direct and sitework costs). Based on the information provided, 
not only would reconstruction cost more than twice the cost of rehabilitation, the choice to reconstruct 
will ultimately reduce the property’s total residential living area by approximately 9,000 square feet. This 
reduction is due to a reduction in the size of each unit type and an elimination of all 5 bedroom units in 
the reconstruction plan.

(page ends)
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Ineligible Costs:

Contingency & Fees:

Conclusion:

While this development plan is similar to another 2007 9% HTC application for Champion Homes at La 
Joya (07227) involving Mr. Jafar and Mr. Fisher, the other  application included a PCA for the 
reconstruction portion of the development plan that indicated a much higher cost for rehabilitation by 
including an undocumented $50K per unit for interior repairs on top of the specifically documented 
repair items.  Nonetheless, if the La Joya PCA is accurate in its assessment of the rehabilitation costs, 
then the plan to reconstruct is more cost effective than to rehabilitate on the La Joya transaction. 
However, the subject application included a PCA that indicates exactly the opposite, and the 
Applicant has chosen to pursue the more expensive option that requires more funds than are necessary 
to provide quality housing.

Should the Board approve the reconstruction of the proposed development, the Applicant’s total 
development cost is not within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, the Underwriter’s cost 
schedule will be used to determine the development’s need for permanent funds and to calculate 
eligible basis. An eligible basis of $7,402,921 supports annual tax credits of $632,950. 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 a recommended allocation.

As indicated above, the development is not being recommended based upon the Applicant's plan for 
reconstruction rather than the more cost effective and fiscally responsible rehabilitation based on the 
information provided in the PCA.

The Applicant included $3,000 for compliance fees as an eligible financing cost.  The underwriting 
analysis does not consider compliance fees eligible for purposes of calculating the tax credit allocation; 
therefore, the Applicant's eligible basis estimate has been adjusted down by $3,000.

Due to the exclusion of $3K for compliance fees from the Applicant's eligible basis estimate, the 
Applicant's projected eligible developer fees now exceed the Department limit by $322.  The 
Applicant's total eligible basis figure was adjusted down by this amount.

Particularly of concern for staff is that this reconstruction appears to be pursued even when it is not the 
more cost effective option due to the Housing Authority's access to additional sources of  funding and 
operating subsidies that decrease the development team's need to pursue cost effective options. 
Moreover, the reconstruction of an existing property results in the loss of all value of existing 
improvements and over-allocation of tax credits that is contrary to the requirement that the 
Department allocate " not more than necessary." Staff believes that the proposed reconstruction 
development is not a prudent use of the Department's resources.

The Applicant's assertion that the PCA is not complete is not apparent from either the original or the 
revised PCA provided. Both PCAs are signed by all architects that prepared the assessment, states that 
the report can be relied upon by the TDHCA, meets the applicable HUD and ASTM requirements, 
provides all of the components required by the Department's guidelines, provides a cost estimate for 
each item identified in the scope of work, includes a completed executive summary, and was revised 
upon the Department's request. Moreover, as the property, constructed in 1982, is identified as being in 
fair condition and the entire scope of work is recommended, not critically needed, it is unclear how a 
revision of this PCA could triple the cost estimate.

The scope of work includes extensive repair and/or replacement of the items that typically wear out.
The Underwriter is concerned that the PCA budget actually overstates the need for repairs by including 
over $200K for parking and drive repairs and $140K for soil and landscaping. Nonetheless the 
Underwriter believes these costs to be more reasonable than the plan for reconstruction.  Additionally, 
the PCA provider states, "The Fire Protection/Life Safety Systems observed by [Property Condition 
Assessment Consultants, Inc] appeared to be in satisfactory condition" (p. 11), which is contradictory to 
the Applicant's statements.
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SOURCES & USES Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Source: Type:

Interim: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Permanent: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Amort:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

Alternatively should the Board approve the application with a rehabilitation of the development as 
proposed by the PCA provider, the Underwriter’s cost schedule would suggest an eligible basis of 
$3,600,285 supports annual tax credits of $307,824. This figure will also be compared to the Applicant’s 
request and the tax credits calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine a 
recommended allocation.

The Attorney later said that he could not provide documentation to substantiate that the property will 
have sufficient value at maturity to repay the loan. The Applicant provided an unclear calculation to 
substantiate that this value will exist after 30-years.  Given the Applicant's current claim of limited 
ongoing value in the existing property which is less than 30 years old and which was originally 
developed by the Housing Authority it does not appear reasonable to rely upon the future residual 
value to prove up potential payment of this loan.  In other words it is doubtful that the proposed loan 
can be reasonably expected to be repaid at AFR.  The legal opinion does not address the reasonable 
expectation of repayment requirement of a loan and therefore does not adequately advise the 
Department on this development.

24$1,800,000 6.75%

N/A

AIG SunAmerica Interim to Permanent Financing

6.75%

FINANCING STRUCTURE

360

0

However, the long-term proforma indicates that the property will generate only $2.5M in cashflow by 
maturity. The Underwriter requested that the Applicant provide documentation that the loan is a true 
repayable loan and will not be characterized as a Below Market Rate Federal source of funds. The 
Applicant provided a legal opinion indicating that the loan commitment indicates a rate of AFR and 
that this qualifies the loan as above market rate.   However, the legal opinion does not describe the 
proposed structure to allow accrual of principal and interest for 30 years nor the Housing Authority's 
proposal to forgive the loan if the remaining balance is not repayable at the end of the term.  The IRC 
has previously held that a loan must have a reasonable expectation to be repaid in order to be 
considered a loan.

In order to achieve a final interest rate of 6.75%, the commitment indicates that the Applicant may be 
required to assume responsibility for buy-down costs that are not clearly outlined.

Cameron County Housing Authority Interim to Permanent Financing

$2,030,000

$1,650,000 4.90% 30

The loan commitment from the Housing Authority indicates that the loan will accrue interest at the long-
term applicable federal rate (4.9% at application) for 30 years, at which the accrued interest and 
principal will be fully repaid. The Underwriter has estimated that the principal and accrued interest will 
amount to approximately $3.15M at the end of the 30-year term.

Receipt, review, and acceptance, by the 10% test, of an evaluation from a CPA documenting how the 
Housing Authority loan can be reasonably projected to be repaid based on the HUD approved Section 
8 rents and whether the loan would be considered below market rate federal funds  or a reduction in 
the credits based on this federal below market rate funding source is a condition of this report. 
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Source: Type:

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC:
Comments:

Amount: Type:

Recommended Financing Structure:

Underwriter: Date:

Reviewing Underwriter: Date:

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date:
Tom Gouris

June 22, 2007

Should the Board approve the rehabilitation of the proposed development, the Underwriter’s total 
development cost estimate less the permanent loan of $2,030,000 and Housing Authority loan of 
$1,650,000 indicates the need for $950,060 in gap funds. Based on the submitted syndication terms, a 
tax credit allocation of $103,370 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing. Should the 
Board approve this award, of the three possible tax credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($600,000), 
the gap-driven amount ($103,370), and eligible basis-derived estimate ($307,824), the gap-driven 
amount of $103,370 would be recommended resulting in proceeds of $950,060 based on a syndication 
rate of 92%. The Underwriter’s financing structure indicates no need for additional permanent funds.

June 22, 2007
Lisa Vecchietti

$60,868

600,000$         $5,514,500

Syndication

Cameron Dorsey
June 22, 2007

The commitment indicates a bridge loan for $4,411,500 will be provided interest free. NOTE: The 
syndication rate indicated above was calculated based on the proposed equity contribution and the 
syndicators estimate of tax credits. The syndication rate is at the low end of current market prices and 
any increase in rate could reduce the final allocation of credits since there would be little to no 
deferred developer fee to absorb excess syndication proceeds.

Should the Board approve the reconstruction of the proposed development, the Underwriter’s total 
development cost estimate less the permanent loan of $2,030,000 and Housing Authority loan of 
$1,650,000 indicates the need for $5,035,485 in gap funds. Based on the submitted syndication terms, a 
tax credit allocation of $547,881 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing. Should the 
Board approve this award, of the three possible tax credit allocations, Applicant’s request ($600,000), 
the gap-driven amount ($547,881), and eligible basis-derived estimate ($632,950), the gap-driven 
amount of $590,844 would be recommended resulting in proceeds of $5,035,485 based on a 
syndication rate of 92%. The Underwriter’s financing structure indicates no need for additional 
permanent funds.

AIG SunAmerica

92%

As indicated above, the development is not being recommended based upon the Applicant's plan for 
reconstruction rather than the more cost effective and fiscally responsible rehabilitation based on the 
information provided in the PCA.

CONCLUSIONS

Deferred Developer Fees
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos, 9% HTC #07228

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 WST

TC 30%/PHU 1 1 1 762 $242 $100 $100 $0.13 $78.00 $67.00

TC 60%/S8 5 1 1 762 $485 415 2,075 0.54 78.00 67.00

TC 30%/PHU 4 2 2 960 $291 100 400 0.10 95.00 73.00

TC 60%/S8 32 2 2 960 $582 469 15,008 0.49 95.00 73.00

TC 30%/PHU 4 3 2 1,160 $336 100 400 0.09 112.00 79.00

TC 60%/S8 26 3 2 1,160 $672 585 15,210 0.50 112.00 79.00

TC 30%/PHU 1 4 2 1,243 $375 100 100 0.08 138.00 88.00
TC 60%/S8 2 4 2 1,243 $750 651 1,302 0.52 138.00 88.00

TOTAL: 75 AVERAGE: 1,035 $461 $34,595 $0.45 $102.16 $75.52

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 77,661 TDHCA APPLICANT COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $415,140 $419,616 Cameron 11
  Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 13,500 18,000 $20.00 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Support Income: PHU Subsidy 28,935 0 $0.00 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $457,575 $437,616
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -6.61% (30,236) (32,820) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $427,340 $404,796
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 5.41% $308 0.30 $23,115 $21,710 $0.28 $289 5.36%

  Management 5.00% 285 0.28 21,367 16,210 0.21 216 4.00%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 14.21% 810 0.78 60,737 49,450 0.64 659 12.22%

  Repairs & Maintenance 9.49% 541 0.52 40,569 30,038 0.39 401 7.42%

  Utilities 5.04% 287 0.28 21,556 15,375 0.20 205 3.80%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 6.53% 372 0.36 27,916 35,625 0.46 475 8.80%

  Property Insurance 5.19% 296 0.29 22,166 19,395 0.25 259 4.79%

  Property Tax 2.194892 0.00% 0 0.00 0 10 0.00 0 0.00%

  Reserve for Replacements 4.39% 250 0.24 18,750 18,750 0.24 250 4.63%

  TDHCA Compliance Fees 0.70% 40 0.04 3,000 3,000 0.04 40 0.74%

  Other: Supp Serv, Security 3.24% 184 0.18 13,834 13,834 0.18 184 3.42%

TOTAL EXPENSES 59.21% $3,373 $3.26 $253,010 $223,396 $2.88 $2,979 55.19%

NET OPERATING INC 40.79% $2,324 $2.24 $174,329 $181,400 $2.34 $2,419 44.81%

DEBT SERVICE
AIG SunAmerica First Lien 36.97% $2,107 $2.03 $157,998 $158,000 $2.03 $2,107 39.03%

Cameron County HA 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 3.82% $218 $0.21 $16,331 $23,400 $0.30 $312 5.78%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 1.15
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10

CONSTRUCTION COST

Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA RECON TDHCA REHAB APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 8.50% $9,883 $9.54 $741,224 $741,224 $1,400,000 $18.03 $18,667 15.13%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 6.45% 7,495 7.24 562,137 350,000 562,137 7.24 7,495 6.07%

Direct Construction 48.59% 56,464 54.53 4,234,804 1,799,200 4,139,900 53.31 55,199 44.73%

Contingency 4.78% 2.63% 3,059 2.95 229,450 214,920 229,450 2.95 3,059 2.48%

Contractor's Fees 13.39% 7.37% 8,566 8.27 642,460 300,888 642,460 8.27 8,566 6.94%

Indirect Construction 6.55% 7,607 7.35 570,500 255,604 570,500 7.35 7,607 6.16%

Ineligible Costs 5.88% 6,831 6.60 512,330 229,542 512,330 6.60 6,831 5.54%

Developer's Fees 14.78% 10.94% 12,713 12.28 953,500 469,602 953,500 12.28 12,713 10.30%

Interim Financing 2.41% 2,801 2.70 210,070 210,070 210,070 2.70 2,801 2.27%

Reserves 0.68% 787 0.76 59,010 59,010 35,000 0.45 467 0.38%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $116,206 $112.22 $8,715,485 $4,630,060 $9,255,347 $119.18 $123,405 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 65.04% $75,585 $72.99 $5,668,851 $2,665,008 $5,573,947 $71.77 $74,319 60.22%

SOURCES OF FUNDS ALT REC RECOMMENDED

AIG SunAmerica First Lien 23.29% $27,067 $26.14 $2,030,000 $2,030,000 $2,030,000 $2,030,000
Cameron County HA 18.93% $22,000 $21.25 1,650,000 1,650,000 1,650,000 1,650,000
AIG SunAmerica Equity Proceeds 63.27% $73,527 $71.01 5,514,500 950,060 5,514,480 5,035,485
Deferred Developer Fees 0.70% $812 $0.78 60,868 0 60,868 0
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -6.19% ($7,198) ($6.95) (539,883) 0 (1) 0
TOTAL SOURCES $8,715,485 $4,630,060 $9,255,347 $8,715,485

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow

$565,378

0%

Developer Fee Available

$953,178
% of Dev. Fee Deferred
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)
Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos, 9% HTC #07228

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook  PAYMENT COMPUTATION

Average Quality Multiple & Single Family Residence Prorata Basis
CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Primary $2,030,000 Amort 360

Base Cost $68.41 $5,312,751 Int Rate 6.75% DCR 1.10

Adjustments

    Exterior Wall Finish 1.21% $0.83 $64,248 Secondary $1,650,000 Amort

    Elderly 0.00 0 Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.10

    9-Ft. Ceilings 3.30% 2.26 175,321

    Roofing 0.00 0 Additional Amort

    Subfloor (1.13) (87,656) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.10

    Floor Cover 2.81 218,384
    Breezeways/Balconies $21.65 7,303 2.04 158,110 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing Fixtures $965 108 1.34 104,220
    Rough-ins $432 117 0.65 50,550 Primary Debt Service $157,998
    Built-In Appliances $2,169 75 2.09 162,675 Secondary Debt Service 0
    Exterior Stairs $1,650 0 0.00 0 Additional Debt Service 0
    Enclosed Corridors $58.49 0 0.00 0 NET CASH FLOW $16,331
    Heating/Cooling 2.26 175,502
    Garages/Carports 0.00 0 Primary $2,030,000 Amort 360

    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $65.36 4,000 3.37 261,450 Int Rate 6.75% DCR 1.10

    Other: fire sprinkler $1.95 0.00 0

SUBTOTAL 84.93 6,595,555 Secondary $1,650,000 Amort 0

Current Cost Multiplier 0.98 (1.70) (131,911) Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.10

Local Multiplier 0.81 (16.14) (1,253,155)
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $67.09 $5,210,488 Additional $0 Amort 0

Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.30% ($2.22) ($172,189) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.10

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% (2.26) (175,854)
Contractor's OH & Profit 12.05% (8.08) (627,641)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $54.53 $4,234,804

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 $415,140 $427,594 $440,422 $453,635 $467,244 $541,664 $627,936 $727,951 $978,305

  Secondary Income 13,500 13,905 14,322 14,752 15,194 17,614 20,420 23,672 31,814

  Other Support Income: PHU Su 28,935 30,114 31,340 32,617 33,945 41,437 50,575 61,719 91,872

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 457,575 471,613 486,084 501,004 516,383 600,715 698,931 813,342 1,101,990

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (30,236) (31,163) (32,119) (33,105) (34,121) (39,694) (46,184) (53,744) (72,817)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $427,340 $440,450 $453,965 $467,898 $482,262 $561,021 $652,748 $759,598 $1,029,173

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $23,115 $24,040 $25,001 $26,001 $27,041 $32,900 $40,028 $48,700 $72,088

  Management 21,367 22,023 22,698 23,395 24,113 28,051 32,637 37,980 51,459

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 60,737 63,166 65,693 68,321 71,054 86,448 105,177 127,964 189,417

  Repairs & Maintenance 40,569 42,192 43,879 45,635 47,460 57,742 70,252 85,473 126,521

  Utilities 21,556 22,418 23,315 24,248 25,218 30,681 37,328 45,416 67,226

  Water, Sewer & Trash 27,916 29,033 30,194 31,402 32,658 39,733 48,342 58,815 87,061

  Insurance 22,166 23,053 23,975 24,934 25,931 31,549 38,384 46,701 69,128

  Property Tax 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Reserve for Replacements 18,750 19,500 20,280 21,091 21,935 26,687 32,469 39,503 58,475

  Other 16,834 17,507 18,208 18,936 19,693 23,960 29,151 35,467 52,499

TOTAL EXPENSES $253,010 $262,932 $273,244 $283,962 $295,103 $357,752 $433,769 $526,017 $773,873

NET OPERATING INCOME $174,329 $177,519 $180,721 $183,936 $187,159 $203,269 $218,979 $233,581 $255,300

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $157,998 $157,998 $157,998 $157,998 $157,998 $157,998 $157,998 $157,998 $157,998

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 $16,331 $19,520 $22,723 $25,938 $29,160 $45,271 $60,981 $75,582 $97,301

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 1.12 1.14 1.16 1.18 1.29 1.39 1.48 1.62
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW RECON/NEW REHAB ALT
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $1,400,000 $741,224
    Purchase of buildings
Off-Site Improvements
Sitework $562,137 $562,137 $562,137 $562,137 $350,000
Construction Hard Costs $4,139,900 $4,234,804 $4,139,900 $4,234,804 $1,799,200
Contractor Fees $642,460 $642,460 $642,460 $642,460 $300,888
Contingencies $229,450 $229,450 $229,450 $229,450 $214,920
Eligible Indirect Fees $570,500 $570,500 $570,500 $570,500 $255,604
Eligible Financing Fees $210,070 $210,070 $210,070 $210,070 $210,070
All Ineligible Costs $512,330 $512,330
Developer Fees $953,178 $469,602
    Developer Fees $953,500 $953,500 $953,500
Development Reserves $35,000 $59,010

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $9,255,347 $8,715,485 $7,307,695 $7,402,921 $3,600,285

    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 $7,307,695 $7,402,921 $3,600,285
    High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100% 100%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $7,307,695 $7,402,921 $3,600,285
    Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 100%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $7,307,695 $7,402,921 $3,600,285
    Applicable Percentage 8.55% 8.55% 8.55%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $624,808 $632,950 $307,824

Syndication Proceeds 0.9191 $5,742,505 $5,817,336 $2,829,162

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $624,808 $632,950 $307,824
Syndication Proceeds $5,742,505 $5,817,336 $2,829,162

Requested Tax Credits $600,000
Syndication Proceeds $5,514,500

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $4,916,571 $5,035,485 $950,060
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $534,943 $547,881 $103,370

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Las Palmas Homes, Los Fresnos, 9% HTC #07228
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Board Item 2a 

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action for the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax 
Credits Appeals of Credit Underwriting Reports 

07141 Pinnacle of  Pleasant, Humble 



1 of 3 

Real Estate Analysis Division 

BOARD ACTION ITEM 

July 30, 2007 

Item

Presentation, discussion and possible action on a timely filed appeal regarding the underwriting 
recommendation of a development under the 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit program, 
#07141 Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble, Humble, Harris County, Texas.  

Required Action

Approve, deny, or approve with amendments a determination on the appeal.

Background

Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble, LP submitted an application for funding under the 2007 
Competitive Housing Tax Credit program to develop 153 multifamily rental units targeting the 
elderly with 147 units restricted to low- and very low-income households. The Applicant 
requested $1,200,000 in annual tax credits to support a total development budget of $14,750,000. 

The underwriting report, dated July 17, 2007, recommends an allocation of $1,200,000 in 
housing tax credits (HTCs), as requested. The Applicant appealed the underwriting conclusion 
based not on any error in the underwriting report but rather on the credit amount being more than 
available in the subregion. When the Applicant determined that less than $1,200,000 was left in 
region 6 urban/exurban they asked if they could reduce their request.  At that point there was no 
threshold selection or underwriting reason to request additional information in an administrative 
deficiency regarding the amount of the requested credits.  The QAP §49.17 (b) (5) says the 
Board review of an appeal must be based on the original application and the Board may not 
review any information not contained in or filed with the original application. In addition, the 
recommended allocation exceeds the amount of tax credits available in the subregion and the 
shortfall in the subregion resulting from not awarding tax credits to the subject development is 
not a significant portion of the total targeted subregional allocation when tax credits are 
collapsed within the region or State-wide. An award in this case would eliminate an award to a 
proportionately more under funded region of Texas. 

The Applicant has indicated the request for a downward revision to the housing tax credit 
allocation requested and recommended is based on: 

1. The Department’s history in allowing a downward adjustment by an unrelated Applicant to 
their 2007 request for 9% tax credits. 
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The Applicant’s statement that “The Real Estate Analysis Division has already allowed a 
developer participating in the 2007 9% Cycle to modify the initial request based on new 
information obtained.” does not fully address the circumstances under which this change was 
allowed. The downward adjustment in that case occurred not due to the developer’s request, 
but rather as a result of a Department requirement. The developer in that instance had 
requested more than the $2,000,000 per developer limit in 2007 9% housing tax credits [2007 
QAP §49.6 (d)] as a direct result of the additional allocation from the 2007 9% pool of tax 
credits to compensate for cost over-runs on a development allocated housing tax credits in 
2004. This issue was brought to light during the threshold review and the developer was 
allowed to make a correction in accordance with the 2007 QAP §49.9(e)(2). In a similar 
situation last year the Board rejected the petitions of Bluffs Landing to allow for a forward 
commitment or a reduction of their credit request to fit within the subregion.   In that case 
staff had not finished and published the underwriting report which prevented an official 
appeal.

2. The TDHCA underwriting report conclusion that the syndication rate presented at 
application is at the low end of the range. 

The statement in the TDHCA underwriting report with regards to the syndication rate (a.k.a., 
“tax credit purchase price”) being on the low-end of current market prices is not unique to 
the subject development. The statement is intended to inform the TDHCA Board of the 
possibility of an adjustment in the credit allocation at cost certification should the 
syndication rate increase. In no instance has the Real Estate Analysis Division requested a 
revised letter of interest (LOI) during underwriting of the 2007 9% housing tax credit 
application cycle based on the appearance of an understated syndication rate. 

The appeal documents include a revised letter of interest (LOI) signed by a representative of 
Red Capital Group for purchase of the proposed tax credits through investment in the 
Applicant as a Limited Partner. The LOI submitted at application indicated an investment 
equal to $0.90 per tax credit $1.00, while the revised LOI indicates a purchase price of 
$0.945 per $1.00. However, based on the anticipated tax credit allocation of $1,100,000 and 
the equity contribution of $10,988,900, the purchase price is actually set at $0.9999 per 
$1.00. This inconsistency is notable, but the fact that the letter of intent with revised terms 
was not received by the Department’s underwriting division until after publication of the 
underwriting report is more important. It is unreasonable for the Applicant to expect the 
Department to consider information not available at application or during the underwriting 
process.

However, an analysis has been performed to aid the TDHCA Board in its decision making.  
The revised underwriting analysis includes a change in the anticipated tax credit purchase 
price to $0.9999 and a downward adjustment in the Applicant’s request from $1,200,000 to 
$1,100,000 annually in housing tax credits. It should also be noted, however, that the 
Applicant also proposed a decrease in the permanent loan amount as indicated in the revised 
sources and uses form. The Applicant did not include a revised permanent loan commitment 
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in the appeal. The analysis of the appeal request results in continued recommendation of 
housing tax credits and reflects that the Applicant’s reduced request for $1,100,000, annually 
would not negatively impact the financial feasibility of the transaction.   

Staff does not recommend approval of the appeal as 1) the revised syndication letter of interest 
was not requested by the Department; 2) the revised syndication letter of interest was provided 
after completion of the underwriting analysis; and, 3) the request would result in a more under 
funded region of the State losing its allocation for 2007.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board deny the appeal. 



07141 Pinnacle of  Pleasant, Humble 

Applicant’s Appeal 
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Underwriting Report 



REPORT DATE: PROGRAM: FILE NUMBER:

Location: Region:

City: County: Zip:   QCT X   DDA

Key Attributes:

1

2

3

ƌ

ƌ

07/17/07

95
50% of AMI 50% of AMI

TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA
Number of Units

16

1200 block of 1st Ave East

Income Limit
30% of AMI

Rent Limit

Receipt, review, and acceptance, before carryover, of documentation identifying any possible impact 
on the development from the pipeline easement, ingress/egress easement, and sulfur lease listed in 
Schedule B of the Title Commitment.

77338

Housing Tax Credit (Annual)

Harris

REQUEST

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
Real Estate Analysis Division
Underwriting Report

CONS
The market study for a higher scoring 
development in the same market as the subject 
suggests that there is sufficient demand for only 
one of the two developments.

RECOMMENDATION
Amount AmountInterest

CONDITIONS

Interest Amort/Term

9% HTC 07141

DEVELOPMENT

Multifamily, Elderly, New Construction, Urban/Exurban

Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble

6

Amort/Term

Humble

TDHCA Program

ALLOCATION

30% of AMI

60% of AMI
36

60% of AMI

PROS

SALIENT ISSUES

$1,200,000 $1,200,000

Receipt, review, and acceptance, before cost certification of evidence that all Phase I ESA 
recommendations have been carried out, including recommendations with regard to disposal of 
containers of potentially hazardous material, and further testing of any potential contaminants related 
to past oil & gas exploration which are uncovered during development.

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.

The market for  2 bedroom units at 50% and 60% 
AMI appears to be saturated with unit capture 
rates of over 125%.
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ƌ

Contact: Phone: Fax:
Email:

¹ Liquidity = Current Assets - Current Liabilities

ƌ

KEY PARTICIPANTS

1 complete development
Richard E. Simmons

Liquidity¹Net Assets
8 complete developmentconfidential

confidential

PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS

Kenneth W. Fambro II

IDENTITIES of INTEREST

The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, and Property Manager are related entities. These are 
common relationships for HTC-funded developments.

# of Complete DevelopmentsName

kfambro@integratedreg.com
(817) 742-1852

CONTACT

DEVELOPMENT TEAM
OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

This development was the subject of application # 060136 in the 2006 9% tax credit cycle, but did not score 
high enough to receive consideration.

Kenneth Fambro (817) 742-1851

The Applicant's high expense to income ratio 
while only slightly less than the maximum 
guideline, reflects extensive deep rent targeting, 
but is still considered to be  acceptable.
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Comments:

PROPOSED SITE

BUILDING CONFIGURATION

II

The project includes one one-bedroom unit in the community building.  This unit could be designated as 
a tax credit unit or a market rent unit.

CH
3

SITE PLAN

I III
3 3

11 18 12

8

Total
Buildings

Total Units

92

Units

26 18

Total SF
61 42,700

86,480
153 129,180112

940

BR/BA
1/1
2/2

115

4 2 1 1

Units per Building

Building Type
Floors/Stories

Number

SF
700
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Total Size: acres Scattered site?   Yes X   No
Flood Zone: Within 100-yr floodplain?   Yes X   No
Zoning: Needs to be re-zoned?   Yes   No X   N/A
Comments:

Inspector: Date:
Overall Assessment:

  Excellent X   Acceptable   Questionable   Poor   Unacceptable
Surrounding Uses:

North: East:
South: West:

Provider: Date:

Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs) and Other Concerns:
ƌ

ƌ

Comments:

"The historical information developed and reviewed for the subject property revealed evidence of 
recognized environmental conditions ... Aerial photographs were reviewed … the 1957 and 1962 
photographs indicate the presence of a water or drilling fluids pit.  The 1986 photograph depicts the 
presence of a structure on the subject property.  The historical review indicated there may have been 
oil or gas wells on the subject property ... Because of the likelihood of historic oil and gas exploration ... 
there is the possibility of environmental issues that could be observed during development ... If 
observations of oil and gas exploration contaminants are observed during development, PSI 
recommends that sampling of such potential contaminants be conducted to determine if hazardous 
materials are present." (pp. 4,13, 19)

Professional Service Industries, Inc. 3/29/2007

HIGHLIGHTS of ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

"The Phase I ESA revealed on-site conditions of containers of lamp oil and other hazardous materials … 
recommendations included disposal of such containers in accordance with local and TCEQ 
regulations." (p. 13)

Receipt, review, and acceptance, before carryover, that all Phase I ESA recommendations regarding 
the monitoring for and disposition of potential oil and gas exploration contaminants and lamp oil. etc. 
have been carried out, will be a condition of this report.

5/1/2007

restaurant, single family residential
post office, school pawn shop, commercial

TDHCA SITE INSPECTION

Manufactured Housing Staff

SITE ISSUES

10.22

The application initially indicated the development site acreage would be 6.7 acres out of a total 
acquisition of 10.22 acres.  The Applicant subsequently submitted a site plan which encompasses the 
entire 10.22 acre tract.  All proposed improvements are contained within a roughly square area of 
approximately 6.7 acres.  The remainder of the tract consists of green space, including a creek, along 
the north and west sides of the tract.  It should be noted that as part of this application, the entire 10.22 
acre tract must remain part of the development, subject to restrictions for the duration of the 
associated Land Use Restriction Agreement. 

N/A

vacant property, industrial buildings

X
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Provider: Date:
Contact: Phone: Fax:
Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Primary Market Area (PMA):

25%

0

0

0

0

PMA

Name

SMA
Total
Units

Wentworth Apartments 90

PROPOSED, UNDER CONSTRUCTION & UNSTABILIZED COMPARABLE DEVELOPMENTS

Comp
Units

Total
Units

Name

One HTC senior complex, Kingwood Senior Village, is located approximately 4.6 radial miles north of the 
subject site, with 193 total units, 192 being rent restricted.  The Underwriter believes that Kingwood Senior 
Village is located within the boundaries of the original PMA, and should have been included in the 
(Analyst's) capture rate calculations. Humble Memorial Gardens is a Senior HTC project, located 
approximately 1.25 radial miles west of the subject.  It was reported that Humble Memorial Gardens 
opened in early 2005 and has a current overall occupancy of 99%. (p. 87)

O'Connor & Associates 3/8/2007

INCOME LIMITS

Comp
Units

File #

00 007300

$30,500

90

Kingwood Senior Village

60 $25,620 $29,280

File #

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS

0

1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons

$32,940
$24,400 $27,450

Daniel C. Hollander (713) 686-9955 (713) 686-8336

Harris

Knightsbridge

$39,540

% AMI 4 Persons 5 Persons

0
05222 0

6 Persons

$36,600
$32,950

$42,480

060225

50 $21,350
30 $12,800 $14,650

120 120

$35,400
$18,300 $19,750 $21,250$16,450

192 192 0 0

"For the purposes of this report, the subject's primary market area includes the city of Humble and parts 
of Huffman, Kingwood, Crosby, and Houston.  This geographic area essentially is contained within the 
following zip codes 77044, 77336, 77338, 77339, 77345, 77346, 77396, and 77532 … The PMA contains a 
population of 202,304 persons as of 2006 … because the subject is a Seniors project, it is allowable to 
exceed the 100,000 population TDHCA guideline.  Because of the limited number of existing Seniors HTC 
complexes in the Houston area, and the extensive transportation network, which allows for a larger 
drawing area for a Seniors project, it is considered appropriate to exceed the 100,000 population 
guideline" (p.10) ... Based on our research, there is one (additional) senior affordable housing project 
(the Wentworth Apartments with 90 units, 100% rent restricted) that has been submitted for tax credit 
financing ... There is one affordable senior housing project under construction (Knightsbridge with 120 
units, 100% rent restricted), and no affordable senior housing projects currently approved for 
construction in the PMA.

2 7/16/2007

However, in addition to crossing Lake Houston and including half of the PMA on the east side of the 
lake, the PMA originally defined by the Analyst was quite large (with a population over 200,000).
Moreover, another proposed senior development, the Wentworth Apartments (#07300), is located a few
miles east of the subject.  A different market analyst who did the study for that development derived a 
much smaller market area that did not cross the lake to the east or the river to the north.  It should be 
noted that the Wentworth Apartments application has a higher priority.  The conclusions of the market 
analysis for Wentworth Apartments indicated there was insufficient demand to support two new senior 
developments in the area.  On request from the Underwriter, the Market Analyst for the subject provided
a revised PMA, and based upon the Underwriter's suggestion excluded the areas east and north of the 
lake.  The analysis of both the original and revised market areas are reflected below.

283 square miles å 9.5 mile radius
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p.

p.

p.

p.

p.

p.

p.

p.

357 511 70%Underwriter 147 210 0
0 357 583 61%Market Analyst 75r 147 210

REVISED PMA INCLUSIVE CAPTURE RATE

Subject Units
Unstabilized

Comparable
(PMA)

Unstabilized
Comparable

(25% SMA)
Total Supply

Total Demand 
(w/25% of 

SMA)

Inclusive Capture 
Rate

13Underwriter
103Market Analyst 74r

65 100% 65
DEMAND from OTHER SOURCES

631 16% 104 62%Underwriter 100%

11% 59 100% 5923% 555 100% 555Market Analyst 74r

46% 433
REVISED PMA DEMAND from HOUSEHOLD GROWTH

9,196 16% 1,510 62%Underwriter
8,647 100% 8,647

942
100%

15% 9,196 100%

Market Analyst 74r 23% 8,647

Target
Households

Household Size Income Eligible

915 46% 421
REVISED PMA DEMAND from TURNOVER

Tenure Demand

62% 43

11%

798

0 38%2 BR / 30% 14 2 0 6

25%

ORIGINAL PMA DEMAND from HOUSEHOLD GROWTH
67% 2,107

481 100%

18,268 46%

100%

100%

436914%

210

Inclusive Capture 
Rate

45%

25%

18%

Demand

18,268

0
549

Total Supply

357

Unstabilized
Comparable

(25% SMA)

69%

Total Demand 
(w/25% of 

SMA)

795

0
188

Underwriter

1,630

49

ORIGINAL PMA INCLUSIVE CAPTURE RATE

402 0

Subject Units

147
147

Underwriter

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

DEMAND from OTHER SOURCES

16

0
0

0
70

Household Size

67%

12 0

Target
Households

13,852 9,303

MARKET ANALYST'S PMA DEMAND by UNIT TYPE

54

Turnover
Demand

102
148

Growth
Demand

58
2612

105

Capture Rate

8%

Subject Units

Underwriter

0

62%

Income Eligible

100%

14%

9,303
2,613

Tenure

9% 859
755

128%

0

105
0

64%
19%

199%
56

120
180
211

10
39

18

Unstabilized
Comparable

(PMA)

10

65% 558
ORIGINAL PMA DEMAND from TURNOVER

OVERALL DEMAND

66

0

169

100%531Market Analyst 74

1BR / 50%
1BR / 60%

32
42

Underwriter

49

2BR / 50%
2BR / 60%

Total Demand
Other

DemandUnit Type

1 BR / 30%

Market Analyst 75

Market Analyst 74

9%

Market Analyst 74
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Inclusive Capture Rate Rates:

Primary Market Occupancy Rates:

The capture rates determined by both the Analyst and the Underwriter are within Department 
guidelines.  However, due to the concerns about the PMA as discussed above, the Analyst submitted a 
revised PMA excluding the areas east and north of Lake Houston.  The revised market area has an 
overall population of approximately 116,000.  Wentworth and Knightsbridge are located within this area. 
Since Kingwood Senior Village is located north of the lake it is not a factor in the revised calculations.
Based on the revised market area, the Analyst determined an inclusive capture rate of 61%; 
underwriting analysis concludes an inclusive capture rate of 70%, both of which are acceptable.

Based on the original PMA, the Analyst understates population by unnecessarily restricting the number 
of total households.  The Analyst overstates turnover based on the IREM turnover rate of 65% for 
multifamily housing in Houston, and calculates an inclusive capture rate of 45%. The unstabilized 
comparable supply used by the Analyst included Wentworth and Knightsbridge, a senior development 
under construction located in the PMA.  If the Analyst had included the third project, Kingwood Senior 
Village, their inclusive capture rate would have increased to 69% but they excluded Kingwood stating 
that it is outside the PMA.

The IREM turnover rate unquestionably overstates turnover for elderly households because it includes 
nonelderly households such as students and higher income households.  The Underwriter has looked to 
the TDHCA database for more localized turnover information.  The available data indicates the average
turnover rate for all stabilized HTC developments in the vicinity to be 46%.  Historical data has generally 
suggested that senior households in rental developments turnover at a much lower rate than non-senior 
households.  Since there are no stabilized senior developments operating in the vicinity of the PMA, it is 
difficult to obtain specific information to reflect the senior market in the area. The Underwriter therefore 
applied the overall average turnover rate of 46%. 

"According to the 4th quarter 2006 O'Connor & Associates program, there were 64 projects in the 
primary market area, which contained a total of 11,541 units.  The overall occupancy rate for the 
projects in this primary market area was reported to be 88.65%  Occupancy rates for Class B projects 
was the lowest of the four Classes at 86.42% ... occupancy rates and rental rates have remained strong 
over the past 14 quarters, with gradual increases in both categories.  Rents in the area have been 
strengthened by the moderate level of new construction over the past several years.  However, overall 
occupancy has trended down from reporting period.  Overall, supply and demand are generally in 
balance."  (pp. 39, 41) 

"The majority of the apartment facilities in the subject's primary market are older, less appealing 
projects.  It is our opinion that rental rates will show moderate increases over the next few years.  With 
continued demand and negligible new  construction, the supply of available apartment product is 
declining.  This trend is expected to continue, which is likely to result in occupancies remaining high in 
the area.  Although rents are slowly increasing, there are limited indications of external obsolescence in 
the market ..." 

The Underwriter also included Kingwood Senior Village in the supply because TDHCA data indicates that
it is located inside the original PMA.  The Analyst also included demand from Section 8 housing choice 
vouchers.  The Underwriter did not consider Section 8 demand as it was not necessary to meet the 
capture rate guidelines.  Based on the original PMA, the underwriting analysis calculates an inclusive 
capture rate of 67%.

"Due to the overall lack of recently-constructed affordable housing projects in the subject's primary 
market area, and based on the performance of the current low income housing projects, it appears as 
though there is a pent-up demand in the subject's primary market area.  The newer projects in the 
primary market area report notably higher occupancy levels, along with higher rents.  With average 
rental rates in the subject's submarket at $0.843 psf, and occupancy rates averaging 88.65% overall, it is 
reasonable to project that a newly constructed affordable housing project with competitive amenities 
and an average rent of $0.74 psf per month, such as the subject property, would perform favorably in 
this market." (p. 48)
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Absorption Projections:

1 BR SF
1 BR SF
1 BR SF
1 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF
2 BR SF

Market Impact:

Houston Market Study:

Comments:

$730 $594 $136

940 30% $303
700 MR

$303 $617

$205

$303

RENT ANALYSIS (Tenant-Paid Net Rents)

$720 $10

$920 $342
$920

$920 $715

$730 $720

$578
940 60% $714 $715
940 50% $578 $578

"Based on the high occupancy levels of the existing properties in the market, along with the strong 
recent absorption history, 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. 89)

$479 $251

$920940 MR $57

700 60% $594 $594

$251 $730
$479 $479 $730

$251 $479

Market RentProgram
Maximum

Underwriting
Rent

Savings Over 
Market

Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Rent

$251

$863

By defining a large PMA, the Market Analyst was able to identify sufficient demand to support the 
subject property (Pinnacle) as well as another proposed development, Wentworth Apartments (07300) 
located less than 4 miles away.  Conversely, the Analyst for Wentworth defined a much smaller PMA and
did not consider Pinnacle in calculating the capture rate because Wentworth had a higher application 
score.  Including Pinnacle in the supply for the capture rate for Wentworth leads to the conclusion that 
the demand is insufficient to support both developments.  Wentworth has been recommended based 
on its higher priority and a market analysis indicating sufficient demand for one new development.

"Absorption in the subject's PMA over the past fourteen quarters ending December 2006 totals a 
negative 106 units.  Absorption has ranged from negative 120 units to positive 437 units.  Absorption over 
the past three years has averaged +/- 124 units per quarter, with the greatest amount of absorption 
taking place in the Class B Properties."  (p. 41) "Considering the absorption history of similar properties 
and the available quality affordable units in this market, we project that the subject property will lease 
an average of 10-20 units per month until achieving stabilized occupancy … within 6-12 months 
following completion." (p. 89)

700
700 30%

The proposed development is located in the IAH/Lake Houston submarket within the Houston MSA.  This 
submarket contains more than double the population of the subject PMA, and is three times the size in 
area.  The subject PMA is similar in size to the Lake Houston submarket, but oriented more to the 
southeast (where there are less developments).  In this submarket, the Vogt, Williams study determines 
total one year growth-based demand for 11 units from senior households below 30% AMI, and negative 
demand (-210 units) from senior households between 51-60% AMI.   The Market Analyst for the subject 
application did not address the Vogt, Williams, Bowen study.

50%

$863

The Department commissioned a market study for the Houston-Baytown-Sugar Land Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA). The study, completed in February 2006 by Vogt, Williams & Bowen, LLC, only 
considers demand from household growth, and from replacement or renovation of existing housing.  It 
does not incorporate demand from turnover as normally considered in development-specific market 
studies because in an overall study the demand from turnover returns to all of the units in the market 
area.  A development-specific market study identifies the demand from turnover as potential demand 
that can be attracted away from existing units and to the proposed development (and any other new 
developments that have not yet become fully occupied).
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Income: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Expense: Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Conclusion:

Feasibility:

5/9/2007

The subject application highlights the potential conflict and inconsistency in the Department's market 
analysis guidelines.  Two applications located several miles apart have submitted market analyses from 
different providers with different conclusions.  The analysis for the higher priority application is based on 
a very reasonable and defensible market area, and concludes that demand is sufficient for only one 
new development.  The Underwriter determined that the original PMA defined for the lower priority 
application was not as defensible in comparison to the market area of the first application.  By revising 
the market area to be more geographically reasonable, however, the Market Analyst was able to 
demonstrate sufficient demand to support both proposed developments and the Underwriter concurs 
with this finding based upon the numerical analysis.

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS

The Applicant's projected income is based on the maximum tax credit program rents for Harris County, 
adjusted for utility allowances dated April 2007 provided by the Harris County Housing Authority.  For the 
six market rate units, the Applicant has projected rents higher than the 60% tax credit rent but slightly 
lower than the market rent reported by the Market Analyst. 

The Applicant's projection for total annual operating expenses, at $4,496 per unit, is not within 5% of the 
Underwriter's estimate of $4,163.  Specific line items with significant variances include:  payroll & payroll 
tax (the Applicant's projection is $25K higher than the Underwriter's estimate); utilities (the Applicant's 
projection is $14K lower); and property tax (the Applicant's projection is $32K higher).

The Applicant's projections for total annual operating expenses and net operating income (NOI) each 
differ from the Underwriter's estimates by more than 5%; the Underwriter's figures will therefore be used 
to determine debt capacity.  The Underwriter's projected NOI and debt service provide a first year debt 
coverage ratio of 1.34, within the acceptable range of 1.15 to 1.35.

 The Applicant has included secondary income of $10.26 per unit per month from vending, late fees, 
and deposits.  The Applicant has also included income from the rental of 50 garages at $50 per month 
each, but did not provide any documentation to support the likelihood that this income can be 
achieved.  The Underwriter has therefore included a total of $15 per unit per month, the maximum of 
the underwriting guideline range for secondary income.  The Applicant's vacancy and collection loss 
assumption at 7.5% is acceptable under current underwriting guidelines.  Despite the difference in 
secondary income assumptions, the Applicant's projected effective gross income is within 5% of the 
Underwriter's estimate.

0

1

N/A

The Underwriter's projected NOI and debt service are used to create a 30-year operating proforma, 
applying a 3% growth factor to income and 4% to expenses.  This analysis indicates continued positive 
cash flow providing a debt coverage ratio that remains above 1.15; the development can therefore be 
considered financially feasible.

The Applicant's expense to income ratio is marginally below the Department's 65% maximum while the 
Underwriter's estimate is slightly lower. A minor increase in Applicant's expenses would suggest that this 
development would not meet the expense to income standard and would not be predicted to sustain 
future periods of expense growth with flat rents. Nonetheless, the Underwriter's estimates are used in this 
case and are within the Department's tolerance standards; the development can therefore be 
characterized as feasible.
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Land Only: Tax Year:
Existing Buildings: Valuation by:
Total Assessed Value: Tax Rate:

Type: Acreage:

Contract Expiration: Valid Through Board Date? X   Yes   No

Acquisition Cost: Other:

Seller: Related to Development Team?   Yes X   No

Comments:

COST SCHEDULE Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Acquisition Value:

Direct Construction Cost:

Conclusion:
The Applicant's projection for total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter's estimate; the 
Applicant's projection will therefore be used to calculate eligible basis and determine the need for 
permanent financing.  The eligible basis indicated in the application is incorrect due to an arithmetic 
error.  The correct calculated eligible basis of $12,322,932 is increased by 30% because Harris County 
has been designated a Difficult Development Area.  This is then reduced by 4% because 6 units of the 
total 153 units will not be subject to rent restrictions. (The Applicant used an Applicable Fraction of 100% 
rather than 96%, neglecting to exclude the market rent units from eligible basis.)  The adjusted basis of 
$15,379,911 supports a tax credit allocation of $1,314,982 annually; however, the allocation to any 
development is limited to $1,200,000.  This amount will be compared to the Applicant's requested 
allocation, as well as the credit amount determined by the gap in financing, to determine any 
recommended allocation.

MBS Joint Venture

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION

TITLE

Schedule B of the Title Commitment lists: 10.b) a pipeline right-of-way and easement over and across 
the subject tract, 10.c) An ingress and egress easement, and 10.h) Subject to Sulfur Lease in favor of 
Walter Thomas.  Receipt, review, and acceptance, before carryover, of documentation identifying any 
possible impact these items may have on the development, and that any necessary corrective action 
has been completed, will be a condition of this report.

$1,336,000

EVIDENCE of PROPERTY CONTROL

Commercial Contract -- Unimproved Property 10.23

8/15/2007

$0 Harris County CAD
$488,386 2.60182

ASSESSED VALUE

acres $488,386 200710.228

The Applicant indicated $262,500 in construction cost for 50 garages, but correctly excluded this 
amount from eligible direct costs.  The Underwriter's estimate of $198K for garage construction was also 
excluded from eligible cost.  The Applicant's projected direct construction costs of $7 million is 8% lower 
than the Underwriter's estimate of $7.7 million.

0 N/A

The acquisition cost of $1,336,000, or $131K per acre, is assumed to be reasonable as the purchase is an 
arm's length transaction.

ACQUISITION INFORMATION
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SOURCES & USES Number of Revisions: Date of Last Applicant Revision:

Source: Type:

Interim: Interest Rate:   Fixed Term:   months
Permanent: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Amort:   months

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate: X   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Principal: Interest Rate:   Fixed Term:   months
Comments:

Source: Type:

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC:
Comments:

Amount: Type:

Recommended Financing Structure:

Underwriter: Date:

Reviewing Underwriter: Date:

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date:
Tom Gouris

0

90%

Thomas Cavanagh
July 17, 2007

1,200,000$      

The syndication price is at the low end of current market prices and an increase in rate of just over $0.04 
could reduce the final allocation of credits since there is limited deferred developer fee to absorb 
excess syndication proceeds.

$10,798,920

$3,500,000 8.00% 360

SyndicationRed Capital Markets

$300,000 9

Harris County HFC Interim Financing

$737,500

The Applicant’s total development cost estimate less the permanent loan of $3,500,000 indicates the 
need for $11,250,000 in gap funds.  Based on the submitted syndication terms, a tax credit allocation of 
$1,250,125 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing.  The Applicant requested an annual 
allocation of $1,200,000, which is the maximum permitted.  This amount is recommended as the other 
two possibilities, the amount determined by eligible basis and the amount determined by the gap in 
financing, both exceed the maximum.  An allocation of $1,200,000 annually for ten years results in 
proceeds of $10,798,920 at a syndication rate of 90%.  The anticipated deferred developer's fees of 
$451,080 appears to be repayable within five years of stabilized operations.

CONCLUSIONS

Red Capital Markets Interim to Permanent Financing

$6,000,000 7.82% 24

Lisa Vecchietti

Deferred Developer Fees$451,080

4.9% 12

Floating interest rate at Prime rate + 1%.

N/A

Applied for; Applicant has anticipated terms of floating rate at AFR, balloon payment at 12 months; 
requested amount adjusted up from $650,000.

FINANCING STRUCTURE

July 17, 2007

July 17, 2007

Communidad Corporation Interim Financing
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble, Humble, 9% HTC #07141

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 WS&T

TC 30% 10 1 1 700 $343 $251 $2,510 $0.36 $92.00 $41.31

TC 50% 10 1 1 700 $571 479 4,790 0.68 92.00 41.31

TC 60% 39 1 1 700 $686 594 23,166 0.85 92.00 41.31

MR 2 1 1 700 720 1,440 1.03 92.00 41.31

TC 30% 6 2 2 940 $411 303 1,818 0.32 108.00 41.31

TC 50% 26 2 2 940 $686 578 15,028 0.61 108.00 41.31

TC 60% 56 2 2 940 $823 715 40,040 0.76 108.00 41.31
MR 4 2 2 940 863 3,452 0.92 108.00 41.31

TOTAL: 153 AVERAGE: 844 $603 $92,244 $0.71 $101.62 $41.31

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 129,180 TDHCA APPLICANT COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,106,928 $1,106,256 Harris Houston 6
2nd Income: vending, late fees, dep's, etc Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 27,540 18,840 $10.26 Per Unit Per Month

  Other Income: 50 garages @ $50 0 30,000 $16.34 Per Unit Per Month

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,134,468 $1,155,096
  Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (85,085) (86,628) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

  Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,049,383 $1,068,468
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

  General & Administrative 5.59% $383 0.45 $58,618 $59,000 $0.46 $386 5.52%

  Management 4.32% 296 0.35 45,327 54,487 0.42 356 5.10%

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 13.58% 931 1.10 142,492 167,703 1.30 1,096 15.70%

  Repairs & Maintenance 7.35% 504 0.60 77,105 68,120 0.53 445 6.38%

  Utilities 4.16% 285 0.34 43,627 29,236 0.23 191 2.74%

  Water, Sewer, & Trash 4.67% 321 0.38 49,046 50,760 0.39 332 4.75%

  Property Insurance 3.85% 264 0.31 40,393 46,315 0.36 303 4.33%

  Property Tax 2.60182 11.38% 781 0.92 119,424 151,290 1.17 989 14.16%

  Reserve for Replacements 3.64% 250 0.30 38,250 38,250 0.30 250 3.58%

  TDHCA Compliance Fees 0.56% 38 0.05 5,880 5,880 0.05 38 0.55%

  Other: sup srvcs & security 1.60% 110 0.13 16,780 16,780 0.13 110 1.57%

TOTAL EXPENSES 60.70% $4,163 $4.93 $636,943 $687,821 $5.32 $4,496 64.37%

NET OPERATING INC 39.30% $2,696 $3.19 $412,440 $380,647 $2.95 $2,488 35.63%

DEBT SERVICE
Red Capital Markets 29.37% $2,014 $2.39 $308,181 $308,181 $2.39 $2,014 28.84%

Additional Financing 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 9.94% $681 $0.81 $104,259 $72,466 $0.56 $474 6.78%

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.34 1.24
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.34

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) 8.76% $8,732 $10.34 $1,336,000 $1,336,000 $10.34 $8,732 9.06%

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0.00%

Sitework 7.52% 7,500 8.88 1,147,500 1,147,500 8.88 7,500 7.78%

Direct Construction 50.34% 50,203 59.46 7,681,091 7,050,590 54.58 46,082 47.80%

Contingency 4.64% 2.69% 2,679 3.17 409,905 409,905 3.17 2,679 2.78%

Contractor's Fees 13.00% 7.52% 7,502 8.88 1,147,732 1,147,732 8.88 7,502 7.78%

Indirect Construction 3.84% 3,834 4.54 586,596 586,596 4.54 3,834 3.98%

Ineligible Costs 4.06% 4,048 4.79 619,393 741,068 5.74 4,844 5.02%

Developer's Fees 14.11% 10.50% 10,471 12.40 1,602,024 1,602,024 12.40 10,471 10.86%

Interim Financing 2.48% 2,474 2.93 378,585 378,585 2.93 2,474 2.57%

Reserves 2.29% 2,288 2.71 350,000 350,000 2.71 2,288 2.37%

TOTAL COST 100.00% $99,731 $118.12 $15,258,826 $14,750,000 $114.18 $96,405 100.00%

Construction Cost Recap 68.07% $67,884 $80.40 $10,386,228 $9,755,727 $75.52 $63,763 66.14%

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED

Red Capital Markets 22.94% $22,876 $27.09 $3,500,000 $3,500,000 $3,500,000
Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0
HTC:  Red Capital Markets 70.77% $70,581 $83.60 10,798,920 10,798,920 10,798,920
Deferred Developer Fees 2.96% $2,948 $3.49 451,080 451,080 451,080
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd 3.33% $3,326 $3.94 508,826 0 0
TOTAL SOURCES $15,258,826 $14,750,000 $14,750,000 $2,174,141

28%

Developer Fee Available

$1,602,024
% of Dev. Fee Deferred

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued)
Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble, Humble, 9% HTC #07141

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook  PAYMENT COMPUTATION

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis
CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT Primary $3,500,000 Amort 360

Base Cost $55.17 $7,590,271 Int Rate 8.00% DCR 1.34

Adjustments

    Exterior Wall Finish 4.80% $2.65 $342,069 Secondary $0 Amort

    Elderly 3.00% 1.65 213,793 Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.34

    9-Ft. Ceilings 3.60% 1.99 256,551

    Elevators $43,500 5 1.68 217,500 Additional $10,798,920 Amort

    Subfloor (0.82) (106,358) Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.34

    Floor Cover 2.43 313,907
    Breezeways/Balconies $22.15 34,152 5.86 756,467 RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 
    Plumbing Fixtures $805 276 1.72 222,180
    Rough-ins $400 306 0.95 122,400 Primary Debt Service $308,181
    Built-In Appliances $1,850 153 2.19 283,050 Secondary Debt Service 0
    Exterior Stairs $1,800 24 0.33 43,200 Additional Debt Service 0
    Hurricane Wind Adj $0.94 129,180 0.94 121,429 NET CASH FLOW $104,259
    Heating/Cooling 1.90 245,442
    Garages $19.88 10,000 1.54 198,780 Primary $3,500,000 Amort 360

    Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $59.76 7,700 3.56 460,152 Int Rate 8.00% DCR 1.34

    Other: fire sprinkler $1.95 129,180 1.95 251,901

SUBTOTAL 85.69 11,068,893 Secondary $0 Amort 0

Current Cost Multiplier 0.98 (1.71) (221,378) Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.34

Local Multiplier 0.89 (9.43) (1,217,578)
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $74.55 $9,629,937 Additional $10,798,920 Amort 0

Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.91) ($375,568) Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.34

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% (2.52) (325,010)
Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (8.57) (1,107,443)

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $60.55 $7,821,916

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 $1,106,928 $1,140,136 $1,174,340 $1,209,570 $1,245,857 $1,444,290 $1,674,328 $1,941,005 $2,608,548

  Secondary Income 27,540 28,366 29,217 30,094 30,997 35,933 41,657 48,292 64,900

  Other Income: 50 garages @ $5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,134,468 1,168,502 1,203,557 1,239,664 1,276,854 1,480,223 1,715,985 1,989,297 2,673,448

  Vacancy & Collection Loss (85,085) (87,638) (90,267) (92,975) (95,764) (111,017) (128,699) (149,197) (200,509)

  Employee or Other Non-Rental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,049,383 $1,080,864 $1,113,290 $1,146,689 $1,181,090 $1,369,207 $1,587,286 $1,840,099 $2,472,940

EXPENSES  at 4.00%

  General & Administrative $58,618 $60,963 $63,402 $65,938 $68,575 $83,432 $101,508 $123,500 $182,810

  Management 45,327 46,687 48,088 49,530 51,016 59,142 68,561 79,481 106,816

  Payroll & Payroll Tax 142,492 148,192 154,120 160,284 166,696 202,811 246,750 300,210 444,383

  Repairs & Maintenance 77,105 80,189 83,397 86,733 90,202 109,745 133,521 162,449 240,465

  Utilities 43,627 45,372 47,187 49,074 51,037 62,095 75,548 91,915 136,057

  Water, Sewer & Trash 49,046 51,008 53,049 55,170 57,377 69,808 84,932 103,333 152,959

  Insurance 40,393 42,009 43,689 45,437 47,254 57,492 69,947 85,102 125,971

  Property Tax 119,424 124,200 129,168 134,335 139,709 169,977 206,803 251,607 372,440

  Reserve for Replacements 38,250 39,780 41,371 43,026 44,747 54,442 66,237 80,587 119,288

  Other 22,660 23,566 24,509 25,489 26,509 32,252 39,240 47,741 70,669

TOTAL EXPENSES $636,943 $661,967 $687,979 $715,017 $743,123 $901,195 $1,093,048 $1,325,926 $1,951,859

NET OPERATING INCOME $412,440 $418,897 $425,311 $431,672 $437,967 $468,012 $494,238 $514,173 $521,080

DEBT SERVICE

First Lien Financing $308,181 $308,181 $308,181 $308,181 $308,181 $308,181 $308,181 $308,181 $308,181

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 $104,259 $110,716 $117,130 $123,491 $129,786 $159,830 $186,057 $205,992 $212,899

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.34 1.36 1.38 1.40 1.42 1.52 1.60 1.67 1.69
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APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA

TOTAL TOTAL REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS

Acquisition Cost
    Purchase of land $1,336,000 $1,336,000
    Purchase of buildings
Off-Site Improvements
Sitework $1,147,500 $1,147,500 $1,147,500 $1,147,500
Construction Hard Costs $7,050,590 $7,681,091 $7,050,590 $7,681,091
Contractor Fees $1,147,732 $1,147,732 $1,147,732 $1,147,732
Contingencies $409,905 $409,905 $409,905 $409,905
Eligible Indirect Fees $586,596 $586,596 $586,596 $586,596
Eligible Financing Fees $378,585 $378,585 $378,585 $378,585
All Ineligible Costs $741,068 $619,393
Developer Fees
    Developer Fees $1,602,024 $1,602,024 $1,602,024 $1,602,024
Development Reserves $350,000 $350,000

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $14,750,000 $15,258,826 $12,322,932 $12,953,433

    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 $12,322,932 $12,953,433
    High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130%
TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $16,019,811 $16,839,464
    Applicable Fraction 96% 96%
TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $15,379,911 $16,166,824
    Applicable Percentage 8.55% 8.55%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $1,314,982 $1,382,263

Syndication Proceeds 0.8999 $11,833,658 $12,439,127

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $1,314,982 $1,382,263
Syndication Proceeds $11,833,658 $12,439,127

Requested Tax Credits $1,200,000

Syndication Proceeds $10,798,920

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $11,250,000
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) $1,250,125

HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Pinnacle of Pleasant Humble, Humble, 9% HTC #07141
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MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of an Inducement Resolution for Multifamily Housing 
Revenue Bonds and Authorization for Filing Applications for Private Activity Bond Authority – 2007 
Waiting List. 

Requested Action

Approve 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 one (1) application.   

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.  There is currently no allocation available.  If the Board approves 
this application, it will be submitted to the Bond Review Board after the sub-ceiling collapse on August 
15.

Inducement Resolution 07-023 includes one (1) application that was received on or before June 14, 
2007.  This application will reserve approximately $11.5 million in 2007 state volume cap.  Upon Board 
approval to proceed, the application will be submitted to the Texas Bond Review Board for placement 
on the 2007 Waiting List.  The Board has previously approved twenty four (24) applications for the 
2007 program year.  Eight applications have been submitted to the Bond Review Board.    

Costa Clemente, App. #07626 – The proposed new construction development will consist of 176 units 
and will target the general population.  It will be located at approximately the 1100 block of W. Hwy 35 
and Hwy 288, Angleton, Brazoria County.  Demographics for the census tract (6625) include AMFI of 
$60,132; the total population is 2,152; the percent of the population that is minority is 42.10%; the 
number of owner occupied units is 580; number of renter occupied units is 80; and the number of vacant 
units is 47.  (Census Information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2006).   

The Department has received 167 letters of opposition from individuals within the community and 
surrounding community and a petition with 140 signatures.  It is possible that those who submitted 
letters also signed the petition.  The Department has also received letters of opposition from Senator 
Mike Jackson, Representative Dennis Bonnen, Brazoria County Judge E.J. “Joe” King, County 
Commissioner L.M. “Matt” Sebesta, Jr., County Commissioner Donald “Dude” Payne (does not 
represent the district for the proposed district) and Justice of the Peace Wayne Dubose.  A neutral letter 
from School Board President Steve Hazlewood and School Superintendent Dr. Heath Burns was 
received which stated they are not aware of any unmet needs regarding affordable housing in their 
district and that they have concerns within nearby neighborhoods regarding traffic and pedestrian safety.



                             Page 2 of 2 

The Department received a letter of support from Mayor Patrick Henry, Senior District Judge Neil 
Caldwell and the Greater Angleton Chamber of Commerce voted in support of the development.  Letters 
of support from Mayor Pro Tem Roger Collins and City Councilmember Bonnie Church were sent to 
County Commissioner Rhodenbaugh of which the Department was forwarded a copy; however, the 
Department did not receive any letters from these elected officials directly.  Additionally, 32 letters of 
support from individuals in the community and surrounding community were received. 

A summary of the public comment (Exhibit A is included in the Board Books) in opposition is as 
follows:  increased traffic around the elementary and middle schools that are close to the proposed site, 
the crime this development will bring will negatively affect the school children and the elderly of the 
nursing home nearby, there is no public transportation, the developer was misleading in indicating they 
had full approval from the city when at the time they did not (on the previous application), current 
drainage problems in the area and the increased concern for flooding this development would bring to 
area homes, insufficient tax revenue that will be generated from the development, land acquisition value 
and site cost per acre, proposed site would be better utilized for retail development due to its proximity 
to two major thoroughfares, additional strain that will be placed on local resources including the school 
district and emergency services and surrounding homeowners will see a decrease in their property value. 

A summary of the public comment in support (Exhibit B is included in the Board Books) is as follows:  
the after-school program for the children of working parents is needed in Angleton and is something the 
city has never had, the development will strengthen the infrastructure of the community and provide 
needed relief to those who need clean, comfortable housing at an affordable price, the location would 
provide safe and convenient access to the nearby elementary and middle schools. 

Staff notes that an application for housing tax credits was previously approved by the Board at the June 
14, 2007 Board meeting with Southeast Texas HFC as the issuer of the bonds; however they were not 
able to close before the expiration of the reservation of allocation deadline of July 14, 2007.  They have 
submitted their pre-application to the Department to serve as the Issuer for the following reasons: 

Á The decision was made to proceed to TDHCA issuance because the local entity refuses to act on 
the issue. 

Á In the interest in providing quality affordable housing in an area that the market study clearly 
states is in need of additional units.

Recommendation

Approve the Inducement Resolution as presented by staff.  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. 



Application # Development Information Units Bond Amount Developer Information Comments

07626 Costa Clemente 176 11,500,000$             Costa Clemente III, Ltd. Recommend
Approx. 1100 Block of W. Hwy 35 and Hwy 288 Debra Guerrero

Priority 2 City:  Angleton General Score = 77 111 Soledad, Suite 1220
County:  Brazoria San Antonio, TX  78205
New Construction (210) 487-7878

Totals for Recommended Applications 176 11,500,000$             

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs

2007 Multifamily Private Activity Bond Program - Waiting List

Printed 7/19/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page 1 of 1



RESOLUTION NO. 07-023 

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 30th day of July, 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 

Costa Clemente  Costa Clemente III, Ltd., to 
be formed, or other entity 

The General 
Partner will be 
Costa Clemente III 
GP, LLC, to be 
formed, or other 
entity, the 
principals of which 
will be Northside 
Redevelopment 
Center

$12,500,000 

Costs:   (i) acquisition of real property located at approximately the 1100 block of West Highway 35 and 
Highway 288, Angleton, Brazoria County, Texas; and (ii) the construction thereon of an approximately 
176-unit multifamily residential rental housing development, in the amount not to exceed $12,500,000. 



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 2 585$            722               0.81
60% AMI 1BD/1BA 6 610$            722               0.84 Acquisition 1,365,000$   7,756$         7.29$           0.07
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 32 739$            930               0.79 Off-sites 25,000 142 0.13 0.00
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 51 739$            936               0.79    Subtotal Site Costs 1,390,000$   7,898$         7.42$           0.07
60% AMI 2BD/2BA 13 699$            936               0.75 Sitework 1,584,000 9,000 8.46 0.08
60% AMI 3BD/2BA 11 793$            1,240            0.64 Direct Construction Costs 9,223,018 52,404 49.25 0.47
60% AMI 3BD/2BA 53 852$            1,240            0.69 General Requirements (6%) 648,421 3,684 3.46 0.03
60% AMI 4BD/2BA 1 851$            1,561            0.55 Contractor's Overhead (2%) 216,140 1,228 1.15 0.01
60% AMI 4BD/2BA 7 942$            1,561            0.60 Contractor's Profit (6%) 648,421 3,684 3.46 0.03

0.00 Construction Contingency 369,600 2,100 1.97 0.02
0.00    Subtotal Construction 12,689,601$ 72,100$       67.75$          0.65
0.00 Indirect Construction 1,047,960 5,954 5.60 0.05
0.00 Developer's Fee 2,201,000 12,506 11.75 0.11
0.00 Financing 1,937,704 11,010 10.35 0.10
0.00 Reserves 176,000 1,000 0.94 0.01
0.00    Subtotal Other Costs 5,362,664$   30,470$       29$              0$
0.00 Total Uses 19,442,265$ 110,467$     103.81$        1.00
0.00

Totals 176 1,638,936$   187,288 0.73$

Averages 776$            1,064            
Net Sale Applicable

Proceeds Price Percentage

Tax Credits 7,119,320$    $0.80 3.55%Net Sa e pp cab e
Proceeds Price Percentage Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S

Tax Credits 7,119,320$    $0.80 3.55% Bond Proceeds 9,292,996$   6.00% 30 668,594$

Proceeds Rate Amort Annual D/S Proceeds % Deferred Remaining
Bond Proceeds 10,716,000$  6.75% 40 775,869$   Deferred Developer Fee 1,606,945$   73.0% 594,055$      

Proceeds % Deferred Remaining Proceeds Annual D/S

Deferred Developer Fee 1,606,944$    73.0% $594,056 Other -$             -$

Proceeds Annual D/S Total Sources 19,442,265$  668,594$       

Total Sources 19,442,264$  775,869$    

Per S.F. Per Unit
Potential Gross Income $1,638,936 $8.75

  Other Income & Loss 31,680         0.17 180
Per S.F. Per Unit  Vacancy & Collection 7.50% (125,296)     -0.67 -712

Potential Gross Income $1,530,668 $8.17 Effective Gross Income 1,545,320   8.25 8,780
  Other Income & Loss 31,680         0.17 180
  Vacancy & Collection 7.94% 124,104       0.66 705 Total Operating Expenses 50.2% $776,512 $4.15 $4,412
Effective Gross Income $1,686,452 9.00 9,582

Net Operating Income $768,808 $4.10 $4,368
Total Operating Expenses $776,512 $4.15 $4,412 Debt Service 668,594 3.57 3,799

Net Cash Flow $100,213 $0.54 $569
Net Operating Income $909,940 $4.86 $5,170
Debt Service 775,869 4.14 4,408 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.15
Net Cash Flow $134,071 $0.72 $762

TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0.00 $0
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.17 Net Cash Flow $100,213 $0.54 $569

TDHCA/TSAHC Fees $0 $0.00 $0 DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.15

Net Cash Flow $134,071 $0.72 $762

Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.64
DCR after TDHCA Fees 1.17 Break-even Occupancy 88.17%

Break-even Rents/S.F. 0.69

Break-even Occupancy 94.72%

Per S.F. Per Unit
  General & Administrative Expenses $65,600 0.35 373
  Management Fees 73,920         0.39 420
  Payroll, Payroll Tax & Employee Exp. 178,400       0.95 1014
  Maintenance/Repairs 54,560         0.29 310
  Utilities 90,400         0.48 514
  Property Insurance 115,632       0.62 657
  Property Taxes 129,360       0.69 735
  Replacement Reserves 44,000         0.23 250
  Other Expenses 24,640         0.13 140

Applicant - Annual Operating Expenses

Staff Notes/Comments

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

PREQUALIFICATION ANALYSIS

Costa Clemente Apartments, Angleton, TDHCA #07626, 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

Other expenses include support service contract fees, compliance fees.

Revised: 6/22/2007 Multifamily Finance Division Page 1 of 1
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THIS ITEM HAS BEEN PULLED 
FROM THE AGENDA 



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION

BOARD ACTION REQUEST

July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Approval of the Final Commitments from the 2007 State 
Housing Credit Ceiling for the Allocation of Competitive Housing Tax Credits and the Waiting
List for the 2007 Housing Tax Credit Application Round.

Requested Action

Approve, deny, or approve with amendments:

× A list of recommended Applications for Final Commitments of Housing Tax 
Credits from the 2007 State Housing Credit Ceiling; and 

× A 2007 Housing Tax Credit Waiting List. 

Background and Recommendations

The Board is required by §2306.6724(f) of the Texas Government Code to “issue final
commitments for allocations of housing tax credits each year in accordance with the qualified 
allocation plan not later than July 31.”  Further, the Board is required by §2306.6711(c) of the 
Texas Government Code to “establish a waiting list of additional Applications ranked by score in 
descending order of priority based on set-aside categories and regional allocation goals” 
concurrently with the initial issuance of commitments for Competitive Housing Tax Credits (“tax
credits”). This agenda item satisfies these two requirements for the 2007 Competitive Housing 
Tax Credit (“HTC”) Application Round. 

The Competitive Housing Tax Credit recommendations for July 30, 2007 are presented in a 
separate one-volume Board Book.  The volume contains the following information that reflects 
the recommendations of the Executive Award and Review Advisory Committee (“EARAC”):

ü Report 1: 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Award Recommendations (only shows
those Applications recommended for an award of 2007 tax credits) 

ü Report 2: 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Award Recommendations, Nonprofit 
Set-Aside (only shows those Applications recommended for an award from the Nonprofit 
Set-Aside)

ü Report 3: 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Award Recommendations and Waiting
List (shows those Applications recommended for an award and the waiting list of all 
active Applications not recommended for an award) 
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Located in the Board Material Addendum

ü Report 4: Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary (provided in 
Development number order for all active Applications)

ü Real Estate Analysis Report

ü Portfolio Management and Compliance Applicant Evaluations 

I. REGIONAL ALLOCATION FORMULA AND SET-ASIDES
The State Housing Credit Ceiling (“credit ceiling”) for 2007 totals $47,695,110.  This figure is 
an increase from the figure presented to the Board at the June 28, 2007 meeting, which was 
stated as $47,560,357.  The increase is attributed to $19,733 in tax credits returned during the 
cost certification process, and $7,821 in tax credits carried forward from the 2006 credit ceiling. 
These tax credits were returned to the 2007 credit ceiling using the regional allocation formula.
Additionally, $107,199 in tax credits from the 2005 Application Round were returned from a
Development in Region 13, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation. This amount has been added to 
the tax credits available in the Region 13 Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation, and to the total 
State Housing Credit Ceiling.  These figures total $134,753 and, when added to the figure 
presented to the Board on June 28, 2007, generate the new figure bolded above.

As required by §2306.111 of the Texas Government Code, and further codified in §49.7(a) of the 
2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules (“QAP”), the Department utilizes a regional allocation 
formula to distribute housing tax credits from the credit ceiling.  There are 13 Uniform State 
Service Regions which receive varying portions of the credit ceiling based on need in those 
regions.  A map of those regions follows this Board Action Request. Each region is further 
divided into two allocations: a Rural Regional Allocation and an Urban/Exurban Regional 
Allocation. Based on the regional allocation formula, each of these 26 geographic areas, or sub-
regions, is targeted to receive a specific amount of tax credits.

Nonprofit Set-Aside
As required by §49.7(b) of the 2007 QAP, several Set-Asides/allocations are also required to be 
met with 2007 Housing Tax Credits. The only federally legislated Set-Aside is the Nonprofit Set-
Aside, which requires that at least 10% of the credit ceiling be allocated to Qualified Nonprofit 
Developments.  As described in §49.9(d), Applications in the Nonprofit Set-Aside compete with 
Applications in the general pool, rather than competing with one another in a separate pool. Only 
if the 10% Set-Aside is not met when evaluating Applications based on score, will the
Department then add the highest scoring Qualified Nonprofit Developments statewide until the
10% Nonprofit Set-Aside is met.  It should be noted that for the 2007 credit ceiling, the
Nonprofit Set-Aside is satisfied purely through the general scoring competitiveness; it is
unnecessary to add additional Nonprofit Applications for non-scoring reasons.

At-Risk Set-Aside and USDA Allocation 
Pursuant to §49.7(b)(2) of the 2007 QAP, an At-Risk Set-Aside, which is legislated by Texas 
Government Code, also requires that at least 15% of every region’s allocation be awarded to
existing Developments that are at risk of losing their affordability.  Pursuant to §49.7(a) of the 
2007 QAP, there is also a United States Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) Allocation that 
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requires that at least 5% of every region’s allocation be awarded to Developments that are 
funded by USDA.  Both the At-Risk Set-Aside and the USDA Allocation are awarded on a 
regional basis, not a statewide basis.  Applicants are permitted to apply in all Set-Asides for
which they are eligible.

The table below reflects the portion of the State Housing Credit Ceiling available to each region,
the amount of tax credits dedicated to the Rural Allocation and the Urban/Exurban Allocation, as
well as the proportional amount of each regional allocation that must be allocated to the At-Risk
Set-Aside and the USDA Allocation.

Region
Regional

Allocation
Rural

Allocation
Urban

Allocation
USDA Target

for Region

At-Risk
Target for

Region
1 $2,235,890 $1,130,893 $1,104,997 111,795 335,384
2 $1,549,740 $798,099 $751,641 77,487 232,461
3 $9,171,731 $704,007 $8,467,724 458,587 1,375,760
4 $2,439,014 $1,445,350 $993,663 121,951 365,852
5 $1,456,237 $759,961 $696,276 72,812 218,436
6 $11,349,523 $545,781 $10,803,741 567,476 1,702,428
7 $2,551,062 $269,467 $2,281,595 127,553 382,659
8 $2,629,068 $571,479 $2,057,589 131,453 394,360
9 $3,013,098 $807,723 $2,205,375 150,655 451,965

10 $1,680,545 $872,315 $808,230 84,027 252,082
11 $5,974,191 $2,175,228 $3,798,963 298,710 896,129
12 $1,386,899 $406,927 $979,972 69,345 208,035
13 $2,258,112 $284,967 $1,973,146 112,906 338,717

II. APPLICATION SUBMISSIONS
There were 212 Pre-Applications submitted reflecting a total request for housing tax credits of 
$156,807,174.  Subsequently there were 111 full Applications submitted with a total request for 
tax credits of $86,638,613. At the time of this posting, 9 of the 111 Applications have been 
withdrawn by the Applicant.  Additionally, 8 Developments already received a forward
commitment by the Board in 2006 out of the 2007 State Housing Tax Credit Ceiling, and 52 
Applications from 2004 already received additional credit increases out of the 2007 State 
Housing Credit Ceiling pursuant to the Final Policy for Addressing Cost Increases for 2004 and 
2005 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Developments (“Final Cost Increase Policy”).  Therefore, 
there are 102 approved Applications currently competing for housing tax credits.

III. APPLICATION EVALUATION
Evaluation and Review 
Central to the each Application Round is the Department’s commitment to ensuring fairness and
consistency in evaluating all Applications and ensuring adherence to all required guidelines.  In 
accordance with §49.9(d) of the 2007 QAP, each Application was assessed based on either the
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Applicant’s self-score or the Department’s preliminary score, region, and any Set-Asides that the
Application indicated it was eligible for, and was reviewed for eligibility consistent with §49.5 of 
the 2007 QAP.

Staff reviewed Threshold and Selection Criteria using a system of peer reviews to confirm the 
accuracy of the scores awarded and to maintain consistency in the interpretation of the criteria
requirements.  Those Applications that appeared to be most competitive were reviewed in detail
for Threshold Criteria and financial feasibility

The Portfolio Management and Compliance Division reviewed all recommended Applications 
for instances of Material Noncompliance, with the exception of Application 07162, located in 
Region 5; Application 07162 will be evaluated prior to the July 30, 2007 Board meeting.

Public Comment 
The Department held 13 public hearings in April 2007 in each of the 13 Uniform State Service
Regions to receive comments from citizens, neighborhood groups, and elected officials
concerning the 2007 Applications.  In addition, the Department accepted written comments on 
all Applications, pursuant to §49.11(a)(9) of the 2007 QAP.  The hearings and written comments
provided valuable information regarding the need for and the impact of awarding tax credits to 
many Developments. A summary of the public comment received for each Application is
provided in each Application’s Development Information, Public Input and Board Summary 
(“Board Summary”) report.

Ineligibility Items 
Consistent with §49.5(a)(7) of the 2007 QAP, the Department may not award tax credits to any 
Development that is located in a municipality that has “more than twice the state average of units
per capita supported by Housing Tax Credits or private activity bonds.” All potential violations 
of this rule have been resolved by the Applicant, if necessary, by obtaining a resolution from the 
local government, which is the permitted exemption under the rule. 

Consistent with §49.5(a)(8) of the 2007 QAP, there are no existing violations of the “one-mile,
three-year test.” This rule prohibits the award of any Application within one mile of any existing
tax credit or tax-exempt bond development approved within the past three years within Dallas, 
Harris, Tarrant, and Bexar counties. Those Applications originally identified as having a 
potential violation of this rule have resolved this issue by the Applicant satisfying one of the 
exemptions which include having HOPE VI funds, serving a different population (family rather 
than elderly), or most commonly, having obtained a resolution from the local government which 
is a permitted exemption under the statute.

Consistent with §49.6(f) of the 2007 QAP, staff is not making any recommendations that would 
cause a violation of the “one-mile, same-year test.” This rule prohibits the Department from
allocating Competitive Housing Tax Credits to an Application with a proposed site that is within
one mile of any other Application’s proposed site awarded in the same calendar year. Any 
Applications that might potentially violate this rule have been identified and duly noted in the
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reports provided as exhibits to this Board Action Request.  No recommendations are being made
that would violate this rule. 

Consistent with §49.5(b)(4) and (5) of the 2007 QAP, an Applicant is ineligible if they have 
“failed to pay in full any fees within 30 days of when they were billed by the Department,” or if 
they have failed to make all loan payments to the Department in accordance with the loan, or was 
otherwise in default.  All Applications with the exception of Application 07162 in Region 5 have
been evaluated under this section, and are eligible under this section.  Application 07162 will be 
evaluated prior to the July 30, 2007 Board meeting.

Consistent with §49.6(d) of the 2007 QAP, the Department “shall not allocate more than $2 
million of tax credits in any given Application Round to any Applicant, Developer, Related Party 
or Guarantor.” Staff has reviewed all documentation provided in the Applications to monitor this
credit limitation and has ensured that no recommendations are being made that would violate this 
rule.

Consistent with §49.6(g) of the 2007 QAP, the Department will not “allocate housing tax credits 
for a Competitive Housing Tax Credit or Tax Exempt Bond Development located in a census
tract that has more than 30% Housing Tax Credit Units per total households in the census tract as 
established by the U.S. Census Bureau for the most recent Decennial Census.”  No Applications 
violate this rule; therefore, no recommendations are being made that would violate this rule. 

Consistent with §49.6(j) of the 2007 QAP, “Developments will be ineligible if the Development
is located on a site that is determined to be unacceptable by the Department.” All sites have been 
inspected utilizing the Department’s Application Site Inspection Report and none of the active 
Applications were classified as “Unacceptable.”

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION PROCESS
In making recommendations, staff relied on regional allocations, set-aside requirements and 
scores.

Please note that at this time, a feasibility analysis and compliance review have been completed
for all Applications recommended for award and specific Board requests, with the exception of 
Application 07162 in Region 5, but have not been completed for all Applications recommended 
for the waiting list.  The recommended credit amounts are noted with an asterisk if the credit 
amount is not yet evaluated; in these cases the credit amount reflected is the credit amount
requested. If an Underwriting Report has not been completed for an Application, the Application 
may still be found to be infeasible, have the credit amount reduced and/or may have additional 
conditions placed on the allocation and the credit award will not exceed the requested amount.
All recommendations made by staff are subject to underwriting conditions.

If any scoring adjustments occur after the posting of this book on July 23, 2007, staff will
verbally notify the Board of any proposed changes to the recommendation list based on 
those scoring adjustments at the July 30, 2007 Board meeting. Furthermore, on July 30, 
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2007, prior to approving a list of recommended Housing Tax Credit allocations, the Board
will hear appeals that were timely filed by Applicants.  After the Board has acted on those 
appeals, staff will reevaluate the list of recommendations to determine if the 
recommendations should change based on the impact of any successful appeals. If appeals
affect the list, staff will verbally notify the Board of any proposed changes to the
recommendation list based on those scoring adjustments at the Board meeting on July 30, 
2007.

Recommendation Methodology
The first recommendation(s) in each region is made by first selecting the Application(s) with the
highest score(s) in the At-Risk Set-Aside and USDA Allocation within each Uniform State 
Service Region, and making award recommendations until the minimum requirement for each of 
those Set-Asides is met.  Those awards are appropriately attributed to either the Rural or
Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation.

After recommendations are made to ensure satisfaction of the At-Risk Set-Aside and USDA
Allocation, recommendations for awards of remaining funds within each Uniform State Service
Region are made based on the highest scoring Developments in each of the 26 sub-regions,
regardless of Set-Aside, without exceeding the credit amounts available for the Rural Regional 
Allocation and Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation in each region.  By not exceeding the
amounts available, in many instances, there will be a significant balance of tax credits. 

Tax credits from the Rural Regional Allocation and Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation are then 
combined together in each region.  If the next eligible Application in the Rural Regional
Allocation or Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation is less than the remaining tax credits in the
region, then that Application is selected; however, if both Rural and Urban/Exurban areas in the 
region have Applications that are requesting less than the remaining tax credits in that Uniform
State Service Region, then the Application in the sub-region whose shortfall of tax credits being 
recommended would have been the most significant portion of their targeted sub-regional 
allocation will be selected.

Any tax credits that have not been utilized after the “regional collapse” described above are 
combined together with the other regional amounts. These tax credits will be allocated to the
Application(s) in the sub-region whose shortfall of tax credits being recommended would have 
been the most significant portion of their targeted sub-regional allocation. However, once a 
region’s awarded tax credits exceed the total allocation for that region no other Applications will 
be selected.  This process will be used to make additional recommendations until the addition of
the next highest scoring Application in the next sub-region on the descending list would force an 
over-allocation of the total State Housing Credit Ceiling, which can not occur.

The number of competing Applications recommended for an allocation of 2007 Housing Tax 
Credits is 54, which does not include 8 Developments that received a forward commitment by 
the Board in 2006 out of the 2007 State Housing Tax Credit Ceiling, or the 52 Applications from 
2004 that received additional credit increases out of the 2007 State Housing Credit Ceiling 
pursuant to the Final Cost Increase Policy.  The total amount recommended, including the 
forward commitments and awards pursuant to the Final Cost Increase Policy, is $47,695,110.  In 
order to fully award the next Application, #07234, Tuscany Park at Buda, which is eligible for an 
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award in the state collapse, in the amount of $1,200,000, $339,505 in tax credits is needed from 
the 2008 State Housing Credit Ceiling. Staff recommends the Board approve the balance of
$339,505 needed to award all recommended Developments as a Forward Commitment 
from the 2008 State Housing Credit Ceiling with the understanding that any returned tax 
credits between the Board’s decision and the end of the year will be placed towards this 
deficit before awarding to an Application on the Waiting List.

V. DISCUSSION OF OUTSTANDING EVIDENCE FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING AND
ZONING

Two selection criteria items under the 2007 QAP require Applicants to substantiate evidence of 
funding at the time their Commitment Notice is due, which is ten days from the date the 
Commitment Notice is issued: Commitment of Development Funding by Local Political
Subdivisions and Leveraging of Private, State, and Federal Resources. These requirements are 
reflected in the Board Summary report for each Application as a condition to the award. The
deadline for submission of the conditions of the Commitment Notice will not be extended 
beyond the ten-day deadline as it relates to the submission of this documentation to ensure that 
there is sufficient time to reissue the tax credits to other fully compliant Applications. The 2007 
QAP clearly dictates how the handling of these funds will occur: if the funding commitment is
not received with the Commitment Notice, the Application will be evaluated to determine if the
loss of these points would have resulted in the Department's not committing the tax credits.  If
the loss of points would have made the Application noncompetitive, the Commitment Notice will
be rescinded and the tax credits reallocated.

If the Application would still be competitive even with the loss of points and the loss would not 
have impacted the recommendation for an award, the Application will be reevaluated for
financial feasibility. If the Application is infeasible without the funds, the Commitment Notice 
will be rescinded and the tax credits reallocated.

Additionally, evidence of final zoning is required to be submitted to the Department at the time 
the Commitment Notice is due. If awarded Applicants are unable to provide the appropriate 
evidence by the deadline of the Commitment Notice, tax credits awarded will be rescinded.

In the event that tax credits must be rescinded, the Department will issue a notice of rescission to 
the Applicant.  The rescission will be eligible for an appeal at the Executive Director and Board
levels at the option of the Applicant. Tax credits will not be reissued to another Applicant until
the Applicant appealing the rescission has pursued the appeals process or indicates in writing that 
an appeal will not be submitted.  The Commitment Fee must be submitted with the Commitment
Notice; however, in the event that all appeals are denied and the tax credits remain rescinded the 
Commitment Fee will be refunded.

When a rescission is final and appeals have been exhausted, the Department will recommend to
the Board that the next appropriate Application on the waiting list be awarded tax credits. To the
extent that the Application needs to substantiate funding from the local political subdivision, the 
same timing and processes noted above will apply.
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VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION – WAITING LIST 

Consistent with §49.10(b) of the 2007 QAP, “…the Board shall generate, concurrently with the 
issuance of commitments, a waiting list of additional Applications ranked by score in descending 
order of priority based on Set-Aside categories and regional allocation goals….” 

Staff recommends that the Board consider the waiting list to be composed of all Applications 
that have not been approved by the Board for a commitment of 2007 Housing Tax Credits, and 
have not been terminated by the Department or withdrawn by the Applicant. Staff further
recommends that the report entitled “Report 3: 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Award 
Recommendations and Waiting List” as approved or amended and approved by the Board today 
be accepted as the waiting list “ranked by score in descending order of priority” for regional 
allocation purposes.

Developments will be awarded from the waiting list as follows:

¶ If tax credits are returned from the Nonprofit Set-Aside, and the return of tax credits 
causes the Department to achieve less than the required 10% Set-Aside, the next highest 
scoring Qualified Nonprofit Development will be recommended for a commitment to the 
Board, regardless of the region in which it is located. If tax credits are returned from the 
Nonprofit Set-Aside, and the return of tax credits does not cause the Department to go 
below the required 10% Set-Aside, then the next highest scoring Development in the 
region of the returned tax credits will be recommended for a commitment to the Board, 
regardless of Set-Aside.

¶ If tax credits are returned from the USDA Allocation (which is applied regionally), and 
the return of tax credits causes the Department to achieve less than the required 5% 
Allocation within that region, the next highest scoring USDA Development from that 
region’s waiting list will be recommended to the Board for a commitment. If tax credits
are returned from the USDA Allocation, and the return of tax credits does not cause the 
Department to go below the required 5% Allocation within that region, then the next 
highest scoring Development in the region of the returned tax credits will be
recommended for a commitment to the Board, regardless of Set-Aside. 

¶ If tax credits are returned from the At-Risk Set-Aside (which is applied regionally), and 
the return of tax credits causes the Department to achieve less than the required 15% Set-
Aside within that region, the next highest scoring At-Risk Development from that
region’s waiting list will be recommended for a commitment to the Board. If tax credits
are returned from the At-Risk Set-Aside, and the return of tax credits does not cause the 
Department to go below the required 15% Set-Aside within that region, then the next 
highest scoring Development in the region of the returned tax credits will be
recommended for a commitment to the Board, regardless of Set-Aside. 

¶ For all other Developments, if tax credits are returned from a Development not associated 
with any Set-Aside, the next highest scoring Development from that region’s waiting list,
regardless of inclusion in a Set-Aside, will be recommended for a commitment to the
Board.

Developments on the waiting list not yet underwritten must still be found to be Acceptable, or
Acceptable with Conditions, by the Real Estate Analysis Division. Credit amounts and conditions
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are subject to change based on underwriting and underwriting appeals. Allocations from the 
waiting list remain subject to review by the Portfolio Management and Compliance Division to
ensure no issues of Material Noncompliance exist. In the event that the credit amount returned is 
insufficient to fund the full credit recommendation, the Applicant will be offered an opportunity to 
adjust the size of their Development, and if they decline staff will contact the Applicant for the
Application that is next on the waiting list. Staff will also review to ensure that no awards from
the waiting list would cause a violation of any sections of the 2007 QAP (for example, the $2 
million credit limitation, the one-mile rules, etc.).

VII. REQUESTED BOARD ACTION 
In summary, staff is seeking action on the following: 
1. Approval of the Staff Recommendations to Issue Commitments for Allocations of 

Competitive Housing Tax Credits to Applications in the 2007 Application Round (as
amended and approved by the Board); and 

2. Approval of a waiting list as outlined in “Report 3: 2007 Competitive Housing Tax 
Credit Award Recommendations and Waiting List” (as amended and approved by the 
Board).  The waiting list is composed of all Applications that have not been 
recommended for an allocation and have not been terminated or withdrawn.  The 
recommended prioritization of the waiting list for approval is as discussed above. 

3. In situations where any condition of the Commitment Notice is not substantiated by the 
required deadline, approval to grant Commitment Notices without first bringing the 
decision to the Board for approval, but conditioned on ratification of that action by the
Board at the next subsequent meeting. This will ensure that the subsequent awardee
being allocated has time to proceed.

Please note that, with the exception of the $339,505 to make Application #07234, Tuscany 
Park at Buda complete, Board action relating to the award of 2008 Forward Commitments 
is not on this agenda.  That will be presented for Board action on August 23, 2007. 
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Report 1:  2007 Competitive HTC Award Recommendations - July 30, 2007**
 Sorted by Region, Allocation, Recommendation Status and Final Score

State Ceiling to be Allocated:  $47,695,110*
(Report Includes Applications Recommended for Award Only)

Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$2,235,890 $1,130,893 $1,104,997Allocation Information for Region 1: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 1

Total Credits Available for Region:

$111,795 $335,384

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 1:

Stone Hollow Village 1510 Cornell Lubbock 112 140 Ron Hance 30007016 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $18,676BA1

112 140 $18,676Total:

Canyons Retirement 
Community

2200 W. 7th Ave. Amarillo 106 111 Jamie Hayden 20307219 U/EX Competitive in RegionRH E $876,745A1

106 111 $876,745Total:

218 251 $895,421Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 1:

La Mirage Villas 309 S.E. 15th Perryton 47 47 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

30007074 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $7,000BA1

47 47 $7,000Total:

Hampton Villages 1600 Blk of Alcock 
St.

Pampa 76 76 Tim Lang 19007137 R Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

NC G $1,038,857A1

Deer Creek 
Apartments

SE Corner of W. 
Ellis St. & MLK St.

Levelland 63 64 Justin 
Zimmerman

14907117 R Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC G $507,059A1

139 140 $1,545,916Total:

186 187 $1,552,916Total:

Page 1 of 221 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

* = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.  

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

404 438 $2,448,3375 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 2 of 221 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

* = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.  

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$1,549,740 $798,099 $751,641Allocation Information for Region 2: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 2

Total Credits Available for Region:

$77,487 $232,461**One previously awarded development, TDHCA number 060218, returned credits in 
the amount of $214,749; this amount has been added to the original allocation for 
Region 2 Rural and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in the credits 
available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 2:

StoneLeaf at Tye 649 Scott St. Tye 118 118 Mike Sugrue 19807133 U/EX Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
Regional Collapse

NC Intg $787,592A2

118 118 $787,592Total:

118 118 $787,592Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 2:

Wildwood Trails 
Apartments

1500 Davis Ln. Brownwood 75 75 Vaughn 
Zimmerman

30007058 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $10,338BA2

75 75 $10,338Total:

Grove at Brushy 
Creek

NE Corner of El 
Dorado & Patterson

Bowie 42 48 Eric Hartzell 18607294 R Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC G $506,036A2

377 Villas 4236 Hwy 377 S. Brownwood 73 76 Justin 
MacDonald

18407194 R Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

NC G $687,210A2

115 124 $1,193,246Total:

190 199 $1,203,584Total:

308 317 $1,991,1764 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 3 of 221 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

* = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.  

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$9,171,731 $704,007 $8,467,724Allocation Information for Region 3: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 3

Total Credits Available for Region:

$458,587 $1,375,760

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 3:

Fairway Crossing 7229 Ferguson Rd. Dallas 297 310 Len Vilicic 30107001 U/EX Forward CommitmentRH G $1,200,000FWD3

City Walk at Akard 511 N. Akard Dallas 204 209 John P. 
Greenan

30107091 U/EX Forward CommitmentRH G $1,242,595FWD3

Primrose at Highland 2100 Highland Ave. Dallas 120 150 Deepak 
Sulakhe

30007053 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $72,046BA3

Samaritan House 929 Hemphill Ave. Fort Worth 126 126 Steve Dutton 30007040 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $59,531BA3

Villas of Seagoville 600 E. Malloy Bridge 
Rd.

Seagoville 78 100 Deborah A. 
Griffin

30007025 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $36,900BA3

Frazier Fellowship 4700-4900 Hatcher 
St.

Dallas 60 76 Tim Lott 30007031 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $27,242BA3

Preston Trace 
Apartments

8660 Preston Trace 
Blvd.

Frisco 38 40 Dan Allgeier 30007028 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $9,490BA3

Spring Oaks 
Apartments

4317 Shepherd Ln. Balch Springs 128 160 Ron Pegram 30007017 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $76,305BA3

Renaissance Courts 308 S. Ruddell St. Denton 120 150 Shirley Nell 
Hensley

30007037 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $65,771BA3

Villas of Forest Hill 7400 Forest Hill Dr. Forest Hill 78 100 Deborah A. 
Griffin

30007024 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $36,629BA3

1,249 1,421 $2,826,509Total:

Evergreen at 
Farmers Branch

11701 Mira Lago 
Blvd.

Farmers
Branch

90 90 Bradley E. 
Forslund

20007254 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,194,940A3

Peachtree Seniors 5009 S. Peachtree 
Rd.

Balch Springs 144 144 Ron Pegram 20007289 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,161,000A3
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Residences at 
Eastland

5500 Eastland St. Fort Worth 140 146 Dan Allgeier 19507149 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $1,200,000A3

Oak Timbers-Caplin 
Drive

1301 Caplin Dr. & 
4801 S. Collins St.

Arlington 112 112 A.V. Mitchell 19507126 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $897,393A3

Jeremiah Seniors 909 W. Hurst Blvd. Hurst 135 135 Tim Valentine 19307166 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $989,447A3

621 627 $5,442,780Total:

1,870 2,048 $8,269,289Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 3:

Churchill at 
Commerce

731 Culver Commerce 90 100 Bradley E. 
Forslund

30007032 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $52,598BA3

Briarwood 
Apartments

513 E. 6th St. Kaufman 48 48 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

30007069 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $7,000BA3

138 148 $59,598Total:

Meadowlake Village 
Apartments

209 Grand Ave. Mabank 40 40 Warren Maupin 11307167 R Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $174,797A3

40 40 $174,797Total:

178 188 $234,395Total:

2,048 2,236 $8,503,68418 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$2,439,014 $1,445,350 $993,663Allocation Information for Region 4: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 4

Total Credits Available for Region:

$121,951 $365,852

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 4:

Moore Grocery Lofts 408 & 410 N. 
Broadway

Tyler 88 88 Jim Sari 30107096 U/EX Forward CommitmentNC/
RH

G $748,845FWD4

88 88 $748,845Total:

88 88 $748,845Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 4:

Gardens of 
Gladewater

108 N. Lee Dr. Gladewater 34 36 George D. 
Hopper

30007043 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $24,972BA4

34 36 $24,972Total:

Lakeside Apartments 1 Blk E. of S. 
Jefferson St. & 
Tennison Rd.

Mount
Pleasant

63 64 Justin 
Zimmerman

19007118 R Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC G $520,342A4

Bluestone Hwy 198 at Manning 
St. and Paschall St.

Mabank 73 76 Eric Hartzell 18907295 R Competitive in RegionNC G $758,354A4

136 140 $1,278,696Total:

170 176 $1,303,668Total:

258 264 $2,052,5134 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$1,456,237 $759,961 $696,276Allocation Information for Region 5: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 5

Total Credits Available for Region:

$72,812 $218,436**The estimated allocation based on the regional allocation formula for 2007 for 
Region 5 is $1,456,237.  In 2006 to address pressing disaster relief needs, the TDHCA 
Board forward allocated the 2007 credits in an amount of $1,452,903.  Therefore, all 
2007 credits for Region 5 Rural have already been committed, and a balance of $3,334 
remains in Region 5, Urban/Exurban.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 5:

O.W. Collins 
Apartments

4440 Gulfway Dr. Port Arthur 200 200 K.T. (Ike) Akbari 30007026 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH E $40,084BA5

200 200 $40,084Total:

Pointe North 3710 Magnolia Beaumont 158 158 Robert Reyna 19307162 U/EX Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

RC G $1,200,000A5

158 158 $1,200,000Total:

358 358 $1,240,084Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 5:

Prospect Point 201 Premier Dr. Jasper 69 72 Eric Hartzell 30107092 R Forward CommitmentNC G $722,842FWD5

Cypresswood 
Crossing

Hwy 87 at Hwy 105 Orange 76 76 K.T. (Ike) Akbari 30107093 R Forward CommitmentNC G $636,962FWD5

Park Estates 1200 Blk Nacogdoches 34 36 Mark 
Musemeche

30007011 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $26,141BA5

Pineywoods 
Community Orange

36 Scattered Sites 
in East Town of 
Orange, TX

Orange 36 36 Doug Dowler 30007018 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $26,874BA5

215 220 $1,412,819Total:

215 220 $1,412,819Total:
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573 578 $2,652,9036 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$11,349,523 $545,781 $10,803,741Allocation Information for Region 6: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 6

Total Credits Available for Region:

$567,476 $1,702,428**Three previously awarded developments, TDHCA numbers 04200, 04203, and 060004 
returned credits in the amount of $487,554; $401,044 has been added to the original 
allocation for Region 6 Urban/Exurban, $86,510 has been added to the original 
allocation for Region 6 Rural, and $487,554 has been added to the state credit ceiling 
and is correctly reflected in the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 6:

Commons of Grace 
Senior

8900 Tidwell Houston 86 108 Deepak 
Sulakhe

30007054 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC ET $48,106BA6

South Union Place 7210 Scott St. Houston 100 125 John N. 
Barineau

30007010 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC ET $19,572BA6

Baybrook Park 
Retirement Center

500 Texas Ave. 
West

Webster 80 100 Barry Kahn 30007020 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $39,863BA6

Redwood Heights 
Apartments

7300 Jensen Dr. Houston 76 96 Rick J. Deyoe 30007022 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $41,991BA6

Village on Hobbs 
Road

6000 Hobbs Rd. League City 80 100 Thomas H. 
Scott

30007041 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $50,356BA6

Oxford Place 605 Berry Rd. Houston 200 250 Horace Allison 30007042 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $114,593BA6

Lake Jackson Manor 100 Garland Lake Jackson 80 100 H. Elizabeth 
Young

30007051 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $37,014BA6

Freeport Oaks 
Apartments

NE Corner of Ave. J 
& Skinner St.

Freeport 80 100 Les Kilday 30007060 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $39,216BA6

Lansbourough 
Apartments

10050 Cullen Blvd. Houston 141 176 Margie Lee 
Bingham

30007062 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $77,147BA6

923 1,155 $467,858Total:

New Hope Housing 
at Bray's Crossing

6311 Gulf Freeway Houston 149 149 Joy Horak-
Brown

20907210 U/EX Competitive in RegionRH G $680,321A6
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Villas at Goose 
Creek

SE Corner of N. 
Main St. & E. Defee 
St.

Baytown 22 22 Chris Presley 20307179 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $242,318A6

Melbourne 
Apartments

3337 Mustang Rd. Alvin 110 110 Alyssa 
Carpenter

20307203 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,200,000A6

Notting Hill Gate 
Apartments

200 S.E. of 
Intersection of S. 
Gessner & Beltway 8

Missouri City 108 108 Alyssa 
Carpenter

20307204 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,093,000A6

Oak Tree Village 2700 Blk of FM 1266 Dickinson 36 36 Charles 
Holcomb

20207103 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $371,883A6

Glenwood Trails Glenwood Dr. N. of 
Holton Ave.

Deer Park 114 114 Les Kilday 19707309 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $942,176A6

Wentworth 
Apartments

SE of Corner of 
Timber Forest Dr. & 
FM 1960

Atascocita 90 90 Alyssa 
Carpenter

19607300 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $907,000A6

Gardens at 
Friendswood Lakes

1400 Blk of FM 528 Friendswood 114 114 Les Kilday 19607310 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,000,000A6

Morningstar Villas 3500 Blk of 
Magnolia Ave.

Texas City 35 36 Diana McIver 19507293 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $385,100A6

Zion Village 
Apartments

3154 Gray St. Houston 50 50 Thomas Jones 19507306 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $541,928A6

Cypress Creek at 
Reed Road

Approx. 2900 Blk of 
Reed Rd.

Houston 126 132 Stuart Shaw 19407291 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $1,199,797A6

Gibraltar 152 Blk of 
Brazoswood Dr.

Clute 48 48 Debra Guerrero 19307170 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $575,334A6

1,002 1,009 $9,138,857Total:

1,925 2,164 $9,606,715Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 6:

Cricket Hollow 
Apartments

9700 FM 1097 Willis 150 176 Brian Cogburn 30007004 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $82,466BA6

150 176 $82,466Total:

Trinity Garden Apt 
Homes

2000 Blk of Panther 
Dr.

Liberty 76 76 Marc Caldwell 19007258 R Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC E $665,529A6
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Lexington Square 1324 E. Hospital Dr. Angleton 80 80 Lisa Castillo 14707246 R Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $347,876A6

156 156 $1,013,405Total:

306 332 $1,095,871Total:

2,231 2,496 $10,702,58624 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$2,551,062 $269,467 $2,281,595Allocation Information for Region 7: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 7

Total Credits Available for Region:

$127,553 $382,659**Two previously awarded developments, TDHCA numbers 05142 and 05228, returned 
credits in the amount of $503,593; $368,190 has been added to the original allocation 
for Region 7 Urban/Exurban, $135,403 has been added to the original allocation for 
Region 7 Rural, and $503,593 has been added to the state credit ceiling and is 
correctly reflected in the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 7:

Bluffs Landing 
Senior Village

2200 Old Settlers 
Blvd.

Round Rock 144 144 Colby Denison 19907249 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,189,481A7

Tuscany Park at 
Buda

FM 2001 E. of IH 35 Buda 170 176 Mark 
Musemeche

19707234 U/EX Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse, Partial 
Award of $339,505 in 
2008 Tax Credits 
Required

NC G $860,495A7

Shady Oaks 
Apartments

501 Janis Dr. Georgetown 60 60 Naomi Walker 17807223 U/EX Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $369,110A7

374 380 $2,419,086Total:

374 380 $2,419,086Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 7:

San Gabriel Crossing 1625 Loop 332 Liberty Hill 73 76 Mark Mayfield 18107220 R Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC G $582,217A7

73 76 $582,217Total:

73 76 $582,217Total:

447 456 $3,001,3034 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$2,629,068 $571,479 $2,057,589Allocation Information for Region 8: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 8

Total Credits Available for Region:

$131,453 $394,360**One previously awarded development, TDHCA number 05225, returned credits in the 
amount of $113,408; this amount has been added to the original allocation for Region 
8 Rural and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 8:

Chisholm Trail 
Senior Village

1003 W. 9th Ave. Belton 54 60 Leslie 
Donaldson 
Holleman

30007015 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $23,990BA8

Village at 
Meadowbend 
Apartments II

1638 Case Rd. Temple 79 99 Monica Poss 30007034 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $44,275BA8

133 159 $68,265Total:

Santour Court Lots 14-26 & 40-42, 
Blk 14 Santour 
Court St., Edelweiss 
Gartens Subdivision

College Station 16 16 Emanuel H. 
Glockzin, Jr..

18707262 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $294,106A8

Mansions at Briar 
Creek

Near 200 Blk of E. 
Wm. J. Bryan Pkwy

Bryan 171 171 Robert R. 
Burchfield

18307275 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC E $1,200,000A8

187 187 $1,494,106Total:

320 346 $1,562,371Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 8:

Bluffview Villas 2800 Hwy 36 S. Brenham 76 76 G. Granger 
MacDonald

30007038 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $40,048BA8

76 76 $40,048Total:

Hamilton Senior 
Village

Williams St. , 11 
Acres at Hamilton 
City Limits

Hamilton 36 36 Bonita Williams 17907177 R Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC E $339,782A8
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Holland House 
Apartments

616 Josephine St. Holland 68 68 Warren Maupin 12607180 R Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $267,348A8

104 104 $607,130Total:

180 180 $647,178Total:

500 526 $2,209,5507 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$3,013,098 $807,723 $2,205,375Allocation Information for Region 9: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 9

Total Credits Available for Region:

$150,655 $451,965**Two previously awarded developments, TDHCA numbers 05226 and 05231, returned 
credits in the amount of $400,876; this amount has been added to the original 
allocation for Region 9 Rural and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in 
the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 9:

Las Palmas 
Gardens Apartments

1014 S. San 
Eduardo

San Antonio 100 100 David Marquez 30107095 U/EX Forward CommitmentRH G $696,936FWD9

Stratton Oaks 
Apartments

716 Stratton Ave. Seguin 100 100 Colby Denison 30007014 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $55,603BA9

Seton Home Center 
for Teen Moms

1115 Mission Rd. San Antonio 24 24 Margaret 
Starkey

30007036 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $22,493BA9

Palacio Del Sol 400 N. Frio San Antonio 160 200 Fernando 
Godinez

30007006 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $81,457BA9

384 424 $856,489Total:

West End Baptist 
Manor Apartments

934 SW 35th St. San Antonio 50 50 David Marquez 21007173 U/EX Competitive in RegionRH G $316,781A9

West Durango Plaza 
Apartments

5635 W. Durango San Antonio 82 82 Ronald C. 
Anderson

20807198 U/EX Competitive in RegionRH G $657,418A9

132 132 $974,199Total:

516 556 $1,830,688Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 9:

Towne Park in 
Fredericksburg II

1100 S. Adams Fredericksburg 39 44 Mark Mayfield 30007061 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $18,608BA9

Friendship Place 600-700 E. 
Friendship Ln.

Fredericksburg 76 76 Lucille Jones 30007008 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $40,760BA9
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Oaks Of Bandera 400 Old San 
Antonio Hwy

Bandera 76 76 Lucille Jones 30007007 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $42,318BA9

191 196 $101,686Total:

Paseo de Paz 
Apartments

400 Blk of 
Clearwater Paseo

Kerrville 73 76 Justin 
MacDonald

19007242 R Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
Regional Collapse

NC G $712,276A9

Poteet Housing 
Authority Farm Labor

Ave. N at 4th St. Poteet 30 30 Gary M. 
Driggers

18607110 R Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

RH G $87,371A9

103 106 $799,647Total:

294 302 $901,333Total:

810 858 $2,732,02111 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$1,680,545 $872,315 $808,230Allocation Information for Region 10: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 10

Total Credits Available for Region:

$84,027 $252,082

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 10:

Thomas Ninke 
Senior Village

1901 Lova Rd. Victoria 80 80 Debbie 
Gillespie

30107090 U/EX Forward CommitmentNC E $472,636FWD10

80 80 $472,636Total:

LULAC Hacienda 
Apartments

2625 Greenwood Dr. Corpus Christi 60 60 David Marquez 20507174 U/EX Competitive in Region 
and At-Risk Set-Aside

RC E $566,203A10

60 60 $566,203Total:

140 140 $1,038,839Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 10:

Fenner Square Corner of Burke & 
Campbell St.

Goliad 32 32 Gary M. 
Driggers

30007021 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $21,258BA10

Saltgrass Landing 
Apartments

1602 S. Church St. Rockport 55 55 Gary L. Kersch 30007071 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $2,419BA10

Lantana Ridge 
Apartments South

2200 N. Adams St. Beeville 35 35 Gary L. Kersch 30007072 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $1,400BA10

Lantana Ridge 
Apartments

2200 N. Adams St. Beeville 55 55 Gary L. Kersch 30007073 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $2,380BA10

177 177 $27,456Total:

Kingsville LULAC 
Manor Apartments

1220 N. 17th Kingsville 88 88 Walter Martinez 19207199 R Competitive in RegionRH G $491,514A10

Hyatt Manor 
Apartments

1701 Waco St. Gonzales 65 65 Dennis Hoover 12907271 R Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

RH G $322,018A10

153 153 $813,532Total:
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330 330 $840,988Total:

470 470 $1,879,8278 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$5,974,191 $2,175,228 $3,798,963Allocation Information for Region 11: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 11

Total Credits Available for Region:

$298,710 $896,129

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 11:

Mesquite Terrace 400 Blk of E. 
Thomas Rd.

Pharr 106 106 Roy Navarro 30107094 U/EX Forward CommitmentNC E $594,048FWD11

Villa del Sol 700 E. St. Charles 
St.

Brownsville 189 199 William (Bill) J. 
Lee

30007012 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH E $28,453BA11

Las Canteras 
Apartments

415 E. Thomas Rd. Pharr 100 100 William (Bill) J. 
Lee

30007013 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $53,407BA11

Providence at Boca 
Chica

Intersection of Ash 
St. & Elm St.

Brownsville 151 158 Bill Fisher 30007044 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $72,261BA11

Providence at 
Edinburg

201 N. 13th Ave. Edinburg 100 100 Bill Fisher 30007045 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $29,947BA11

646 663 $778,116Total:

Sunset Terrace 920 W. Villegas Pharr 100 100 Roy Navarro 21507183 U/EX Competitive in RegionRC G $975,319A11

Retama Village - 
Phase II

2301 Jasmine Ave. McAllen 74 74 Joe Saenz 20307182 U/EX Competitive in RegionRC G $734,361A11

Candlewick 
Apartments

1155 Paredes Line 
Rd.

Brownsville 132 132 Saleem Jafar 19607226 U/EX Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $981,612A11

306 306 $2,691,292Total:

952 969 $3,469,408Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 11:

Vista Hermosa 
Apartments

820 N. Bibb Eagle Pass 20 20 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

30007068 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $726BA11

Arbor Cove 2805 Fordyce Ave. Donna 108 120 Anita Kegley 30007055 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $73,818BA11
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Casa Saldana SW Corner of Mile 8 
Rd. & Baseline Rd.

Mercedes 156 196 Monica Poss 30007035 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $82,912BA11

Bahia Palms 
Apartments

1303 Pino Dr. Laguna Vista 64 64 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

30007063 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $4,485BA11

348 400 $161,941Total:

Champion Home at 
La Joya

945 S Leo & Various 
Addresses for 
Scattered SF Homes

La Joya 50 50 Saleem Jafar 20407227 R Competitive in RegionRC G $481,928A11

Tammye's Pointe Old Pioneer Rd. at 
FM 1021

Eagle Pass 76 76 Donald Pace 18707178 R Competitive in RegionNC G $983,288A11

Los Ebanos 
Apartments

300 Yards S. of 5 
Mile Line Rd. on E. 
Side of Los Ebanos 
Rd.

Alton 76 76 Alyssa 
Carpenter

17907153 R Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC G $738,251A11

202 202 $2,203,467Total:

550 602 $2,365,408Total:

1,502 1,571 $5,834,81615 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$1,386,899 $406,927 $979,972Allocation Information for Region 12: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 12

Total Credits Available for Region:

$69,345 $208,035

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 12:

Sedona Springs 
Village

920 W. University Odessa 85 100 Ron Hance 30007033 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $15,819BA12

85 100 $15,819Total:

Palermo SE Corner of Gist 
Ave. & Wayside Dr.

Midland 130 136 Manish Verma 20307282 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $904,473A12

130 136 $904,473Total:

215 236 $920,292Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 12:

Heights Apartments MLK St., 1 Blk E. of 
FM 700

Big Spring 48 48 Justin 
Zimmerman

12907115 R Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC G $377,886A12

48 48 $377,886Total:

48 48 $377,886Total:

263 284 $1,298,1783 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$2,258,112 $284,967 $1,973,146Allocation Information for Region 13: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 13

Total Credits Available for Region:

$112,906 $338,717**One previously awarded development, TDHCA number 05247, returned credits in the 
amount of $107,199; this amount has been added to the original allocation for Region 
13 Urban/Exurban and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in the 
credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 13:

Americas Palms 12310 Lorenzo Ruiz 
Dr.

El Paso 112 112 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

30007047 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $59,831BA13

Diana Palms 4700 Diana St. El Paso 34 36 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

30007003 U/EX Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $17,494BA13

146 148 $77,324Total:

Paseo Palms 3000' E. of Joe 
Battle Near 
Pellicano Dr.

El Paso 180 180 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

17307108 U/EX Competitive in RegionNC G $1,200,000A13

Woodchase Senior 
Community

8410 & 8411 Tigris 
Dr.

El Paso 128 128 Ike J. Monty 15807235 U/EX Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

NC E $1,069,620A13

308 308 $2,269,620Total:

454 456 $2,346,944Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 13:

Horizon Palms 12199 Darrington 
Rd.

El Paso 76 76 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

30007048 R Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $41,271BA13

76 76 $41,271Total:

76 76 $41,271Total:

530 532 $2,388,2165 Applications in Region  Region Total:

114 Total Applications 10,344 11,026 $47,695,110
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Report 2:  2007 Competitive HTC Award Recommendations, Nonprofit Set-Aside - July 30, 2007**
 Sorted by Region, Allocation, Recommendation Status and Final Score

State Set-Aside to be Allocated:  $4,769,511*
(Report Includes Applications Recommended for Award Only)
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112 140 Ron Hance 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $18,676Stone Hollow Village 1510 Cornell Lubbock07016 U/EXBA1

204 209 John P. 
Greenan

301 Forward CommitmentRH G $1,242,595City Walk at Akard 511 N. Akard Dallas07091 U/EXFWD3

120 150 Deepak 
Sulakhe

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $72,046Primrose at Highland 2100 Highland Ave. Dallas07053 U/EXBA3

126 126 Steve Dutton 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $59,531Samaritan House 929 Hemphill Ave. Fort Worth07040 U/EXBA3

90 100 Bradley E. 
Forslund

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $52,598Churchill at 
Commerce

731 Culver Commerce07032 RBA3

36 36 Doug Dowler 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $26,874Pineywoods 
Community Orange

36 Scattered Sites 
in East Town of 
Orange, TX

Orange07018 RBA5

200 250 Horace Allison 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $114,593Oxford Place 605 Berry Rd. Houston07042 U/EXBA6

100 100 David Marquez 301 Forward CommitmentRH G $696,936Las Palmas 
Gardens Apartments

1014 S. San 
Eduardo

San Antonio07095 U/EXFWD9

24 24 Margaret 
Starkey

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $22,493Seton Home Center 
for Teen Moms

1115 Mission Rd. San Antonio07036 U/EXBA9

100 100 Colby Denison 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $55,603Stratton Oaks 
Apartments

716 Stratton Ave. Seguin07014 U/EXBA9

50 50 David Marquez 210 Competitive in RegionRH G $316,781West End Baptist 
Manor Apartments

934 SW 35th St. San Antonio07173 U/EXA9

82 82 Ronald C. 
Anderson

208 Competitive in RegionRH G $657,418West Durango Plaza 
Apartments

5635 W. Durango San Antonio07198 U/EXA9

39 44 Mark Mayfield 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $18,608Towne Park in 
Fredericksburg II

1100 S. Adams Fredericksburg07061 RBA9

60 60 David Marquez 205 Competitive in Region 
and At-Risk Set-Aside

RC E $566,203LULAC Hacienda 
Apartments

2625 Greenwood Dr. Corpus Christi07174 U/EXA10

Page 1 of 21 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

* =  The amount of the State Housing Credit Ceiling required to be allocated to Qualified Nonprofit Developments is 10% of the total State Housing Credit Ceiling.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

32 32 Gary M. 
Driggers

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $21,258Fenner Square Corner of Burke & 
Campbell St.

Goliad07021 RBA10

88 88 Walter Martinez 192 Competitive in RegionRH G $491,514Kingsville LULAC 
Manor Apartments

1220 N. 17th Kingsville07199 RA10

106 106 Roy Navarro 301 Forward CommitmentNC E $594,048Mesquite Terrace 400 Blk of E. 
Thomas Rd.

Pharr07094 U/EXFWD11

100 100 William (Bill) J. 
Lee

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $53,407Las Canteras 
Apartments

415 E. Thomas Rd. Pharr07013 U/EXBA11

100 100 Bill Fisher 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $29,947Providence at 
Edinburg

201 N. 13th Ave. Edinburg07045 U/EXBA11

19 Total Applications 1,769 1,897 $5,111,128

Page 2 of 21 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

* =  The amount of the State Housing Credit Ceiling required to be allocated to Qualified Nonprofit Developments is 10% of the total State Housing Credit Ceiling.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.



Report 3:  2007 Competitive HTC Award Recommendations and Waiting List - July 30, 2007***
 Sorted by Region, Allocation, Recommendation Status and Final Score

State Ceiling to be Allocated:  $47,695,110**
(Report Includes All Active Applications)

Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$2,235,890 $1,130,893 $1,104,997Allocation Information for Region 1: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 1

Total Credits Available for Region:

$111,795 $335,384

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 1:

112 140 Ron Hance 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $18,676Stone Hollow Village 1510 Cornell Lubbock07016 U/EXBA1

112 140 $18,676Total:

106 111 Jamie Hayden 203 Competitive in RegionRH E $876,745Canyons Retirement 
Community

2200 W. 7th Ave. Amarillo07219 U/EXA1

106 111 $876,745Total:

218 251 $895,421Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 1:

47 47 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $7,000La Mirage Villas 309 S.E. 15th Perryton07074 RBA1

47 47 $7,000Total:

76 76 Tim Lang 190 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

NC G $1,038,857Hampton Villages 1600 Blk of Alcock 
St.

Pampa07137 RA1

63 64 Justin 
Zimmerman

149 Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC G $507,059Deer Creek 
Apartments

SE Corner of W. 
Ellis St. & MLK St.

Levelland07117 RA1

139 140 $1,545,916Total:

Page 1 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

76 76 Mike Sugrue 185 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $707,970StoneLeaf at Dalhart 1719 E. 1st St. Dalhart07131 RN1 *

76 76 $707,970Total:

262 263 $2,260,886Total:

480 514 $3,156,3076 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 2 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$1,549,740 $798,099 $751,641Allocation Information for Region 2: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 2

Total Credits Available for Region:

$77,487 $232,461**One previously awarded development, TDHCA number 060218, returned credits in 
the amount of $214,749; this amount has been added to the original allocation for 
Region 2 Rural and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in the credits 
available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 2:

118 118 Mike Sugrue 198 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
Regional Collapse

NC Intg $787,592StoneLeaf at Tye 649 Scott St. Tye07133 U/EXA2

118 118 $787,592Total:

96 96 Rick J. Deyoe 195 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $877,338Washington Village 
Apartments

600 Flood St. Wichita Falls07114 U/EXN2 *

80 80 Theresa Martin-
Holder

195 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $729,049Anson Park Seniors Ambrocio Flores Jr. 
Rd. & Vogel Ave.

Abilene07285 U/EXN2 *

36 36 Randy 
Stevenson

191 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $375,091Green Briar Village 
Phase II

Approx. SH 240 at 
Airport Dr.

Wichita Falls07236 U/EXN2 *

212 212 $1,981,478Total:

330 330 $2,769,070Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 2:

75 75 Vaughn 
Zimmerman

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $10,338Wildwood Trails 
Apartments

1500 Davis Ln. Brownwood07058 RBA2

75 75 $10,338Total:

42 48 Eric Hartzell 186 Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC G $506,036Grove at Brushy 
Creek

NE Corner of El 
Dorado & Patterson

Bowie07294 RA2

73 76 Justin 
MacDonald

184 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

NC G $687,210377 Villas 4236 Hwy 377 S. Brownwood07194 RA2

Page 3 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

115 124 $1,193,246Total:

190 199 $1,203,584Total:

520 529 $3,972,6547 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 4 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$9,171,731 $704,007 $8,467,724Allocation Information for Region 3: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 3

Total Credits Available for Region:

$458,587 $1,375,760

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 3:

204 209 John P. 
Greenan

301 Forward CommitmentRH G $1,242,595City Walk at Akard 511 N. Akard Dallas07091 U/EXFWD3

297 310 Len Vilicic 301 Forward CommitmentRH G $1,200,000Fairway Crossing 7229 Ferguson Rd. Dallas07001 U/EXFWD3

120 150 Deepak 
Sulakhe

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $72,046Primrose at Highland 2100 Highland Ave. Dallas07053 U/EXBA3

128 160 Ron Pegram 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $76,305Spring Oaks 
Apartments

4317 Shepherd Ln. Balch Springs07017 U/EXBA3

120 150 Shirley Nell 
Hensley

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $65,771Renaissance Courts 308 S. Ruddell St. Denton07037 U/EXBA3

78 100 Deborah A. 
Griffin

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $36,629Villas of Forest Hill 7400 Forest Hill Dr. Forest Hill07024 U/EXBA3

78 100 Deborah A. 
Griffin

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $36,900Villas of Seagoville 600 E. Malloy Bridge 
Rd.

Seagoville07025 U/EXBA3

60 76 Tim Lott 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $27,242Frazier Fellowship 4700-4900 Hatcher 
St.

Dallas07031 U/EXBA3

126 126 Steve Dutton 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $59,531Samaritan House 929 Hemphill Ave. Fort Worth07040 U/EXBA3

38 40 Dan Allgeier 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $9,490Preston Trace 
Apartments

8660 Preston Trace 
Blvd.

Frisco07028 U/EXBA3

1,249 1,421 $2,826,509Total:

144 144 Ron Pegram 200 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,161,000Peachtree Seniors 5009 S. Peachtree 
Rd.

Balch Springs07289 U/EXA3

90 90 Bradley E. 
Forslund

200 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,194,940Evergreen at 
Farmers Branch

11701 Mira Lago 
Blvd.

Farmers
Branch

07254 U/EXA3

Page 5 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

140 146 Dan Allgeier 195 Competitive in RegionNC G $1,200,000Residences at 
Eastland

5500 Eastland St. Fort Worth07149 U/EXA3

112 112 A.V. Mitchell 195 Competitive in RegionNC E $897,393Oak Timbers-Caplin 
Drive

1301 Caplin Dr. & 
4801 S. Collins St.

Arlington07126 U/EXA3

135 135 Tim Valentine 193 Competitive in RegionNC E $989,447Jeremiah Seniors 909 W. Hurst Blvd. Hurst07166 U/EXA3

621 627 $5,442,780Total:

172 180 Chan Il Pak 190 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,200,000Villas on Raiford Raiford Rd. Carrollton07303 U/EXN3 *

98 102 Kenneth H. 
Mitchell

190 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,118,156Country Lane 
Seniors-Greenville 
Community

W side of O'Neal 
St., N. of U.S. Hwy 
69 (Joe Ramsey 
Blvd.)

Greenville07104 U/EXN3

145 145 Bradley E. 
Forslund

189 Not Competitive in 
Region, Award Would 
Cause Violation of 
$2M Limit

NC E $1,200,000Evergreen at The 
Colony

NW Quadrant of SH 
121 & Morning Star

The Colony07256 U/EXN3 *

145 150 George King, 
Jr.

187 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,200,000Carpenter's Point 3326 Mingo St. Dallas07101 U/EXN3 *

36 36 Hollis Fitch 182 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $439,226Stephen Austin 
School Apartments

1702 Wesley St. Greenville07190 U/EXN3 *

36 36 Hollis Fitch 175 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $349,937Washington Hotel 
Lofts

2612 Washington St. Greenville07191 U/EXN3 *

124 130 Jay Oji 161 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,200,000Sphinx at Fiji Seniors 201 Fran Way Dallas07245 U/EXN3 *

756 779 $6,707,319Total:

2,626 2,827 $14,976,608Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 3:

90 100 Bradley E. 
Forslund

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $52,598Churchill at 
Commerce

731 Culver Commerce07032 RBA3

48 48 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $7,000Briarwood 
Apartments

513 E. 6th St. Kaufman07069 RBA3

138 148 $59,598Total:

Page 6 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

40 40 Warren Maupin 113 Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $174,797Meadowlake Village 
Apartments

209 Grand Ave. Mabank07167 RA3

40 40 $174,797Total:

76 76 Alyssa 
Carpenter

189 Financially InfeasibleNC E $0Plantation Valley 
Estates

Hopkins Rd. & E. 
McCart St.  
(FM1173)

Krum07272 RN3

76 76 $0Total:

254 264 $234,395Total:

2,880 3,091 $15,211,00326 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 7 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$2,439,014 $1,445,350 $993,663Allocation Information for Region 4: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 4

Total Credits Available for Region:

$121,951 $365,852

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 4:

88 88 Jim Sari 301 Forward CommitmentNC/
RH

G $748,845Moore Grocery Lofts 408 & 410 N. 
Broadway

Tyler07096 U/EXFWD4

88 88 $748,845Total:

126 126 Richard 
Herrington

197 Insufficient Funds in 
Sub-Region

RC G $1,200,000Covington
Townhomes

E Side of Milam St. 
Between 13th & 
11th St.

Texarkana07164 U/EXN4

73 76 Stuart Shaw 196 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $799,995North Eastman 
Residential

1400 N. Eastman 
Rd.

Longview07292 U/EXN4 *

199 202 $1,999,995Total:

287 290 $2,748,840Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 4:

34 36 George D. 
Hopper

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $24,972Gardens of 
Gladewater

108 N. Lee Dr. Gladewater07043 RBA4

34 36 $24,972Total:

63 64 Justin 
Zimmerman

190 Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC G $520,342Lakeside Apartments 1 Blk E. of S. 
Jefferson St. & 
Tennison Rd.

Mount
Pleasant

07118 RA4

73 76 Eric Hartzell 189 Competitive in RegionNC G $758,354Bluestone Hwy 198 at Manning 
St. and Paschall St.

Mabank07295 RA4

136 140 $1,278,696Total:

76 76 Matt Harris 188 Not Competitive in 
Region and Financially 
Infeasible

NC E $0Stone Brook Senior 
Apartments

NW Corner Loop 
256 & Threll St.

Palestine07193 RN4

Page 8 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G
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3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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LI 
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Units Target 
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Set-Asides
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 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

48 48 Jeffrey S. 
Spicer

187 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $580,813Terry Street 
Apartments

215 N. Terry St. Malakoff07247 RN4 *

76 76 Bonita Williams 182 Not Competitive in 
Region/Set-Aside

NC G $916,970Austin Place Plat 2, 2200 Blk of 
N. Edwards Ave. 
(FM 1734)

Mount
Pleasant

07175 RN4 *

76 76 Emanuel H. 
Glockzin, Jr.

178 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $693,735Lexington Court 
Phase II

3509 U.S. Hwy 259 
N.

Kilgore07261 RN4 *

16 16 Emanuel H. 
Glockzin, Jr.

178 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $409,663Victoria Place 
Addition

5.10 Acres Barbara 
St. Extension

Athens07260 RN4 *

292 292 $2,601,181Total:

462 468 $3,904,849Total:

749 758 $6,653,68911 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 9 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
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* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$1,456,237 $759,961 $696,276Allocation Information for Region 5: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 5

Total Credits Available for Region:

$72,812 $218,436**The estimated allocation based on the regional allocation formula for 2007 for 
Region 5 is $1,456,237.  In 2006 to address pressing disaster relief needs, the TDHCA 
Board forward allocated the 2007 credits in an amount of $1,452,903.  Therefore, all 
2007 credits for Region 5 Rural have already been committed, and a balance of $3,334 
remains in Region 5, Urban/Exurban.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 5:

200 200 K.T. (Ike) Akbari 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH E $40,084O.W. Collins 
Apartments

4440 Gulfway Dr. Port Arthur07026 U/EXBA5

200 200 $40,084Total:

158 158 Robert Reyna 193 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

RC G $1,200,000Pointe North 3710 Magnolia Beaumont07162 U/EXA5 *

158 158 $1,200,000Total:

120 120 K.T. (Ike) Akbari 189 Insufficient Funds in 
Sub-Region

RH G $678,699Sunlight Manor 
Apartments

2950 S. 8th St. Beaumont07189 U/EXN5 *

120 120 $678,699Total:

478 478 $1,918,783Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 5:

69 72 Eric Hartzell 301 Forward CommitmentNC G $722,842Prospect Point 201 Premier Dr. Jasper07092 RFWD5

76 76 K.T. (Ike) Akbari 301 Forward CommitmentNC G $636,962Cypresswood 
Crossing

Hwy 87 at Hwy 105 Orange07093 RFWD5

36 36 Doug Dowler 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $26,874Pineywoods 
Community Orange

36 Scattered Sites 
in East Town of 
Orange, TX

Orange07018 RBA5

Page 10 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 
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Units Target 
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Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
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Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

34 36 Mark 
Musemeche

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $26,141Park Estates 1200 Blk Nacogdoches07011 RBA5

215 220 $1,412,819Total:

76 76 Marc Caldwell 188 Insufficient Funds in 
Sub-Region

NC E $809,338Orange Palm 
Garden Apt Homes

1727 37th St. Orange07257 RN5 *

36 36 Robert Crow 187 Insufficient Funds in 
Sub-Region

NC G $545,417Tower Village Park St.  & Tower 
Rd.

Nacogdoches07123 RN5 *

112 112 $1,354,755Total:

327 332 $2,767,574Total:

805 810 $4,686,3579 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.
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* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 
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Units Target 
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Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
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Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$11,349,523 $545,781 $10,803,741Allocation Information for Region 6: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 6

Total Credits Available for Region:

$567,476 $1,702,428**Three previously awarded developments, TDHCA numbers 04200, 04203, and 060004 
returned credits in the amount of $487,554; $401,044 has been added to the original 
allocation for Region 6 Urban/Exurban, $86,510 has been added to the original 
allocation for Region 6 Rural, and $487,554 has been added to the state credit ceiling 
and is correctly reflected in the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 6:

80 100 Thomas H. 
Scott

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $50,356Village on Hobbs 
Road

6000 Hobbs Rd. League City07041 U/EXBA6

200 250 Horace Allison 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $114,593Oxford Place 605 Berry Rd. Houston07042 U/EXBA6

80 100 H. Elizabeth 
Young

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $37,014Lake Jackson Manor 100 Garland Lake Jackson07051 U/EXBA6

86 108 Deepak 
Sulakhe

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC ET $48,106Commons of Grace 
Senior

8900 Tidwell Houston07054 U/EXBA6

80 100 Barry Kahn 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $39,863Baybrook Park 
Retirement Center

500 Texas Ave. 
West

Webster07020 U/EXBA6

100 125 John N. 
Barineau

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC ET $19,572South Union Place 7210 Scott St. Houston07010 U/EXBA6

80 100 Les Kilday 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $39,216Freeport Oaks 
Apartments

NE Corner of Ave. J 
& Skinner St.

Freeport07060 U/EXBA6

141 176 Margie Lee 
Bingham

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $77,147Lansbourough 
Apartments

10050 Cullen Blvd. Houston07062 U/EXBA6

76 96 Rick J. Deyoe 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $41,991Redwood Heights 
Apartments

7300 Jensen Dr. Houston07022 U/EXBA6

923 1,155 $467,858Total:

149 149 Joy Horak-
Brown

209 Competitive in RegionRH G $680,321New Hope Housing 
at Bray's Crossing

6311 Gulf Freeway Houston07210 U/EXA6

Page 12 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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4
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108 108 Alyssa 
Carpenter

203 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,093,000Notting Hill Gate 
Apartments

200 S.E. of 
Intersection of S. 
Gessner & Beltway 8

Missouri City07204 U/EXA6

22 22 Chris Presley 203 Competitive in RegionNC G $242,318Villas at Goose 
Creek

SE Corner of N. 
Main St. & E. Defee 
St.

Baytown07179 U/EXA6

110 110 Alyssa 
Carpenter

203 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,200,000Melbourne 
Apartments

3337 Mustang Rd. Alvin07203 U/EXA6

36 36 Charles 
Holcomb

202 Competitive in RegionNC E $371,883Oak Tree Village 2700 Blk of FM 1266 Dickinson07103 U/EXA6

114 114 Les Kilday 197 Competitive in RegionNC G $942,176Glenwood Trails Glenwood Dr. N. of 
Holton Ave.

Deer Park07309 U/EXA6

90 90 Alyssa 
Carpenter

196 Competitive in RegionNC E $907,000Wentworth 
Apartments

SE of Corner of 
Timber Forest Dr. & 
FM 1960

Atascocita07300 U/EXA6

114 114 Les Kilday 196 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,000,000Gardens at 
Friendswood Lakes

1400 Blk of FM 528 Friendswood07310 U/EXA6

35 36 Diana McIver 195 Competitive in RegionNC E $385,100Morningstar Villas 3500 Blk of 
Magnolia Ave.

Texas City07293 U/EXA6

50 50 Thomas Jones 195 Competitive in RegionNC E $541,928Zion Village 
Apartments

3154 Gray St. Houston07306 U/EXA6

126 132 Stuart Shaw 194 Competitive in RegionNC G $1,199,797Cypress Creek at 
Reed Road

Approx. 2900 Blk of 
Reed Rd.

Houston07291 U/EXA6

48 48 Debra Guerrero 193 Competitive in RegionNC E $575,334Gibraltar 152 Blk of 
Brazoswood Dr.

Clute07170 U/EXA6

1,002 1,009 $9,138,857Total:

147 153 Kenneth W. 
Fambro

187 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,200,000Pinnacle of Pleasant 
Humble

1200 Blk of 1st Ave. 
E

Humble07141 U/EXN6

102 102 Manish Verma 176 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,095,525Andalusia 4343 Old Spanish Tr. Houston07280 U/EXN6 *

123 127 Barry Kahn 169 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC Intg $1,200,000Elrod Place W side of Approx. 
3700 Blk Elrod

Katy07109 U/EXN6 *

75 75 Margie Lee 
Bingham

164 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $737,449Victory Place 
Seniors

2001 S. Victory Houston07217 U/EXN6 *
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150 150 Daniel Williams 141 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $1,200,000Gates of Dominion 
North

NW Corner of JFK 
Blvd. & Lauder Rd.

Houston07165 U/EXN6 *

597 607 $5,432,974Total:

2,522 2,771 $15,039,689Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 6:

150 176 Brian Cogburn 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $82,466Cricket Hollow 
Apartments

9700 FM 1097 Willis07004 RBA6

150 176 $82,466Total:

76 76 Marc Caldwell 190 Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC E $665,529Trinity Garden Apt 
Homes

2000 Blk of Panther 
Dr.

Liberty07258 RA6

80 80 Lisa Castillo 147 Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $347,876Lexington Square 1324 E. Hospital Dr. Angleton07246 RA6

156 156 $1,013,405Total:

48 48 Emanuel H. 
Glockzin, Jr.

173 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $492,857Montgomery 
Meadows Phase II

Corner of Old 
Montgomery Rd. & 
Cline

Huntsville07259 RN6 *

50 50 Lisa Castillo 144 Not Competitive in 
Region

RH G $226,377Brooks Manor 
Apartments

444 Jefferson Ave. West Columbia07252 RN6 *

52 54 Dennis Hoover 121 Financially InfeasibleRH G $0Mid-Towne I 
Apartments

820 E. Carrell St. Tomball07268 RN6

150 152 $719,234Total:

456 484 $1,815,105Total:

2,978 3,255 $16,854,79432 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             
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* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$2,551,062 $269,467 $2,281,595Allocation Information for Region 7: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 7

Total Credits Available for Region:

$127,553 $382,659**Two previously awarded developments, TDHCA numbers 05142 and 05228, returned 
credits in the amount of $503,593; $368,190 has been added to the original allocation 
for Region 7 Urban/Exurban, $135,403 has been added to the original allocation for 
Region 7 Rural, and $503,593 has been added to the state credit ceiling and is 
correctly reflected in the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 7:

144 144 Colby Denison 199 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,189,481Bluffs Landing 
Senior Village

2200 Old Settlers 
Blvd.

Round Rock07249 U/EXA7

170 176 Mark 
Musemeche

197 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse, Partial 
Award of $339,505 in 
2008 Tax Credits 
Required

NC G $860,495Tuscany Park at 
Buda

FM 2001 E. of IH 35 Buda07234 U/EXA7

60 60 Naomi Walker 178 Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $369,110Shady Oaks 
Apartments

501 Janis Dr. Georgetown07223 U/EXA7

374 380 $2,419,086Total:

136 136 Ebby Green 194 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,000,000Villas at Rabbit Hill FM 1460 Across 
from Timberline Dr.

Round Rock07313 U/EXN7 *

77 80 Naomi Walker 181 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $731,071Sierra Ridge 
Apartments

Intersection of N.W. 
Blvd. & Washam Dr.

Georgetown07224 U/EXN7 *

213 216 $1,731,071Total:

587 596 $4,150,157Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 7:

73 76 Mark Mayfield 181 Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC G $582,217San Gabriel Crossing 1625 Loop 332 Liberty Hill07220 RA7

Page 15 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
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* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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73 76 $582,217Total:

73 76 $582,217Total:

660 672 $4,732,3746 Applications in Region  Region Total:
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$2,629,068 $571,479 $2,057,589Allocation Information for Region 8: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 8

Total Credits Available for Region:

$131,453 $394,360**One previously awarded development, TDHCA number 05225, returned credits in the 
amount of $113,408; this amount has been added to the original allocation for Region 
8 Rural and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 8:

54 60 Leslie 
Donaldson 
Holleman

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $23,990Chisholm Trail 
Senior Village

1003 W. 9th Ave. Belton07015 U/EXBA8

79 99 Monica Poss 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $44,275Village at 
Meadowbend 
Apartments II

1638 Case Rd. Temple07034 U/EXBA8

133 159 $68,265Total:

16 16 Emanuel H. 
Glockzin, Jr..

187 Competitive in RegionNC G $294,106Santour Court Lots 14-26 & 40-42, 
Blk 14 Santour 
Court St., Edelweiss 
Gartens Subdivision

College Station07262 U/EXA8

171 171 Robert R. 
Burchfield

183 Competitive in RegionNC E $1,200,000Mansions at Briar 
Creek

Near 200 Blk of E. 
Wm. J. Bryan Pkwy

Bryan07275 U/EXA8

187 187 $1,494,106Total:

108 108 Emanuel H. 
Glockzin, Jr.

192 Financially InfeasibleNC G $0Constitution Court Constitution Dr., Off 
U.S. Hwy 190

Copperas 
Cove

07263 U/EXN8

104 104 Hollis Fitch 169 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $1,031,581Historic Lofts of 
Waco High

815 Columbus Ave. Waco07192 U/EXN8

212 212 $1,031,581Total:

532 558 $2,593,952Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 8:

Page 17 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007
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** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
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*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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76 76 G. Granger 
MacDonald

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $40,048Bluffview Villas 2800 Hwy 36 S. Brenham07038 RBA8

76 76 $40,048Total:

36 36 Bonita Williams 179 Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC E $339,782Hamilton Senior 
Village

Williams St. , 11 
Acres at Hamilton 
City Limits

Hamilton07177 RA8

68 68 Warren Maupin 126 Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $267,348Holland House 
Apartments

616 Josephine St. Holland07180 RA8

104 104 $607,130Total:

180 180 $647,178Total:

712 738 $3,241,1319 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 18 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
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4
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$3,013,098 $807,723 $2,205,375Allocation Information for Region 9: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 9

Total Credits Available for Region:

$150,655 $451,965**Two previously awarded developments, TDHCA numbers 05226 and 05231, returned 
credits in the amount of $400,876; this amount has been added to the original 
allocation for Region 9 Rural and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in 
the credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 9:

100 100 David Marquez 301 Forward CommitmentRH G $696,936Las Palmas 
Gardens Apartments

1014 S. San 
Eduardo

San Antonio07095 U/EXFWD9

24 24 Margaret 
Starkey

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $22,493Seton Home Center 
for Teen Moms

1115 Mission Rd. San Antonio07036 U/EXBA9

100 100 Colby Denison 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $55,603Stratton Oaks 
Apartments

716 Stratton Ave. Seguin07014 U/EXBA9

160 200 Fernando 
Godinez

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $81,457Palacio Del Sol 400 N. Frio San Antonio07006 U/EXBA9

384 424 $856,489Total:

50 50 David Marquez 210 Competitive in RegionRH G $316,781West End Baptist 
Manor Apartments

934 SW 35th St. San Antonio07173 U/EXA9

82 82 Ronald C. 
Anderson

208 Competitive in RegionRH G $657,418West Durango Plaza 
Apartments

5635 W. Durango San Antonio07198 U/EXA9

132 132 $974,199Total:

138 144 Henry A. 
Alvarez III

203 Not Competitive in 
Region

RC G $1,200,000San Juan Square II S Calaveras St. & 
Brady Blvd.

San Antonio07171 U/EXN9

120 120 Paul Patierno 199 Not Competitive in 
Region

RH G $652,194Ingram Square 
Apartments

5901 Flynn Dr. San Antonio07233 U/EXN9 *

258 264 $1,852,194Total:

774 820 $3,682,882Total:

Page 19 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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RuralApplications Submitted in Region 9:

76 76 Lucille Jones 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $42,318Oaks Of Bandera 400 Old San 
Antonio Hwy

Bandera07007 RBA9

76 76 Lucille Jones 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $40,760Friendship Place 600-700 E. 
Friendship Ln.

Fredericksburg07008 RBA9

39 44 Mark Mayfield 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $18,608Towne Park in 
Fredericksburg II

1100 S. Adams Fredericksburg07061 RBA9

191 196 $101,686Total:

73 76 Justin 
MacDonald

190 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
Regional Collapse

NC G $712,276Paseo de Paz 
Apartments

400 Blk of 
Clearwater Paseo

Kerrville07242 RA9

30 30 Gary M. 
Driggers

186 Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

RH G $87,371Poteet Housing 
Authority Farm Labor

Ave. N at 4th St. Poteet07110 RA9

103 106 $799,647Total:

294 302 $901,333Total:

1,068 1,122 $4,584,21513 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 20 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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$1,680,545 $872,315 $808,230Allocation Information for Region 10: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 10

Total Credits Available for Region:

$84,027 $252,082

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 10:

80 80 Debbie 
Gillespie

301 Forward CommitmentNC E $472,636Thomas Ninke 
Senior Village

1901 Lova Rd. Victoria07090 U/EXFWD10

80 80 $472,636Total:

60 60 David Marquez 205 Competitive in Region 
and At-Risk Set-Aside

RC E $566,203LULAC Hacienda 
Apartments

2625 Greenwood Dr. Corpus Christi07174 U/EXA10

60 60 $566,203Total:

120 120 Randy 
Stevenson

159 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,103,844Buena Vida Senior 
Village

4650 Old 
Brownsville Rd.

Corpus Christi07318 U/EXN10 *

120 120 $1,103,844Total:

260 260 $2,142,683Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 10:

55 55 Gary L. Kersch 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $2,380Lantana Ridge 
Apartments

2200 N. Adams St. Beeville07073 RBA10

55 55 Gary L. Kersch 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $2,419Saltgrass Landing 
Apartments

1602 S. Church St. Rockport07071 RBA10

35 35 Gary L. Kersch 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $1,400Lantana Ridge 
Apartments South

2200 N. Adams St. Beeville07072 RBA10

32 32 Gary M. 
Driggers

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $21,258Fenner Square Corner of Burke & 
Campbell St.

Goliad07021 RBA10

177 177 $27,456Total:

88 88 Walter Martinez 192 Competitive in RegionRH G $491,514Kingsville LULAC 
Manor Apartments

1220 N. 17th Kingsville07199 RA10

Page 21 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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65 65 Dennis Hoover 129 Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

RH G $322,018Hyatt Manor 
Apartments

1701 Waco St. Gonzales07271 RA10

153 153 $813,532Total:

72 72 Mark 
Musemeche

185 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $661,500King's Crossing 
Phase II

1505 E. Corral Kingsville07124 RN10 *

72 72 $661,500Total:

402 402 $1,502,488Total:

662 662 $3,645,17110 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 22 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
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5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
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* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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$5,974,191 $2,175,228 $3,798,963Allocation Information for Region 11: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 11

Total Credits Available for Region:

$298,710 $896,129

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 11:

106 106 Roy Navarro 301 Forward CommitmentNC E $594,048Mesquite Terrace 400 Blk of E. 
Thomas Rd.

Pharr07094 U/EXFWD11

189 199 William (Bill) J. 
Lee

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH E $28,453Villa del Sol 700 E. St. Charles 
St.

Brownsville07012 U/EXBA11

100 100 Bill Fisher 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC E $29,947Providence at 
Edinburg

201 N. 13th Ave. Edinburg07045 U/EXBA11

151 158 Bill Fisher 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $72,261Providence at Boca 
Chica

Intersection of Ash 
St. & Elm St.

Brownsville07044 U/EXBA11

100 100 William (Bill) J. 
Lee

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $53,407Las Canteras 
Apartments

415 E. Thomas Rd. Pharr07013 U/EXBA11

646 663 $778,116Total:

100 100 Roy Navarro 215 Competitive in RegionRC G $975,319Sunset Terrace 920 W. Villegas Pharr07183 U/EXA11

74 74 Joe Saenz 203 Competitive in RegionRC G $734,361Retama Village - 
Phase II

2301 Jasmine Ave. McAllen07182 U/EXA11

132 132 Saleem Jafar 196 Competitive in At-Risk 
Set-Aside

RH G $981,612Candlewick 
Apartments

1155 Paredes Line 
Rd.

Brownsville07226 U/EXA11

306 306 $2,691,292Total:

161 168 Gilberto de los 
Santos

203 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $1,151,989Villa Estella Trevino 1/4 Mile E. of Sugar 
Rd., N. Side of Mile 
17 1/2 Rd. (a.k.a. 
Russell Rd.

Edinburg07206 U/EXN11

36 36 Mary Vela 196 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $360,000Bluebonnet Senior 
Village

1201 W. Austin Lane Alamo07185 U/EXN11 *

Page 23 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

126 130 Mike Lopez 196 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $1,115,662North Manor Estates 
Apartments

Southwest corner of 
Mile 10 Rd. and mile 
4.5, entrance fronts 
on mile 10 road.

Weslaco07205 U/EXN11 *

140 140 Abraham 
Rodriguez

190 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $1,200,000Costa Madera Poggenpohl St.  & 
San Ignacio Ave.

Laredo07169 U/EXN11 *

463 474 $3,827,651Total:

1,415 1,443 $7,297,059Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 11:

20 20 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $726Vista Hermosa 
Apartments

820 N. Bibb Eagle Pass07068 RBA11

64 64 Patrick A. 
Barbolla

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

RH G $4,485Bahia Palms 
Apartments

1303 Pino Dr. Laguna Vista07063 RBA11

108 120 Anita Kegley 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $73,818Arbor Cove 2805 Fordyce Ave. Donna07055 RBA11

156 196 Monica Poss 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $82,912Casa Saldana SW Corner of Mile 8 
Rd. & Baseline Rd.

Mercedes07035 RBA11

348 400 $161,941Total:

50 50 Saleem Jafar 204 Competitive in RegionRC G $481,928Champion Home at 
La Joya

945 S Leo & Various 
Addresses for 
Scattered SF Homes

La Joya07227 RA11

76 76 Donald Pace 187 Competitive in RegionNC G $983,288Tammye's Pointe Old Pioneer Rd. at 
FM 1021

Eagle Pass07178 RA11

76 76 Alyssa 
Carpenter

179 Competitive in USDA 
Allocation

NC G $738,251Los Ebanos 
Apartments

300 Yards S. of 5 
Mile Line Rd. on E. 
Side of Los Ebanos 
Rd.

Alton07153 RA11

202 202 $2,203,467Total:

75 75 Saleem Jafar 201 Financially Infeasible, 
and Award Would 
Cause Violation of 
$2M Limit

RC G $0Las Palmas Homes 213 Orive Los Fresnos07228 RN11

Page 24 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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73 76 Jean Coburn 178 Not Competitive in 
Region/Set-Aside

NC G $705,994Casa Alton NW Corner Trosper 
Rd. & Proposed 
Oxford St.

Alton07302 RN11 *

58 58 Dennis Hoover 145 Not Competitive in 
Region/Set-Aside

RH E $134,701Buena Vida 
Apartments

100 S. Kansas City 
Rd.

La Feria07267 RN11

206 209 $840,695Total:

756 811 $3,206,103Total:

2,171 2,254 $10,503,16222 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 25 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
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5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.
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$1,386,899 $406,927 $979,972Allocation Information for Region 12: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 12

Total Credits Available for Region:

$69,345 $208,035

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 12:

85 100 Ron Hance 300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $15,819Sedona Springs 
Village

920 W. University Odessa07033 U/EXBA12

85 100 $15,819Total:

130 136 Manish Verma 203 Competitive in RegionNC G $904,473Palermo SE Corner of Gist 
Ave. & Wayside Dr.

Midland07282 U/EXA12

130 136 $904,473Total:

96 100 Diana McIver 198 Not Competitive in 
Region, Award Would 
Cause Violation of 
$2M Limit

NC E $893,976Riverbend Trails Intersection of 
Surber Dr. & Rio 
Concho Dr.

San Angelo07222 U/EXN12

36 36 Bernadine 
Spears

196 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC E $237,938Key West Village 
Phase II

1600 W. Clements Odessa07151 U/EXN12 *

132 136 $1,131,914Total:

347 372 $2,052,206Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 12:

48 48 Justin 
Zimmerman

129 Competitive in Region 
and USDA Allocation

NC G $377,886Heights Apartments MLK St., 1 Blk E. of 
FM 700

Big Spring07115 RA12

48 48 $377,886Total:

48 48 $377,886Total:

395 420 $2,430,0925 Applications in Region  Region Total:

Page 26 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

$2,258,112 $284,967 $1,973,146Allocation Information for Region 13: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

5% Required for USDA: 15% Required for At-Risk:

Region: 13

Total Credits Available for Region:

$112,906 $338,717**One previously awarded development, TDHCA number 05247, returned credits in the 
amount of $107,199; this amount has been added to the original allocation for Region 
13 Urban/Exurban and to the state credit ceiling and is correctly reflected in the 
credits available.

Urban/ExurbanApplications Submitted in Region 13:

34 36 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $17,494Diana Palms 4700 Diana St. El Paso07003 U/EXBA13

112 112 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $59,831Americas Palms 12310 Lorenzo Ruiz 
Dr.

El Paso07047 U/EXBA13

146 148 $77,324Total:

180 180 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

173 Competitive in RegionNC G $1,200,000Paseo Palms 3000' E. of Joe 
Battle Near 
Pellicano Dr.

El Paso07108 U/EXA13

128 128 Ike J. Monty 158 Significant Sub-
Regional Shortfall in 
State Collapse

NC E $1,069,620Woodchase Senior 
Community

8410 & 8411 Tigris 
Dr.

El Paso07235 U/EXA13

308 308 $2,269,620Total:

58 58 Gary Sanchez 155 Not Competitive in 
Region

NC G $669,659Alamito Place Bordered by Delta 
Drive, St Vrain St. 
E. Third St, & Hill 
Street

El Paso07244 U/EXN13 *

58 58 $669,659Total:

512 514 $3,016,603Total:

RuralApplications Submitted in Region 13:

76 76 R.L. (Bobby) 
Bowling IV

300 Binding Allocation 
Agreement

NC G $41,271Horizon Palms 12199 Darrington 
Rd.

El Paso07048 RBA13

Page 27 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.



Development Name Address  City NP AR
LI 

Units
Total 
Units Target 

Recommended 
Credit*

Owner 
Contact

Final 
Score

Set-Asides
1File #

 TDHCA 
HOMEAlloc. USDA 2 CommentStatus

3
5

4
6Housing 

Activity ACQ 7
1 Mile, 
1 Year

Region

76 76 $41,271Total:

76 76 $41,271Total:

588 590 $3,057,8756 Applications in Region  Region Total:

162 Total Applications 14,668 15,415 $82,728,824

Page 28 of 281 = Status Abbreviation:  Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=A, 2004 Developments Awarded Binding Allocation Agreements from the 2007 Ceiling=BA, 
2006 Developments Awarded Credits from the 2007 Ceiling=FWD, Not Recommended for 2007 Housing Tax Credits=N
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX Monday, July 23, 2007

5 = Target Population Abbreviation:  Intergenerational=Intg, Elderly/Transitional=ET, Elderly=E, General=G

** = The State Housing Credit Ceiling is based on 2007 population figures, plus any returned credits as of the date of this publication from previous awards.

3 = Set-Aside Abbreviation:  TX-USDA-RHS=USDA,  Nonprofit=NP, At-Risk=AR
4 = Housing Activity:  Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC, New Construction=NC             

6 = Acquistion=ACQ, Developments for which acquisition Housing Tax Credits are being requested
7 = Comment:  Reason for Award Recommendation

*** = THIS REPORT IS AS OF JULY 23, 2007 AND IS TENTATIVE PENDING DEPARTMENT ACTION ON APPEALS AND FINAL ACTION BY THE
BOARD AT THE JULY 30, 2007 BOARD MEETING.

* = Indicates that an Underwriting Report has not been completed.  The credit amount shown is the applicant request.







































































































Page 1 of 2 

HOME DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of the 2007 HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program Preservation and Rental Housing Development Program award recommendations in the 
amount of $2,812,125. 

Requested Action

Approve, Deny or Approve with Amendments the 2007 HOME Preservation and Rental Housing 
Development Program award recommendations. 

Background

On December 29, 2006, the Department released a Competitive Cycle Notice of Funding 
Availability (NOFA) for the HOME Preservation and Rental Housing Development Program.  
The NOFA made available $5,000,000 in HOME funds for qualified applicants to develop 
affordable rental housing.  The NOFA included a $2,000,000 set-aside for at-risk preservation 
developments.  The application submission deadline was March 1, 2007 to coincide with the Tax 
Credit cycle and the Department received 12 applications for funding requests totaling 
$8,332,125 and of those, four were withdrawn or terminated. The applications were reviewed 
and processed according to the competitive threshold and scoring criteria established in the 
NOFA.  Below is a summary of the applications and recommendations: 

Recommendations are based on the highest scoring applicants and the total amount of funds 
recommended is $2,812,125.  Compliance with the Regional Allocation Formula was maintained 
as a priority throughout the preparation of the funding recommendations.  Applicants were 
allowed to apply for funding either in an Urban/Exurban or Rural area type per Uniform State 
Service Region.  Recommendations were prepared by first, ranking applicants by score per 
Service Region and then, by Urban/Exurban or Rural area type.  Additionally, applications that 
are layered with an application for Housing Tax Credits (HTC) but are not being recommended 
for an allocation of HTC, are not being recommended for a HOME award. Since an insufficient 

Set –Aside 

Total
Funds

Requested
Total Funds 

Recomm.

Number of 
Apps.

Recomm.

Number
of

Eligible
Apps. Not 
Recomm.

Number of 
Terminated 

or
Withdrawn Total

Rental $ 7,000,000 $ 1,480,000 3 4 4 10 
Preservation $ 1,332,125 $ 1,332,125 2 0 0 2 

Total $ 8,332,125 $ 2,812,125 5 4 4 12 















































The Application Evaluation, Board 
Summary and Underwriting Reports for 
each recommended application layered 
with HTC will be provided with the 
Housing Tax Credit recommendations 
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HOME DIVISION 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation, Discussion and Possible Approval of the 2007 HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) Rental Development 
Program award recommendations in the amount of $1,210,000. 

Requested Action

Approve, Deny or Approve with Amendments the 2007 HOME CHDO Development Program 
award recommendations. 

Background

On December 29, 2006, the Department released a Competitive Cycle Notice of Funding 
Availability (NOFA) for the HOME CHDO Rental Development Program.  The NOFA made 
available $6,000,000 in HOME funds for qualified applicants to develop affordable rental 
housing.  The application submission deadline was March 1, 2007 to coincide with the Tax 
Credit cycle and the Department received 7 applications for funding requests totaling 
$10,361,754 and of those, three were withdrawn or terminated. The applications were reviewed 
and processed according to the competitive threshold and scoring criteria established in the 
NOFA.  Below is a summary of the applications and recommendations: 

Recommendations are based on the highest scoring applicants and the total amount of funds 
recommended is $1,210,000.  Compliance with the Regional Allocation Formula was maintained 
as a priority throughout the preparation of the funding recommendations.  Applicants were 
allowed to apply for funding either in an Urban/Exurban or Rural area type per Uniform State 
Service Region.  Recommendations were prepared by first, ranking applicants by score per 
Service Region and then, by Urban/Exurban or Rural area type.  Additionally, applications that 
are layered with an application for Housing Tax Credits (HTC) but are not being recommended 
for an allocation of HTC, are not being recommended for a HOME award. Since an insufficient 
number of applicants were received per Service Region, recommendations are being made to 
fund all eligible applicants that are also being recommended for an allocation of HTC.

Total Funds 
Requested

Total Funds 
Recommended

Number of 
Apps.

Recomm.

Number of 
Eligible

Apps. Not 
Recomm.

Number of 
Terminated 

or
Withdrawn Total

$ 10,361,754 $ 1,210,000 2 3 3 8 
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2007 HOME CHDO Recommendations July 30, 2007
Sorted by Region and Awarded Score

Allocation Available for Community Housing Development Organizations HOME Funds:  $6,000,000

Development Name  City
LI

Units
Total
Units

Housing 
ActivityFile #

 9% HTC 
4% HTCAllocation1 Comments

2
Recommended Funds:

Activity Funds
CHDO Operating

Requested Funds:
Activity Funds

CHDO Operating
HOME
Score

$255,674 $137,179 $118,495Allocation Information for Region 7: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 7

Total Funds Available for Region:

55 45 %%

Bluffs Landing Senior 
Village

Round Rock 144 14407249 U/EX HOME award contingent upon an 
allocation of HTC.

$900,000
$0

$900,000
$0

NC 80

144 144Total: $900,000
$0

$900,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

144 1441 Applications in Region  Region Total: $900,000
$0

$900,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

$461,147 $310,225 $150,922Allocation Information for Region 10: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 10

Total Funds Available for Region:

82 18 %%

Kingsville LULAC 
Manor Apartments

Kingsville 88 8807199 R HOME award contingent upon an 
allocation of HTC.

$310,000
$0

$310,000
$0

RH 91

88 88Total: $310,000
$0

$310,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

88 881 Applications in Region  Region Total: $310,000
$0

$310,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

2 Total Applications 232 232 $1,210,000
$0

$1,210,000
$0

Page 1 of 11 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX

Monday, July 23, 2007
2 = Housing Activity:  New Construction=NC, Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC



2007 HOME CHDO Applications July 30, 2007
Sorted by Region, Status and Awarded Score

Allocation Available for Community Housing Development Organizations HOME Funds:  $6,000,000

Development Name  City
LI

Units
Total
Units

Housing 
ActivityFile #

 9% HTC 
4% HTCAllocation2 Comments

3
Recommended Funds:

Activity Funds
CHDO Operating

Requested Funds:
Activity Funds

CHDO OperatingStatus
1 HOME

Score

$958,725 $323,955 $634,770Allocation Information for Region 3: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 3

Total Funds Available for Region:

28 72 %%

Evergreen at The 
Colony

The Colony 145 14507256 U/EX Not being recommended for 
HOME funds because not being 
recommended for an HTC 
allocation.

$0
$0

$1,500,000
$0

N NC 94

Ennis Senior Estates Ennis 164 16407624 R Terminated.$0
$0

$1,900,000
$0

N NC 0

309 309Total: $0
$0

$3,400,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

309 3092 Applications in Region  Region Total: $0
$0

$3,400,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

$753,756 $664,174 $89,582Allocation Information for Region 4: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 4

Total Funds Available for Region:

88 12 %%

Victoria Place Addition Athens 16 1607260 R Not being recommended for 
HOME funds because not being 
recommended for an HTC 
allocation.

$0
$0

$210,000
$75,000

N NC 89

Lexington Court 
Phase II

Kilgore 76 7607261 R Not being recommended for 
HOME funds because not being 
recommended for an HTC 
allocation.

$0
$0

$1,995,000
$75,000

N NC 79

92 92Total: $0
$0

$2,205,000
$150,000

 Funds Totals:

92 922 Applications in Region  Region Total: $0
$0

$2,205,000
$150,000

 Funds Totals:

Page 1 of 3
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX

Monday, July 23, 20073 = Housing Activity:  New Construction=NC, Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC

1 = Status:  Recommended for HOME Award = A, Not Recommended for HOME Award = N



Development Name  City
LI

Units
Total
Units

Housing 
ActivityFile #

 9% HTC 
4% HTCAllocation2 Comments

3
Recommended Funds:

Activity Funds
CHDO Operating

Requested Funds:
Activity Funds

CHDO OperatingStatus
1 HOME

Score

$356,634 $313,512 $43,122Allocation Information for Region 5: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 5

Total Funds Available for Region:

85 15 %%

Copper Creek Homes Hudson 8 807340 R Terminated.$0
$0

$646,754
$50,000

N NC 0

8 8Total: $0
$0

$646,754
$50,000

 Funds Totals:

8 81 Applications in Region  Region Total: $0
$0

$646,754
$50,000

 Funds Totals:

$255,674 $137,179 $118,495Allocation Information for Region 7: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 7

Total Funds Available for Region:

55 45 %%

Bluffs Landing Senior 
Village

Round Rock 144 14407249 U/EX HOME award contingent upon an 
allocation of HTC.

$900,000
$0

$900,000
$0

A NC 80

144 144Total: $900,000
$0

$900,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

144 1441 Applications in Region  Region Total: $900,000
$0

$900,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

$210,703 $129,224 $81,479Allocation Information for Region 8: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 8

Total Funds Available for Region:

62 38 %%

Constitution Court Copperas 
Cove

108 10807263 U/EX Terminated.$0
$0

$2,900,000
$50,000

N NC 0

108 108Total: $0
$0

$2,900,000
$50,000

 Funds Totals:

108 1081 Applications in Region  Region Total: $0
$0

$2,900,000
$50,000

 Funds Totals:

Page 2 of 3
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX

Monday, July 23, 20073 = Housing Activity:  New Construction=NC, Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC

1 = Status:  Recommended for HOME Award = A, Not Recommended for HOME Award = N



Development Name  City
LI

Units
Total
Units

Housing 
ActivityFile #

 9% HTC 
4% HTCAllocation2 Comments

3
Recommended Funds:

Activity Funds
CHDO Operating

Requested Funds:
Activity Funds

CHDO OperatingStatus
1 HOME

Score

$461,147 $310,225 $150,922Allocation Information for Region 10: Rural Allocation: Urban/Exurban Allocation:

Rural Funding Percentage for Region: Urban Funding Percentage for Region:

Region: 10

Total Funds Available for Region:

82 18 %%

Kingsville LULAC 
Manor Apartments

Kingsville 88 8807199 R HOME award contingent upon an 
allocation of HTC.

$310,000
$0

$310,000
$0

A RH 91

88 88Total: $310,000
$0

$310,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

88 881 Applications in Region  Region Total: $310,000
$0

$310,000
$0

 Funds Totals:

8 Total Applications 749 749 $1,210,000
$0

$10,361,754
$250,000

Page 3 of 3
2 = Allocation Abbreviation:  Rural Regional Allocation=R, Urban/Exurban Regional Allocation=U/EX

Monday, July 23, 20073 = Housing Activity:  New Construction=NC, Rehabilitation=RH, Reconstruction=RC

1 = Status:  Recommended for HOME Award = A, Not Recommended for HOME Award = N



The Application Evaluation, Board 
Summary and Underwriting Reports for 
each recommended application layered 
with HTC will be provided with the 
Housing Tax Credit recommendations 



DISASTER RECOVERY DIVISION

BOARD ACTION
July 30, 2007 

Action Item

Presentation and Discussion of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Disaster 
Recovery Status Report 

Requested Action

Presentation and discussion of the CDBG Disaster Recovery Status Report 

Background

On May 22, 2006, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) awarded the 
State of Texas $74,523,000 of an $11.5 billion supplemental appropriation for the CDBG Disaster
Recovery Program (Program).  The award is to address the consequences of Hurricane Rita for 
activities described in the State of Texas Action Plan for CDBG Disaster Recovery Grantees under 
the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006, dated April 13, 2006 (Action Plan).

The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA/Department), in conjunction 
with the Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA), is working with four Councils of Government 
(COGs) to distribute the funds.  The Department is charged with administering $40,259,276 (56.9%) 
of housing funds requested by three COGs: the Deep East Texas Council of Governments
(DETCOG), Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), and the South East Texas Regional 
Planning Commission (SETRPC).  ORCA is administering $30,537,374 (43.1%) of non-housing 
funds requested by these COGs and additionally the East Texas Council of Governments (ETCOG)
on behalf of cities, counties, and Indian tribes.

The TDHCA Governing Board has requested a monthly report item on the status of the CDBG 
Disaster Recovery Program. This report item includes the activities of both housing and non-housing 
contractors.

Housing Activities as of July 15, 2007

The goal of the Department and the COGs is to significantly improve the commitment and 
expenditure rate of the CDBG Disaster Recovery Program. TDHCA Executive Director Michael 
Gerber and Deputy Executive Director for Disaster Recovery Kelly Crawford, along with HUD 
officials Cindy Leon, Region VI Director and Grace Saenz, CDP Specialist in the Disaster Division,
visited DETCOG and SETRPC the week of July 16, 2007.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
underscore the importance of expediting assistance to the region and to address impediments that the 
COGs perceive in the program.  Disaster Recovery staff are also working with COG staff on a new 
strategy towards this objective.  As part of the strategy, each COG has a goal of qualifying 10 
applicant files for the program per week. 

Page 1 of 3 



Financial Activity

Current Budget 
Admin $ Drawn

To Date 
Project $ 

Drawn To Date
Balance

CDBG Funds
% of Funds
Disbursed

DETCOG $6,745,034.00 $144,355.39 $0 $6,600,678.61 2.14%

H-GAC $7,015,706.00 $258,328.95 $0 $6,757,377.05 3.68%

SETRPC $26,498,536.00 $350,365.42 $86,374.06 $26,061,796.52 1.65%

 SETRPC $15,788,536.00 $350,365.42 $86,374.06 $0.00

Beaumont $5,145,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00%

Port Arthur $5,565,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00%

Totals $40,259,276.00 $753,049.76 $86,374.06  $39,419,852.18 7.47%

Project Activity 

# of
Applications

# Eligible # of  Contracts
Awarded

# of Units
Under Contract 

# of Assisted
Households

DETCOG  553  32  0  0  0 
H-GAC  256  90  7  0  0 
SETRPC  3,012  176  4  2  2 

 SETRPC 1,569 44 4 2 2
 Beaumont 764 0 0 0 0
 Port Arthur 679 132 0 0 0

Total   3,821 298 11 2 2

COG Activity Highlights

DETCOG
DETCOG has identified 32 eligible applicants.  DETCOG expects to issue at least 4 purchase orders 
for manufactured housing units by the end of July, and 5 purchase orders by mid August.  DETCOG 
is meeting weekly to determine what is needed in each eligible applicant file. DETCOG is developing
an RFP for Modular Housing.  Of the approximately 1,500 initial applicants that still need assistance, 
1,364 households will not receive assistance, based on DETCOG’s projection of serving 136 
households.

H-GAC
H-GAC has established weekly field days where staff meet with prioritized applicants to review and 
execute forms necessary to move project setup packets to TDHCA.  This meeting includes collecting
data to support the recent disaster recovery expense information associated with previous FEMA,
SBA and insurance awards.  As of July 16, 2007, H-GAC has conducted face to face meetings with 
three applicants and has an additional 7 planned for Thursday July 19, 2007.  These meetings will 
result in at least 7 contracts being awarded for modular housing and the same 7 files being 
transmitted to TDHCA for project set up approval.  Based on timing required for TDHCA approval 
of project setups, H-GAC plans to place the modular housing units on the ground within 15-days of 
receiving approval from TDHCA. 

H-GAC plans to meet with 20 eligible applicants during the month of July and maintain an average of
10 applicant meetings per week until eligible applicant files have been completed and transmitted to
TDHCA for approval. 
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SETRPC
SETRPC is meeting weekly with prioritized applicants to review, verify and execute forms necessary 
to move project setup packets to TDHCA.  This meeting includes collecting data and photos to 
support the recent disaster recovery expense information associated with previous FEMA, SBA and 
personal insurance awards.

SETRPC’s main goal is to work on and make compliant an average of 10 files per week.  The files 
will then be forwarded to TDHCA for project set-up to achieve construction of stick built homes, 
mobile home units or modular home units.  As of July 15, 2007, two manufactured housing units 
have been installed and two more have been ordered.  There have been 11 applicant names sent to 
SETRPC’s management firm to manage the construction of stick-built homes.   

SETRPC plans to continue to meet with eligible applicants each month while maintaining an average 
of 10 applicants per week until applicants’ files have been completed and forwarded to TDHCA for 
approval.

Non-Housing Activities as of July 30, 2007

All available funding for non-housing activities is under contract.  Each of the awarded communities 
has received at least one technical assistance / site visit by ORCA staff.  To date, approximately 
$4,320,935 has been paid to non-housing contractors and another approximately $250,000 is under 
review for payment. Most of the non-housing contracts are in the process of completing procurement 
and environmental reviews, which can be a 60 day process.  At least 9 contracts totaling $4.7 million 
are experiencing delays because these projects are Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
projects that are not being prioritized by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and as a 
result, FEMA funding for the projects is slow in being received by these communities. 

ORCA has begun a comprehensive “Project Status and Plan/Next Step” initiative to visit all non-
housing recipients with outstanding funds.  ORCA Disaster Recovery staff will visit each city, county 
and tribe and during the site visit meeting discuss the status of the current project, establish the “plan 
or next step” necessary for communities to submit reimbursements requests to ORCA, and provide 
any needed technical assistance.  This is part of ORCA’s enhanced effort to encourage all parties to 
focus on any impediments the community may be encountering in submitting reimbursement requests 
to ORCA in a timely manner, combined with additional technical assistance that would benefit the 
communities. 



BOND FINANCE DIVISION 
TEXAS HOMEOWNERSHIP DIVISION 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 
July 30, 2007 

Action Items

Presentation, Discussion and Possible approval of a loan reservation procedure for the Single Family 
Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB) Program 70 Targeted Area Set-Aside. 

Required Action 

Discuss proposed options and adopt a loan reservation procedure for the Single Family Mortgage 
Revenue Bond (MRB) Program 70 Targeted Area Set-Aside. 

Background and Recommendations
Summary 
Under the Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB) Program, twenty percent (20%) of lendable 
proceeds must be set-aside for residences located in federally designated Targeted Areas.  The targeted 
areas include Qualified Census Tracts and/or Areas of Chronic Economic Distress including the 22-
county area designated as the Hurricane Rita Gulf Opportunity “GO” Zone.  According to IRS guidelines, 
the Department must proceed with reasonable diligence to place such proceeds in qualified mortgages.  In 
considering the following options, staff intends to continue advertising and other significant efforts to 
ensure that all targeted area set-aside amounts are, in fact, originated in the Targeted Areas, consistent 
with any recommendation intended to provide a reasonable opportunity for wider participation in such 
originations.  For borrowers purchasing homes in these targeted areas, the first time homebuyer 
requirement is waived and the borrower’s income and purchase price limits may be higher. On Programs 
66, 68 and 69, the Department had an additional set-aside for the Hurricane Rita GO Zone as well as 
funds reserved for targeted areas outside of the Rita GO Zone.

Under all three programs there was a huge demand for the funds set-aside within the Hurricane Rita GO 
Zone and as a result they originated quickly.  On both Programs 66 and 68, there was a fairly broad 
distribution of loans originated among new construction homebuilders with their own mortgage 
origination department and non-builder aligned lenders.  New construction aligned builder lenders 
originated approximately 20 percent and 23 percent respectively of all loans originated. On Program 69, 
which was released on June 5, 2007, approximately $15 million was set-aside for the Rita GO Zone and 
was registered through the Master Servicer’s online registration system within several hours.  Under this 
particular program, homebuilders or mortgage lenders aligned with homebuilders registered 
approximately 77% of the loans.  Subsequently, many other mortgage lenders were frustrated due to the 
funds being originated so quickly.  As a result, a separate Hurricane Rita GO Zone set-aside was not 
proposed within the recently approved Program 70 structure.  However, funds from the 20% targeted area 
set-aside requirement may be used within the 22 county area designation.  Twenty percent of the lendable 
proceeds under Program 70 are expected to be approximately $21 million or $32 million depending if the 
Department receives the additional volume cap it has requested.   

At the TDHCA Board’s request, staff has worked with the program’s Master Servicer and Bond Counsel 
to develop several options to the current loan reservation procedure of first come, first serve in an effort to 
distribute the funds more equitably among the programs participating lenders within the targeted area set-
aside.



Option 1.  This option would place no additional restrictions on the participating mortgage lenders and 
would continue to allow them to register loans under the program on a first come, first serve basis.  This 
is the current method utilized by the program.

Option 2. The second option would require a set-aside of funds for lenders primarily aligned with new 
construction homebuilders within the targeted area set-aside.  This would be achieved by setting up a 
separate commitment number or subprogram for new construction builder-affiliated lenders for a 
specified period of time; i.e. three months.  The subprogram would be open for registrations in all 
statewide targeted areas including the Rita GO Zone and all qualified census tracts.  A portion of funds 
under the targeted area set-aside would be earmarked, i.e. 30 percent.  The remaining funds would be 
available to other lenders primarily involved with making loans on existing homes.  This option may 
enable a broader dispersion of funds among the participating lenders but may not slow the speed of loan 
originations.  Another consideration with this option is the proper categorization of lenders aligned with 
new construction homebuilders and those lenders primarily involved with making loans on existing 
homes.  While some organizations are easier to categorize than others, there are mortgage lenders aligned 
with new construction builders that staff is unaware of; thus making it more difficult to properly 
categorize them.  There are also lenders that actually do both – make loans in conjunction with new 
construction homebuilders but also work with individuals purchasing an existing property.  Should this 
option be adopted, a list will need to be created, approved by the TDHCA Board and provided to the 
Master Servicer. 

Option 3. The third option would be to establish a three month subprogram within the targeted area set-
aside and establish an allocation cap for the counties in which we want to limit loan originations.  For 
instance, all lenders would have access to the entire amount available within the targeted area set-aside 
but only a specified amount; i.e. $5 million, would be available to counties that have historically received 
a disproportionate share of the Rita GO Zone funds.  Over the last three programs, Harris, Ft. Bend and 
Brazoria counties had the most loan originations.  This option should prevent a large number of 
originations from occurring in specific counties and will act to slow the overall level of loan originations 
within the entire 22 county area.  Because this option does not require a lender set-aside, it would prevent 
staff or the Board from having to determine how to properly categorize a lender.   

Option 4.  The fourth option would also create a three month subprogram within the targeted area set-
aside and establish an allocation cap by lender.  Currently 54 lending institutions participate in Program 
69; however, not all lenders have a presence in the Rita GO Zone but any of them can originate a loan in a 
targeted area.  Therefore, if an allocation cap by lender is established, staff recommends the allocation be 
evenly distributed.  This would result in approximately $380,000 or $590,000 per lender depending if the 
Department receives the additional volume cap it has requested.  Under this option it is unlikely each 
lender would fully utilize their allocation; thus resulting in funds remaining once the three month set-
aside lifts.

Option 5. The fifth option would not require a set-aside by lender but would establish a daily limit on the 
amount of loans that could be originated.  This option would ensure that the targeted area funds would not 
be originated within several hours and should prevent one lender or community from monopolizing an 
overwhelming majority of funds.  Should this option be adopted, a daily cap of $2 million is suggested.  

Under Programs 66 and 68, borrowers purchasing homes within the Hurricane Rita GO Zone were limited 
to funds set aside specifically for the 22 county area.  All loans made available under the set-aside 
provided for downpayment and closing costs assistance up to 5% of the mortgage amount.  Lenders were 
restricted from registering loans under other statewide set-asides.  These restrictions were enforced in an 



effort to preserve funds for other areas of the state and to help prevent an overwhelming majority of the 
overall program funds from being originated in the Rita GO Zone.  Program 69 loans were originated 
within the Rita GO Zone so quickly that lenders, upon request, were allowed to register loans in other 
statewide set-asides.  Since they were technically targeted area loans, the first time homebuyer 
requirement was waived but the borrower’s income and purchase price limits were not allowed to be at 
the higher limits.  Since the Program 70 structure does not provide for a specific Rita GO Zone set-aside, 
only for a 20% targeted area set-aside which includes the Rita GO Zone, staff is requesting the Board to 
decide if lenders be allowed to register loans within the remaining 80% of available funds even though 
the property is located within a targeted area.  Staff is also seeking guidance on whether to waive the first 
time homebuyer requirement and allow the higher income and purchase price limits.   

Recommendation 

Staff encourages the Board to discuss the five options provided above and adopt a loan reservation 
procedure for the Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB) Program 70 targeted area set-aside. 
Since the Program 70 structure does not provide for a specific Rita GO Zone set-aside, only for a 20% 
targeted area set-aside which includes the Rita GO Zone, staff is also requesting the Board to decide if 
lenders be allowed to register loans within the remaining 80% of available funds even though the property 
is located within a targeted area.  Staff is also seeking guidance on whether to waive the first time 
homebuyer requirement and allow the higher income and purchase price limits.   



Targeted Area Loan Reservation Options 

Option * Identity Restriction Pros Cons 

One Current Method: 
First Come  
First Serve 

No Restrictions 
1. Place no additional restrictions on the participating 

mortgage lenders. 
2. Continue to allow lenders to register loans on a first 

come, first serve basis. 

1.  Majority of funds may be registered by a specific 
lender. 

2.  Funds may continue to be originated within a 
matter of hours. 

Two New 
Construction /  
Existing Sales  

Established for 3 
months 

1. A portion (i.e. 30%) of funds under the targeted area 
set-aside would be assigned to lenders primarily 
aligned with new construction homebuilders and 
lenders primarily involved with loans on existing 
homes. 

2. Broader dispersion of funds among participating 
lenders. 

1. Difficulty categorizing lenders.  There are 
mortgage lenders aligned with builders that staff 
is unaware of.  There are also lenders that actually 
do both – make loans for new construction but 
also work with individuals purchasing an existing 
property. 

2. May slow the speed of loan originations. 
3. If adopted, a list of lenders will need to be 

created, approved by the Board and provided to 
Master Servicer. 

Three County Limit Established for 3 
months 

1. Establish an allocation cap ($5M total) for the 
counties in which we want to limit loan originations. 

2. This should prevent a large number of originations 
from occurring in specific counties. 

3. Broader dispersion of funds among counties. 

1. May slow the speed of loan originations. 

Four Lender Cap Established for 3 
months 

1. Establish an allocation cap by lender which will 
ensure that each of the 54 current lenders receive a 
specific amount -  $380,000 or $590,000 per lender 
depending on volume cap. 

2. Enables all lenders to have access to funds. 

1. Unlikely each lender would fully utilize their 
allocation; thus resulting in the availability of 
excess funds once the set aside lifts. 

2. Not all lenders do business in the 22 county area. 
3. Cumbersome to monitor and track. 

Five Daily Limit Daily Cap of $2 
Million 

1. Establish a daily limit ($2M) on the amount of loans 
that could be originated. 

2. This option would ensure that the targeted area funds 
would not be originated within several hours. 

3. This should prevent one lender or community from 
monopolizing an overwhelming majority of funds. 

1.   Restricts speed of originations; however,  funds 
could be exhausted within 11 or 16 days 
depending on volume cap. 

*  All options can operate within an automated process system and do not require manual monitoring.  



REPORT ITEMS 









THIS ITEM HAS BEEN PULLED 
FROM THE AGENDA 



MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT ITEM

July 30, 2007

Background

Report on Challenges Made in Accordance with §49.(17)(c) of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and 
Rules (“QAP”) Concerning 2007 Housing Tax Credit (“HTC”) Applications. 

Summary

The attached table titled, Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received
as of July 23, 2007 (“Status Log”), summarizes status of the challenges received on or before July 23,
2007.  The challenges were made against Applications in the 2007 Application Round. Behind the 
Status Log, all imaged challenges are provided in project number order.  New challenges and 
determinations regarding challenges have been highlighted in yellow to indicate an update from the
July 12, 2007 Board materials.

All challenges are addressed pursuant to §49.17(c) of the 2007 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules 
(“QAP”), which states, “the Department will address information or challenges received from
unrelated entities to a specific 2007 active Application, utilizing a preponderance of the evidence
standard, in the following manner, provided the information or challenge includes a contact name,
telephone number, fax number and e-mail address of the person providing the information or 
challenge:

(1) Within 14 business days of the receipt of the information or challenge, the Department will 
post all information and challenges received (including any identifying information) to the 
Department’s website.

(2) Within seven business days of the receipt of the information or challenge, the Department
will notify the Applicant related to the information or challenge. The Applicant will then
have seven business days to respond to all information and challenges provided to the 
Department.

(3) Within 14 business days of the receipt of the response from the Applicant, the Department
will evaluate all information submitted and other relevant documentation related to the
investigation. This information may include information requested by the Department
relating to this evaluation. The Department will post its determination summary to its 
website. Any determinations made by the Department cannot be appealed by any party 
unrelated to the Applicant.”

Please note that a challenge is not eligible pursuant to this section if it is not made against a specific
active 2007 HTC Application.  If an Application is no longer active because the Development has been 
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awarded tax credits by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs’ (the “Department”)
Board, challenges relating to the awarded/inactive Application are not eligible under this section.

To the extent that the Applicant related to the challenge responds to the eligible challenge(s), point 
reductions and/or terminations could possibly be made administratively.  In these cases, the Applicant 
will be been given an opportunity to appeal pursuant to §49.17(b) of the 2007 QAP, as is the case with 
all point reductions and terminations. To the extent that the evidence does not confirm a challenge, a 
memo will be written to the file for that Application relating to the challenge.  The table attached 
reflects a summary of all such challenges received and determinations made as of July 23, 2007. 
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 
Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

4/10/07 07109 Elrod Place Kathi
Zollinger and 
Katrina
Thornhill

Two challenges regarding inconsistencies 
between information presented to the community
and information contained in the 2007 HTC
Application, and regarding the Development’s 
location in a particular Municipal Utility District 
(“MUD”).  The basis of the challenges as
reflected in the challenge documentation is:
information presented to the community by a 
representative of the Applicant in three separate 
meetings was different than, or incomplete when 
compared to, the Application; the role of the 
Harris County Housing Authority was not 
disclosed to the public; the right of first refusal 
provision was not disclosed to the public; the 
Development site may have negative site 
features such as chlorine gas and close proximity
to power lines; the area in which the 
Development will be located already has a high 
concentration of low income individuals; and the 
Applicant represented in the Application that the 
Development is located in a MUD that it is not 
actually located in.

Analysis: The meetings with the public 
referred to in the challenges were not 
required by the Department, nor were they
attended by any representative of the 
Department; therefore, assertions made with
regard to discrepancies between the 
information presented in the meetings and in 
the Application cannot be evaluated by the
Department.  In holding three meetings not 
required by the Department, however, it
appears that the Applicant made a good faith 
effort to meet with and inform the public 
about the proposed Development.
Regarding negative site features, an 
Environmental Site Assessment is required 
and has been performed for the Development 
site; in the event that this Application is
chosen to receive a feasibility analysis, the 
report will be evaluated by the Department.
The Department has a policy regarding
concentration of low income individuals; the 
census tract in which the site is located is not 
an ineligible tract under the concentration 
policy.  Finally, the land seller is in the 
process of annexing the site into a new 
MUD; this process is currently not under the 
control of the Applicant. 

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenges pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to these challenges. 
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 

Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

5/2/07 07118 Lakeside
Apartments

Eric Hartzell, 
BETCO
Development

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(26) of the 2007 QAP, Third-Party 
Funding Commitment Outside of Qualified 
Census Tracts.  The challenge asserts that the 
funding source is not a Third Party, and that the 
Application is, therefore, not eligible for points.
The basis of the challenge as reflected in the 
challenge documentation is: the provider of 
funds and the Applicant are Related Parties 
and/or Affiliates because the Applicant holds 
the broker license under which the provider
of funds operates.

Analysis:  The provider of funds controls his 
own schedule, chooses his own sales terms,
selects his own clients, and provides a 
percentage of his commissions to offset his
operational costs, thus in essence buying his 
own supplies and space.  This would seem to 
meet several of the tests for determining
whether the Person in question is an 
employee or an independent contractor. 
The provider of funds, despite the 
broker/agent relationship, is not the 
Applicant, or an Affiliate thereof, a 
consultant, the Developer, or, because there 
does not appear to be any family relationship
or ownership interest, a Related Party.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 

Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

7/12/07 07133 StoneLeaf at Tye Eric Opeila, 
Opeila | 
Booth, PLLC

Challenge regarding concerns that the proposed
Development violates HUD’s Environmental 
Criteria and Standards, and poses a threat to the 
safety of proposed tenants.  The basis of the 
challenge as reflected in the challenge 
documentation is: the Development site is
located within the Accident Potential Zone 1 
(“APZ 1”) of Dyess Air Force Base (“DAFB”);
HUD Environmental Criteria and Standards 
discourage residential developments in APZ 1 to 
protect public health and safety; the 
Development’s location violates HUD’s Noise 
Abatement and Control standards; residents 
should not endure internal and external noise 
levels above acceptable standards; the 
Development would be a potential hazard to 
navigable airspace and would likely require 
reconfiguration to a single story only
configuration; and the Development puts at risk 
the continued operations of DAFB, because the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
(“BRAC”) has required bases eligible for 
realignment to have no residential development
in APZ 1 areas.

Analysis:  Posted to the Department’s
website.  Challenge being processed
pursuant to §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP.

Resolution:  Pending.
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 

Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

4/26/07 07175 Austin Place Eric Hartzell, 
BETCO
Development

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(17) of the 2007 QAP, Developments in 
Census Tracts with No Other Existing 
Developments Supported by Tax Credits.  The 
challenge asserts that the Development is located 
in a census tract in which there are existing
Developments supported by Tax Credits and that 
the Application is, therefore, not eligible for 
points.  The basis of the challenge as reflected in 
the challenge documentation is: the Applicant
represented that the Development is located in a 
different census tract than the census tract in 
which it is actually located. 

Analysis: The Applicant has confirmed the
challenge assertions.  The Application is not 
eligible for points under §49.9(i)(17). 

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP.  The 
Application will not be awarded points under 
§49.9(i)(17) of the 2007 QAP.
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 

Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

3/5/07,
3/15/07, and
3/16/07

07177 Hamilton Senior
Village

Andy J. 
McMullen,
Mark C. 
Henkes, Jesse
T.
Christopher,
Lola
Christopher,
and Paula 
Patrick

Three challenges regarding fulfillment of 
signage requirements under §49.9(h)(8)(B) of the
2007 QAP.  The challenges assert that the
signage requirements have not been met.  The 
basis of the challenges as reflected in the 
challenge documentation is: the signage is not 
posted within twenty feet of, and facing, the
main road adjacent to the site, and is obstructed 
by trees. 

Analysis: The Development site is located 
at the intersection of two public streets; the
majority of the site fronts Elm Street, with
only a small portion, used for ingress and 
egress, fronting Williams Street.  The current 
property owner requested that the sign not be 
located on the portion of the site that fronts 
Williams Street, in order to allow the current 
owner continued access to the property.  The 
Applicant does not have permission, or 
authority under the contract, to clear trees
from the property. The Applicant placed the 
sign in an opening between trees on Elm
Street in order to meet the requirements of
the 2007 QAP, while acting within its 
authority under the land contract. 

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenges pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to these challenges. 
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 

Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

6/26/07 07199 Kingsville
LULAC Manor
Apartments

Ino Alvarez, 
Kingsville
Affordable
Housing, Inc.

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(5) of the 2007 QAP, Commitment of 
Development Funding by Local Political 
Subdivisions.  The challenge asserts that proper 
documentation was not submitted to the 
Department and that the Application is ineligible
for these points.  The basis of the challenge as 
reflected in the challenge documentation is:  the 
Application received points for a contribution of
HOME funds; a resolution from the City must be 
submitted to the Department if HOME funds are 
used for points; and the Applicant did not submit
the required resolution from the City of
Kingsville.

Analysis:  Pursuant to §49.9(i)(5) of the
2007 QAP, an Applicant must provide a
resolution from the Local Political 
Subdivision authorizing the Applicant to act
on behalf of the Local Political Subdivision
in applying for HOME funds from the 
Department.  A Local Political Subdivision
is defined as a county or municipality in
Texas.  The Applicant submitted the required 
resolution from Kleberg County, which is a 
Local Political Subdivision pursuant to the
QAP.  The Applicant provided sufficient 
evidence to qualify for points under 
§49.9(i)(5) of the 2007 QAP.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenges pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 
Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA # Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

6/28/07 07220 San Gabriel 
Crossing

Laura
Waller, LH 
Residents
for
Responsible
Growth

Challenge regarding eligibility for 
points under §49.9(i)(16) of the
2007 QAP, Demonstration of 
Community Support Other Than 
Quantifiable Community
Participation, eligibility for points 
under §49.9(i)(20)(A) of the 2007 
QAP, Site Characteristics, the
validity of the market study, errors 
and inconsistencies within the 
Application, and the suitability of 
the Development site.  The basis of 
the challenges as reflected in the 
challenge documentation is: letters 
submitted under §49.9(i)(16) of the 
2007 QAP were submitted by
parties related to the real estate 
agent, local officials, and the land 
seller; the community does not 
contain many of the amenities listed 
in the market study and 
Application; the market study
incorrectly focuses on surrounding,
larger communities, rather than the 
community in which the 
Development will be located; the 
land is being sold for four times the 
appraised value; relationships 
between parties involved in the 
Development are not properly
disclosed; some costs listed in the 
Application are inconsistent 
between exhibits; the Development
is not located within a Qualified 
Census Tract (“QCT”); and the
Development is not consistent with 
the local consolidated plan.

Analysis:  All letters of support for which points were awarded 
under §49.9(i)(16) of the 2007 QAP met all requirements of that 
section.  The QAP requires that letters must be from civic or 
community organizations that serve the community in which the 
Development is located.  Each letter that was awarded points was 
from an organization that meets this definition.  The QAP does not 
restrict the eligibility of organizations based on the relationships of 
their members with elected officials, local businesspeople, etc. 

Each amenity selected by the Applicant for points under
§49.9(i)(20)(A) was already reviewed by Department in the scope 
of the review process and was found to be acceptable under the 
categories of amenities identified by the QAP.

A site inspection was performed pursuant to §49.9(d)(8) of the 
2007 QAP, and the site was found to be Acceptable.

A Market Study was performed in accordance with 
§49.9(h)(14)(B) of the 2007 QAP, and §1.33 of the Real Estate 
Analysis Rules and Guidelines.  Using a market that is larger than 
one suburban city is typical and acceptable for such a community.
Therefore, the inclusion of the surrounding municipalities of 
Leander and Cedar Park is an appropriate methodology under
Department rule. 

Regarding the comparables used in the market study, the five 
comparables used were chosen by the Market Analyst since these 
five properties will be of comparable type, style, quality and 
targeted similar income level and are within the proximity of the
subject property that is considered reasonable for a property.
There are no comparables within the city of Liberty Hill.  This is 
an acceptable methodology under Department rule. 

Regarding proximity to transportation and employment, Liberty
Hill is 8.6 miles from a new Capital Metro Park and Ride located 
at FM 2243 and 183 which provides transportation to the Greater 
Austin Area and 9 miles to the city of Leander where there are 
sufficient retail and medical establishments.  The subject property 
is located approximately 35 miles from Austin where there are 
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Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 
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07220
(continued)

San Gabriel 
Crossing

employment opportunities.  Liberty Hill is a recognized, growing 
suburb of Austin so it is reasonable to consider employment in 
Austin as well as existing and forthcoming opportunities in 
Liberty Hill.

Site acquisition cost is not included in eligible basis, and therefore 
does not aid in establishing the amount of housing tax credits that 
an Application is eligible for. The Purchase Contract entered into 
is a valid contract and meets all requirements of the QAP.  Further, 
it is not uncommon for an appraisal district to appraise land at a 
much lower value than what its true market value.  Moreover the 
Applicant and Seller appear to be unrelated entities and therefore 
no further investigation as to the purchase price was warranted.

The Developer Fee has been limited to $955,200 by the
Department, consistent with developer fee limitations under the 
QAP.  The way in which this fee is divided between the Co-
Developers is at the discretion of the participants in the 
Application, and is not regulated by the Department.  The 
inconsistency in the listed Co-Developer has already been resolved 
through the Administrative Deficiency process.

Developments are not required to be located in QCTs in order to 
be eligible for the program; rather, an incentive is offered in the 
form of a 30% increase in eligible basis for developing in QCTs.
This Application was not given this 30% increase in eligible basis 
because it is not located in a QCT. 

The QAP requires that appropriate evidence of zoning is provided
in the application, and that final zoning is then proven up at the 
time the Commitment Notice is due to the Department.  For 
Developments in areas with no zoning, the Applicant must provide 
a letter that states that the Development fulfills a need for 
additional affordable rental housing as evidenced in a local
consolidated plan.  The City of Liberty Hill does have zoning 
ordinances, however, and the Applicant met the zoning 
requirements of the QAP by having an application for zoning 
change.  The Applicant will have to provide evidence of final 
zoning, if awarded, at the time the Commitment Notice is due.
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07220
(continued)

San Gabriel 
Crossing

Therefore, because Liberty Hill has zoning, a letter of consistency
with the local consolidated plan is not required.  In addition, the 
requirement that all Developments provide a letter of consistency
with the local consolidated plan is a requirement of the Tax-
Exempt Bond Program, not of the Competitive Housing Tax 
Credit Program; because this Application is not requesting funds 
under the Tax-Exempt Bond Program, it is not subject to the 
requirement for consistency with the local consolidated plan. 

The Volume 1, Tab 7, Applicant Credit Limit Documentation was 
completed correctly by the Applicant as it relates to the Rural Joint 
Venture columns.  The Application is not a Rural Joint Venture, 
nor are those Developments for which information regarding Rural 
Joint Venture was not provided.  In addition, the failure to list a 
past Development on this form has been corrected by the 
Applicant, as allowed under the QAP. 

The Volume 1, Tab 8, Public Notifications Information and 
Certification  Form was inadvertently left blank by the Applicant, 
but has since been corrected using the Administrative Deficiency
process, to correctly indicate that there have been no changes to 
elected officials from Pre-Application. In addition, the Pre-
Application, as submitted on January 8, 2007 included a 
completed exhibit that correctly identified all required elected
officials.

The Volume 3, Tab 7, Evidence of Nonprofit Organization
Participation was already identified as needed by the Department
in the scope of the review process and was already resolved 
through the Administrative Deficiency process.  The exhibit was 
completed as required under the QAP.  The Nonprofit organization
required to complete the exhibit, is not the same entity that will 
receive a portion of the developer or management fee, as alleged 
in the challenge. 

Although the letter from the Law Offices of Dominic Audino, P.C.
incorrectly lists Liberty Hill THF Housing, L.P. as a Co-
Developer, the purpose of the letter was not to delineate the 
Developers involved in the Application, but rather to opine on the 
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07220
(continued)

San Gabriel 
Crossing

creation of the Texas Housing Foundation.  Therefore, this 
inconsistency does not represent any violation of the QAP.

Both Liberty Hill THF Housing, L.P. and THF San Gabriel 
Crossing, L.L.C. are correctly listed as to be formed and in good
standing with the Secretary of State (“SOS”).  Each entity’s name
has been reserved, which involves payment of fees to the SOS; 
payment of these required fees to the SOS results in the entities 
receiving a filing number and being in good standing.

Architectural fees and impact fees presented in the Application 
have been reviewed in the underwriting process and have been 
found to be reasonable by the Department. 

The Applicant provided an Environmental Site Assessment to the 
Department in accordance with the QAP.  This report is separate
from the Market Study, which is not required to address
environmental concerns.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated the challenges 
pursuant to the methodology outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007
QAP and has determined that no further action will be taken with 
regard to this challenge.
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4/16/07 07227 Champion Homes
at La Joya

Don Pace Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(2) of the 2007 QAP, Quantifiable 
Community Participation, §49.9(i)(5) of the 
2007 QAP, Commitment of Development
Funding by Local Political Subdivisions,
§49.9(i)(8), Cost of the Development by Square 
Foot, §49.9(i)(12) of the 2007 QAP, 
Development Includes the Use of Existing 
Housing as Part of a Community Revitalization
Plan, §49.9(i)(25) of the 2007 QAP, Leveraging 
of Private, State, and Federal Resources, and 
§49.9(i)(26) of the 2007 QAP, Third-Party 
Funding Commitment Outside of Qualified 
Census Tracts.

Analysis: The items identified in the 
challenge were already identified by the
Department in the scope of the review 
process and have already been resolved 
through the Administrative Deficiency
process.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.

4/16/07 07228 Las Palmas
Homes

Don Pace Challenge regarding the fulfillment of 
notification requirements under §49.9(h)(8)(A)
of the 2007 QAP, and eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(2) of the 2007 QAP, Quantifiable 
Community Participation, §49.9(i)(5) of the 
2007 QAP, Commitment of Development
Funding by Local Political Subdivisions,
§49.9(i)(12) of the 2007 QAP, Development 
Includes the Use of Existing Housing as Part of a 
Community Revitalization Plan, §49.9(i)(25) of 
the 2007 QAP, Leveraging of Private, State, and 
Federal Resources, and §49.9(i)(26) of the 2007 
QAP, Third-Party Funding Commitment Outside 
of Qualified Census Tracts. 

Analysis: The items identified in the 
challenge were already identified by the
Department in the scope of the review 
process and have already been resolved 
through the Administrative Deficiency
process.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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5/25/07 07249 Bluffs Landing
Senior Village 

Ebby Green, 
Round Rock 
Housing
Authority

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(2) of the 2007 QAP, Quantifiable 
Community Participation (“QCP”).  The
challenge asserts that the QCP letter of support 
from RR Vista Neighborhood Association (the 
“Association”) is ineligible.  The basis of the 
challenge as reflected in the challenge 
documentation is: the Association was formed
for the sole purpose of supporting the 
Development; the Association was formed one 
day prior to the deadline to be on record with the 
state or county; none of the Association’s 
officers live within the boundaries of the
Association; the Association’s bylaws grant the 
power of taxation; membership is open to those 
with an economic interest in the area; the 
Association’s boundaries are inconsistent with 
industry standards for development; and the 
Association is not recognized by the City as a 
neighborhood organization.

Analysis:  The letter of support from the 
Association was originally found by the 
Department to meet all requirements for 
points under §49.9(i)(2) of the 2007 QAP.
The Association was formed before the 
deadline required by §49.9(i)(2)(A)(5) of the 
2007 QAP; the QAP does not require an 
explanation of the reason for formation.  A 
certification from the Association, as well as 
the Association’s Bylaws provide evidence 
that the organization is one of persons living
near one another; the QAP does not require
that an organization’s membership be 
exclusively comprised of persons that live 
within the boundaries of the organization.
The QAP does not specify what the purpose 
of an organization must be, except that it 
includes “working to maintain or improve
the general welfare of the neighborhood”;
the Association met this requirement, both
by certification and in its Bylaws.  Finally,
the QAP does not require an organization to 
be recognized by the city; rather, an 
organization must be on record with the state
or county, which the Association is. 

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.

Page 14 of 20 



Status Log of 2007 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges Received as of July 23, 2007 

Challenge
Received
Date

TDHCA
#

Development
Name

Challenger Nature and Basis of Challenge Status

6/1/07 07257 Orange Palm
Garden Apartment
Homes

Robert Crow, 
Nacogdoches
Housing
Authority

Challenge regarding the eligibility for penalty
points under §49.9(i)(27)(A) of the 2007 QAP, 
Scoring Criteria Imposing Penalties.  The 
challenge asserts that a member of the 
Development team for the Applicant is affiliated 
with a 2006 Housing Tax Credit (“HTC”) 
Development for which an extension was 
requested, and that the Application should 
therefore be awarded penalty points.  The basis 
of the challenge as reflected in the challenge 
documentation is:  the Applicant for TDHCA # 
060132 failed to meet a Department deadline; 
the Development team for 07257 for 
construction, management, and social services is 
the same as for 060132; and the Applicant 
contact for 07257 is an Affiliate of the Applicant 
for 060132.

Analysis:  Penalty points under
§49.9(i)(27)(A) of the 2007 QAP apply to
the Applicant for an Application, and do not
apply to other members of the Development
team.  The Applicant for TDHCA #060132 
is completely different from the Applicant
for TDHCA #07257; the two do not share
any common entities or individuals.
Although the individuals listed in the 
Applicant structure for each Development
have partnered on Applications in the past, 
this partnership does not exist for either 
TDHCA #060132 or 07257.  Despite past 
partnership relationships between members
of each Applicant, the Applicants for 
TDHCA #060132 and 07257 are not the
same, nor do they appear to be Affiliates.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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4/20/07 07282 Palermo Janine Sisak,
DMA
Development
Company,
LLC

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(2) of the 2007 QAP, Quantifiable 
Community Participation (“QCP”), and
§49.9(i)(22) of the 2007 QAP, Qualified Census 
Tracts with Revitalization.  The challenge asserts
that the QCP letter of support from Comunidad
in Action is ineligible, and that the Application is 
not eligible for points based on the Development
Site’s location in an area targeted by a 
Community Revitalization Plan.  The basis of 
the challenge as reflected in the challenge 
documentation is: Comunidad in Action is not a 
neighborhood organization, but rather a broader-
based community organization, and; the 
Development Site is not located in the areas that 
target specific geographic areas for revitalization
and development of residential developments 
under the Community Revitalization Plan. 

Analysis: The items identified in the 
challenge were already identified by the
Department in the scope of the review 
process and have already been resolved 
through the Administrative Deficiency
process.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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7/5/07 07291 Cypress Creek at 
Reed Road 

John
Barineau,
Reed Parque 
Limited
Partnership

Challenge regarding the presence
of a market for the proposed
Development and the validity of 
data presented by the market
analyst.  The challenge asserts
that the market cannot support
the additional units proposed.
The basis of the challenge as 
reflected in the challenge 
documentation is: economic
occupancy of one of the other
Developments discussed in the 
market study has never exceeded
90%; there is a shortage of 
tenants at 60% of AMFI in the 
market area; there is no sewer 
line serving the proposed site;
and an apartment turnover survey 
conducted by the challenger 
found different results from those 
found by the market analyst.

Analysis:  According to the Applicant’s Market Analyst, tax 
credit or other rent-restricted properties in this market report 
high occupancies.  The sub-92.5% economic occupancy of 
Reed Parque and the inability to fill units in certain income
ranges do not appear indicative of the market as a whole.

Data compiled from the Department’s central database 
shows that while five properties are exhibiting difficulty in 
achieving the maximum 60% rents, four others are 
achieving the maximum 60% rents for the majority of their
60% units. Moreover, three of the five not achieving the 
maximum 60% rents are owned and operated by Mr. 
Barineau.  The Market Analyst confirms positive demand
for 60% units.

The wastewater line for the proposed Development is 
expected to be developed within the next 12 months.  The 
award is conditioned upon the receipt, review and 
acceptance of documentation from the City of Houston 
regarding the funding approval for the related Mariposa at 
Reed Road in order to facilitate the wastewater connection.
Additionally, documentation from the City of Houston
regarding approval/acceptance, time frame, and hook 
up/impact fees for the wastewater service line extension for 
the subject or an amendment to the purchase contract to
reflect that the seller will provide wastewater service if the 
waste water service line extension is not completed is also a 
condition of the award.

The Market Analyst surveyed turnover at all properties in 
the primary market area to accurately estimate turnover in 
the market.  The Department is satisfied with the validity of 
the results of this survey.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated the challenge 
pursuant to the methodology outlined in §49.17(c) of the
2007 QAP and has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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5/4/07 07295 The Bluestone Paul Holden, 
Wilhoit
Properties,
Inc.

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(16) of the 2007 QAP, Demonstration of 
Community Support other than Quantifiable
Community Participation.  The challenge asserts
that the letters of support from The American 
Legion Cedar Creek Post 310 (“American
Legion”), Friends of the Tri-County Library, and
Mabank Fire Department are ineligible, and that 
the Application is not eligible for these points.
The basis of the challenge as reflected in the 
challenge documentation is: the American
Legion is not located within the city limits of 
Mabank, the letter from the Friends of the Tri-
County Library was on the library’s letterhead,
and the library conducts educational activities, 
and; the Mabank Fire Department is a part of the 
City of Mabank.

Analysis:  Pursuant to §49.9(i)(16) of the
2007 QAP, the Development must receive 
letters of support from civic or community 
organizations that are active in and serve the 
community in which the Development is 
located.  Letters from governmental entities, 
taxing entities or educational activities are 
not eligible for points.  The American
Legion Cedar Creek Post 310 provided
sufficient evidence at the time of Application 
to show that the organization serves the 
community in which the Development is 
located.  The QAP does not require that an
organization be physically located within the 
city limits of the same municipality as the 
Development.  The Friends of the Tri-
County Library operates under separate 
bylaws and leadership from the Tri-County 
Library.  The Friends of the Tri-County
Library secures funding through fundraisers
and membership dues, not through the Tri-
County Library, and does not conduct
educational activities.  The letter from the 
Mabank Fire Department was not originally
counted for points by the Department 
because adequate documentation was not 
pursuant to §49.9(i)(16) of the 2007 QAP.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge.
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5/23/07 07302 Casa Alton Alyssa
Carpenter

Challenge regarding eligibility for points under 
§49.9(i)(11) of the 2007 QAP, Housing Needs
Characteristics.  The challenge asserts that the 
Application is eligible for fewer points than 
requested based on Development location.  The 
basis of the challenge as reflected in the 
challenge documentation is: the Development is 
located in the City of Alton; the Application
requested points based on the Development’s
location in Alton North; and the Affordable 
Housing Need Score for the City of Alton is 
lower than that of Alton North.

Analysis: The proposed Development Site 
is currently located within the City of Alton.
At the time of the 2000 Decennial Census 
the proposed Development Site was located
within the Alton North CDP; however, the
Development Site has since been annexed 
into the City of Alton, as confirmed by the
City’s Planning Director and the Applicant.
The current location of a Development, not 
its location as of the most recent Decennial
Census, is used to evaluate eligibility for
points based on demographic information
from the most recent Decennial Census.

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP.  The 
Application score will be reduced from six
points to four points for §49.9(i)(11) of the
2007 QAP based on the proposed
Development’s location within the City of
Alton.
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6/19/07   07306 Zion Village
Apartments 

George
Vaults

Challenge regarding the validity of site control 
under §49.9(h)(7)(A) of the 2007 QAP.  The 
challenge asserts that the land seller entered into 
an illegal contract for the sale of the land.  The 
basis of the challenge as reflected in the 
challenge documentation is: the land seller did 
not have the approval of the church’s 
membership to enter into the sale. 

Analysis:  According to the Articles of 
Incorporation, as amended, the management 
of the church is vested in the Pastor, 
Officers, Deacons, and Trustees, as provided 
for in the Bylaws.  The Bylaws state that the 
Pastor is the chief administrator of the 
church’s fiscal affairs.  A resolution of the 
church’s Officers grants authority to the 
Pastor and Chairman of Deacons the 
authority to transact the financial business of 
the church and to execute all necessary 
documents required in order to transact that 
business.  The Department has reviewed the 
documents submitted and believes that this is 
an internal matter between members of the 
church. The certification from the Pastor, 
who appears to have the authority to speak 
for the church, is clear and gives a 
reasonable basis of authority to sell the 
property.  An internal challenge to the 
Bylaws is just that, an internal challenge.    

Resolution:  The Department has evaluated 
the challenge pursuant to the methodology 
outlined in §49.17(c) of the 2007 QAP and 
has determined that no further action will be 
taken with regard to this challenge. 
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