STATE OF FLORIDA
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION

EHLINGER APARTMENTS, LTD.

Petitioner,
Applieation No. 2009-146C
VS. 2009 Universal Cycle
FFC e Npo
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE 2010 ~-OV4VC-
CORPORATION,
Respondent.

/

EHLINGER APARTMENTS’ PETITION CHALLENGING
FLORIDA HOUSING’S THRESHOLD, SCORING AND RANKING ERRORS
CONCERNING PROGRESSO POINT

Petitioner Ehlinger Apartments, Ltd. (“Ehlinger”), pursuant to scctions 120.569 and
120.57(2), Florida Statutes, and rules 28-106.301 and 67-48.005(5), Florida Administrative
Codc, filcs this petition for intormal administrative hearing concerning the 2009 Universal Cycle
Final Scoring Summary Report for Application No. 2009-123C (Reliance-Progresso Associates,
Ltd.) and the 2009 Universal Application Cycle Ranked Order and states:

1. Reliance-Progresso Associates, Ltd. applied for an allocation of competitive
housing credits in the 2009 Universal Application Cycle for a proposed housing development in
Fort Lauderdale called Progresso Point. Progresso Point was awarded funding by Florida
Housing when the ranked order spreadshect was released on February 26, 2010. But for any one
of multiple threshold, scoring and ranking errors of Respondent Florida Housing Finance
Corporation (“Florida Housing™) eoncerning Progresso Point, Ehlinger would have been

awarded funding at the time Florida Housing issued its 2009 Universal Application Cycle



Ranked Order spreadsheet on February 26, 2010. The threshold, scoring and ranking errors are
specifically identified and discussed later in this petition.

2. The agency affected in this proeeeding is Florida Housing, 227 North Bronough
Street, Suite 5000, Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1329. The agency’s file number is 2009-146C.

3 The petitioner is Ehlinger, 2950 SW 27" Avenue, Suite 200, Miami, Florida
33133. The petitioner’s telephone numbers are 305-476-8118 (phone) and 305-476-0674
(facsimle).

4. The petitioner’s attorney is Donna E. Blanton, Radey Thomas Yon & Clark, P.A.,
301 S. Bronough Street, Suite 200, Tallahassee, Florida, 32301. The attorney's telephone
number is 850-425-6654 (phone) and §50-425-6694 (facsimtle).

5. Ehlinger received notice of the Final Ranking and Notice of Rights from Kevin
Tatreau, Florida Housing’s Director of Multifamily Development Programs, on March 1, 2010.
Accompanying that Notice was a 2009 Universal Scoring Summary and a 2009 Final Ranking
spreadsheet.

6. Ehlinger’s substantial interests are affected by the Final Scoring Summary Report
for Progresso Point and the 2009 Universal Application Cycle Ranked Order for the following
reasons: (1) Ehlinger timely filed an Application with Florida Housing for Housing Credits in the
2009 Universal Cycle in connection with the development of an apartment complex in Davie,
Flonda: (2) When final scores were released, Ehlinger received a perfect score of 70 points, met
all threshold requirements, and achieved perfeet ability to proceed tie-breaker points and perfect
proximity tie-breaker points; (3) But for the errors made by Florida Housing in scoring and
ranking Progresso Point, Ehlinger would have been in the funding range when final rankings

were released on February 26, 2010.

)



7. Progresso Point made three significant mistakes in its Application, any one of
which — according to Florida Housing’s rules and precedent — warrants point reductions or
threshold failures, or both, that should have removed the Application from the funding range.
Ultimate facts alleged, including those that warrant reversal of the proposed agency action, are as
follows:

Invalid Signatory

a. The first significant error made by Progresso and overlooked by Florida Housing
was that Progresso Point’s Local Government Verification of Status of Site Plan Approval for
Multi-family Developments form (Exhibit 26 to its application} and its Local Government
Verification that Development is Consistent with Zoning and Land Use Regulations form
(Exhibit 32 to its Application) were signed by an individual who does not qualify as a vahid
signatory under Florida Housing rules. Therefore, Progesso Point should have failed threshold
requirements for Statns of Site Plan Approval and for Evidence of Appropriate Zoning.
Additionaily, Progresso Point should not have earned Ability to Proceed Tie-breaker Points for
either Site Plan Approval or for Zoning.' Although Florida Housing received timely Notices of
Possible Scoring Errors (“NOPSEs”) from two competing Applicants concerning the improperly
signed forms behind Exhibits 26 and 32, the NOPSEs were ignored by Florida Housing when
NOPSE scores were released on October 21, 2009,

b. The forms that are to be completed for Exhibit 26 and Exhibit 32 contain similar

language under the heading of “Certification.” Exhibit 26 provides: "This certification must be

' Scoring requirements concerning Ability to Proceed Tie-Breaker Points are outlined on

page 29 of the Universal Application Instructions (Part [I[.C.). These Instructions (including the
forms required to be used) havc been adopted as rules by Florida Housing. R. 67-48.004(1)(a),
Fla. Admin, Code. The Instructions provide that Applicants are eligible for one Ability to
Proceed Tie-breaker point if they achieve threshold requirements in each of six areas. Two of
these areas are site plan approval and appropriate zoning. See Instructions, p. 29.



signed by the applicable City's or County's Director of Planning and Zoning, chief appointed

official (staff) responsible for determination of issues related to site plan approval, City Manager,
or County Manager/Administrator/Coordinator. Signatures from local elected officials are not

acceptable, nor are other signatories." (All emphasis supplied). Exhibit 32 provides: "This

certification must be signed by the applicable City's or County's Director of Planning and

Zoning. chief appointed official (staff) responsible for determination of issues related to

comprehensive planning and zoning, City Manager, or County
Manager/Administrator/Coordinator. Signatures from local elected officials are not acceptable,

nor are other signatories.” (All emphasis supplied).

C. Both Exhibit 26 and Exhibit 32 for Progresso Point were signed by the Deputy
Director of Planning and Zoning, not the Director. See Composite Attachment A (containing
Exhibit 26 and Exhibit 32 as submitted by Progresso Point with its application). Both forms
plainly identify the individual signing the forms, Wayne Jessup, as the Deputy Director of
Planning and Zoning.

d. There is no dispute as to Mr. Jessup’s position with the City of Fort Lauderdale at
the time Progresso Point’s application was submitted. See Attachinent B, “Planning and Zoning
Staff Contact List™ for the City of Fort Lauderdale, which states that Greg Brewton is Director of
Planning and Zoning and that Wayne Jessup 15 the Deputy Director of Planning and Zoning.z
The Deputy Director clearly is not the "chief appointed official,” given that there is a Director
above him.

C. Moreover, other Applicants with propased developments in the City of Fort

Lauderdale did correctly obtain the signature of the Director of Planning and Zoning. See

g This list was attached to Notices of Possible Scoring Error submitted to Florida Housing

concerning Progresso Point during the 2009 Universal Application Cycle.



Application No. 2009-145C, Northwest Properties Il Development, LLC, Exhibits 26 and 32;
Application No. 2009-144C, Dr. Kennedy Homes, Ltd., Exhibits 26 and 32 (attached as
Composite Attachment C and showing that Greg Brewton signed the forms as Director of
Planning and Zoning).

f. Florida Housing does not accept signatories from lower-ranked staff for a reason.
We will never know whether or not the duly appointed Director of Planning and Zoning would
have agreed to sign these forms for Progresso Point; that is precisely the kind of ambiguity that
Florida Housing 15 looking to avoid when awarding funds with strict federal timelines. Florida
Housing requires assurances from the highest levels of local government that the Applicant is, in
fact, able to procced with a development. Tlorida Housing has previously found that an
Application does not meet threshold requirements and is not entitled to points if a certification is

signed by an invalid signatory. See, e.g, The Sacramento, App. No. 2007-093C (Preliminary

Scoring Summary, at p. 2); Pine Grove Apartments, App. No. 2007-027BS (Preliminary Scoring

Summary, at p. 2): Bennett Crcek Apartments, App. No. 2007-045BS (Preliminary Scoring

Summary, at p. 2)}; Villa Patricia, App. No. 2005-053C (Preliminary Scoring Summary, March
17, 2003, at p. 2); Royalton, App. No. 2005-048S, (Preliminary Scoring Summary, March 17,
2005, at p. 2); Pinnacle Park, App. No. 2005-100C, (Preliminary Scoring Summary, March 17,

2005, at p. 3); Amber Garden, App. No. 2005-041C, (Preliminary Scoring Summary, March 17,

2005, at p. 2); Villa Amelia, App. No. 2005-042C, (Preliminary Scoring Summary, March 17,

2005, at p. 2; Mirasol, App. No. 2005-051C, (Preliminary Scoring Summary, March 17, 2003, at

p. 2-3); Lafavette Square Apartments, App. No. 2005-063C, (Preliminary Scoring Summary),

March 17, 2003; at p. 3; Riverside Place, App. No. 2005-095C, (Preliminary Scoring Summary,




March 17, 2005, at pp. 2-3); Pinnacle Plaza, App. No. 2005-096C, (Preliminary Scoring

Summary, March 17, 2003, at p. 3) (attached as Composite Attachment D).3

g. Even in the current cycle, Florida Housing in other cases has required strict
adherence to the requirements of its rules and forms. In MCP [, Ltd v. Florida Housing Finance
Corporation, Case No. 2009-061UC, the Applicant simply listed a wrong date on its site plan
approval form in a mistaken attempt 1o indicate the date of the meetmg at which the approval
was obtained. This error was pointed out to Florida Housing in a NOPSE, which Flortda
Housing accepted. Although the Applicant was permitted to cure the error, the original mistake
cost the Applicant a one-half-point Ability to Proceed Tie-Breaker Point, which pushed the
Applicant out of the funding range. See Attachment E (Final Order and Recommended Order in
Case No. 2009-061UC). Similarly, Florida Housing should have accepted the NOPSE pointing

out that an invalid signatory appeared on Progresso Point’s forms.

. In The Sacramento, Florida Housing found that numerous forms were improperly signed.

The Scoring Summary states: “The forms were signed by the First Deputy Mayor/City
Administrator and the instructions at the bottom of each form states{s] ‘This certification must be
signed by the Mayor, City Manager, County Manager/Administrator/Coordinator or Chairperson
of the City Council/Commission or Chairperson of the Board of County Commissioners. Other
signatories are not acceptable. Zero points will be awarded if the certification i1s itmproperly
signed.”” In Pine Grove Apartments and Bennett Creek Apartments, Florida Housing identified
the same error in both applications: “The Applicant included signed Local Government
Verification of Affordable Housing Incentives forms (exhibits 47, 48, 49 & 50). However, the
forms were signed by the Chief Administrative Officer and not one of the acceptable signatories
listed at the bottom of the forms.”

In all of the 2005 cases, the Local Governmeut Vertfication of Qualification as Urban In-
Fill Development forms were signed by someone on behalf of the proper signatory. Flornida
Housing stated in the seoring summary forms that the certification “will only be accepted by
Florida Housing 1f it is certified by either: one serving in one of the positions stated on the
bottom of the form, one temporarily serving on an interim or acting basis in one of the positions
stated at the bottom of the form, or one who has been delegated the authority in writing to sign
such type certification for a person serving in a permanent, acting or interim role of one of the
positions stated at the bottom of the form and the written delegation of authority is properly
executed and presented with the form in the Application. The person who signed the form does
not meet the previously stated criteria and as sueh, the Application will not be given credit for
the form.”




h. Florida Housing should have consistently followed its rules by determining that
Progresse Point’s Exhibits 26 and 32 were improperly signed. Florida Housing cannot simply
“change its mind™ about interpretation of its rules. See Cleveland Clinic v. dgency for Health
Care Administration, 679 So. 2d 1237, 1241 (Fla. 1" DCA 1996). As the court explained in
Cleveland Clinic:

Without question, an agency must follow its own rules, . . . but if the rule,
as it plainly reads, should prove impractical in operation. the rule ean be amended
pursuant to cstablished rulemaking procedures.  However, ‘absent such
amendment, experience cannot be permitted to dictate its terms.” That is, while an
administrative_agency ‘is not necessarily bound bv its initial construction of a
statute evidenced by the adoption of a rule.” the agency may implement its
changed interpretation only by ‘vabdly adopting subsequent rule changes.” The
statutory framework under which administrative agencies must operate in this
state provides adequate mechanisms for the adoption or amendment of rules.

679 So. 2d at 1242 (emphasis supplied), quoiing Boca Raton Artificial Kidney Center v.
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, 493 So. 2d 1055, 1057 (Fla. 1" DCA 1986),
and Department of Administration. Division of Retirement v. Albanese, 445 So. 2d 639, 642 (Fla.
1¥ DCA 1984); see also Brookwood-Walton County Convalescent Center v. Agency for Health
Care Administration. 845 So. 2d 223, 229 (Fla. 1 DCA 2003) (“The agency failed to explain
why its policy had changed abruptly when applicd to Appellants, despite the lack of any
intervening change in the applicable provisions. AHCA’s unexplained, inconsistent policies are
contrary to established administrative principles and sound public policy.™).

L. The iuvalid signatory on these forms is sufficient reason that Progresso Point
should not have been in the funding range. However, it is only the first of three reasons — any
one of which warranted loss of points or threshold failure, or both — that the Applicant should

have been denied funding.



Ownership Changes After the Application Deadline

1. The second significant error made by Progresso and overlooked by Florida
Housing related to a revision in Progresso’s ownership structure. In an attempt to cure a
deficiency in its equity commitment letter that was identified by Florida Housing during
preliminary scoring, Progresso Point revised its ownership structure in vioiation of the
Instructions at page 7 (Part I1.A 3.a.), which provide: “For a Limited Partnership, provide a list,

as of the Application Deadline, of the following: (i) the Principals of the Applicant, including

percentage of ownership interest of each, and (ii) the Principals for each Developer. Provide this

information behind a tab Jabcled “Exhibit 9.” (Emphasis supplied). The Applicant then made
representations within its Application designed to hide this violation from Florida Housing and
from other participants in the Universal Cycle.

k. When preliminary scores were released on September 21, 2009, Florida Housing
determined that Progresso Point’s equity commitment in Exhibit 56 failed to meet threshold for
the following reason: “Per page 74 of the 2009 Universal Application Instructions, the
percentage of credits being purchased must be equal to or less than the percentage of ownership
intcrest held by the limited partner or member. The Applicant stated at Exhibit 9 of the
Application that the limited partncr’s intcrest in the Applicaut entity is 99.90%. However, the
equity commitment at Exhibit 56 states that 99.99% of the HC allocation is being purchased.
Because of this inconsistency, the HC equity cannot be considered a source of financing.” See
Preliminary Scoring Summary Report for Progresso Point, App. No. 2009-123C, September 21,
2009, at p. 2. (Attachment F).

L. Progresso Point attempted to cure the deficiency identified by Florida Housing by

revising [xhibit 9 to suggest that the Limited Partner had 99.99% ownership of the limited



partnership as of the Application deadline. Progresso Point also made corresponding reductions
in the General Partners’ percent of ownership interest ou Exhibit 9, changing the General
Partners’ ownership splits from .051/.049 to .0051/.0049. See Composite Attachment G
(Progresso Point’s original Exhibit 9 and Progresso Point’s Exhibit 9 that was submitted with its
cure).

n. Importantly, Progresso Point included a header on its revised Exhibit 9 that states:
“As of August 20, 2009.” See Composite Attachment G. This statement is simply false, as
illustrated by documents on file with the Broward County Housing Authority (an affiliate of
Progresso Point’s General Partner).! As of the Application deadline for the 2009 Universal
Cycle {August 20, 2009), Progresso Point’s General Partner inierests were .051% and .049%.
See Attachment H (Ommibus Amendment to Reliance-Progresso Associates, Ltd. Limited

Partnership Agreement, dated March 2008). On QOctober 30, 2009 — months after the

Application deadline — changes were 1nade to the Applicant entity through an Amended and
Restated Limited Partnership Agreement of Reliance-Progresso Associates, Ltd.  See
Attachment I. This document modifies the General Partners’ ownership interests to .0051%
and .0049% and clearly explains that the General Partners’ ownership interests were .051% and
.049% percent prior to the amendment. /d.

n. Mareover, Progresso Point knew that the reference to August 20, 2009, on the

revised Exhibit 9 was false. A series of emails obtained from the Broward County Housing
Authority illustrates the concern among members of the Applicant entity about the implications

of the ownership change and the concern about competitors discovering it. See Composite

: These documents were attached to the NOAD filed against Progresso Point during the

Universal Cycle.



Attachment J. For example, one email memo from Sandra Seals of Reliance Housing to
Patricia Green of Stearns Weaver Miller Weissler Alhadeff & Sitterson, P.A. states:
Hi Patty,

I need vour help. We have a little situation. We have submitted the attached
Exhibit 9 to FHFC in our recent Progresso Point Tax Credit Application. In the
Exhibit, we show the limited partnership interest at 99.90%. Our Equity Letter
from RBC Bank shows the limited partnership interest at 99.99% interest. FHFC
noticed this discrepancy and asked us to CURE it. As we’ve proceeded to do so,
we noticed that in our Corporate Docs (please see the attached), we show the
limited partnership interest at 99.90%. Bob’s concern 1s if anyone finds out (i.e, a
competitor) that Exhibit 9 doesn’t match this document, we are in trouble. He
suggested that I run this dilemma by you. At this stage, we don’t want to change
the Equity letter.

Composite Attachment J at p. 3 (Emphasis supplied).

0. This modification of the ownership interest after the Application deadline is
contrary to Florida Housing’s Instructions. It amounts to a 90% change in the General Partners’
ownership interest and thus constitutes a change in the Applicant entity, which is prohibited by
the Instructions: “Changes to the Applicant entity prior to the execution of a Carryover
Allocation Agreement or without Board approval prior to the issuance of the Final Housing
Credit Allocation Agreement will result in a disqualification from receiving funding and shall be
decmed a material misrcprescntation.” Instructions, p. 6 (Part [I.A.2.(1)). Because Progresso
Point changed the percentage of ownership interests in a revised Exhibit 9 during the cure
process — after the Application Deadline ~ and thereby also changed the Applicant entity,
Progresso Point’s application should clearly fail threshold requirements.j

p. The ownership change after the Application deadline 1s sufficient reason that this

Applicant should not have been in the funding range. However, it is only the second of three

3 These issues were raised in a Notice of Alleged Deficiency, which was timely submitted

to Florida Housing.

10



rcasons — any one of which warranted loss of points or threshold failure, or both — that the
Applicant should have been denied funding.

Financing Shortfall

q- The third significant error made by Progresso and overlooked by Florida Housing
relates to financing shortfalls. Because Progresso Point did not properly cure the equity
commitment deficiency identified by Florida Housing at preliminary scoring, Progresso Point
continues to have a construction and permanent financing shortfall and should fail threshold
requirements. Plainly stated. Progresso Point has committed to sell more of 1ts partnership than
it actually owns. This problem was identified by Florida Housing in the Preliminary Scoring
Suminary Rcport for Progresso Point, which stated: “The Application has a construction
financing shortfall of $13,211,46%9” and “The Application has a permanent financing shortfall of
$13,211,465." See Attachment F. The Instructions provide that “[t]he percentage of credits
proposed to be purchased must be equal to or less than the percentage of ownership interest held
by the limited partner or member.” Instructions, p. 74 (Part V.D.2.(b). This discrepancy in
Progresso Point’s application was subsequently reiterated in a NOAD, which Florida Housing
ignored. See Attachment K. Because of the inconsistency between Progresso Point’s equity
commitinent letter and its ownership interests, its housing credit equily cannot be considered as a
source of financing. Thus, the shortfalls persist, and Progresso Point must fail threshold.

I. The financing shortfall alone is sufficient reason that this Applicant should not
havc beeu in the funding range. However, it is the last of threc reasons — any one of which
warranied loss of points or threshold failure, or both — that the Applicant should have been

dented funding.

11



8. Because of the specifically identified threshold and scoring errors discussed
above — an Invalid Signatory for multiple certifications, an ownership change in direct
coniravention to Florida Housing rules, and financing shortfalls — Florida Housing also erred by
ranking Progresso Point in the funding range for the 2009 Universal Cycle and by failing to rank
Ehlinger in the funding range.

9. Rules and statutes that require reversal of the proposed agency action are the
Florida Housing Finance Corporation Act (sections 420.501 et. seq., Florida Statutes); sections
120.569 and 120.57(2), Florida Statutes; and rules 67-48.002, 67-48.004 (including the
Universal Application Instructions, which are incorporated by reference), and 67-48.005, Florida
Administrative Code.

10. Based on the foregoing, Ehlinger respectfully requests that an informal
administrative hearing be held and that the Hearing Officer enter a Recommended Order finding
that Florida Housing erred in finding that Progresso Point met threshold requirements and in the
scoring and ranking of Progesso Point. Ehligher further requests that Florida Housing enter a
Final Order adopting the requested recommendations of the Hearing Officer and determining that
Ehlinger should have been in the funding range when final rankings were issued for the 2009
Universal Cycle. As a result of such Final Order, Ehlinger requests an allocation of housing
credits and any other relief to which it is entitled, pursuant to rule 67-48.005(7), Florida
Administrative Code.

11. At the time of filing this petition. Ehlinger does not believe that any material facts
are in dispute. Ehlinger reserves the right to seek a hearing pursuant to sections 120.569 and
120.57(1) at the Division of Administrative Hearings if, during the course of proceedings on this

petition, disputed issues of material fact become known to the parties.

12



Dated: 3[ Cq;l 2

Respectfully submutted,

v mi N fu&i\

Florida Bar No. 948500

Radey Thomas Yon & Clark, P.A.
301 S. Bronough Street, Suite 200
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
850-425-6654 (phone)
850-425-6694 (facsimile)

Attorney for Ehlinger Apartments, Lid.

13
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2009 UNTVERSAL CYCLE - LOCAL GOVERNMENT VERIFICATION OF STATUS
OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL FOR MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENTS

Nam¢ of Devclopment: Progresso Point
81U N, Andrews Avenoe, Fort Cauderdals, FL 33311

Development Localion:

(AL 4 mnimum, provide the addoc asigned by Lhe United Siates Poral Service :m.udm.gmz address mumber, §ire s name and cily, o i the addeess hae Aop vt
been axagned, pronds e rireet oame, dosed desgnaned inlerrection and aly )

Development Type: High Rise
Part NLA.4 of 2009 Umverml Cyce Apphalion)

Tatal Number of Units in Development: 76
CPart [11 A8 of 2007 Universal Cydle Apgli catian)

Zoning Designalion: RAC-UV

Mark the applicable stalement:

O The shove-referenced Development is new construction or rehabilitation with new construction and the
final site plan, in the zoning designation slated above, was approved by action of lhe

on .
(lrgally Aulhoozed Body™ Date (e ddipyyy ™

2. O The shove-referenced Development is new construction or rehabilitation with new consiruction and this
jurisdiction provides either preliminary sile plan spproval or conceptual site plan approval. The
preliminary or conceplual sile plan, in lhe zoning designalion sfaled sbove, was approved by action af
the on

{Legaly Authonze Bedy™ Date ( medlddnyyy) *™

3 @'ﬂn ahove-referenced Developmenl is new construction o rehabilitation with new constuction end
requices site plan approval for the pew corstruction wark. However, this jurisdiciion provides neither
preliminury site plan approval nor conceptual site plan appraval, nor is any other smilar process
provided prior 1o issuing final site plan eppraval. Although thére is no preliminary or concepiual site
plan approval process and the final site plan approval has not yet been iswed, the sile plan, in the zoning
designation simed sbove, was neviewed by

_ Planning and 2oning Department on 04027200
(Legally Auhodzed Bady™ Dale{mm'ddyyyy) ==

4. O The abave-refarenced Develepment, in the zoning designetion stated ahove, is rehabililation without any
new canstriciion and does naf require additional site plan approval or similer process.

* "L egally Authorzed B ody™ 15 not an andividual. Applicant must qale the name oflhe Cuty Counal, Counly Commitnion, Besrd, Depariment, Divgon, etc.,
wilh authanly over sich ealtet

=% Dale rrust be “oner beford” e Appliclm Dmdine,
CERTIFICATION
§ cerify that the €3 ijounry of] Fort Lauderdale hes vesled in me the aulhority to verify siatus of

(Mame of City ar Cauntyy
site p]an/a/p-}'o_al a5 specified d Lfurther certify that the infoimaion slated above is true and correct.

K Wayml'lmp
Prnnt or Type Name

Deputy Dirsetor of Pluming snd Zoning
Pnnt or Type Title

This cerificaion must be signed by the applicable City's or County’s Director of Planung snd Zorsng, chicl wppoinied
offictal (stalf) rcsponsible for determination of issucs relaled to site plan spproval, City Manager, or Counly
Munager/Admimstrator/Coordinator, Stgnabrrcs from local edlected officinds ase not seceptable, nor are olha signatoncs. I
this certification is applicablc to this Development and ii is inappropriately signed, the Application will i) to meet treshold,
If dis certification contiins corrections or ‘whit¢-out’, or if it is scanncd, imaged, altered, or retyped, the Application will fwl
1o meet threshold. The certficstion may be photocopicd.

TAIDNE (Rev 5-09) Extubil 20
6745 DO Xa); 67-31 D0 1 Xw), FAC. -






2005 UNIVERSAL CYCLE - LOCAL GOVERNMENT VERIFICATION THAT DEVELOPMENT IS
CONSISTENT WITH LONING AND LAND VSE REGULATIONS

Name of Development; Progresso Point
619 N. Andrews Avenuc, Fort Lauderdale, F1. 33311

Deveiopment Location;
(A2 marumum, provide e 3ddress 25z gned by the United States Poslal Seace, including the atdren nusuber, nyeet rame and city, or if the address has oot yat
heeh atogned, provide te fren rame, clascd den grated jntersedugn and Gly.)

Development Type: High Rise
Pt ITLA 4. of 2000 Universal Cyde Applimtion)

Total Number of Units in Development: 76

{Fart lilA.6 of HI0R Universal Cyce Appliciuon)

The undersigned Local Govanment afficial confirms that on ar before 95/26/2009
Dalk (on dayyyy)®*

(1) The number of units (nol buildings) allowed for this development sile (if restricted) is; %
and/or
if 2 PUD, the number of units (nol buitdings) allowed per development sile is:
or
if not a PUD and development sile is subject 1e existing special use or similar permil, number
of units allowed for this development site iss ; and

{(2) The zoning designation for the referenced Development site is RAC-TV . and

(3 The intended use is consistent with current land use regulations and the referenced zoning
designation or, if the Development cansists of rehabililation, the intended use is ailowed 2s a
legally non-conforming use. To the best of my knowledge, there are no additional land use
regulation hearings or 2pprovals required Lo oblain the zoning classification or density
described herein. Assuming compliance with the epplicable land use regulations, there are no
known conditions which would preclude construction or rehabilitation (as the case may be) of
the referenced Development an the proposed site,

* Dale must be “on of be fore” the Applicaton Desdbre

CERTIFICATION

I certify that the City/County of Fort Laudecdale has vested in me the authority
(Mame of Cily/Caumty)

10 verify consistency with local land use regulalions and the zoning designation specified above or, if
the Development consists of rehabilitation, the intended use is allowed as a "legally nen-conforming
use” and | funther certify Lhat Lthe foregoing informalion 1s true and correct. In addition, if the proposed
Dcvc!opmcnll she is in the Flgrida Keys Area as defined in Rul¢ Chaplers 67-21 and 67-48, F.AC,, 1
further ify that the Appljcant has obiained the necessary Rate of Growth Ordinance (ROGO)
al!oca,tm from mcml GotErmmnent.

Uy 12 o

/ ! _—
Signeture i 7 \S‘*—"/ Print or Type Neme

Deputy Dircctor of Hanning and Zoning
Print or Type Title

This certification must be signed by the applicable City's or County's Director of Planping md Zoning, chisf
appointed ofFicial (stafT) responsibie for determination of issues relaled o comprehensive planing and zoning,
City Manager, or County Manager/Adminustrator/Cocrdinalor.  Signatures from local elecled afficials are nat
acceplable, nor gre other signdories. [f the cenification is applicable to thiy Developmeni and it is
inappropriately signed, the Application will failto meel hreshold.

If this certificalion coniains corrections or ‘white-ow’, or if it is scanned, imaged, allered, or retyped, Lhe
Applicalion will fail 10 meet threshold. The certification may be photocapied

Valls Rev. 5399 Exhibit 32
BT EE D0 )] 87-31 003 | Xy, FAC



EXH!

BITE

Planning & Zoning Staff Contact List

Greg Brewlon

DIRECTOR,
Flanning and

Zoning

854-828-5266

GBrewlon@fortlauderdale .gov

Wayne Jessup

Deputy Director

854-828-4346

Wlessup@fortlauderdale.gov

Jim Koeth

Principal Planner

954-828-5276

JKoeth@fortlauderdale.gov

Jenni Morejon

Principal Planner

954-828-5849

JMorgjon@fortlauderdale.gov

|EParker@forllauderda!e.guv

Ella Parker Planner | 854-828-3728

Renee Cross Planner il) 954-828-4699 |RCross@fortlauderdale.gov
Anthony Fajarde |Planner Il 954-§28-5984 |AFzjardo@fortlauderdale.gov
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2009 UNIVERSAL CYCLE - LOCAL GOVERNMENT VERIFICATION OF STATUS
OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL FOR MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENTS

Name of Development, Nortrvest Gardens I
: “See Aftathed

Development Location:
(A 3 mininuur, prorvide the add: sgred by vhe United Sxares Poxal Servicr, mebuding the addrou s, poect sorve svd iy, o of e addeoas han ooty
Development Type: Gerden

. . (Part LA 4 of 2009 Universal Cyeke Applicaban)

Total Number of Units in Development: 150
(Pt LA of 2008 Uiversal Cycle Application)

Zoning Desigmtibn; RMM-23, RM-13, RC-13

Mark the applicable slatemnent:

1. O The above-referenced Development is new construction or rehabililation with new construction and the
final siie plan, in the zoning designation stated above, was apyroved by action of the
on .
[Legalty Asmhonred Bady*) Datr {wenéddyyyy)*

2 O The above-re {ferenced Development is new consttuction or rehabilitation with new constrnchon and this
jurisdiction provides eilther preliminary site plan approval or conceprual sile plan approval. The
preliminary or copceptual sile plan, in the zoning designation stated above, was approved by action of

the on
(Legally Auchorizal Body™) Dat | mandddiyyyy) **

3. @Thc above-referenced Development is new comstruction of rehabililation with new construction and
Tequires site plan approval for the new construction wotk. Howeves, this jurisdiction provides either
prelimipary sile plan approval nor conceptual sile plan approval, nor is any other sinufar process
provided prior to issuing final site plan approval. Although there it ne preliminary or conceptual site
plan approval process and the final sile plan approval has pot yet been issued, the sile plan, in the zoning

desigmation staled above, was eviewed by /
__Planaiag and Zoning Departmenl on 5/ 2 /27
(Legally Auborizat Body®) ry‘tm@dm; =

4. O The above-referenced Development, in the zoning dcsngnanon stated above, is rehabilitation without any
new construction apd does not require additional site plan approval or similar process.

¥ “Legally Authorizad Body”™ is it i mdivehal  Applcas must stac the nare of dw City Covndl, Cowsy Canttmission, Fuard, Deg Drvetim, i,
** Dtr mant be o ot befre” the Apphicasian Deadtie
CERTIFICATION
1 certify that the City/Connty of City ol Fort Lauderdale  hag vested in me the authority to verify statas of
) (Naere of Ciry o Caunry] o
site plan as specified above and | further certify that the informahon stated above is true apd correcl
e A— - Greg Brewton

S'ign'ailuay ! Print or Type Name

Director of Planping and Zeniop

Print or Type Title

This eertification must be signed by the applicable City’'s or County"s Direclor of Planning and Zoming, chiel appointed
official {(slaff) responsible for delermination of issues related o site plan approval, City Mapager, or County
Mapager/Administrator/Coordinater,  Signatwres from local elecled offjcials are uol acceptable, nor are otbex signatories. If
ihis cevtiGication is applicable 1o this Developmenl and il is inappropriately sigped, 1be Applitation will fail to meet threshold
ILf this certification contnins comrections or “white-out’, or il it is scanned, mmaped, ajloed, ov retyped, e Application will fail
to meet threshold. The cerlification may be photocapied.

UA1016 (Rev. 5-07) ) Cxhibit 26
7 AR 0L N ), 47-22. 00K 1Xa) FAC .



____|Northwest Gardens Il B .
‘Sites Address B ) Units| Laftitude | longitude
1|00 MW 9th Street, southeast of the intersection of Nw 14th Way and NW Sth Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 32| 26-08-01.8| 80-09-35.3
2| On NW 9th Street, southeast of the intersection of MW 14th Terrace and N Sth Street, FL. Lauderdale, FL 36 26-08-01.7| 80-08-375
3| On W 9th Street, southeast of the intersection of NW 14th Avenue and N'W Sth Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 35| 26-08-01.6! B80-05-34.8
4|0n NW 13th Terrace, northeast of the intersection of Nw 13th Terrace and NW 8th Street, Fi. Lauderdale, FL 16| 26-03-00.8| 80-09-31.9
5|0n Nw 13th Avenue, southeast of the intersection of NW 13th Avenue and NW Bth Court, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 0| 26-08-00.% 80-09-301
&|On NW 13th Avenue, northeast of the inlersection of NW 13th Avenue and N 8th Caurt, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 0] 26-DB-D3.2| 80-09-304
| 150) |







1009 Ul'\'IV'ERSAI.. CYCLE - LOCAL GOVERNMEINT ¥ERIFICATION ’I'EAT DEV‘ELDM\'T 5.
CONSISTENT WITH ZONING AND LAND USE REGELATIONS

Name of Development: Northwest Gardens IIT-
See Anached

Development Location:

AT & aRaleran, provide da mmwwmmmwmmm;nmﬂm Ot Cimtt T2 24T, «dmmmwh

e Mmmmmmm,mmmmmw)

Dcvelopmcnt Type: Garden -
(Parc LA 4, nf:nwm-em!cydn\mm) ST

Total Number of Umrstcvclopmem 150 - - ' . —
WﬂmAld’mUmww B

The widersigried Local Goverament oﬂ] t32] conﬁrms taton orbefore 05/'25’200?
T Dire ﬂmﬂﬂ'rm')‘ .

B Y] Thc number of units (nor bmldmgs) aliowed for tl:us developrient site (1f resticied) is: 24

andior
if 2 PUD, the number Dfmms (oot buildings) allow :dper dcvclopmr:ul site 15

or
if no1 2 PUD and development site is subjest lo c.usu.ng spec:lal use or similar permit, numbcr

ofu.n.us aliovred for this develo me-nl site is: and
P _—. RMM 25, RM-15,

(2) - The zoning desngnauon far the referenced Dcvclopmem suc s - RC 15 ;and

{3) ' The intended use is consistent with current land use regulations aod the referenced zoning
designation or, if the Devclopmcm comsists of r¢:hab1htaﬁon, the’ mn:ndcd ise is allowed ds a
legally non-conforming use. -To the best of my knowledgc thére are zo additonal land use
resulation hearings or approvals rcqm:cd to- obtain the zoning class-:ﬁc:ahon or dms:l‘)!
described herein. Assuming compliance with the app[:cablc lapnd use regulations, there e no
known cenditions which would preciude consmicuon or n:habihmuon {as the case may be) of
r.h:: referenced Dev:loPmem on the proposcd site: _

. ’m.muwawm ‘Applicsion Deatine,

CERTIFICATION

L certify that the Ciry/Counry of Ciry ofFon Landerdale o ha.s vcstcd in me the authanl‘)'
Claqe of ClnfConiyd ' T

1o verify consistency with loca] land use regulations and the zonma dcslgnanon spCClﬁcd above or, if
the Developmeat tonsists of rehabilitation, the intended use is allowed as 2 “legally non-conforming
- use” and I further ccrnfy that the foregoing: mformation is.trie-and correcs. In addition, if the proposed

chlOpment sitz 15 10 the Florida Keys Area a§ defined:in- Rule- Chaptcrs §7-21 and 6748, F.AC. |
- further centify that the Applicant has obtained the fecessarv Rae of Growth Ord.l.uancc (ROGO)

. allacati fro Local Gov fnment, o
/ 6_ i . " Oreg Brew‘lou .

SLanarurc ! : Print or Type Name -

Direcior of Pianning and-Zoning
Print or Type Title

Tl:us cestification mnst be signed bv the npphcable City's or- Counry‘s Director of Planning and Zoning, chief
appointed ofBcial (stafl) sesponsible for detarmination of issuss ftelated fo comprehensive plannity and zoning,
ity Managér, or County Mamacr!AdmxmsmtcriCoordmator Siman.r.ru from local elested officials are rios
acceptable, por are other signatosies.” Uf the certification is apphc.able 1o this- Dev:lopmm: and it is_
inappropriately" sw:ned, the Apphcauon will faul to meet threshold, °

_If this eertificarion contains cam::cnom' or “white-our’, or if | a- s scanned Lmaved. alte.rcd or retyped, the
Apphcauon will fal 1o mest threshold, Thaca‘n.ﬁcat:on m.ay e photanopwd

UAIOLS Rev. 5-09) I g , Exhibit 32
$7L5.00AC] duk 874370051 Yak FAC. . - i :



Horthwest Garders i

\

-_1

Sites ]Addless Upits! Laktitude | Longitude l
1,Gn NW 9th Street, southeast of the intersection of NW 14th Way and NW Sth Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 32| 26-08-01.8] 80-09-35.3]
2|0On NW 9th Street, southeast of the intersection of NW 14th Terrace and NW Sth Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 36| 26-08-01.7| 80-09-37.5
3 |On NW 9th Street, southeast of the intersection of NW 14th Avenue and NW Sth Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 36| 26-08B-01.6| BO-39-34.8
A10n HW 13th Terrace, nertheast of the intersection of NW 13th Terrate and NW 81h Street, £1. {auderdale, FL -_]ﬁ 26-08-00.9| 80-09-31%9
5 |Dn NW 13th Avenue, southesst of the intersection of NW 13th Avenue and Hw Bth Court, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 30| 26-08-00.9| 80-05-30.1

_E|—0r| NW 13th Avenue, nartheast of the intersection of NW 13th Avenue antd NW Bth Court, F1. Lauderdale, FL 0| 26-08-03.2| 80-09-30.4
1 [[350]
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Dr. Kennedy Homes
Broward, FL

FY 2009
HC Application

Submitted To:

Florida Housing Finance Corporation
227 North Bronough Street, Suite 5000
Tallahassee, FL 32301

COPY
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2009 UNIVERSAL CYCLE - LOCAL GOVERNMENT VERIFICATION OF STATUS
OF SITE FLAN APPROVAL FOR MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENTS

Name of Deyelopment: Dr- Fomedy Homes
. 10D WesT Broward Boulevard, FL. Langerdale, FL 33311
Development Location:
{24 2 rwiam, provide e sddrcu wrogred by fae Usied Statey Poszal Service, inchading tr addiron mustey, cod 30 s clty, o if e sddrent ko nal ye
bom assigot], provide e Rrool mems, ol desiprate  iotrecan end Gfy.)
Develppment Type: Mid-Rise with elcvator (s building comprised of S of 6 swrics)
(P TILA. 4, of 7009 Lnsivercal Cycle Applacarson)

Total Number of Units in Development: 132 :
Pan IILA.6. of 2009 Limwersal Cycls Apphotion )

Zoning Desipnation; RMM-13 o

Mark the applicable statemnent:

1. O The above-referenced Development is new constroction o rehabilitatGon with pew constroction and the

[inal sile plen, in the zoning designation staled above, was approved by action of the
oa .
rgly Auttorized Bady®) " Datc {udeiyyyy)*

2 O The above-referenced Development 1s pew coastmenon or rehabilitation with ncw constmction and this
Jjunisdicton provides sither preliminary sile plan approval of conceprual site plan approval. Thc
preliminary or copcepeual site plaz, in the 2oning designation stated above, was approved by action of

the on .
(Leyaite Aseiuonard Body™; Dty ( oy teVyyyy) #¢

3. @Ihc shove-referenced Development it new construction or rehabililation with new construc on and
requires sile plan approval for the new construction work. However, this jurisdiction provides neither
preliminary sile plan approval por conceptual site plan approval, nor is any alber siilar process
provided prior lo issning fina] site plan approval. Although there is no preliminary o conceptual site
plan approval process and the fonl site plan approval hes ot yet been jssved, the site plan, in the zoning
designation stated above, was mvicwed by .

_ Planning and Zoning, Depariment on
{Logally Assthorreed Bociy?) (e ok

4, O The above-refereuced Developrment, in the zouing desiguation stated above, is rehabelilation withour any
necw constiuction and does nol sequire additional site plan approval or simiilas process.

* “Lenlly Astorized Body” i oor 20 mdividusl, Applicant mesi ceste the waoe of (he City Coupcl, Cosaty Commmissios, Boord, Depafiiem Dyviuon, .,

** Dov muad b oo o bekae ™ e Applacstam Deadhor

CERTIFICATION
T cectify thar the City/Counry of Fort Lauderdale has vesied in me the autharity to verify status of
(P of Ciy or Comnny}

site ified above and | further cernify that the information slated shove is true and corroce
_ - Ghcg Brewlou
Signanfre 1 ! Print or Type Name

Director of Plannivg and Zoning

Print or Type Tide

This certification omst e signed by e applicable Ciry's or Counry's Direcior of Plaguing and Zaming, chicf appoioled
official (staff) respossible for detoomipation of issues selated o xile plac spproval, City Msoager, or County
Mosger/ Admmisiraiof Cpordinaior.  Signatures froim focsl efecled officials are not scoeplable, Nor are other signatomes, If
this certification is spplicable o Giv Dervelopmaent and it is inappropriately ¥gned, the AppYieasion will fail 1o meet dyeshald
If this cortification contains correctivns or ‘white-out”, or if it i8 scammad,. imaged alieted, o medyped, the Application will fail
o nwet lhreshald. The certification may e pholocopicd

Ua10l4 (Rev. 5-09) Exhibil 2¢
a7 A AT w): 0720 0GN 1Y), FAC ——
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2008 L\'IVERS.LL CYCLE - LOCAL GOVERNMENT VERIFICATION THAT DEVELOPMENT IS
COXSISTENT WITH ZOXING AND LAND CSE REGULATIONS

Neme of Develapment: Dr- Keaoedy Homes
1004 West Broward Bouwlevnd, Fi. Landaydale, FL 33321

Development Location:
(Aft uEninzm prowvide the sddrevs ségned by e Usiwd S e Poatad Sarvioe, Wochxinng the midres pumoter. ot ans wad cay. aru'u-ﬂ:uhpa;u
by a e provide e S name, el ded P e don wnd o)
Mid-Rise with Elevalor ts tuildmg compnsec ol 5 or G stories)

(Part (A & of 2007 Univeou] Cycle Apy Aaarlen)

Total Number of Unils in Development: 132

Dcve10pﬁumt Type:

G [ILAS. of Ieoe Ygivesal Cpcle Applicagag)

Toe undersigned Local Govemment official confirms that o or betore 0572672009
e (i

{1 The mumbser of units {not buildings) allowed far this developroant site (if rc:sl:ricrcd) is: 212
" andfor '
If a PUD‘ the nurmber of waits (not buildings) allowed per development site {s:

:fnora PUD and developmaen! site is. Sl]bjw 10 exigting spexial use or similar permit, number
of units allowed for this development site is: ; and

(23 The zoping designanon for the referenced Develapment site is _RMM-23 ; and

{3 Tbe inteaded use 15 consistent with cawredt land use regulations and the referenced zooing
designation or, if the Development copsists of rehabilitation, the intendad use is allowed 2s a
{egally nan-conforming use, To the best of my knowledge, there are ne addidopal [and use
regulation hearings or approvals required to obmain the zoming classification or demtity
deseribed herein. Assuming compliance with the applicable land use ragulakions, there are no
known canditions which would prectude copstmction or rehabilitation (as the case may be) of
the referenced Development on the proposed sire.

* Drzé mmica be —w o bufor® the mpplisarion Duysdline.

CERTIFICATION

1 centify that the City/County of City of Fout Lauderdale has yested in me the authority
(M eza of CiepComniy}

(4] \rmfy consistency with local land use regriadons aod the zaning designation specified above or, if

the Developmepr consists of rehabiliaticm, the imended use is allowed as a "legally not-conforming

usc™ and | further ccnify that the foregoing informadon is truc and correct. In addition, if the proposed

Development site is in the Flonda Keys Area as defined in Rule Chapiers 67-21 and 67-48, FA.C., 1

further cestify that The Applicant has obrzined the gocsssary Rate of Growth Ordinaace (ROGO)

allocatipns from the Local Government.
/1 Ei ] ‘RA./——-' } Greg Brewrton

LY

_ Signature ’ e / Prict or Type Name

Director oIPl'np_:h:g md Zoning

Prin; or Type Tide

* Ty cert:fication saust be signed by the applcable CJIIJ'JS or County’s Duecler of Planning and Zoming, chief
sppointed official (staff) respoasible for determination of weaues related 1o comprebensive planning and zouing,
City Mauager, o7 County Manager/Adnnnistralor/Coordinater, Sigmanwes fiom loca) elected offcials are nor
accepeable. nor are olher sigmatories. If the cemification is applicable 10 tus Development and it is
wappropriarely sizied, the Application will fail o meet threshold.

If this certification ¢ontaind corrections or “whiteout’, .or if W rcanned, imaged, alimed, o tetyped, be
Application will fail 10 meet threshold. The cartifieation may be photeeopisd.

UALOLE (Rev. 405) ' Exbibig 32
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As of: 05092007

File #  2007-093C

2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name: The Sacramento

As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie-
Points Threshold? | Breaker Points
05 - 08 - 2007 57 N 2.5
Preliminary 57 N 2.5
NOPSE 0 N 0
Final 0 N 4]
Final-Rarking 4 N o
Scores:
ltem # Part| Section|Subsection|Description Available (Pratiminary |NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking‘
Points
1
Optional Features & Amentlies
15 - |e [2.a. New Consfruction 9 9 0 0 0 ]
15 il B 12.b. Rehabilitation/Substantial Rebabilitation g Q 0 Y 0 ]
25 Mo|B 2.c Alt Developments Except 8RO 12 12 0 0 0 |
25 TR} 24 SRO Developments 12 0 0 0] 0 |
35 W [B 2e. Energy Conservalion Features 9 9 0 0] o |
Ability To Proceed
45 W [C 1. Site PlaryFlat Appraval 2 2 u ol 0 |
65 I Jc 4. [Evidence of Zaning 3 3 i} 0 o |
Set-Aside Commitments
[ 10 £ [1b.12)(b} Total Set-Aside Commitmeni 3] 3 ] 1] 0 |
7S m o Je |3. Affardability Period 5 5 0 0 0|
Resident Programs
85 11} F 1. Programs for Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless 6 [ 0 [ 0 |
8% 1t F 2. Programs far Homeless (SRO & Non-SRO) 6 v} 0 i} ] |
85 i |F 3. Programs for Elderly 8 0 0 0 Q |
a5 n F 4, Programs far All Applicants g 8 4] 0 0 |

Composite
Attachment D



2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of: 050872007
File #  2007-093C Development Name: The Sacramenlo
Scores:
Item # |Part;Section|SubsectionDescription Availattle |Preliminary|[NOPSE|[Final|Final Ranking
Paints
Local Governmenl Support
105 | A, Contributions 0 0 0] 0
118 v o] A Incentives 4 i 0] 0
Reason(s) Scores Not Maxed:
item # Reason(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
108 The Local Government Verification of Confribulion - Loan form {Exhibits 45) was inapproprialely signed. The form was sighed by the First Deputy Mayor/City | Preliminary
Administrator and Lhe inslruclions al the boltom of each form state "This cerification must be signed by the Mayor, City Manager, County Manager/
Adminisirater/Coordinator or Chairperson of the City Council/Commission or Chairperson of the Board of County Commissioners. Olher signafories are nol
acceptable. Zero points will be awarded if lhe certification is improperly signed."
115 The Local Governmenl Verification of Affordable Housing incenlives forms (Exhibits 47, 48, 49 and 50) were inappropriately signed. The forms were signed Preliminary
by the Fusl Depuly Mayor/City Adminisiralor and the inslructions al the bollom af each form slale "This certification must be signed by Ihe Mayar, City
Manager, County Manager/ Administralor/Coordinator or Chairperson of the City CounciVCommission or Chairperson of lhe Board of County Cammissioners.
Other signatories are nol acceptable. Zero points will be awarded if the certificalion is impreperly signed.”
Threshold{s} Failed:
Item # |Part| Section|Subsection Description Reason(s) Created As Result | Rescinded as Result
of of
iT \' B Constriclion Financing Shortfall The Applicanl has a construclion financing shartfall of $462,826. Prefminary
27 v D Laan Cammitment The loan commilment provided behind Exhibit 58 could not be considered (see 1058} |Preliminary
end was nol used as & source of construction or permanent financing.
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
Item # |Part|Section;Subsection|Description Available |Preliminary {NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking
1P 1] A 10.a.{2}a) Grocery Store 1.25 1.25 0 4 0
2P A 10.a.(2)b) Public Scheol 125 0 0 a 0
ks 1] A 10.a.(2}(c} Medical Facility 1.25 D 0 o] 0
4P 1l A 10.a.{2Xad} Phamacy 1.25 0 o] 0 0
5P 1] A 10.a.42) (e} Public Bus Stop or Metro-Rail Stop 1.25 1.25 0 0 0
5P 1] A 10.b. Praximity 1o Development on FHFC Development Proximity List 3.75 | 4] 0 0 0




2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary
As of: 05/008/2007

File #  2007-0930C

Davelopment Name: The Sacramento

Reason(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

Item # | Reasan(s) Created As Result | Rescinded as Result
of of
2P Applicants are |o provide lhe lautudefongitude coordinales Jar an exterior public enlrance to the service. The provided sketch does nol show a point on a | Preliminary
public entrance deoprway threshold,
6P The Applicant slated thal the propery quahfies as an Urban In-Fill Development. However, because lhe Applicalion does notf quality as such, itis not eligible | Preliminary
for Aulomatic Proximily points.
Additional Application Comments:
ltem # |Part|Section|[Subsection Description | Reason(s) Created As Resull |Rescinded as Result
1C m|a 2c. Urban In-Fil The Applicant provided a Lécal Governmenl Verficalion of Qualificalion as Urban Preliminary

In-Fill Development forrn signed by the First Deputy MayoriCity Adminisirator. The
insiructions al lhe botlom of the form slate "This cerlification musl be signed by lhe
Mayor, City Manager, County Manager/Adminisiratar/ Caordinator or Chairperson of
the City Council or Counly Commission. Other signatories are nol acceplable.”

Since (he farm was inapproprialely signed, the propesed Developmenl does not
guality as an Urban In-Fill Development.




As of. 05/09/2007

2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File # 2007-02788 Cevelopment Name: Pine Grove Apadmenls
As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie-
Points | Threshold? | Breaker Points
05-09-2007 60 Y 7.5
Praliminary 60 A 7.5
NOPSE 0 Y 0
Final o Y 0
Final-Ranking 0 Y 0
Scores:
Item # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available Preliminary [NOPSE|Final[Final Ranking
Points
Optional Features & Amenities
15 [ T8 |2.a. New Construction 9 9 o o a |
5 m e 2b. Rehabiltation/Substantial Rehabiltation g 0 0 0 N
25 il B 2.c. All Developments Except SRO 12 12 0 [} 0 |
25 THE] 2.d. 5RO Developments 12 [} 0 a 0|
335 [HRE j2.e. Energy Censervation Features 9] 9 o] o 0 |
Ability To Proceed
45 m[C 0. ~ [Site Plan/Plaf Approval 2 0 0 0 0 |
58 [ 4. Evidence of Zoning 3 3 0 0 0 |
Set-Aside Commitments
85 Il E 1.b.(2){B) Total Set-Aside Commilment 3 3 0 0 0 !
78 TRE 3 Affordability Period 5 5 0 0 ¢ |
Resident Pragrams
88 mJF 1, Programs for Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless B | 6 0 0 0|
88 1] F 2. Programs for Homeless (SRO & Nen-5R0) & 0 0 4] 0 |
8BS m F 3. Programs for Elderly [} 0 0 ] i} |
98 - jF 4, Programs for All Appkcants B8 8 0 0 o |




As of; 05/09/2007

2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File # 2007 027BS Developmenti Name: Pine Grove Apartmenis
Scores:
item # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |Preliminary [NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking|
Points
Local Government Suppar
108 v A Confributions 5] 5 0 Q] Iy |
1s v | [B. inceniives 4] 0 0 o g |
Reason{s) Scores Not Maxed:
ltern # Reason(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Resu[ﬂ
45 The Applicant provided the Local Government Vernfcalion af Stalus of Site Plan Approval for Multifamily Developmenls [orm: howewver, (he form daes nol Preliminary
refiecl the "legally authorized body™ or lhe dale of approval.
115 The Applicant included signed Local Government Verificalion of Affordable Housing Incenlives forms {exhibits 47. 48, 43 & 50). However, the lorms were Preliminary
signed by the Chiel Administrative Officer who is nat one of the acceplable signalgries lisled on the bottom of the form.,
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
Item # {Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available PreliminarleOPSE Final|Final Ranking|
1P n A 10.a.(2}(a} Grocery Store 1.25 1.25 0 0 Q
2P mJA 10.3.(2){b) Public School 1.25 1.25 0 0 0|
P i} A 10.a.(2){(c} Medical Facilty 1.25 0 ] 0 0 |
4P THRE 10.a.(2)(d) Pharmacy 1.25 0 ¢ g 0
5P Ll 1A 10.2.{2){e) |Pubk‘c Bus Stop or Metro-Rail Stop 1.25 1.25 o} Q 0 |
&P TRE 10.0. [Froximity ta Development on FHFC Development Proximity List A75 3.75 0 ¢ 0 !




As of: 050972007

2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File #  2007-04585 Development Name: Bennelt Creek Apanments
As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie-
Points Threshold? Breaker Paints
05-09- 2007 59 N 55
Preliminary 59 N 5.5
NOPSE v N g
Fmnal &) N 0
Final-Ranking 0 N 0
Scores:
ltem # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |preliminary [NOPSE Final{Final Ranking
Paints i
Optional Features & Amenities
15 NE 2.a. New Canstruction 9] 9 0 0 0 |
15 I B 2.h. Rehabilitaliorsubstantial Rehabilitation it} 0 0 a [¢ |
25 I B 2.c. All Developments Except SRC 12] 12 s D 0 !
25 TR 2.d. SRO Developments 12 0 0 0, 0|
35 m s 2.8 Energy Conservation Features 9 9 0 0| 0|
Ability To Proceed
45 [ 1, Site Plan/Plat Approval 2 2 0 0 0|
5% i Jc 4, Evidence of Zoning 3 3 0 o] 0 |
Set-Aside Commitments
63 i |E [T o2} Tolal Sel-Aside Commitment 3 0 0 0 o]
7S m |E 3. Affordability Period 5 5 0 0 i |
|Resident Programs
85 m |F 1. Programs for Non-Ciderly & Non-Homeless - 6 6 g 0 1 |
85 o |F 2. Programs for Homeless (SRC & Nan-SRO} 6 ¢ a 0 i ]
8s W |F 3. Programs for Eldery 6 i 0 0 0 |
95 Ho|F [4. Pragrams for All Applicants 8 8 0 0 0 |




As of 05/9r2007

2007 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File # 2007-04585 Development Name: EHennell Creek Apariments
Scores:
ltemn # Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available [Preliminary [NOPSE FinallFinal Ranking
Points
Local Government Supporl
108 v 1A Contributions 5 5 0 0] 0 !
1s v ] [B. Incentives i 4] 0 0 0] 0|
Reas on(s) Scores Not Maxed:
ltem # Reason(s) Created As Result {Rescinded as Result
65 The Applicant lailed to commil to set aside al least T0% of the (olal unils at 60% AMI or less on Ihe total sel-aside breakdown chart, and therelore the Preliminary
Applicant is not eligible Lo receive points tar Total Sel-Aside Commilment.
115 The Applicant included signed Loca! Govemmen! Verification of Affordable Housing Incenlives Iormns (exhibits 47, 48, 42 & 50). However, the forms were Preliminary
signed by the Chiel Administrative Oficer and not one of (he acceptable signalories lisled al the bottom of Ihe forms, | .
Threshold(s) Failed: B
Item # |Part|Section|Subsection Description Reason(s) Created As Result [Rescinded as Result
of of
1T i 8 5h Altorney The Apglicant failed to provide the properly complgted and executed Attorney Preliminary
Certification form [or Housing Credits {Competitive and Non-Compelitive).
Fail it B 8 Guarantor Information The spplicant failed to provide the required infarmation for the Guarantor(s). Preliminary
ar il E 1.b.{1) Location A Per page 35 of the 2007 Universal Applicatian Instructions, "MMRB and SAIL Preliminary
Applicants with Family Designation musl cammil lo set aside al least 50 percenl of
the Development's residenlial unils at 50 percent AM| or less" in order to meet
threshold for Developmenis localed in Sel-Aside Location A, The Applicani did not
commit to Lhis sel-sside, and therelore failed lhreshold.
>roximity Tie-Breaker Paints:
Item # [Part{Section Subsection|Description Availabie |Prefiminary [ NOPSE|Final Final Ranking
1P A 10.a.(2)(a) Grocery Slore 1.25 1 0 0 0
2P M 10.a.(2)(b) Public School 125 1.25 0 0 ¢
P |III A 10.28.{2}¢) [Medical Facility 1.25 0 [ 0 0
4P mn A 10.a.(2)(d) Pharmacy 1.25 0 0 0 0
ap 1] A 10.a.(2){(g) Public Bus Stop or Metro-Rail Stop 1.25 1 0 0 ]
6P 1] A 10.b. Proximity lo Development on FHFC Development Proximity List 3.75 225 0 0 0




As of: DI1772005

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File # 2005-0538C Devalopment Name: Villa Palricia
As Of; Total Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Request Amount
Points Threshold? | Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03-17 - 2005 66 Y 7.5 $83,149.32 % N
Preliminary 66 Y 7.5 £83,149.32 % N
NOPSE o] Y 0 0
Final a Y 0 0
Final-Ranking 0 Y 0 0
Scores:
Item # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |preliminary [NOPSE|[FinalFinal Ranking
Points
Qptional Features & Amenities
Ms i B [2.a. New Conslruction g 9 0 0 0 |
| 15 T B 12.b. Rehabilitation/Substantal Rehabilitation o o | o 1] +]
(95 1 B 2o Afl Developments Except SRO 12 12 I} 0 0
25 w B 24d. SRO Developments 12 1} ] 0 i i
38 T 28 Energy Conservation Features 9 9 0 0| Q |
Set-Aside Commitments
[45 m |E 1.b. olal Sel-Aside Percenlage 3 3 [N 4] [i) i
|58 THE 1.c. Set-Aside Breakdown Chart 5 § 0 0
85 e 3 Affordabiity Period 5 5 | 0 0 0 |
Resident Programs
[75 1 F [1 Programs for Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless [ i} of o] ] |
75 1] F 2 Pragrams for Homeless {SRO & Non-SRO) 5 ¢ 0 o] 0 |
75 T 3 Programs for Elderly 6 8 0 0 o |
BS [m F 4 Programs for All Applicanls [ ] [} ] 0 [
Local Government Support
{98 [V a. Contributions 5 5 0 0 t
{108 [Iv b. Incentives 4 4 0 0 0 |




As of. 0317/2005

File #

2005-053C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Hame: Villa Patricia

Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

as Urban In-Fili. However, the nearest Developmenl with Ihe same Dermographic
group is lurlher than 2.5 miles. Therefore, Applicant slill received lull poinls.

Item # |Part|Section/SubsectionDescription Available |Preliminary| NOPSEFinal|Final Ranking
1P I A 10.a.(2)a) Grocery Store 1.25 1.25 0 0 0
2P I A 10.a.(2)%b) Fublic School 1.25 0 0 0 0
3P 1] A 10.a.{2){c) Madical Facility 1.25 1.25 0 ] 0
4P 1} A 10.a.(2){d) FPharmacy 1.25 ¢ 0 ] 0
5P 1] A 10.a.(2)e) Public Bus Stop or Metro-Rail Stop 1.25 1.25 0 o} 0
6P n A 10.b. Proximity (o Developments on FHFC Development Proximity Lis! ars 75 0| ] [y}
Additional Application Comments:
Item # |Part|Section|Subsection Description Reasonis) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
1c Y Deep Targeting Incentive [DT1) The Applicalion earned a DTl of $48,000. Preliminary
2C oA 2.c Local Government Venfication of The Local Governmeni Yenficalion of Qualfication as Urban In-Fill Form will only be | Preliminary
Qualification as Urban In-Fil} sccepled by Flonda Housing if it is certfied by either: one serving in one of the
posilions siated a1 lhe botiom of the lorm. one lemporarily senving on an inlerim or
acling basis in one of the positions stated al the botlom of Ihe [orm, of one wha has
been delegated the authenty in wriling Lo sign such ype certilcaton for a person
serving in an peéfmanenl, acting of inlerim t6le of one ol the positions stated at the
bolom of the form and The wntlen delepalicn of aulhorily is propery executed and
presented with Lhe formn in Lhe Application. The person who signed the form does
nel meat the previcusly staled chiteria and as such, he Applicalion will nol be given
credit for the form. The Applicant atternpled 1o provide evidence ol a delegation
authority for tha signatory of the [orm bul the delegalion of authorily was not for this
type of documenlabion.
3c 1] A 10.b. Proximiby Applicanl did nof quality for aulomatic poinls because Developmeni did nol qualry Preliminary




2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of: 03n7R2005
File #  2005.0485 Developmenlt Nama: Rayallon
As Of: Total Met ‘ Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Request Amount
Points | Threshold? ‘ Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03 -17 - 2005 66 Y 7.5 $99,116.63 34 26% Y
Freliminary 66 Y 7.5 $99,116.63 34.26% Y
NOPSE 0 Y 0
Final 0 Y 0
Final-Ranking 0] | Y 1]
Scores:
Item # {Part|Section]Subsection|Description Available |preliminary {NQPSE Final|Final Ranking
Points
Oplicnal Features & Amenities
15 T B 2.a. New Gonstruction 9 4] 1] o ] |
15 m |8 2.b. Rehabilitation/Substantial Renabiitation g 9 [ 0 0 |
25 ]| B 2.c. All Developments Except SRO 12 o] qQ 0 i |
75 mo|B 2.d. SRO Developments 12 12 o 0 6 |
as 11} B |2e. Energy Conservation Fealures a 9 {0 0 a _|
|Set-Aside Commitments
45 m E 1.b. [Total Set-Aside Fercenlage 31 3 0 0 i |
55 1 E i Set-Aside Breakdown Charl 5 3 0 0 0 |
65 i E 3 Affordability Period 5 5 ¢ 0 0 |
Resident Programs
[75 ] F 1 Programs for Non-Efderdy & Non-Homeless 6 0 0 o] Q |
75 n F 2 {Programs for Homeless (SRO & Non-SR0O) 6 | [ 0 0 Q
& [ 3 [Programs for Elderly 61 0 0 0 0|
|85 nmo|F 4 [Programs for Ali Applicants 8] B 0 0 o |
Local Government Support
as v Ja. Caniributions 5 5 0 0 ] |
108 [V [ Incenives 4 4 0 0 0 |




As of:

File #

Q3N

712005

20050483

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name: Royallon

Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

ltemn # |Part{Section[Subsection|[Description Available |Preliminary |NQPSE|Final|Final Ranking
1P n A 10.a.{2}a) Grocery Store 1.25 1.25 0 0 o}

2P THE 10 a.{2)(0) Public School 25 1.25 0 0 0|
aP o Ja 10.a.(2)(c) Medical Facility 125 0 0 0 o |
4p [T 10.2.{2)(d) Pharmacy 1.25 0 0 0 a |
5P e fa 10.a.(2)(e) Public Bus Slap ar Metro-Rail Slop 1.2 1.25 o 0 U i
&b i Ja [10.b. [Proxirity to Developments on FHFC Developrent Proximily List | 275 | 375 [} 0 o |

Additional Application Comment

LB

ltem #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description

Reason(s}

Created As Result

Rescinded as Result

1C

A

2.6,

Local Gavernment Verificallan af
Qualification as Urban In-Fill

The Local Gavernment Verfication of Qualification as Urban In-Fill Form will only be
accepted by Florida Housing i it is certified by eilher: one serving in one ol the
pasitions slaled al the botlom ol the form, one lemporarily serving on an interim ar
acting basis in one of the pasitions stated al the botom of the form, or ane who has
been delegated the aulharity in wriling lo sign such type cerlilication for a person
serving in an permanent, acling or inlerim role of one of Ihe posilions stated at the
botiom of the form and the written delegation of aulhority is properly execuled and
presanted with the form in the Applicalion. The persan who signed Lhe form does
nal meet the previously slaled erleria and as such, the Application will not be given
credit for the form. The Applicanl altempted to provide evidence of a delegation
authonity for the signatory of Lhe form but the delegation of authority was nol for Ims
lype of documentation.

Preliminary




As of: 0317/2005

File #  2005-100C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name: Pinnacle Park

T ]
As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount {s SAIL Request Amount
Points Threshold? Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03 - 17 - 2005 62 N 4.5 $104,585.66 % N
Preliminary 62 N 4.5 $104,585 66 Yo N
NOPSE a N 0 Q
Final Q N 0] Q
Final-Ranking 0 N Q Q ]
Scores:
tem # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available Preliminary [NOPSE|Finai Final Ranking
Points
Optional Features & Amenities
15 m_|B l.a. New Consiruction g} 9 | o] 0] ¢ |
18 R 2.b. Rehabilitation/Substantial Rehabilitation 9 0 0 0] 0|
25 il B 2.c Al Developments Except SRO 12 12 0 o} 0 |
25 M |B 2.d. |]SRO Developrments 12 0 0 Q 0 ]
35 m B 2e. |Energy Conservation Features g D 0 0 o |
Set-Aside Commitments
48 L 1b. Tofal Sel-Aside Percéntage 3 3 0 0 0 |
T TS 1c. Sel-Asie Breakdown Chart 3 5 0 0 |
68 NE 3 Affardability Period 5] 5 0 0 0o |
Resident Programs
75 [ F 1 Programs for Non-Eldery & NanHomeless [ 6 | 0 0 0 |
7S in F 2 Programs for Homeless (SRC & Non-SRO) 6 ¢ 0 0 (] i
75 lil F 3 Programs for Elderly [ 1] ] ] 0 |
BS TG 4 Frograms for All Applicants 8 8 0 o] 0 |
Local Government Support
05 v a. Contributions 5 5 ] ) 0 ]
08 |V b. Incentives 4 0 ) 0 o |




As of: 031742008

File #

200%-100C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name:  Pinnacle FPark

Reason(s) Scores Not Maxed:

Item #

Reason(s)

Created As Result

Rescinded as Result

108

The Local Government Verification of Affordable Housing Incentives forms: Expedited Fermitting Process For Affordable Housing form; Contributions to
Affordable Housing Properties Or Developments form; Modification of Fee Requiremenls for Affordable Housing Properiies Or Develapments form; impact of
Policies, Ordinances, Regulations, Or Plan Prowsions On Cost Of Affordable Housing Properiies Or Developments form, will only be accepted by Florida
Housing if iney are cerlified by either: one serving in one of the posilions stated at Lhe baliorn of the forms, cne temporenily serving on an inlerim or acting
basis in one of the posilions stated al the botlom of the forms, or one who has been delegaled the aulharity in writing to sign such type cerlilication for a
person serving in an permanent, acling or inlerm role of ohe of the positions staled al the boltom of lhe forms and the wrilen delegalion of aulhority is
properly execuled and presenled with the Torms in Ihe Application. The person who signed lhe provided forms does not meel he previously stated criteria
and as such, the Application will nol be given cradil lor the forms.

Preliminary

Threshold(s) Failed:

ltem #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description Reason(s)

| Created As Result
of

Rescinded as Result
of

17T

C

Site Conlral Applcanl provided an Assignment of Conlract, but the Assignment refers lo &
Coniract and two Amendmenls thal are between Pinnacle Park, Lid. and PHG
Helding Inc., whereas the Conlract and Amendments for the property are between
IMaIibu Lodging Invesiments, LLC and PHG-Holdings, Inc.

Preliminary

Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

Item # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |Preliminary NOPSE|FinallFinal Ranking

1P in A 10.a.{2}{a}y Grocery Slore 125 1.25 0 0 0

2P oA 10.a.(2)(b} Publc School 125 1.25 0 0 o |

P il A 10.3.(2)(c) Medical Facility 125 ] 0 0 o s} |

4P M A 10 a.{2){d} Phammacy 1.25 | ¢ 0 o 0 )

5P 1l A 10.a.(2)e) Public Bus Stop or Metre-Rail Stop 1.25 1.25 0 0 o I

&P H A 10.b. Proximity te Developments on FHFC Development Proximity List 3.75 0.75 a 0 0 |

Reason(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

ltem # Reason(s) Created As Result | Rescinded as Result
of of

6P The Applicant did not qualify for autosmalic poinls because Ihe Development did not qualify as an Urban In-Fill Davelopment. Prefiminary _|




2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of: 03172005
File #  2005-100C Development Name: Pinnacle Park

Additional Application Comments:

Item # (Part|Section|[Subsection Description Reason(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
1C A 1 < {2} Urban In-Fil The Local Government Verification of Qualification as Urban in-Fill Development Preliminary

Form will only be accepled by Flgrida Hausing if il is cerlified by eilher: one serving
in one of the positions stated al lhe bollom of the form, one temporarily serving en
an inlerim or acling basis in ane of the posilions staled at the bolom of the form, or
one who has been delegated the aulhorily in wriling 1o sign such type cerlificalion for
a person serving in an permanent. acling or inlerim role of one of lhe posilions slaled
at lhe boHom of the form and lhe wnitten delegation of authority is properly execuled
and presented with the form in the Applicalion. The person wha signed the form
does not meet Ihe previousty stated crilena and as such, lhe Application will nol be
given credil fgr the form,




As of. 03172005

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File # 2005-11C Development Name: Amber Garden
As Of: Total Met ‘ Proximity Tie- Cerporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Request Amount
Points | Threshold? ‘ Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03 -17- 2005 66 N 6 $55.9M.22 % N
Preiiminary 66 N & $55,991.22 Y N
NOPSE 0 M 0 0
Final 0 N 0 o
Final-Ranking 0 N 0 0
Scores:
Item # |Part|Section{Subsection|Description Available |preliminary |NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking
Points
Oplional Featuras & Amenities
[1s TG 2.a. New Construclion 5] g ) 0 |
[1s TN 2.b. Rehabilitatiorn/Substanfial Rehabilitation 9 a ] 0 o |
PE TEE 2c. Al Developrments cxcepl SRO 12 12 0 0 o |
5 1] B 2.4, SRO Davelopments 12 D o 0 o |
3s mn B [2.e. Energy Canservation Features ] 9 0 0 ] i
Set-Aside Commitments
45 m e 1b. Total Set-Aside Percentape 3 0 ] I
58 i Je 1.c. Set-Aside Breaktown Chart 5 5 0 0 0|
| 65 m e 3 Affordability Period 5 5 0 ¥ 6 |
Resident Pragrams
[7S mJF 1 Programs Tor Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless 3 0 ] Q ¢ |
7S 1] 2 Programs for Homeless (SRO & Non-SRO) 6 0 0 o] g |
75 1] F 3 Programs for Eldarly é 8 ] 0 ] |
BS m |F 4 Pragrams for All Applicants 8 8 0 0 o |
Local Government Support
gs Y] a. Confributions 5 5 [ 0] 0
108 Vo b. Incenbvas 4 4 o | 0 1




2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of: 03M7/2008
File # 2006-041C Developmenl Neme:  Amber Garden
Threshold(s) Failed:
ltem # |Part|Section{Subsection Description Reason(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
of of
1T 1 c L] Zoning The Applican! failed lo provide a compleled and executed Local Government Prelimunary
Verification lhal Development s Consisten| with Zoning and Lend Use Regulaliens
form.
an 1] c 1, Site Plan Approval The Applicant failed to provide the required Local Government Verificalion ol Slalus of | Preliminary T T
Sile Plan approval lor Mullifamily Developments form.
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
ltem # |Part|Section|Subsection Description Available |Preliminary|NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking
1P THRE 19.a.(2)(a) Grocery Slore 125 125 0 0 0|
2P ] A 10.a.(2}b) Public School 125 a 0 0 ] |
3P TS 10.a.{2)(c) Medieal Facilily | 125 1.25 0 ) ]
qP T 10.a.(2)(d) Pharmacy 1.25 o i ] 0
E 0 s 10.a.{2){e) Public Bus Slop ar Melro-Rail Slap 1.25 1.25 0| ] Q
j 6P 1l A 105, Preximily lo Developments on FHFC Developmen| Proximity List 75 225 ] 0| 0 0 |
Reason(s) for Failure to Achleve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
ltem # Reason(s) Created As Result | Rescinded as Result]
of of ‘
&P Appheant did not qualify for aulomatic points because Development did nol guality as Urban In-Fill. Preliminary I
Additional Application Comments:
item # [Part|Section [Subsection Description Reason(s} Created As Result | Rescinded as Result
1c Y 2.c Development The Local Government Verification of Qualificalion as Urban In-Fill Development Preliminary
Form will only be accepted by Florida Housing if il is cerlified by eilher: one serving
in ong of Ihe posilions stated at the bollom of the form, one temporarily serving on
an inlenm or acling basis in one of the posilions stated al the botlom of the form, or
one who has been delegated Ike eulhorily in wriling to sign such type cerlification for
a person serving in an permanent, acling or inlerm role of one of the positions staled
at the bottomn of the lorm and the writlen delegalion of aulhority is properly exaculed
and presenled with lhe farm in lhe Applicalion. The person who signed the (om
doas not meel the previously slaled crilena. The Applicen] aitempled to provide
evidence of a delegation ol authorily for Lhe signalory of the form bul lhe delegalion

2




As of: 03/17/2005

File #

Additional Application Comments:

2005041C

Development Name:

Amber Garden

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

’Ttern #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description

Reason(s)

Created As Result

Rescinded as Result

—

of aulharily was not lor lhis fypc of documentation. Therefore this proposed
Development dees nol qualfy as an Urban In-Fill Development,




As of: 03/172005

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File 8 2005-042C Development Name: Villa Amalia
As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount Is SAlL Request Amount
Points Threshold? Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03 -17 - 2005 66 Y 525 $58,017.65 % N
Preliminary 66 Y 5.25 $56.017.65 % N
NOPSE [ Y 0 3]
Final Q Y 8] 3]
Final-Ranking o Y 0 c
Scores;
ltem # |Part| Section{Subsection|Description Available | Preliminary[NOPSEFinal|Final Ranking
Points |
Optional Features & Amenilies
f1s [ T8 2.a, New Construction 9] 9 ] o] 0] 0 1
18 1] B 2.b. Retabilitation/Substantial Rehabililalion o] 0 W 0 0 |
25 RE 2c. All Developments Except SRO 12 | 12 0 0 o |
28 TR 2.d. SRO Developments 12 | 0 0 0 0 |
3s 1] B 2.e. Energy Conservation Features 9 | 9 0 0 0 |
Set-Aside Commitmenis
45 Il E 1.b, Total Set-Aside Percentage 3 3 0 0 0
58 1] E 1.c. Sel-Aside Breakdown Chart 5 5 0 0 0
65 ] E 3 Afiordabilty Pencd 5 5 0 0 ¢
Resident Programs
73 m F 1 Programs far Mon-Elderly & Non-Homeless 6 0 0 0 1]
78 ll F 2 Programs for Homeless {SRO & Non-SRQ) [ 0 o 0 0
75 1] F 3 jPrograms far Eldery 6 6 o] 0 0
as 1] F 4 [Programs for Adl Appiicants 8 [} 0 0 0
Lacal Gavernment Support
g8 IV a. Coniributions 5 5 [7) 0 D
108 v b. Incentives 4 4 8] 0 4] |




2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of: 03/17/2005
File #  2005-542C Cevelopment Name: villa Amalia
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
Item # [Part|Section[Subsection|Description Available |Preliminary NOPSElFinaI Final Ranking
1P 1] A 10.2.(2)(a) Grocery Slore 125 1.25 0 0 0
2P o JA 10.a.02)b)  |Public Schaal 125 0 0 0 o |
3P i A 10.a.12){<) Medical Facility 125 125 0 G ¢ |
ap m A 10.a.(21d) Pharmacy 125 0 0 0 0|
5P n A 110.3.(2){e) Public Bus Stop or Matro-Rail Stop 1.25 125 ] 0 53 ]
&6F il A 10.b. Proxirnily to Developments on FHFC Developrnant Proximily List 3.75 15 o] o Q |
Reascn(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
Item # Reason(s}) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
of of
i &P Applicant did not quelify for aulomalic points because Development did nol qualify as an Urban In-Fill Developmenl.

Preliminary

—

Additional Application Comments:

ltem #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description

Reason{s)

Created As Result

Rescinded as Resuit

1C

A

2.c.

Development

The Local Government Verification of Qualification as Urban ja-Fill Development
Form will only be accepted by Florida Housing il il is cedified by eilher: one =arving
in one of the positions slated al the bottorn of the form, one lemporarily serving on
an interim or acling basis in one of Lhe positions slaled at the bottem of the form, or
one who has been delegaled the authority in writing to sign such type certification lor
a person serving in an permanent, acling or interim role of ona of Ihe posilions stated
al the bottom of the form and the writlen delegation of authority is property executed
and presented with Lhe lorm in the Application. The person who signed Lhe [orm
daes nat meet the previously stated criteria. The Applican atlempled to provide
evidence of a delegation of authority for the signatory of the form bul Ihe delegation
of authority was not for this type of documentation. Therefore this proposed
Development dees nol quality as an Urban In-Fill Development.

Praliminary




As ot 03/17/2005

File #  2005-051C

2003 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name: Mirasol

As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per —‘ SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Reguest Amount
Points | Threshold? Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03 -17 - 2005 66 N 4.5 $85,898.55 % N
Freliminary 66 N 4.5 $85.898 55 % N
NOPSE 8] N 0 0
Final| Q N a )
Final-Ranking 0 N 0 0 J
Scores:
Item # [Part|Section!Subsection|Description | Available |Preliminary [NOPSE|FinalFinal Ranking
Paints
Optional Features & Amenities
[15 T 2.a. New Construction 9 9 0 0 0|
| 1S 1] B 2.b. Rehabilitation/Substantial Rehabilitation [) 0 0 0 0 [
25 m B 2.c. All Developments Except SRO 12 12 0 o} 0 i
25 TRE 24, SRO Developments 12 0 0 0 0 |
s i B e Energy Conservation Features 9 [¢] Q [ ) |
Set-Aside Commitments
45 TE Tt Total Sef-Aside Percentage 3 3 0 ¢ 0 |
55 n E 1. Set-Aside Breakdown Chart 5 5 0 o} 0 i
65 TR 3 Affordabiity Perigd 5 5 0 v 0 |
{Resident Programs |
[75 Il F 1 iPregrams for Non-Eldery & Non-Homeless | 6 o | i 0] o ]
7S moF 2 Programs for Homeless (SRC & Non-SRG) 6 o | 0 0 0 |
7S i |F 3 Programs for Elderly 3 6 0 0 0|
45 mn o |F 4 Programs for All Applicants 8 6 0 ¢ Q |
Local Government Support
95 v a. Contibutions 5 5 0 0 0 |
105 IV b. incentives 4 4 ] 0 0 i




2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of: 03/172008
File #  2005-051C Develgpment Name: Myrasol
Thresholdis) Failed:
item & |Part|Section|Subsection Description Reason(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
of of
1T n C 1 Site Plan Approval The Applicanl failed ta pravide the required Local Government Verification of Stalus of | Preliminary
Site Plan Approval for Muftifamily Developments forrm.
2T 1] C 2 Site Control The Applicant failed to provide any of the required documentation to demonstrate site |Preliminary
contral.
aT ll C 4 Zoning The Applicant failed to provide a completed and executed Local Government Preliminary
Verification thal Development is Consistent with Zoning and Land Use Regulations
form.
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
ltem # [Part|Section|Subsection|Description |Available |Preliminary[NOPSE(FinaliFinal Ranking
P A 10.a.(2)(a} Grocery Slore 1.25 1.25 i] ] ]
2P T} a 10.a2.(2)(b} Public School 1.25 0 0 0 ]
P o a 10.2.(2)c} Medical Facility 125 1.25 0 0 0 |
4P m |a 10.a.(2)(d} Pharmecy 1.25 0 0 ¥ o |
5P n B 10.a.(2)(e} Public Bus Stap or Metra-Rail Slop 1.25 1.25 0 0 #] |
6P ] A |10,b, Proximity ko Developments on FHFC Development Proximity List 3.75 075 o] o] 4] ||

Reason(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

Item # l

Reason(s)

Created As Result
of

Rescinded as Result
of

&P

Apphcant did nol qualify for aulomatic points because the Developmenl did not quality as an Urban In-Fill Development.

Preliminary

Additional Application Camments:

Qualification as Urban n-Fill

accepled by Flonda Housing if it is cerlfied by either; one serving in one of lhe
posilions stated at lhe bottorn of Ihe form, one lemporarly serving on an interim of
agling basis in one of lhe posilions slaled at lhe bottom of the form, or one who has
been delegated lhe euthority in wriling to sign such type certilicalion for a persen
serving in an permanent, acling or intefim role of one of the positions staled at the

Item # |Part|Section|Subsection Description Reasan(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
1c v Deep Targeling Incenlive (DTI) | The Application eamed a DT af $42,000. Preliminary
2C m A 2.c Local Govemment Venficalion of The Local Govermmenit Verification of Qualficalion as Urban In-Fill Form will only be [Prefiminary




As of: 0317/2005

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File # 2005051C Development Name: Mirasol
Additional Application Comments:
Item # |Part|{Section|Subsection Description Reason(s} Created As Result |Rescinded as Result

botlom of the Tarm and the writlen delegalion of autharity is properly execuled and
presentad with the farm in the Applicalion. The person who signed the form does
nol meet lhe previgusly slaled crileria and as such, the Applicalion will not be given
credit for the farm. The Applicant attempled to provide evidence of a delegation
authority lor the signatory af the form but the delegalion of aulherily was not lor this
lype of documentation,




As of. 031p/2005

File # 2005-063C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name: Lalayelte Square Apartments

As Of; Total ‘ Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per —‘ SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Request Amount
Points Threshold? Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Efqual to or Greater than 10%
| Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03-18- 2005 65 Y 6 $83,668.53 % N
Preliminary 65 A 6 $83,668.53 % N
NOPSE 8] Y 0 0
Final 0 Y g 0
Final-Ranking Q Y 4] 4]
Scores:
Item # |Part/Section[Subsection|Description Available [Preliminary [NOPSEjFinal|Final Ranking
Points
L L
QOptional Features & Amenities
Ms ] B 23, New Construction 9 9 a] © 0 |
18 TE 2b. Rehabilitation/Substantial Rehabilitation 9 0 0 0 0 |
25 n B 2c. All Davelopmenls Except SRO 12 12 0 0 1] j
25 TE 2.4. SRO Developments 12 0 0 0 [{ |
35 T 2.8. Energy Conservation Features 9 9 0 0 0 |
|Set-Aside Cornmitments
[45 (LG 1b. Total Set-Aside Percenfage 3 3] 0 0 0 |
I'ss G 1.c. Sel-Aside Breakdown Charl 5 5 | 0 0 0]
[ 6S - |E Affordability Period 5 5 | 0 i 0 ]
Resident Programs
7S W IF 1 Programs for Non-Eldery & Nan-Horr 6 | 6 0 0 g |
75 1] F 2 Programs tor Homeless (SRO & Non-SR0O} & 0 0 0 0
75 I F 3 Programs for Elderly 8 [v] b v 0
85 1] F 4 Frograms for All Applicants 8 8 D 0 Q
Local Government Support
gs I a. Contributions 5 5 0 0 0 |
108 IV b. Incentives 4 0 0 o |




As of: 031

8/2005

File#  2005-063C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Development Name: Lafayetle Square Aparimenls

Reason(s) Scores Not Maxed:

Item # Reason(s} Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
105 The Local Government Verification of Aflardable Housing Incenlives Expediled Permitling Process For Affordable Housing form. Exhibil 47, will only be Preliminary
accepted by Flarida Hausing if it 1s cetilied by either: one sarving in one of the posilions slaled al the bollom of (he farm, ane lemporarily serving on an
interim or acling basis in gne of the positions statad al the botlom of Ihe form, or one who has bean delegaled the authority in wriling to sign such type
cerification for a person serving in an permanenl, acling or inlerim role ol one of the posilions slaled al he battom of The form and the writlen delegaltion of
authority is properly executed and presented with the form in the Applicalion. The person who signad Lthe form does ngl maet Ihe previously slated crleria
and as such, the Applicalion will not be given credit lor the form.
l d h, th licali be gi dit lor the ¢ l
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
ltem # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |Preliminary [NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking
P m A 10.2.(2)(a) Giocery Siore 1.25 1.25 0 0 0
2P mJA 10.a.(2)(p) Public Schoal 125 1.25 0 0 0|
3P o |A 10.a.(2){c} Medical Faeility 125 0 0 0 o |
4P ] A 10.2.(2)(d} Pharmacy 125 0 0 ] ] |
5P n A 10.a.42ie) Publie Bus Slop or Maelre-Rail Slop 125 1.25 o 0 0 |
&P n|a [10.b. Proximily io Developments on FHFG Developmeant Proximity List 175 225 0 0 0 ]

Reason(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

theretore one paint was awarded lor each of the following three Lpcal Government
Verificaton of Affordable Housing Incentives forms: {1) Contributions To Affardable
Housing Properties Or Developments. (2} Modification of Fee Requirements Far
Affordatrie Housing Properties Or Developments, and (3) Impact of Policies,
Ordinances, Regulations, Or Plan Provisions On Cast Of Afiordable Housing
Propeities Or Developments. A second set of cerlification forms for these lhree

considered because they were nat signed by Ihe appropriate signalory.

incentives was provided by the Appiicant; however, these certilication forms were nol

Item # Reason(s) Created As Result | Rescinded as Result
of of
6P Applicant did nol gualify for automalie points because the Development did not guality as an Urban In-Fill DevelopmenL Preliminary [ |
Additional Application Comments:
ltem # |Part|Section|Subsection Description Reason(s) Created As Result | Rescinded as Result
1C o |B Local Govemment Incentives The Applicant provided certificalions signed by the appropriate Counly sigratory and  |Preliminary

2



2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As of 0D3ANB/2005

File#  2005-063C Development Name:  Lalayelle Square Apartmenls
Additicnal Application Cornments:
tem # [Part|Section Subsection Description Reaseonis} Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
2C m Ja 2.c. Local Government Verification of The Local Govemment Veriicatior. of Qualification as Urban in-Fill Farm will only be | Preliminary
Qualification as Urban in-Fill accepted by Florida Heusing it il is cerlified by eilhar; one servirng in one af the

positions slaled al the bettemn of lhe form, one lempararily serving an an mterim or
acting basis in one of the pesilions slaled at Ihe battom of he form, or one wha has
been delegated the authernity in writing o sign such type certificalion for a person
serving in a pemanent, acting or interim role of pne of lhe posilions slaled al the
botlom of lhe lorm and the writlen dalegation of aulhorily is properly execuled and
presented with the form in the Applicalion. The person who signed the form does
not meet the previously stated criteria and as such, the Application will nol be given
credit for the lorm.




As of: 031712005

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File#  2005-095C Development Name: Riverside Place
As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Request Amount
Points Threshold? Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03 - 17 - 2005 62 Y 375 $121,699.68 % N
Preliminary 62 Y 3.75 $121,659.68 Yo N
'NOPSE 0 Y 0 0
Final 0 Y 0 0
Final-Ranking 0 Y 0 0
Scores:
ltem # |Part|Section{Subsection|Description Available |prefiminary [NOPSE|FinaliFinal Ranking
Points
Optional Features & Amenities
1S TE 2.a. New Consimction 9] 9 0] O] 0
1S i [B 2.b. Rehabiiitation/Substantial Rehabiiiation 9 a 0 0 o |
FERE 2.c. All Developments Except SRO ) 12 0 0 g |
28 TRE 2.d. SRO Developments 12 0 0 0 g |
[3s TE 2.e. Energy Conservation Features 9] 9 0] 0] 0
Set-Aside Commitments
[45 o [E 1o Total Sef-Aside Percentage 3 3 0 0] a |
55 TE 1e Set-Aside Breakdown Chart 5 5 0 0] 0o |
65 m |E 3 Affardability Period 5 5 0 0| |
Resident Programs
| 73 il F 1 Programs for Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless 6 4] ] 0 g |
75 NG 2 Programs for Homeless (SRQ & Nan-SRO) 6 0 0 0 Q
75 It F 3 Programs for Elderly 6 0 0 0 a
85 1] F 4 Programs for All Applicants 8 8 1] 0 Q
Local Government Support
a3 1% la. Contrbutions 5 5 0 0
108 v [b. Incentives 4 0 0 ) a




2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

As af: 031772005

File #

2005-095C Developmen!l Name:

Riverside Place

Reason(s} Scores Not Maxed:

Item # Reason(s) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
108 The Lacal Government Verification of Afferdable Housing Incentivas forms: Expedited Permitting Process For Affordable Housing form: Confributions to Preliminary
Affordable Housing Properties Or Developmenis lorm: Medification of Fee Requiremenis far Aflordable Housing Properties Or Developmenls form; Impact of
Policies, Ordinances, Regulalions. Or Plan Provisions On Cost Of Aflordable Housing Properties Or Developments form, will only be accepted by Fiorida
Housing if lhey are certified by eilher: one serving in one of the posilicns stated al the beltom of the forms, one lemporarily serving on an intenm or acling
basis in one of the posilions slaled al lhe teltom of the forms, or one whe has been delegaled Ine authority in writing to sign such type certification for a
person serving in an permanenl, acting or intenim role of one of the posilions slaled at the bottomn of tne forms and the wrilten defegation of autharily is
properly execuled and presented with the fTorms in lhe Applicalion. The person who signed the provided Jorms does not meet Ihe previously stated arilenia
and as such, the Application will nol be given credil lof the [orms.
Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:
Item # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |Preliminary ]NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking
1P LI} A 10.a.(2)(a) Grocery Store 1.25 125 1] o 1]
2P mJa 10.a.(2)(b) Public School 1.25 1.25 0 0 0|
3P I A 10.a.{2Xc) Medical Facility 1.25 a 0 a a |
1P I A 10.a.{2)id) Phamacy 1.25 0 0 a 0 |
5P HI A 10.2.42)te) Public Bus Stop or Metro-Rail Stop 128 1.25 1] 0 0 |
5P ] b |10_b_ |Prox:'mity to Developments on FHFC Development Proximity List 375 1] 0 Q a] |

Reason(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

Item #

Reason(s)

Created As Result
of

Rescinded as Result
of

EP

The Applicant did nol quality for automnatic points because Ihe Development did not qualify as an Urban In-Fili Developmenl.

Preliminary

Additional Application Comments:

Form will only be accepled by Florida Housing if it is certified by @ilher: one serving
in one of the positions slated at the botlom of the form. one lemporarily serving on

an inlerim or acling hasis in one of the poasitions stated al the botlom of lhe Torm, or
one who has been delegated the authority in writing 1o sign such type cerlification for
a person senving in an permanent, acling ar interim role of one of the positions staled
at the bottarn of the form and the writtan delegalion of authority is properly execuled

ltem # {Part|Section Subsection Description Reasonis) Created As Result |Rescinded as Result
1C i A 1.c.2. General Development The Local Government Verificalion of Qualification as Urban In-Fill Development Preliminary

2



As of; 03172005

File #

Additional Application Comments:

2005-095C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Developmeni Name: Riverside Place

Item #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description

Reason(s)

Created As Result

Rescinded as Result

and presented wilk the lorm in the Application. The person wha signed the form
does nol meel the previously stated crileria and as such, lhe Applicalion will not be
given credit for the form,




As of: 0317/2005

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

File #  2005-096C Development HName: Pinnacle Plaza
As Of: Total Met Proximity Tie- Corporation Funding per SAIL Request Amount Is SAIL Request Amount
Points | Threshold? { Breaker Points Set- Aside Unit as Percentage of Equal to or Greater than 10%
Development Cost of Total Development Cost?
03-17-2005 63 N 4.5 $101.416.4 Y% N
Preliminary 63 N 4.5 $101.416.4 Y% N
NOPSE 0 N 0 0
Final 0 N 0 a
Final-Ranking 0 N 0 a
Scores:
ltem # |Part|Section Subsection|Description Available {preliminary [ NOPSE|FinallFinal Ranking
Paints
Optional Features & Amenities
15 m B 2.a. New Construction g9 9 o] o] 0 |
15 I B 2.h. Rehabilitation/Substantial Rehabilitation 9 q 0 0 0 |
25 I B 2c. Ali Developments Except SRO 12 12 [V 0 4] |
25 o |B 2.d. SRO Developments . 12 a 0 0 0 |
[38 THRE Ze. Energy Conservation Features 9 ] i 0 0|
Set-Aside Commitments
45 lil E 1.b. Total Set-Aside Percentage 3 3 g i} 0 |
68 mJE i.c. Sel-Aside Breakdown Charl 5 5 [} [} 0 |
65 m e 3 Affordability Period 51 5 0 0 0 !
Resident Programs
75 It F 1 Pregrams for Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless 6 6 ¢ 0 0 |
75 1] F 2 Frograms for Homeless (SRO & Non-SRO} [ Q V] 0 0 1
7S o JF 3 Programs for Elderly 6 c o 0 o |
88 il F 4 Programs for All Applicants ] B 0 0 0 |
Local Government Support
EE v a. Contribitions 5 5 0 0 0|
I b. Incentives 1 0 0 0|




As of. 031172005

File #

2005-096C

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Developmenl Name: Pinnacle Plaza

Reason{s) Scores Not Maxed:

ltem #

Reason(s)

Created As Result

Rescinded as Resuit

108

The Local Government Verificalion of Afiordable Housing Incentives forms: Contributions 1o Affordable Housing Properties Or Developments form;
Modification of Fee Requirements tor AHordable Housing Properies Or Developments form; impact of Policies, Ordinances, Regulatians, Or Plan Provisions

On Cost Of Affordable Housing Properhies Or Developments form, will only be accepted by Flerida Housing if trey are cerlified by either: ane serving in one of

the posiions slated at the bottom ol the ferms, one lemporanly serving on an interim or acting basis in one ot the posilions slaled at the boltom of the forms,
or one who has been delegated the authority in wriling 1o sign such lype certificalion for a person serving in an permanent, acting or interim rale of one af the
positions stated et the botlom of Ihe forms and Lhe written delegalion of authority is properly execuled and presented wilh the forms in the Applicatioan. The
person whe signed Lhe provided forms does nol meel lhe previously stated criteria and as such, ihe Application will nol be given credit for (he farms.

Preliminary

Threshold(s) Failed:

lterm #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description

Reason(s)

Created As Result
of

Rescinded as Result
of

1

c

Site Control

Section 4. of the Addendum ta Contract for Sale and Purchase provides for a closing
date of September 30, 2005. However, Seclion 5. of the Second Addendum o
Contract for Purchase and Sale deletes Seclion 4. of the Addendum in ils enlirely
and replaces il with a new prawvision that does nof have a lerm that does not expire
before the last expected closing dale ol September 30, 2005 and no extension
options are included in the Caontract for Sale and Purchase or either of the two
Addendums.

Preliminary

2T

Site Control

Section 21. of the Addendum to Contract for Sale and Purchase provides that the
buyer may assign its inleres! in the Cantract and the Addendum Lo any entity {the
Assignae} in which the buyer or ils affiliale owns more lhan 50% of the interest of lhe
general parther or managing member ol such Assignee, without oblaining Seller's
consent. No documentation has been provided 10 show that the buyer, PHG
Holdings, Inc., meets this 50% ownership requiremenl and no Seller's approval has
heen provided which would allow PHG Haldings, Ing., to assign the Contract and (he
Addendum to the Applicanl, Pinnacle Plaza, Lid.

Preliminary

3T

Site Control

The Applicant provided an Assignment of Contract, with PHG Hoidings, Inc. as the
Assignor and Pinnacle Plaza, Ltd. as lhe Assignee. The Assignment purporis 1o
assign a Contract far Purchase and Sale, Modificalion and Amendment lo Conlract,
and 1st Addendum lo Conlracl dated 9/21/04, and a 2nd Addendum to Contract
dated 12/1404 by and between Pinnacle Plaza, Ltd. and PHG Holdings. Inc. No
canlract or amendmenls between these twa parties have been provided. The
documents pravided in the Application in an adempt to demonstrate site contro! are
between Jai Alai Villas. LLC (Seller) and PHG Holdings, Inc. {Buyer).

Preliminary




As of;

File #

03417/2005

2005-096C

Development Name:;

*roximity Tie-Breaker Points:

2005 MMRB, SAIL & HC Scoring Summary

Pinnacle Plaza

ltem # |Part|Section|Subsection|Description Available |Prefiminary |[NOPSE|Final|Final Ranking

1P Mt A 10.a.{2){a) Grocery Store 1.25 1.25 0 0 0 i
2P T 10.2.{2)b) Public Schaol 1.25 125 0 0 0|
3P T 10.2.2)(c) Medical Facility 1.25 0 0 0 0|
4p n o |a 10.2.{2)(d) Pharmacy 1.25 0 0 0 0|
5P i A 10.a.{2)(e) Public Bus Stop or Metro-Rail Stop 1.25 1.25 H o 0 |
6P Ii A 106 Proximity to Developments on FHFC Development Proximity List 3.75 0.75 3] Q o |

Reason(s) for Failure to Achieve Selected Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

ltem #

Reason(s)

Created As Result
of

Rescinded as Result
of

6P

The Applican! did not qualify for automatic points because lhe Development did nol qualify as an Urban In-Fil! Development.

Preliminary

Additional Application Comments:

tem #

Part

Section

Subsection

Description

Reason{s)

Created As Result

Rescinded as Result

1C

A

1.c.2.

General Development

The Local Government Vencation of Qualiication as Urban In-Fill Development
Form will only be accepled by Florida Housing if il is certified by either: one serving
in one of the posilions slaled at the bottom of lhe form, one lemporarily serving an

and presented with he form in lhe Applicalion. The person who signed he lorm
does not meel ihe previously slated criteria and as such, the Applicalion will not be
given credit for (he form.

an interim or acting basis in one of the posilions staled al lhe bottom of the form. or
one who has been delegated the aulhority in writing te sign such type certification for
a person serving in an permanenl, acting or interim role of one of the positions staled
at lhe botiom of the form &nd the written delegalion of aulhority is propery executed

Preliminary




STATE OF FLORIDA
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION

MCPLLLTD,

Petiuoner,

V. FHFC CASE NO.: 2009-061UC
Application No.: 2009-257C

FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE
CORPORATION,

Respondent.
/

FINAL QRDER

This cause came before the Board of Directors of the Florida Housing
Finance Corporation {“Board”) for consideration and final agency action on
February 26, 2010. MCP 1, Ld, (“Pentioner”) numely submitted its 2009
Universal Cycle Application (“Application”) to Flornida Housing Firance
Corporation (“Florida Housing™) 1o compete for an allocation of competitive
housing credits under the Housing Credit (HC) Program administered by Florda
Housmng.

The matter for consideration before this Booard is a recommended order

pursuasnt to Section 120.57(2), Florida Statutes, and Rule 67-48.005(2), F.A.C.

ILEDWITH THE CLERK OF THE FLORIDA
LOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION

Dia ﬂL&W /DATE, _7_4_1{41_0_

Atrarbhrment F



Petitioner tmely filed its Petition for Formal Administrative Heanng
pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Stamtes, (the ‘“Petition™)
challenging Florida Housing’s scoring of its Application. Florida Housing
reviewed the Petition pursuant to Section 120.569(2)(c), Florida Statutes, and
determined that the Petition did not raise disputed issues of material fact. Pursuant
to Section [20.57(2), Florida Statutes, an informal hearing was held in this case on
Januvary 14, 2010, in Tallahassee, Florida, before Florida Housing’s designated
Hearing Officer, David E. Ramba. Petitioner and Florida Housing timely filed
Proposed Recommended Orders.

After consideration of the evidence and arguments presented at hearing, and
the Proposed Recormnended Orders, the Hearing Officer issued a Recommended
Order. A true and correct copy of the Recommended Order is attached hereto as
“Exhibit A" The Hearing Officer recommended that Florida Housing issue a Final
Order affirming the sconing of Petitioner’s Application and recommending denial
of the relief requested in the Petition.

Rule 67-48.005(3), F.A.C, provides a procedure for an Applicant to
challenge the findings of a recommended order entered pursuant to an informal
hearing. Pelitioner timely filed its wmtlen arguments in opposition to the
Recommended Order (litled “Exceptions to the Recommended Order”, hereinafter

“Exceptions”), a copy of which is attached hereto as “Exhibit B” and made a pant



hereof by reference. Florida Housing subsequently filed its Response to
Petitioners Exceptions (“Response”), a copy of which is attached hercto as
“Exhibit C.”

RULING ON THE RECOMMENDED ORDER

. The findings of fact set out in the Recommended Order are supported
by compelent substantial evidence.

2. The conclusions of law in the Recommended Order are supported by
competent substantial cvidence.

3. The arguments presented in Petitioner’s “Exceptions” are specifically
rejected on the grounds set forth in the Recommended Order and Florida
Housing’s Response (o Petitioner’s “Exceptions.”

ORDER

In accordance with the foregoing, 1t is hereby ORDERED:

5. The findings of fact of the Recommended Order are adopted as
Florida Housing’s findings of fact and incorporated by reference as though fully
set forth in this Order.

0. The conclusions ot law in the Recommended Order are adopied as
Florida Housing’s conclusions of law and incorporated by reference as though

fully set forth in this Order.



IT 1S HEREBY ORDERED that Florida Housing’s scoring of Petitioner’s

Application is AFFIRMED and the relief requested in the Petition 1s DENIED.

DONE and ORDERED this 26th day of February, 20]0.

FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE
CORPORATION

Chair




Copies to:

Wellington H. Meffert 1l

General Counsel

Florida Housing Finance Corporation
227 North Bronough Street, Sutte 5000
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Kewvin Tatreau

Director of Multifamily Development Programs
Florida Housing Finance Corporalion

227 North Bronough Street, Suite 5000
Tallahassee, FL 32301

I. Stephen Menton, Esquire
Rutledge, Ecenia and Pumell, P. A,
119 South Monroe Street, Suite 202
Tallahassee. Florida 32301
Telephone: (850) 681-6788
Facsimile; (§50) 681-6515



NOTICE OF RIGHT TO JUDICIAL REVIEW

A PARTY WHO IS ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY THIS FINAL
ORDER IS ENTITLED TO JUDICIAL REVIEW PURSUANT TO
SECTION 120.68, FLORIDA STATUTES. REVIEW PROCEEDINGS ARE
GOVERNED BY THE FLORIDA RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE.
SUCH PROCEEDINGS ARE COMMENCED BY FILING ONE COPY OF A
NOTICE OF APPEAL WITH THE AGENCY CLERK OF THE FLORIDA
HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION, 227 NORTH BRONOUGH
STREET, SUITE 5000, TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-1329, AND A
SECOND COPY, ACCOMPANIED BY THE FILING FEES PRESCRIBED
BY LAW, WITH THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL, FIRST DISTRICT,
300 MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR., BLVD., TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA
32399-1850, OR IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL IN THE
APPELLATE DISTRICT WHERE THE PARTY RESIDES. THE NOTICE
OF APPEAL MUST BE FILED WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS OF
RENDITION OF THE ORDER TO BE REVIEWED.




STATE OF FLORIDA —
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION ‘ \

MCP 1, LTD., as applicant for MODEL CITY s
APARTMENTS--Application No. 2009-257C w

Petitioner,
FHFC 2009-061UC
v, Application No. 2005-257C
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION,

Respondent.

/

RECOMMENDED ORDER
Pursuant to notice, an informal Administrative Hearing was held in this case in
Tallahassee, Florida, on January 14, 2010, before Flonnda Housing Finance Corporation’s
appoinied Hearing Officer, David E. Ramba,

Appearances

For Petitioner: J. Stephen Menton
Rutledge, Ecenia & Purnell, P.A.
119 South Monroe Street, Suite 202
Tallahassee, Flornida 32301

For Respondeit:

Hugh R, Brown

Deputy General Counsel

Florida Housing Finance Corporation
227 North Bronough Street, Suite 5000
Tallahassee, FL. 32301-1329

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

At the informal hearing the parties agreed to file a Stipulation including proposed
findings of fact on which the parties agree, and such Stipulation was filed contemporancously

with Respondent’s Proposed Recommended Order.
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B R A Rt w vl s e DAAMY o e Tl . . o e - emdEaen . .



e

e o MM i s P e, YL e

Petitioner submitted Exhibits P-1 through P-3, all of which were admitted into evidence,
Respondent submitted Exhibit R-1, which was admitted into evidence. The parties jointly
submitted Exhibits J-1 through J-7, all of which were admitted into evidence.

In addition to the above Exhibits, Petitioner presented the testimony of Todd Fabbri,
corporate representative of MCP [, Ltd.

Petitioner is referred to below as “Petitioner” or “Model City” and Respondent is referred

to as “Respondent™ or “Florida Housing.”

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE
The issue in this case is whether Florida Housing correctly scored the Tax Credit
Application submitted by Model City in the 2009 Universal Cycle by assessing a Y2 point Ability
to Proceed Tie Breaker penalty regarding Model City's cure of Exhibit 26 to the Application. the
Local Government Verification of Status of Site Plan Approval for Multifamily Developments
(hereinafier, the “Site Plan Form™).

There are no disputed issues of material fact.

WITNESSES
For Petitioner: Todd Fabbn
MCP I, Ltd.

580 Village Blvd., Suite 360
West Palm Beach, FL 33409

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the stipulated facts agreed to by the parties and exhibits reeeived into

evidence at the hearing, the following relevant facts are found:
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1. Petitioner is a Florida limited partnership whose address ts 580 Village Blvd,,
Suite 360, West Palm Beach, Florida 33409, and is engaged in the development of affordable
housing in the State of Florida.

2. Florida Housing is & public corporation created by Section 420.504, Florida
Statutes, to administer the governmental function of financing or refinancing affordable housing
and related facilities in Florida. Florida Housing’s statutory authority and mandates appear in
Part V of Chapter 420, Florida Statutes. Florida Housing’s address is 227 North Bronough
Strcet, Suite 5000, Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1329,

3. On August 20, 2009, Petitioner timely submitted Application No. 2009-257C (the
“Application™) in Florida Housing’s 2009 Universal Cycle application process. The Application
sought an allocation of low Income housing tax credits (“Tax Credits”) to provide equity capital
to construct a 100-unit family apartment complex (*Maodel City Plaza”) in Miami-Dade County,
Florida,

4, Florida Housing is the allocating agency and administers the federal low ineome

housing tax credit program (the “Tax Credit Program”) established in Florida under the authority
of Seclion 420.5093, Fla. Stat.
3. The Tax Credit Program was created in 1986 by the federal government. Every
year since 1986, Florida has received an allocation of federal Tax Credits to be used to fund the
canstruction of affordable housing. Tax Credits are a dollar for dollar offset to federal income
tax liability.

6. Developers who receive an allocation of Tax Credits get the awarded amount

every year for ten ycars. The developer will often sell the future stream of tax credits to a

(W]
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svyndicator, who, in turn, sells them te investors seeking 1o shelter income from federal income
taxes.

7. Low income housing tax credits come in two varieties: competitively awarded
~0%" tax credils and non-competitively awarded “4%” tax credits. The “9%” and “4%”
designations relate to the approximale percenlage of a development’s eligible cost basis thal is
awarded in annual tax credits. The 4% tax credits are “non-competitive” in the sense that
developers do not directly compete for an award. I[nstead, the 4% tax credits are paired with tax
exempt mortgage revenue bonds. The 9% Tax Credits are competitively awarded.

8. Each year the federal government allocates to every state a specific amount of 5%
Tax Credits using a population-based formula. Developers in Florida directly compete for an
award 0f9% credits through the Universal Cycle process.

9. Since 2002, Flonda Housing has administered several programs, including the
Tax Credit Program, through a combined competitive process known as the “Universal Cycle.”

10. Florida Housing has adopted rules which incorporate by reference the application
forms and instcuctions for the Universal Cycle as well as general policies governing the
allocation of funds from the varous programs its administers.

11 Rule 67-48.004, Fla. Admin. Cade, sets forth the process used by Florida Housing
to review the Universal Cycle applications and to determine funding allocations from the various
programs. That process is summarized as follows:

a) Developers submit applications by a specified date.
b) Florida Housing staff reviews all applications to determine if certain threshold

and scoring requirements are met.
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g)
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Applications are awarded points based on a variety of features as programs for
tenants, amenities of the development as a whole and of the tenants’ units, local
government contributions to the specific dcvelopment, and local government
ordinances and planning efforts that support affordable housing in general.

After Florida Housing’s initial review and scoring, a list of all applications, along
with Florida Housinp’s threshold determinations, initial scoring and tiebreaker
points, is published on Florida Housing’s website (the “Preliminary Scores™).
Following the issuance of Preliminary Scores, the applicants are then given a
specific period of time to alert Florida Housing of any errors they believe were
made in the Preliminary Scores with respect to competitors’ applications. These
potential scoring crrors are submitted through a Notice of Possible Scoring Error
or “NOPSE.”

Afier Florida Housing staff has reviewed the NOPSEs, a revised scoring summary
(the “NOPSE Scores”) is published.

Following the issuance of the NOPSE Scores, Applicants can “cure” their
applieations by supplementing, eorrecting or amending the application or its
supporting documentation. Certain items are specified in Florida Housing’s rules
that cannot be “cured.” A deadline is established after which no cures can be
submitted.

After all cures have been submitted, an applicant’s competitors have an
opportunily to comment on the attempted cures by filing a Notice of Alleged

Deficlency or “NOAD.”

LA



1) Florida Housing staff reviews all of the submitted cures and NOADs and prepares
its “final” scoring summary for all applieations.

12.  Florida Housing’s “final” score for each application sets forth the staff’s position
on threshold issues. seoring and tiebreaker points, The “final” seores represent preliminary
agency action which is accompanied by a point of entry for an applicant 1o request a formal or
informal administrative proceeding on the scoring of its own application. An appeal proeedure
for challenging the final scores assigned by Florida Housing 18 set forth in Rule 67-48.0035, Fla.
Admin. Code.

13.  Following the completion of informal appeal proceedings under Section
120.57(2), Fla. Stat., Florida Housing publishes firal rankings which delineate the applications
that are within the “funding range” for the various programs. In other words, the final rankings
determine which applications are preliminarily selected for funding.

14.  The applicants ranked in the funding range are then invited into the “eredit
underwriting” process. The Credit Underwriting review of a development selected for funding is
governed by Rule 67-48.0072, Fla. Admin. Code.

15.  Becanse of the likelihood that many applieations will achieve a “perfeet score,”
Florida Housing has built into its scoring and ranking process a series of “tiebreakers” to
determine the final ranking of applicants and to deeide which projects pet funded. The
tiebreakers are utilized to differentiate between competing applicants that have all achieved the
maximum highest seore. The tiebreakers are written into the Application Instruetions which, as
indicated above, arc incorporated by referenee into Florida Housing’s rules.

16.  The final tiebreaker for those applicants that achieve a perfect score and

maximum liebreaker points is a randomly assigned lottery number.



17.  For the 2009 Universa] Cycle, Application Deadline was August 20, 2009,

18. On or about September 8, 2009, Florida Housing issued the Preliminary Scores
for the applications submitted in the 2009 Universal Cycle. As part of the Preliminary Score for
Model City’s Application, Florida Housing determined that the Application was entitled to a full
point for site plan/plat approval elemeat of the “ability to proceed” tiebreaker.

19, On or about October 1, 2009, another applicant in the 2009 Universal Cycle (the
“Opposing Applicant”) submitied a Notice of Possible Scoring Error (“NOPSE™) challenging the
scoring of Petitioner’s Application. The NOPSE alleged that the Application did not meet
threshald requirements because Petitioner fajled to eomply with Part II, Section C, Subsection
(1) of the 2009 Universal Application Instructions (requiring a verification of site plan/plat
approval for muli-family developments). The NOPSE contended that Petitioner did not meet
threshold requirements because there had not been a local govemnment Zoning Board meeting on
the date noted on the Local Government Verifieation Form.

20, On October 26, 2009, Florida Housing issued its NOPSE Scores for all
applieations in the 2009 Universal Cycle. The NOPSE Score for Petitioner’s Application
indicated that the Application did not meet threshold requirements due to the purported failure to
provide verification of site plan approval by the local government.

21 In response to the NOPSE Seore for its Application, the Petitioner submitted a
“cure” on November 3, 2009, in accordance with Rule 67-48.004(6), Florida Administrative
Code.

22, On December 3, 2009, Florida Housing issued its Final Scares and Notice of
Rights (the “Tinal Scoring™). Petitioner received notice of the Final Scoring through the

publication by Florida Housing on December 3, 2009.
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23, The Final Scoring for the Application rescinded the determination in the NOPSE
Scores that the Application failed to meet threshold because of the purported failure to comply
with Part III, Section C, Subsection (1) of thc 2009 Universal Cycle Application Instructions,
However, the Final Scoring only awarded 1/2 point to the Applicant for the site plan/plat
approval element of the “ability to procced” tiebreaker,

24.  As aresult of the 1/2 point reduction, Petitioner’s Application failed to achieve
the maximum tie-breaker points available for “ability to proceed” and, consequently, the
Application is currently ranked outside the funding range for an allocation of Tax Credits in the

2009 Universal Cycle.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. Pursnant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57(2), Fla. Stat., and Rule Chapter 67-48,

Fla. Admin. Code, the Hearing Officer has jurisdiction of the parties and the subject matter of
this preceeding.

2. As requested by the parties during the informal hearing, official recognition is
taken of Respondent’s rulcs, particularly Rule Chapters 67-21 and 67-48, Fla. Admin. Codc, as
well as the Universal Application Package or UA1016 (Rev. 3-08).

3 The Universal Application Package, or UA1016 (Rev. 3-08), which includes both
its forms and instructions, is adopted as a rule. See, Rule 67-48.004(1)(a), Fla. Admin. Codc, and
Section 120,55(1)(a)4., Fla. Stat. The forms and instructions are agency statements of general
applicability that impiement, interpret, or prescribe law or policy or describe the procedure or
practice requirements of Florida Housing and thereforc mcet the definition of a *rule” found in

Section 120.52, Fla. Stat. As such, the instructions and forms are themselves rules.
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4, Florida Housing bases its decision to award the Model City Application ¥ of an

Ability to Proceed Tie-Breaker Point on the language and the chart found at page 29 of the 2009

PREESBEG m v em e oo

Univecsal Application [nstructions, in pertinent part:

C. Ability to Proceed

For Applications requesting Competitive HC, during the preliminary and NOPSE
scoring process described in subseetions 67-48.004(3), (4) and (5), F.A.C,
Applicants may be eligible for Ability to Proceed tie-breaker points for the
following Ability to Proceed elements: Site Plan/Plat Approval, Infrastructure
Availability (electricity, water, sewer and roads), and Appropriate Zoning. The

Applicant will either

(1) Aehieve the full 6 Ability to Proceed tie-breaker points if it meets the
threshold requirements for all of the following elements: site plan/plat
approval, availability of electricity, availability of water, availability of
sewer, availability of roads, and appropriate zoning, ot

(i)

Achieve 1 Ability to Proceed tie-breaker point for each of these elements

which pass threshold and zero Ability to Proceed iie-breaker points for
each of these elemcnts which fail threshold. Then during the cure period
described in subsection 67-48.004(6), F.A.C,, if a threshold failure is
successfully curcd the Appiication will be awarded ¥ Ability to Proceed
tie-breaker point for each cured Ability to Proceed element.

Ability to Proceed tie-breaker points will be awarded as follows:

Competitive HCT Ability to Proceed Tie-Breaker Poinis

Prelimiaary snd NOFPSE Scoring

Cure Period

Pass Threshold — Fail Threshold - Pass Threshotd —
Abiliry to Praceed Elemeot Tie-Breaker Point Tie-Breaker Point Tle-Breaker Point
¥alue for each Yalue for each Value for each
Element Element Element
Sitg Plan/Plat Approval ] 0 Y2
| Availabitity of Electricity 1 o 4 i

Availability of Water _ | 0 4
Aviilability of Sewer 1 0 e
| Availability of Roads 1 0 E Y
| Appropriately Zoned ] 0 Y
| Total Available Tie-Breaker Poinis 6 4] 3
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5. Essentially, the above provisions and accompanying chart award a full point to
those Applicants that submit the listed items cormrectly and who are not required to cure. Those
applicants who are required to cure these items are awarded 2 point if the cure is successful.
Those applicants that submit cures that are not sucecssful receive no points, in addition to failing
threshold requirements.

6. In the instant case, there is no dispute that Model City submitted a cure for the
Site Plan Form, and no dispute that Florida Housing ultimately determined that the cure was
successful and that the Model City Application passed threshold with regard to the Site Plan
Form. Based upon these undisputed facts, the plain language of the Instructions and
accompanying chart indicate that Model City should receive only ¥ of an Ability to Proceed Tic-
Breaker Point for the Site Plan Form.

7. Likewise, there is no dispute that information originally provided on the Sitc Plan
Form was incarrect, in that it indicated that that the local Zoning Board had met on “07/09/2009”
to approve the sile plan for the Model City development, where information in a NOPSE
demonstrated that no such meeting took place on that datc. (Exhibits J-3, J-5) As the
information presented on the originally submitted Site Plan Form was in error, Model City was
required to cure it

8. Florida Housing stated during the informal hearing in this matter that it interprets
the language of the Instructions at page 29 as mandating a 2 point penalty for any Applicant that
is required to cure one of the indicated forms, including the Site Plan Form, and that per the
Instructions if is the act of curing a defect that gamers an Applicant the Y% point penalty,
regardless of whether the Applicant ultimatcly passed threshold with respect 10 any issucs with a

listed form. The plain language of the Instructions on this topic, as well as the chart provided

10
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above that expressly provides for a ¥ point penalty for any cured form, regardless of issue,
supports Florida Housing's interpretation.

9. Florida Housing further suggested that it would decline to impose such a penalty
on an Applicant if that Applicant were to show that Florida Housing erred in determining that a
listed form failed threshold in the first place — in other words, if the Applicant could prove that
the initial rejection of the form by Florida Housing was in error, Model City cannot demonstrate
such a situation here, where it is undisputed that the Site Plan Form contained incotrect
information requiring a cure.

0. The change in the Universal Application Package during the 2009 Cycle altered
the competitive nature of the Ability to Proceed tic-breaker points by in essence, rewarding those
applicants who correctly provided the relevant and correct information the first time.

11.  This additional step was included after input from applicants and interested
parties in the rule workshops and hearings as an opportunity to cure threshold items which
previously were either met or failed, by allowing a cure and a half-point addition to a previously
failed threshold item once properly cured.

12. Mode] City’s originally submitted form alleged that a meeting 100k place on July
9, 2009, and that the Development received some sort of approval at this meeting. A NOPSE
subsequently demonstrated that this was impossible, as no such meeting took place on that date.
(Exhibit J-3) Faced with this evidence in the scoring process, Florida Housing could not know
that approval was obtained on some other prior date, but could only conclude that the proposed
Development had not received site plan approval, or at the very least, the Applicant had not yet
provided proof that it had. Accordingly, Florida Honsing could not accept the originally

submitted Site Plan Form, and correctly rejected 1t as failing lhreshoid.

R e e LR



13. Model City vigorously argucd, after the complction of the scoring process, that
the Hearing Officer find that the error was typographical, citing previous instances where Flonda
Housing was found to have erred in penalizing Applicants for mere typegraphical errors. The
most pertineni previous Final Order regarding the subject of typographical errors is Tuscany
Village Associates, Lid. V. Florida Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC Case No. 2002-048 —
hercinafter, “Tuscany Village™). A copy of this Final Order is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

14. Tuscany Village involved the attempted cure of an infrastructure availability form
(roads) that was initially rejected for failing to be properly executed by the appropriate local
govemnment official. The Applicant then attempted to cure this defect by submitting a letter from
the local government attesting to the availability of roads, but Florida Housing rejected the cure
as the letter was not dated within twelve months of Application Deadline. At the informal
hearing, Florida Housing conceded that its scoring was in error in that the incorrect date on the
letter was obviously a typographical error that could have been seen to be such by examining
other parts of the Tuscany Village Application.

15.  The instant case 15 distinguishable from Tuscany Viilage as the process has been
changed to allow the cure of the failure of threshold items, for whatever reason, but the result is
that the Applicant only receives a ¥ point instead of a full point as a penalty in the Ability to
Proceed Tie-Breaker points. The plain language of the applieation, and thus the rule, does not
allow for any other interpretation unless Florida Housing errantly disqualified faetually correct
information in the scoring process and the form was correct in the initial application.

16.  The plain language of page 29 of the Instructions, as well as its accompanying
ehart, cle{:trly and unambiguously provide that an Applicant that cures a Site Plan Form is

awarded only 2 of a Ability to Proceed Tie-Breaker Point. As Florida Housing is simply

12
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following this plain language and chart, there is no interpretation to be examined or challenged
by Mode! City, and no ambiguity to be resolved. As previously noted, this case is one of first
impression and this plain and unambiguous language is not subject to any interpretation found in
previous Final Orders of Florida Housing.

17.  An agency’s interpretation of its own rules will be upheld unless it is clearly
erroneous, or amounts to an unreasonable interpretation.] The interpretation should be upheld
even if the apency’s interpretation 1S not the sole possible interpretation, the most logical
interpretation, or even the most desirable interpretation.® Given that Florida Housing has in this
case simply applied the plain language of its Instructions, this Hearing Offieer cannot find that its

interpretation was elearly erroneous,

CcO NDATION
Based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated above, in is hereby
RECOMMENDED that Florida Housing enter a Final Order affirming Florida Housing’s scoring
of Petitioner’s application, and denying the relief requested in the Petition.

Respeetfully submutted this 2nd day of February, 2010.

M&%w__.

David E. Ramba, Hearing Officer

! Legal Envirorynenta) Assistance Foundation, Inc . v. Board of County Commissioners of Brevard Counry, 642
So.2d 1081 (Fla. 1994); Miles v. Florida A & M University, 813 So.2d 242 (Fla. 1" DCA 2002).
? Golfcrest Nursing Home v, Agency for Health Care Administration, 662 $0.2d 1330 (Fla. 1% DCA 1995).

13
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Copies furnished to:

J. Stephen Menton

Rutledge, Ecenia & Pumell, P.A.
119 South Monroe Street, Suite 202
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Hugh R. Brown

Deputy General Counsel

Florida Housing Finance Corporation
227 North Bronough Street, Suite 5000
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1329

14



File # 200%.123C  Dewelopment Name. Proaresso Poim
Scoring Summary Report
File #: 2009-123C Development Name: Progresso Point

As Of: | Total Points | Met Threshold? | Ability to Proceed Tle-| Proximily Tie-
Breaker Points Breaker Points
08/2172009 68.00 N 500 7 50 1
Preliminary 68.00 N 6.00 750
INOPSE
Final |
Final-Ranking
Scores:
flem# | Pan| Section Subsedion|Description Available Points Preliminary | NOPSE | Final | Final Ranking
Construclion Features & Amenities
s |m |8 2a New Construction 5.00 7.00
s {t B 2b Rehabilitation/Substantial Rehabilitation 3.00 0.00
25 (H B 2c All Developments Except SRO 12.00 12.00
25 1 B 2.d 5RO Developments 12.00 0.00
35 I} B Z2a Enerqy Conservation Features 900 9.00
145 It B 3 Green Building 5.00 500
Set-Aside Commitment
55 i E 1 b.{2) Special Needs Households 4.00 4.00
65 m o |E 1.b.(3) Total Sel-Aside Commitmen 3.00 3.00
75 1 E 3 Aftordability Period 5.00 500
e Residani Programs
88 lit F 1 Pregrams for Non-Elderly & Non-Homeless 6.00 6.00
85 1 F 2 Programs for Homeless (SRO & Non-SRO) 6.00 0.00
83 1] F 3 Programs for Elderly 6.00 0.00
E_S | F 4 Programs for All Applicants 8.00 8.00

Local Governmeni Contributions

10s [v A ] [Contributions L 5.00] 5.00 [ | |

Local Gavernment Incenlives

[1s fiv B l [Incentives [ 4.00] 4.00] l ] ]

1of3 Attachment F 9/21/2008 2:47-:30 PM



Reason(s) Scores Not Maxed:

lem # Reason(s)

© Created As Result

Rescinded As Result I‘

18 Because the Unit Mix chart at Part Il.A 7. of the Application does not reflect any 2-bedroom
units, the Application is not eligible for 2 points for “At least 1-1/2 bathrooms in all 2-bedroom
new construclion units."

Preliminary

Threshold(s) Failed:

; ) - , B Created as Reééaa_ed as
lltern # Part| Seclion Subsection Description Reason{s) Rasult of Result of
iT \'4 D 2 HC Equity Per page 74 of the 2009 Universal Application Preliminary
Instructions, the percentage of credits being purchased
must be equal 1o or less than the perceniage of
ownership interest held by the limiled partnar or member.
The Applicant staled at Exhibit 9 of the Application that
the limited partner's interest in the Applicant entily is
99 90%. However, 1he eguity commitmenl at Exhibit 56
states that 89.99% of the HC allocation is being
purchased. Because of this inconsistency, the HC equity
cannol be considered a source of financing.
2T Vv D 1 Non-Corporation Perpage 70 of the 2009 Universal Application Preliminary
Funding Instructions, a financing commitment must contam all
attachments. The firsl mofgage financing from
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A, (Exhibit 55) does not include
the due diligence materials attachment. Therefore, it
cannot be considered a source of financing.
aT A4 B Constructon/Rehab.  |The Application has a construction financing shortfall of Preliminary
Analysis $13.211,469.
4T A4 2] Permanent Analysis The Application has a permanent finanging shortfall of Preliminary
$13,211,469.
Ability To Proceed Tie-Breaker Points:
i Available Final
term#  Part Section| Subsection|Description Points Preliminary NOPSE | Final Ranking
1A 11— 1 Site Plan/Plal Approval 1.00 1.00
2A I C 3.a Availability of Electricity 1.00 1.00
3A I C 3b Avallability of Water 1.00 1.00
4A it cC 3c Availability of Sewer 1.00 1.00
5A 1 C 3d Availability of Roads 1.00 1.00
6A in C 4 Appropriately Zoned 1.00 1.00




Proximity Tie-Breaker Points:

Available Final
llem # Part- Section| Subsection Description Points Preliminary | NOPSE ' Final = Ranking
1P 1 A 10.b.(2){a) |Grocery Slore 1.25 1.25
2P HI A 10.b6.{2) (b} [Public School 1.25 1.25
3P i |A 10.b (2) (¢) |Medical Facility 1.25 0.00
s 1l A 10.b.(2) (d) |Pharmacy 1.25 0.00
5P m|A 10.b (2} {e) |Public Bus Stop or Melro-Rail Stop 1.25 1.25
6P nm|A 10c Proximity to Development or FHFC Development 375 a7s5

Proximity List
7P i A 10.a Involvement of 2 PHA 7.50 0.90
Additlonal Application Comments:
iltem # |Pan -Section Subsection Description ! (fommenl(s) Created as | Rescinded as
. | _ o ,_ Resukof | Resuliof '
0o ‘ A 10 Proximity The Applicant qualified for 3.75 automalic proximity points| Preliminary ‘1

al 6P.

303
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As of August 20, 2009
Applicant

Reliance-Progresso Associates, Lid,
a Florida limited parinership

Co-General Partner of Applicant (with .051% ownership):

Reliance-Progresso, LLC, *
a Florida limited liability company

*There are no officers, directors or shareholders. The Managers of this Co-
General Partner are:

Robert O. Jacksan
Stephen R. Janton
Michael Capelle

Sole member of Co-General Partner;

Reliance Housing Foundation, inc., **
a Florida 501 (c}{3} nonprofil corporation

“*There are no members or sharehoiders. The officers and directors are;

OFFICERS

__ DIRECTORS
Robert O. Jackson, President Robent Q. Jackson

and CEO Stephen R. Janton
1 Michael Capelle, CFO ‘ Fred Lutz

Sandra Martin Seals, VP Marie DiPrinzio
Kathy Strom, VP Michael Capelle
Summer J, Greene
Chuck Poole

| Lucille M. Librizzi

Co-General Partner of Applicant (with .049% ownership}):

Broward Workforce Communities, Inc. **
a Florida corporation

The sole sharehoider of Broward Workforce Communities, Inc. is Building Better
Communities, Inc.

** The officers and directors are:

OFFICERS DIRECTORS

Joseph M. Cobo, President
Mercedes J. Nunez, Treasurer
Juan Selaya, Secretary

Juan Selaya

John E. Aurelius
Joseph M. Cobo
Sharon Day
Mercedes J. Nufiez

EXHIBIT 9
Prograsso Paint
Page 103



Limited Partner of Applicant {with 99.90% ownership):

Reliance Housing Foundation, Inc., ***
a Florida 501 {¢}{3} nonprofit corporation

**There are no members or shareholders. The officers and directors are:

OFFICERS

| DIRECTORS

|

Rebert O. Jackson, President
and CEQ

Michael Capelle, CFO
Sandra Martin Seals, VP
Kathy Strom, VP

Rebert O. Jackson
Stephen R. Janton
Fred Lutz

Marie DiPrinzio

‘ Michael Capelle
Summer J. Greene
Chuck Poole

Lucilie M. Librizzi

Co-Developers

Reliance Housing Services, LLC, a Florida limited liability company (RHS)

There are no officers, directors or shareholders of RHS. The Managers of RHS

are:;

Rabert O. Jackson
Stephen R. Janton
Michael Capelle

Sole Member of RHS is:

Reliance Housing Foundation, Inc., *
a Florida 501 (¢)(3) nenprofit corporation

*There are no members or shareholders. The officers and

directors of Reliance Housing Foundation, In¢. are:

[ OFFICERS

| DIRECTORS

Robert O. Jackson, President
and CEO
Michael Capelle, CFO
Sandra Martin Seals, VP
- Kathy Strom, VP

| Robert O. Jackson
Stephen R, Janton
Fred Lutz

Marie DiPrinzio
Michael Capelle

| Summer J. Greene
Chuck Poole
Lucilie M. Librizzi

EXHIBIT 9
Progressa Point
Fage 2ol 3



Co-Developers — cont’'d

Building Better Communities, inc., a Florida 501 (c)(3) nonprofit corporation*

There are no members or shareholders. The officers and directors are:

[ OFFICERS

DIRECTORS |

i Joseph M. Cobo, President
Mercedes J. Nunez, Treasurer
Juan Selaya, Secretary

|
| _

Juan Selaya |'
Jehn E. Aurelius

Joseph M. Cobo

Sharon Day

Mercedes J. Nufiez

*Building Better Communities, Inc. is an affiliate or instrumentality of the Broward County

Housing Authonty

EXHIBIT 9
Progresso Poind
Peage 2 of 3



Brief Statement of Explanation regarding
Application 2009 — 123C

Provide a separate hrief statement for each Cure

The Applicant ineluded within its application an Exhibit 9 whieh listed the

pereentage interest held hy the limit parmer. See Exhibit 9 of the application.

n scoring the application, Florida Housing Finanee Corporation (FHFC

preliminarily determined that the Applicant’s Exhihit 56 failed to achieve threshoid

for the following reason:

“The Applieant stated at Exhihit 9 of the Application that the limited partner’s

interest in the Applicant entity is 93.90%. However, the equity commitment at

Exhihit 56 slales that 99.99% of the HC alloeation is heing purehased. Beeause of

this ineconsisteney, the HC equity eannot he considered a source of financing.”

Afttached is @ revised Exhihit 9 demonstrating that the ownership interest heid hy

the limit partner is 99.99% whieh is thc same as shawn in the equity commitment

ineluded in Exhihit 56. In light of the foregoing, the Applicant's equity financing
commitment should he seored firm and therefore the HC equity should be

tonsidered as a souree of financing,



As of August 20, 2009
Applicant

Relignce-Progresso Associates, Lid,
a Florida limited partnership

Co-General Partner of Applicant {with .0051% ownership):

Relignce-Progresse, LLC, *
a Florida timited liabifity company

*There are no officers, directors or sharshpoiders. The Managers of this Co-
General Partrer are:

Robert O. Jackson
Stephen R. Janton
Michael Capalie
Sole member of Co-General Partner:

Reliance Housing Foundation, inc., **
a Florida 501 (£){3) nongrofit corporalion

*There are no members or shareholders. The officers and directors are:

OFFICERS i DIRECTORS

. Robert Q. Jackson, President | Rober O. Jackson

and CEQ Stephen R. Janton

Michaet Capelie, CFO Fred Lutz

Sandra Martin Seals, VP | Marie DiPrinzio ._

Kathy Strom, VP Michael Capelle [
I Summer J. Greene

Chuck Poole

| . Lucille M. Librizzs

Co-General Partner of Applicant (with .0049% ownership):

Broward Workforce Communities, Inc. **
a Florida corporation

The sole shareholder of Broward Workforce Communities, Inc. is Building Befter
Communities, Inc.

** The officers and directors are.

" OFFICERS | DIRECTORS |
| Joseph M. Cobo, President Juan Selaya |
| Mercedes J. Nunez, Treasurer | John &, Aurelius

Juan Selaya, Secrelary Joseph M. Cobo
Sharon Day

' Mercedes J. Nufez |

L ]
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Limitad Partner of Applicant {(with 99.99% ownership):

Reliance Housing Foundation, inc., *™
& Florida 507 (c){3} nonprofit corporation

=*Thare are no members or sharchalders. The officers and directors are:

[ OFFICERS | DIRECTORS
Robert O. Jackson, President Robert O. Jackson !
and CEOC Stephen R. Janton
Michae! Capelie, CFO | Fred Lutz
Sandra Martin Seals, VP Marie DiPrinzio
Kathy Strom, VP | Michael Capelle
| Summer J. Greene
Chuck Pooie
Lucilla M. Librizzi

Co-Developers
Reliance Housing Services, LLC, a Florida jimited liability company {RHS}

There are no officers, directors or sharehoiders of RHS. The Managers of RHS
are:

Robert ©. Jackson
Stephen R. Janion
Michael] Capelle

Sole Member of RHS is:

Reliance Housing Foundation, Inc., ™
a Florida 501 (€}{3) nonprofit corparation

*There are no members or sharehaldars. The officers and
directors of Reliance Housing Foundation, Inc. are;

| QFFICERS DIRECTORS ]
Robert O. Jacksan, President Robert O. Jackson
-and CEQ Stephen R. Janton
i Michael Capele, CFC Fred Luiz
Sandra Martin Seals, VP ] Marie DiPrinzio
Kathy Strom, VP : Michael Capelle
Summer J. Greene
! Chuck Pgole
. Lucille M. Librizzi N
EAHIBIT &
Progresso Point
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Co-Davelopers — cont'd

Building Batter Communities, inc., a Florida 501 (c)(3) nonprofit corporation*

Thera are no members or sharehoiders. The officers and directors are.

| OFFICERS DIRECTORS |
' Jaseph M. Cabo, President Juan Selaya
Mercedes J. Nunez, Treasurer John E. Aurelius
Juan Selaya, Secretary Joseph M. Coba
Sharon Day

Mercedes J. Nufiez

|

*Building Better Communities, Inc. is an affiliate or instrumentality of the Broward Caunty
Housing Authority

EXHIBIT 9
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EXHr 37/

OMNIBLS AMENDMENT TO
RELIANCE-PROGRESSO ASSOCIATES, LTD.
LIMITED PARTNRERSHIP AGREEMENT

THIS OMNIBUS AMENDMENT TO RELIANCE-PROGRESSO
ASSOCIATES, LTD. LIMITED PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT (this
“Amendiment™) is made and entered inte as of (hiz _ day of March, 2008, by end
among e undersigned (e “Partners”).

RECITALS:

WHEREAS, on November 30, 2005 Reliance Progresso, LIC, a Florida linited
liabilny company (“Original GP*), as geners! partaer, and Relianee Housing Foundation,
Ine., a Flonda npt for profit corporation (*LP*), as lilted partner, entered info that
eertain  Reliance-Progresso  Assoeiates, Lld. Limited Partnership Agreement (ihe
“Exisling Agreement™) for ths operatin of Reliance-Progresso Associates, Iid., a
Florida limaited partnership {the “Parinzrship”);

WHEREAS, on Deezinber 19, 2007 I P and Building Betier Commun;ties, Ine., a
Flodda non-profit eorporation ("BEC™), entered into that eerinin Co-Developer
Agreement (the “Co-Daveloper Agreemeni™) pursuant (o whiell LP and BBC agreed 1o he
co-developers of the development of the cedain veal property Jocated in the Cily of Fort
Lauderdalc, Broward Caunty, Florida known as Progresso Apariments and that LP, or an
afliliste thereof, and BRU, or an afhiiate thereof, will be co-general partners of the
Partnership;

WHERLEAS, prior 10 the date bereof Original GP, au affiliate of LV, assigned 2
0.049% peneral partnership interest 1o Rroward Workfarce Comununiries, Inc., a Flovida
[orprofil eerparatios (Additioral GPY), an alfliste 0T BBC: and

WHEREAS, the parties hereia desive ly amend the Agreerenl as set forth berein
w reflect that there wre 1wo co-general partze:s;

NOW CTHEREFORL, in cansideraiion of the nunnal cuvenants and obligations of
the parties as set lorth herein, and for other good and valvable cansideralion, the receipl
and suffeiency o which arc hereby acknewledged. the pacties herelo 2aree as [allows:

I. DEFINITIONS

L1.  Definitions. For purposes of this Amendment, the (erm “Aareement” shafl
include the Bxisting Agreemenl as modified by this Amerdmert, Al ether capitalized
tezms used herein and not otherwise defined Lerchn shall have the meaniags sssigned fo
sich terms in the Agrecient
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1l GENERAL PARTNER

2.1, Geuera] Parther, The Genera] Partoer as set forth in the Agieement shall
mean, in aggrégate, Criginal GP and Additional G, as ca-general partners whieh owa a
0.051% and a 0.049% general pariner inlcrest respectively. The rights and obligaiions of
ezch co-general partner are s=t forth 1n the Co-Developer Agreement.

[1. MISCELLANEQUS

31.  Gender and Contewt, As used herein, all terms shall include the singufar
and plural, and all genders as the context mey reasonably require.

3.2.  Counferpaits. This Amendinent may be executed v multiple counterparts
cach of which said executed counterparls shall be deemed an original far al] purpases.

33.  Controlling Law. This Amcndment shall be imerpreted, gavenedl and
construed pursuant to the laws of the State of Florids.

34. Ssverability. In the event that any movisions or ¢lavses of this
Amendment eonflict with or are contrary to applicable lawy, sueh conflivting or contrary
provisions shall nat affect any ofher provisions which can be given effect without the
conflicting, pravisions, and to this end, the provisions of this Amcndmeut ave deefared to
be severable 1o allow the striking of any ad all prowvisions which conflict with or are
coultary o law winle all other provisions of this Amendment shall continue to be
effective and Hilly operahie.

3.5, Effecr on Existing Apreement. Excepl as specifically amcnded by this
Amendmend, the Existisg Agresment shatl rerpain in full foree and effect as heretofore
writlen.

[Stgnciwres appear on jollowing pages.]



IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the parties have executed this Amendment as of the

day and vear first above wiitien,

GENERAL PARTNERS:

BROWARD WORKFORUCE COMMUNITIES,
INC., n Florids for-profit corporstion

7 )
% Q,:—e\
By: ——
Name: J%{h n(/fobo
Tite:  Présigént/Dirdctor

RELIANCE PROCRESSO, LLC, a Flerida
limited liability company

By

-

Robert O, 13 ckson, President

LIMITED FPARTNER:

RELIANCE HOUSING FOUNDATION, INC,, a
Florida not for profil eorporntion

By

RRobert O, Jackson, President

Qe AT 10 106 et 5 Linntes Purtirerzhop Agreeramnt of Belanec- Propicyss Aswiiales DOC



EXytiFr7T 2

AMENDED ANII RESTATED
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT OF
RELIANCE-PROGRESS0 ASSOCIATES, LTD.

THIS Amended and Restated Lyoited Pastnership Agreement of Relinnce-Pregresso
Associates, Ll ("Amended Agreement™} is made and entered into ag of this _:50*"‘1133« of
M‘bﬁﬁ;__, 2009, by and amoug sle undersigned (the *Pruners™),

RECITALS:

WIIEREAS, an November 30, 2005 Relinuce Progresse. LLC, a Flovida limired Habilily
eompany (“Original GP™), as peneral parlpner, and Reliance Housing Foundalion, In¢., a Tlorida
not for profi corporaiion {(“LE"), as limited parner, entered inlo that certain Relinnte-Progresso
Associaes, Lid, Limited Parinership Agreermnent (the *“Existing Agreement™) tor the cpermion of
#eliance-Prugresso Assotidtes, 1,1d., a Florida limiicd paitnership (the “Parmership™);

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2007, Origicitl GP, an alfilate. of LP, assigned 6 0.049%
general parnesghip interest to Broward Worklurce Camununitics, e., s Floride not-tor-profit
eorporation [“Additzanal GI™Y; and

WHEREAS, due o a scrivener's error, the parinership inleresis of the LP qud the
Original GP wen: crroneously stated in the Existing Agreernent and the: parties bereto desire to
a;eend the Aereement o ntflect the corraz| partnership interests of the Pantners,

NOW, THEREFORE, i cunsidemadun of the nutal coverams aid oblipations of the
pariies as sel forth herein, and for ather good nnd valvable consideratian, ike rrveipr and
suthicioncy of which are bereby neknowledged, the parties herelo agree as foliows:

1. Foymauan.  [Relianee-Pregresso, LLC, a Florida limited liobility co:mpany, anid
Nroward Warkforee Communitics, [ne., a Flonda not-Tor-profir cerporation, as General Partours,
und Reliance Housing Foundatioa. Inc., a Florida net-fas-prolil esrporation, herehy formn a
limited purlngrship pursuar 1o the Flotida Revised Unitorm Limised Fartnership Act, and the
termy and conditions of this Agretrmenl.

2, Name.  The namse of the linuted partnership sball be: Reliance-Progresso
Associaics, | Ad. {(tae “Paripership”).
s,

(a) The mldress of the wimeipa) office of the Parinesship is: 803 K. Broward
BRonlevad, Suite 200, Fosl Lauderdale, Flonda 33307; and

(b The address of 1he chief excentive office of the Pataership is: 8035 [, Braward
Maulevard, Smke 200, Fort Landewdnle, Florida 33301,

Attachment |



4. Temtination Dale. The latest datle upnn which the Nmited partnership is 10 be
dissolved ;5 December 31, 20535,

3. Captial.  The partners shall confribule capital 1o lhe Parinership i 1he following
AFULNLIS:
(a) Qrigingl GT: $0.0051
(b)y  Additianal GF: 30.0049
() Limutedt Pariner; 0 o0
G, Profits ond Leesses. The pralits and Josses ol (he Partnership shail be allosoted as
follows;
{a) Original GP: 0.0051%
1) Additional GP; G.0049%%
i) Limiled Panner: 90_00%4,
7. Disinbutionps.  Distributian of cash or otber assets of ke Parinership shall be

allocated dmong 1he partners as follows:

(Y Urigimal U1 0.8051%
(b}  Additivnel GP: Q.00
tc) Limited Partner: g, 9u%%
CH Assipnment of Limited Partner Ipterast, Nu interest of a Lunizd Padner in the

Partnership may be nssigned witheut the conaent of the General Partoers.

IN WUINESS WHEREOF. this Amended Agrecttent bos been made and exceuted an the
dale first writlen above.

GENERAL PARTNERS:

RELIANCE-PROGRESS(, [1.C, a Flotida
limited  wbility company, 03 Co-General

I"arlner
(4"33 )\

By __ A S a/WNE A T
Name: Rohent O, JacRson

Tive Managor



BROWARD WORKFORCE COMMUNL-
TIES, INC., & Flerida aot-for-profil
cocporation, its C) -ijmj‘!’arlner

« .

pseph M. Cobo
President

LIMITED PARTNER:

RELIANCE HQUSING FOUNDATION.
INC., o Florida not-fur-prelii corparation

o I MO\

Neme: Robert 0. Jacksan
Tille. President




Deattra Glaser

From: Pamell Joyce
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2002 10:57 AM
To: Deattra Glaser
Subject: FW: Reliance Progresso Point Project
Attachments: Rev_Corp_PinshipDocs-Oct2009.pdf
i

Rev_Corp_PtnshipD

ocs-Oct2008.p...

Dee, lets make it out to the address below. I left Sandra a message and told her if she
had a better address to call me during the luncheon. Bring a blank fed X slip w/ our acct
# ard we can f£ill in an altermate address if she calls.

Parnell Joyce

Vice President Development
Broward County Housing Authority
4780 North State Read 7
Lauderdale Lakes, FL. 33319
954-739-1114 x 2342

————— Original Message-----

From: Sandra Seals [mailto:sseals@reliancehousing.org]
Sent: Thursday, November 05, 2009 11:08 AM

To: Parnell Joyce

Subject: FW: Reliance Progresso Point Project

Hi Parmnell,
Have you been able to help get this document signed?

Sandra Martin Seals

Vice President

RELIANCE HOUSING FOUNDATION, INC.
Office: 954-927-4545, ext. 237
Mobile: 786-863-2442

516 NE 13th Street

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304

----- Original Message-----

From: Sandra Seals [mailto:sseals@reliancehousing.orqg]
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2002 11:03 AM

To: 'Parnell Joyce!

Cc: 'Samuel Hornsby'; 'Bob Jackson'

Subject: FW: Reliance Progresso Point Project

Hi Parnell,
Good speaking with you.

The attached document was prepared by our Counsel in connection with a NOPSE that we were
required to CURE in our recent Tax Credit Application.

In the application for Reliance-Progresso Associates, Ltd, we listed:

Limited Partner of the Applicant at: 59.50% Co-GP of Applicant - Reliance-Progresso, LLC
{.051%) Co-GP of Applicant - Broward Workforce Communities (.045%)}

1



In our tax credit application, we included an Equity Letter from RBC Rank and in that
letter, they listed the Limited Partner percentage at 99.99%

FEFC noted this inconeistency. The easiest way to CURE the inconsistency was to amend our
Partnership documents to be consistent with the percentage interest shown in the Equity
Letter.

Attached are the revised Corporate Docs. Can you please help facilitate getting this
document signed as quickly as possible? Thank you.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Sandra Martin Seals

Vice President

RELIANCE HOUSING FOUNDATION, INC.
Office: 954-927-4545, ext. 237
Mcbile: 786-863-2442

516 NE 13th Street
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304

————— Original Message-----

From: Patricia Green [mailto:PGreen@stearnsweaver.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November D3, 2009 B:47 BM

To: 'Sandra Seals’

Cc: Brian McPomough; 'Bob Jackson'; Michael Syme
Subject: RE: Reliance Progresso Point Project

Attached s the amended and restated agreement required to bring the actual percentages of
ownership into alignment with the investor letter {99.99% and .01%, LP and GP,
respectively, instead of 99.9 and 1%). Please have it signed and e-mail the pages back to
me. I'll be sure that each party gets a copy of the other's signature page. Sandra, I am
sending this to counsel for the Co-GP but do not have the Co-GP contact info to send it
directly to them. Thanks.

----- Original Message-----

From: Sandra Seals [mailto:sseals@reliancehousing.orgj
Sent : Monday, November 02, 2005 11:55 AM

To: Patricia Green

Cc: Briam McPonough; 'Beb Jackson!

Subject: RE: Reliance Progresso Point Project

Hi Patty,

I am just checking on the status of this? The CURES are due to FHFC by November 3rd,
2005. We need to have the changes take place prior to the CURES due date.

Thank you.

Sandra Martin Seals

Vice President

RELIANCE HOUSING FOUNDATION, INC.
Office: 954-927-4545, ext. 237
Mobile: 7B6-B&53-2442

516 NE 13th Street

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304

————— Original Message-----

From: Patricia Green [mailto:PGreen@stearnsweaver.com)
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 4:10 PM

To: 'Sandra Seals'

Cc: Brian McPonough; 'Bob Jackson'



Subject: RE: Reliance Progresso Point Project

I did advise that you will need to amend the entity documents but maybe you did nect catch
that. 1I'1l1 have someone work om it tomorrow. However, I was out of the loop when the new
Co-GP got brought on board so I will have to see whether we have a proper set of current
docs for the entity...not to worry, we'll get it all to match.

----- Original Message-----

From: Sandra Seals (mailto:eseals@reliancehousing.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 4:04 PM

To: Patricia Green

Cc: Brian McDPonough; 'Bob Jackson'

Subject: RE: Reliance Progresso Point Project

Thanks Patty. We know that we definitely need to submit a revised Exhibit &, hecause that
is the only way to have it match the Bquity Letter. However, you did answer the important
question for us which is we should amend the entity documents. How quickly can we have
the entity documents amended? We are going to submit the revised Exhibit 9 to FHFC on
Friday.

Sandra Martin Seals

Vice President

RELIANCE HOUSING FOUNDATION, INC.
Office: 954-927-4545, ext. 237
Mobile: 786-863-2442

516 NE 13th Street
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304

————— Original Message-----

From: Patricia Green Imailto:PGreen@stearnsweaver.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 3:57 PM

To: ‘Sandra Seals'

Cc: Brian McDonough

Subject: RE: Reliance Progresso Point Project

In my opinion, since you do not want to amend the investor letter, you will need to amend
the entity documents so that the interim limited partner has a 99.99% interest, which is
what you will eventually need to assign to the investor. Then you should submit a revised
Exhikit 9, showing the new percentages. The GP will now have .01% and not .1%

Then your entity documents, Exhibit 9 and equity investor commitment will all he the same.
But I do not handle this aspect of applications on any routine basis, so I need Brian to
confirm that you can in fact submit a revised Exhihit 9; i.e., that the cure is to make
the documents and applicaticon match to the investor letter, and not vice-versa.

If Brian concurs we can do the assignment of partnership interest documents for you.

-———- Original Message-----

From: Sandra Seals [mailto:sseals@reliancehousing.orq]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 3:44 PHM

To: Patricia Green

Subject: Reliance Progresso Point Project

Hi Patty,

I need your help. We have a little situation. We have submitted the attached Exhibit 9
to FEFC in our recent Progressc Point Tax Credit Application. In the Exhibit, we show the
limited partnership interest at 99.90%. Our Bquity Letter from RBC Bank shows the limited
partnership interest at 99.99% interest. FHFC noticed this discrepancy and asked us to
CURE it. As we've proceeded to do so, we noticed that in our Corporate Docs (please see
the attached), we show the limited partnership interest at 99.90%. Bob's concern is if
anyone finds out {(i.e., a competitor)that Exhibit 9 deoesn't match this document, we are in
trouble. He suggested that I run this dilemma by you. At this stage, we don't want to
change the Equity Letter. Should we consider having the Corporate documents changed, or

3



ia there no rush as this paint?
Thank you.

Sandra Martin Seals

Vice President .
RELIANCE HOUSING FOUNDATION, INC.
Office: 954-527-4545, ext. 237
Mobile: 7B6-B&3-2442

516 NE 13th Street

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304

----- QOriginal Message-----

From: Bob Jackson [mailto:rjackson@reliancehousing.orgl
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 7:54 AM

To: 'Sandra Seals!

Subject: FW: Scanned from MFP-06934592 10/28/2009 07:47

I think we may need to do additional clean up with the Progresso 99.55% issue. Attached
are the corporate documents, which all show the 55.5% limited partner share. I1f anyone
checks they may find that we don't have the correct backup.

You should talk with Patty Green to see if we need to amend the documents.
SWM can probably do it quickly if it is needed.

Bob

Robert ©. Jackson, President
Reliance Housing Foundation

Direct Line: 828-225-3885
Cell: 305-458-1965

North Carolina Regional Office:

20 Battery Park Avenue, Suite 305
Asheville, NC 28804
82B-225-6800

Fort Lauderdale Regional Office:

514 NE 13th Street
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304
954 -527-4545

http://www.reliancehousing.org/

----- Original Megsage-----

From: Reliance Asheville e-Studio Copier [mailto:asheville estudio@Greliancehousing.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 B8:47 AM

To: Bob Jackson

Subject: Scanned from MFP-06934592 10/28/200% 07:47

Scanned from MFP-06934592.
Date: 10/28/2009 07:47
Pages: 8
Resolution:300x300 DPT

Please do not reply to thie email. Because this email been machine generated, our reply
will not receive attention.

Notice: My email address has changed. The domain name has changed from swmwas.com to
q



stearnsweaver.com. Please make a note of it.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The informatien contained in this E-mail message 15 attorney
privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the individual(s)
named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copy of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact the gender
by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To ensure compliance with recently-enacted U.S.

Treasury Department Requlations, we are now regquired to advise you that, unless otherwisze
expressly indicated, any federal tax advice contaimed in this communication, including any
attachments, is not intended or written by us to be used, and cannot be used, by anyone
for the purpose of avoiding federal tax penalties that may be imposed by the federal
government or for promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related
matters addressed herein.



Brief Statement of Explanation regarding
Application 2009 — 123C

Provide a separate brief statement for each KOAD

In FHFC s preliminary scoring of ihe Application, the Corporation determined that

the Applicant had a construction angd permanent financing shortfall of $13.211.469.
One gl the reaspos flor the fingacing sbiortfall is because the ¢quity commitment in

Exhibit £6 Tailed to meet threshold for the following reason:

“The Applicant stated at Exhibit 9 of the Application that the limited pariner’s

interest is 99.90%. However. the equity commitment at Exhibit 56 statcy thal

99.99% ol the HC allocation is being purchasgd. Because of this inconsistengy, the

HC equity eannot be considered 8 gource of [inancing.™

The HC eguity commitment was npf properly cured therefore the Applican¢ has a

construction and permanent financing shortfall and should fail ¢threshold,

Rather than revising their eguity commitment, the applieant those to ¢ure their

Application by revising their Exhibit 3 g9 suggest that the Limited Pariner had

99.29% ownership of the limited partnership; the applicant made corresponding

reductions in the (;eneral Partuery' percent of ownerghip interest on Exhibit 9

{changing the GP ownership splits lrom .051/,049 to .0051/.0049),

The Applicant included a licader on their revised Exhibit ¢ which stated that the

Applicant's structure was in place “as of Angust 20, 2009.”




A Public Records Request was sen( to the Broward County Housing Autherity,

"BCHA" (an afliliate of the General Partner), ssking for any documents #n file

related to the admission of BCHA's afliliaie entities inlo he Reliance-Progresso

Associates, Ltd. partnership, and any subsequent documents that charnge the

ercentaee of ownership of the Genera) Partner entilies. BCHA provided the

aitached documents, which show that:

1. As of the Application Deadline, the GP interests were .051% and .049%. (See

Exhibii 1, the Omnibus Amendment to Reliance- resso Associates. Ltd. Limited

Partnershin Avceement, dated March, 2008).

2. Changes were made to the Applicant Entity after the Application Desadline

by Amendment tp the Limited Partnership Agreement [See Exhibit 2, dated

October 30, 200%9). This docitmeni acknowledges the exisling .051% and .049% GP

ownership interests (as of the Application Deadline). and modifies those interests to

00S51% and ,0049% [aller the Application Deadling}.

These documents shaw that Applicant’s assertion that the ownership structure set

forth in their revised Exhibit 9 were in place “as of Aggust 20, 2009” is simply false.

Farthermore, thiy modificatign of ownership interest after the Application deadline

runs contrary to FHEFC’s Instructions, which state: “For a Limited Partoership,

provide a list, as of Application Deadline [emphasis supplied], of the Tollowing: (i}




the Principals of the A pplicans. including percentage of ownership interest of each,

and {ii} the Principals for each Developer.”

This Applicant hag submitted this Application [or fonr vears rnnning; in each of

Applicant's 51% general pariner jn the past four vears — the limited partner was

listed as having a 99.90% ownership interest, NOT 99,99%. In this case. the

Applicant would likelv prefer to dismiss this inconsislency as a “scrivener's error”

but the fact remains that the applicant made a change in the legal structnre of the

applicant {a 90% change in the GP ownership interest) alter the Application

Deadiine had passed. Florida Housigg's Instructions provide an explieit list of

allowed and disallowed gwnership changes stating: “Changes to the Applicant

entity prior to the execution of a Carrvover Allocation Agrecment or without Board

approval prior to the issuance ¢f the Final Housing Credit Alocation Agreement

will result in 2 disqualification (rom receiving fuading ang shall be dcemed g

material misrepresentation.”

For the reasons listed abovg, the Applicant should (il threshold.




