STATE OF FLORIDA
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION

ABILITY MAYFAIR I1, LLC,

Petitioner,

v, FHFC CASE NO.: 2009-070UC
Application No, 2009-121CH
2009 Universal Cyele
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE
CORPORATION,
Respondent.
/
CONSENT AGREEMENT

Petitioner, Ability Mayfair II, LLC ("Mayfair”) and Respondent, Florida Housing
Finance Corporation (“Florida Housing™), by and through undersigned counsel, hereby present

the following Consent Agreement:

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner:

Donna E. Blanton

Florida Bar No.: 948500

Toni A. Egan

Florida Bar No.: 647704

Radey Thomas Yon & Clark, P.A.
301 S. Bronough Street, Suite 200
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
850-425-6654 (phone)
850-425-0694 (facsimile)



For Respondent:

Maitthew A. Sirmans, Assistant General Counsel
Florida Bar No.; 0961973
Florida Housing Finance Corporation
227 N. Bronough Streel, Suite 5000
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1329
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

On or before August 20, 2009, Mayfair submitted an Applieation to Florida Housing for
funding through the 2009 Universal Cyele. On December 3, 2009, Florida Housing notified
Mayfair of the results of scoring its Applieation and provided Mayfair with a Notice of Rights
pursuant to Section 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes. Mayfair timely filed a Petition for
Review of the 2009 Final Scoring Summary Report challenging the finding that Mayfair
consisted of “scatlered sites” and therefore failed threshold requirements and was not entitled to
70 total points, 6 ability to proceed lie-breaker points, and 7.5 proximity tie-breaker points.
Florida Housing determined that the ulility easement did not divide the Mayfair Development
site within the meaning of the “scatlered sites” definition of Rule 67-48.002(106). Thus, Mayfair
1s entitled to 70 tofal points, 6 ability to proceed tie-breaker points, and 7.50 proximity tie-
breaker points. Additionally, Mayfair has satisfied all threshold requirements.

Upon issuance of a Final Order adopting the terms of this Consent Agreement, Mayfair
agrees to dismiss its petition with prejudice. The parties waive all right to appeal this Consent
Agreement or the Final Order to be issued in this case, and each party shall bear his own coslts
and altorney’s fees. This Consent Agreement is subjcct to the approval of the Board of Directors
of Florida Housing (“The Board”). If the Board docs not approve this Consent Agreement, no

Final Order will be issued and this Consent Agreement shall be null and void as if it were never

executed

[g¥]



STIPULATED FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Mayfair is a Florida non-profit limited liability company with its address at 126
W. Adams Street, Suite 502, Jacksonville, FL 32202, and is in the business of providing
affordable rental housing units.

2. Florida Housing is a public corporation, organized to provide and promote the
public welfare by admiuistering the governmental function of financing and refinancing housing
and related facilities in the State of Florida. § 420.504, Fla. Stat.; Rule Chapter 67-48, Fla.
Admin. Code.

3. Florida Housing administers the Home Investment Partnerships (“HOME”)
Program, as provided in Section 420.5089, Florida Statutes. The HOME program loans funds to
entities constructing or rehabilitating affordable rental units for low income and/or very low
income persons. The HOME funds arc allocated each year through the Universal Application
Cyele and a sconng process, In accordance with Rule Chapter 67-48, Florida Administrative
Code.

4, The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (“Tax Credit”) program is created within
the Internal Revenue Code, and awards a dollar for dollar credit against federal income tax
liability in exchange for the acquisition and substantial rehabilitation or new construction of
rental housing units targeted at low and very low income population groups. Developers scll, or
syndicate, the Tax Credits to generate a substantial portion of the funding necessary for
construction of affordable housing development.

5. Florida Housing is the designated “housing credit agency” responsible for the
allocation and distribution of Flonda’s Tax Credits to applicants for the development of rental

housing for low income and very low income familics.



6. Florida Housing uses a Qualified Alloeation Plan (QAP), thc Universal
Application and a scoring process for the award of Tax Credits, as outlined in Rule 67-48.004,
Florida Administrative Code. The provisions of the QAP are adopted and incorporated by
reference in Rulc 67-48.002(95), Flonda Administrative Code. Pursuant to the QAP, Tax
Credits are apportioned among the most populated counties, medium populated counties, and
least populated counties, The QAP also establishcs various set-asides and special targeting

goals.

7. The 2009 Universal Cycle Application is adopted as Form UA1016 (Rev. 5-09)
by Rule 67-48.004(1)(a), Fla. Administrative Code, and consists of Parts I through V and

Instructions, some of which are not applicable to every Applicant.

8. Flornida Housing’s scoring process for 2009, found at Rules 67-48.004-.005,

Florida Administrative Code, involves the following:

a. the publication and adoption by rule of an application package;

b. the completion and submission of applications by developers;

c. Florida Housing’s preliminary scoring of applieations;

d. an initial round of administrativc challenges in which an applicant may

take 1ssue with Florida Housing’s scoring of another application by filing
a Notice of Possible Scoring Error (“NOPSE”);

e. Florida Housing’s considcration of the NOPSEs submitted, with notice to
applicants of any resulting change in their preliminary scores;

f. an opportunity for the applicant to submit additional materials to Florida
Housing to “cure” any items for which the applicant received less than the
maximum Score;

g a second round of administrative challenges whereby an applicant may
raise scoring Issucs arising from another applicant’s cure materials by
{tling a Notice of Alleged Deficiency (“NOAD™);



h. Florida Housing's consideration of the NOADs submitted, with notice to
applicants of any resulting change in their scores;

1. an opportunity for applicants to challenge, via informal or formal
administrative proceedings, Florida Housing’s evaluation of any item for

which the applicant received less than the maximum score; and

j. final scores, ranking. and allocation of funding to successful applicants, as
wcll as those who successfully appeal through the adoption of final orders.

9. The 2009 Universal Cycle Application offers a maximum score of 70 points. In
the event of the tie between competing applications, the Universal Cycle Application Instructions
provide for a serics of tie-breaking procedures to rank such applications for funding priority
including the use of lottery numbers (randomly assigned during the application process).

10. On or about August 20, 2009, Mayfair and others submitted applications for
financing in Florida Housing’s 2009 funding cycle. Mayfair (Application #2009-121CH)
applied for $1,339,000 of Tax Credit equity funding and $4,000,000 in HOME funding to help
finance the acquisition and rehabilitation of a 83-unit affordable apartment complex in
Jacksonville, Duval County, Florida.

11.  Mayfair received notice of Florida Housing’s Initial scoring of the Application on
or about September 21, 2009, at which time Mayfair was awarded a prehminary score of 70
points out of a possible 70 points, 7.5 of 7.5 possible “tie breaker” points (awarded for
geographic proximity to certain services and facilities), and 6 of 6 possible ability to procced tie-
breaker points. Florida Housing also concluded that thc Mayfair application had passed all
threshold requircments.

12. On or about October 1, 2009, Florida Housing received NOPSEs in connection

with Mayfair’s application. On or about October 23, 2009, Florida Housing sent Mayfair any



NOPSEs relating to its application submitted by other applicants, Florida Housing’s position on
any NOPSEs, and the effect the NOPSEs may have had on the applicant’s score.

13. On or before November 3, 2009, Mayfair timely submitted its cure materials to
Florida Housing,

14.  On or about Navember 12, 2009, Florida Housing received NOADs in connection
with Mayfair's application. Florida Housing issued its final scores on December 3, 2009.

15. At the conclusion of the NOPSE, cure review and NOAD processes, Florida

Housing awarded the Mayfair Application a score of 32 points. The basis for the score was:

itam-# [Feaxnn(xh Crootod As Neault
15 Because the Application coes not qualify as 3 Homeess Development (See tem 1T itis nor  |NDPSE

exghle to receive double poinds for Rehabilitabon Developments - Features and Amentes.
s Based on informaton provided by a NCPSE, it appears that the Deveicpment site (s divided by 3 [NDPEE
street arx! thus meets the definiton of Scatiered Sites (see subsecton 7-48.002(102,. FAC 1.
Because the Applicant faled to comm to focate each selected feature and ameniy that s not
urit-specifa cn each of the Scattered Saes, or no more than 1718 mie frem the s4e with the
most undts. or A combination of both, ponts can only be awarded for thosa selegted features and
amersties. that are unit-specific. Because the Apglicant did not commue o any unit-speciic
features and amenties, nO pONLS CoUk De awarted.

13 Because the Application does not qualify as a Homeless Cevelopment (See hem 18TY.itis ot [NDPSE
eighie to receive double poims for Energy Conservabon Features and Amenities.
55 Because the Application aces not qualify as a Homedess Developmient (See Bem T), itis o |[NDPSE
longer eligible for automatic Speciad Needs peints. The Applicant Notification 1o Spacial Needs
Hausehoki Referral Agenay form vias aot provided

as Because the Application owes not qualify as a Homeless Development (See lem 18T the NOPSE
Applicant is mx eligbie to sefect Qualified Resident Programs for Homeless Davelopments.
105 |Becayse the Application tees not qualify 83 a Homeless Development (See Hem 18T itis o |[NDPSE
longer eligible for automatic Local Government cordribision poirts.  No Lozal Govemnment
conmnbutcn forms were prowicied.

115 |Basez on informaton prowided by a NOFSE, it appears that the Gevegpiment wte 15 avided by a [NOPSE
street an thus meets the defnition of Scattered Siles (see subseston 47-48.002108L F AC).
Therefore, the Develcprment Location an the Local Government Verifcation of Affordable
Heusing Incemives forms (Exhibits 47, 48. 49 and 50 shoyld refect al of the Scatiered Saes.
Becasse the forms are incomalete. the ooposed Develogment is not eigible for any poirrs fer
Local Gaverrenent incertives.

16.  Florida Housing also determined that the Mayfair Application failed threshold,

stating:

b il ! ]

5T | v A 1 FHFC Funding IThe 4pphcation faxs threshald for Funding Request | Preliminary
Reques: bsoc aurse e annual Housng Crede allneabarn requis tes
134.30% D00} exzeeds e annual HC request limit
31,272,000 on page 88 of she 2008 Universal
Appicaron Instrustons.




T

Scatered Sites

Based on infomaton provaded by a NOPSE, d appears
that the Dewe-prmens site i3 dviked by a sireet anet thus
meets the defnition of Scatered Sites {vee subrectan €7
A5 OIN1049), F A C The Apghcand Taled bo comecy

arswer the geestion at Pac A b of the Applicaton.

NOPSE

a7

H

Site Plan Approval !
Pat Approval

Basad on informaton prowded by a NOPSE, 1 appears
thal the Deve'cpment site is dwited by 4 sireet ane thus
meets the defrsfion of Scattered Sies (see subsecton €7
A5 0021D8). FAC) The X000 Unnersal Appleation
Instrucoons requane that s1¢ plan approwal be
demonstrated for all saes o the propesed Develapment
zonwsts ¢ Scatlered Sites. Arhough sibe pian agprowal
has been demonsirated for the site located at 1787
Maytar Viiage Road, it has not besn demaonstrated or
the other e,

NOPSE

137

IH

Avaiapility of Excinoty

Based on infoimnaton prossoes by a NOPSE, ¢ appears
that the Devescprment size is dvided by a street and thus
meets the defnition of Scatlered Sites (see subsechon &7
43 00108}, FAC) The 2000 Universal Apphcaton
Instructions regusre that evidence of e availabady of
electnoly be cemonsirated for all saes d the proposed
Developmen comsists of Scattered Sies. Although
evidence of the availability of ewectriciry has been
demonsirated fof the site located at 1787 Waytar “Viage
Foad, it has not been demonsirates for tve ather see.

NOPSE

T

ib

Ava abilty ot Water

Basen on informabon prowced by a MOPSE, it appears
that the Deve'oprment sie is dwvided by a streel and thus
meets the gefnibon of Scattered Sites (see subsect:on 87
-48.002(108), F.A.C.}. The 2009 Unnersal Applicaton
Instructions reguire that ewdence of the availabizy of
wiater be demeonsirated %or all saes 4 the proposed
Development consists of Scattered Sties. Althcugh
evidence of the availability of water has been
demonsirated for the site iocated at 1 T87 Mayfar V3age
Road, it has mx been dermonsizated fior the other site.

NOPEE
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le

Awadahility of Sewer

Base on informaton prowged by a NOPSE, i appears
that the Dewelopment site is dwviced by a street and thus
meets the defrition of Scatered Sies (see subserton 87
45002 108), F.A.C.}. The 200G Universal Appiicaton
Instructions require thal awdence of the avaitsbdty of
sewer be aermcnstrated jor all sqes # the proposed
Development consists of Scatiered Sites.  Although
evidence of tha avaiabilty of sewer has been
demicesirated for the site located at 1787 Mayfaw Viage
Road, it has nct been demonstrated for the other she.

NOPSE

13T

dc

Ava-ability of Roads

Bases on informaton prowded by a NOPSE, it appears
that the Development site is dwided by 2 street and thus
meels the defmtion of Scattered Sites (see subsecion 87
-8 002{ 1D8), F.AC.}. The 2009 Unwersal Appiicaton
Instrxctons require that evidence of the availabiity of
roads be dm'snnskatedfarall sites if the proposed

& Sit %t Sides. Although
evidence of me avanlabnln:y of rodds has bean
demonstrated for the sibe located at 1787 Maylar V2age
Ral, it has not been demonsirated for the other site.

NOPSE

HT

1

Zoning

Based on infarmaton by @ MOPSE, { appears
that the Development site is dwided by 3 street and thus
meats the defnition of Scattered Sites {see subsecton 87
-48.DU2(108), FAC) The 2009 Unwersal Application
Instructions requing that evwdence of appropaase Toning
e demonsirated for all sites f the proposed Cevelopment
consists of Scattered Sies. Although evidence of
approprate zoning has been demonsiratad for the sile
ocated at 1787 Maylar VWiage Soad, it has not been
damonsirated for the other site_

NOFESE

Cnvonmenta Sae
Adsesamery

Based on informaton peavicted by a NOPSE, il appears
that the D gerient site is divided by a sbreet and thus
mests the defnition of Scatered Sites [see subsection 67
48 0320108), F.AC) T?wmthmalhpplmm
appropriae

Inszructons require thal eveiance of

environmental site assessrment be demonsiraled for o
sites if the proposed Development consists of Scattered
Sler  Although evidance of appopriate envionmensal
site assevsmat has been demonstraded for the s
ocalad at 1787 WMayler Vilage Road it has not been
|derman sirated for the other site.

NOPSE




| Crested as

hem ¥ | Pad| Rectrw| Subsaction Crascrivtion R {5} Rewu il nf
Wrpm c Demograghic Basedomnfcmubmpcmdbya NOPSE, it agpears NOPSE
Commitrment than the Development site is dwided by a street and thus

meets the defeuton of Scattered Sites (see subsecton B7
48002 108). FAC)). Therefore, the Development
Location on the Venfieation of inclision in Local
Homeless Ass:slance Cantinuusm of Care Plan by Lead
Agency form shouid refled all of the Scattered Sites.
Becaxise the form 1§ incomgtete, the proposed
Development does nex qualify as 32 Homeless
Development

17T | 3 A 1 Pregrars Apglied For | Becasse the proposed Development fated o qualify as a MNOPSE
Momeless Development (See Item 16T above ). the
Applicant is ot efigibie 1o request Comperive HC and
HOME hunding.

BT | A b Scattered Sites Basea on informaton prowided by a NOPSE, d appears NOPSE
that the Deveicpment site is divicded by a sireet and thus

ety the definition of Scattered Sites (see subsecson 87
43 002104, FAC) The Appiicant faded 1 provide the
required inferrnabon for each of the Scattered Sies &
Exhitit 20, as required by the 2009 Universal Appiication
Instruchens.

12T | K H HOME Censolidated  |As a Cute for 2em 8T, the HOME Centificaiion of Fina
Plan Consisiency With the Consclidated Flan was provided by
the appmpnal.e authorAies, howwewer, e Deveiopment
site is div.ded by an easement (3C). ad o stes were not
| wentfied on the Certifzation.
17.  With respect to the “scattered sites” issue, Florida Housing provided the following

additional comment:

In its cure matenals for Items 18, 28, 35, 58, 88, 108, 115, 8T, 7T, 9T through
18T, 1A through 6A, 1P, 2P, 5P and 6P, the Applicant provided an affidavit from
a licensed surveyor concerning the abandonment of Mayfair Village Road by the
City of Jacksonville. However, documentation and an affidavit from a licensed
surveyor provided by a NOAD demonstrates that although the road was vacated
and abandoned as a public road by Ordinance No. 95-1032-593, the ordinance
provided that “there is hereby reserved unto the City of Jacksonville a perpetual,
unobstructed easement for all public utilities. . . ., over, under, through and across
the property . . . .” Thus, even though the road was vacated, the development site
nevertheless remains divided by the easement reserved over that same property by
the City. Because it is divided by an easement, the site meets the dcfinition of
Scalticred Sites.

18.  Flonda Housing also dctermined that Mayfair failed to achieve selected ahility to

proceed tie-breaker points stating;



[wmd |Reaxanxh Creoted Az Reault
14 The Appcation is. not eligible for ¥ Abeity 1o Proceed Te-Breaker Point for sie plan approwa.  [NOPSE

See Nem UT above.
34 The Appiscation is not efigibie for 1 Ablity 10 Proceed TeeBreaker Point for availability of NOPSE
eecriaty. See tem 10T abowe.
kLY The Appication 1s rot sligible for + Abaty 1o Proceed Tie-Breaker Paint for availability of water.  [NOPSE
See ttem 117 abowe,
44 The Appscation is rot aligible for 1 Ab:ity 1o Proceed Ti-Breaker Point for availabifity of seweer. [NOPSE
See ftem 127 showe.
A The App-cation s rot eligible for 1 Abity v Proceed Tw-Breakes Point for availabiiity of roads.  [NOPSE
See fem 137 above.

2A The Appication is rof efigibie for 1 Abity 10 Proceed Te-Breawes Pom! for approprate toning  [WOPSE
and fand yse. Sew e 147 abowe.

19.  Finally, Flonda Housing determined that Mayfair failed to achieve selected

proximity tie-breaker points stating:

|vam-# |Fisaxnn(xh Lrowed Az Rrauh
iF Based on inforrat on prowsded by a NCPSE, n appears that the Deve opment site is gwded by a |NOPSE

sireed and thus meels the defintion of Scattered Siles. Per suhsecyon 6748 0020 115), FACif
a Develcpment consisis of Scattered Sites, the Te-Breaner Measurernent Pont must be locared
on the parcel with the mest units. Because the Appicant did nol prowde iMformacon far each of
fts Scatered Stes at Exhibit 20, FAFC is unable to verify mat the Te-Breaker Measuremen
Paint is on the ste wih e most unis are trerefere (i mpossble ¥ measure te distance
between it and the other services.

1P Based on informaton prowded By 3 NOPSE. n appears that the Devecpment site is gandes by 3 [NOPSE
street and thus meets the definition of Scattered Sites. Because the Yes'hNa bax was not
checked within the Surveyor Cenficanon form cerblying that pan of baunwary of 2ach parcel af
the Scarered Sies 15 within 172 mile ol tve Te-Breaker MeasLrement Poinl, the form codd rex
e scored.

2r Based on informaton prowided by a NOPSE, 1t appears that the Devecpment site is dvided by 3 [NOPSE
sireet sind thus meets the defrition of Scattered Sttes. Because the Yes/No bar was nat
checked withyn the Surveyor Centification form cerfying that part of bouwary of each parcel of
the Scapersd Sites 15 within 142 mile of me To-Breaker Measurement Faint, the farm oould not
e sevved.

2P Based on information provded by a NOPSE, 1t agpears that the Deve'cpment site 15 aavded by 3 | NOPSE
sireet ang thus meets the definton of Scantered Sites. Per subsection 87 48 .00 115), FALC
a Dessdopment consists of Scanered Siles, the Tie-Breaker Measurerment Paint must be locawd
on the parcel with the most uniks. Because the Appacant did not prowsde informat.on for each of
its Scattered Sites at Exhibit 20, FHFC 1s unable o verify that the Tie-Breaker Mexsurement
Pant is on the sde wah the mpst units and therefora it is mpossibie 1 measure the distance
betwsaen it and the cther senices.

5P Based on infonmation provided by a NOPSE, f appears that the Development site is dvided by a [NOPSE
sireet ant thus meets the eefnaon of Scattened Sites. Per subsection 8748 002(115), FAL.if
a Development consisis of Scattered Sites, the Tie-Breaicer Measurement Point maust be leeated
on the parcel with the most units. Because the Appicant did not prowde nibematon for eash of
s Scattered Sges & Exhibi 20, FHFC is unable % vertfy that the Twe-Breaker Measuromam
Paint is on the sde weh the most unis ama therefore iz is mpossioie 1o measore the distance
between it ang the ciher services.

|24 Basee on micraten peovided by a NOPSE, it appears that the Deveicoment site is dvided by a |NDPSE
streel and thus meets the definvhon of Scattered Sites. Because the Yesflo box was net
checked withn the Surveynr Cetificanon form certifying that par of boundary of each parcal of
the Scatiered Sites 15 within 12 mile of the TsaBreaker Measwemant Foint, the form could nex
| oo seored.




ltom-# |Rosson(s)y Created As Resuit
&p Based on information prowded by a NOPSE, 1 appears that the Deweiopment site is drvided by a [NOPSE

street and thus meels the defindion of Scattered Sites. Because the Yes/No box was not
cheched within the Surveyor Certificaton form cestifying that pant of boundary of eagh parcel of
the Scanered Stes is within 1/2 mile of the Te-Sreaker Measurement Point, the form coudd not
be scored.

AP Becarse the Agplication goes nid gualify as a Homeless Cevelopment {See 1tem 18T). the NOPSE
Appiicant is not eligible for aytomatic proximity poas.
ap Basad on informabon pmwded by a NOPSE, it appears that the Deveopment site is divided by a |NOPSE
street and thus meais the delndion of Scattered Sites.  Per subsection 87-42.002(115), F.AC . if
a Dewslopment conssts of Scattered Sites., the Tie-Grealter Measurement Pong rust be located
e the parcel with the mos! units. Because the Appiacan: did nat prowvide imformabon for each of
15 Scattered Stes at Exhibit 23, FHFC 15 unable b verily that the Tie-Broaker Measuremen
Pant is on the =% wrh e mast unts and therefore it is enpossibie 1o measune the distance
between it and the ofwer services.

20. On or before December 28, 2009, Mayfair submitted a Petition for Review of
2009 Universal Cycle Final Scoring Summary Report pursuant to Sections 120.569 and
120.57(2}), Florida Statutes.

21.  The sole issue raised by the petition was the determination by Florida Housing
during the Universal Cycle scorning process that Mayfair’s development site “is divided by one or
more easements and thus meets the definition of Scattered Sites” in rule 67-48.002(106). As
noted 1n the charts above, the determination that Mayfair consists of scattered sites resulted in
Mayfair failing threshold requircments and achieving a total score of 32, with O ability to
proceed lie-breaker points, and O proximity tie-breaker points when final scores were 1ssued on
December 3, 2005. Had Florida Housing not found that Mavfair consisted of scattered sites, all
threshold requirements would have been met and Mayfair would have achieved a tolal score of
70, and 6 ability to proceed thie-breaker points, as well as 7.50 proximity tie-breaker points.

22. Florida Housing determined that the utility easement did not divide the Mayfair
Development site within the meaning of the “scattered sites” definition of Rule 67-48.002(106).
Thus. Mayfair is cntitled to 70 total points, 6 ability to procced tie-breaker points, and 7.50

proximity tie-breaker points, Additionally, Mayfair has satisfied al] threshold requirements.

10



STIPULATED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57(2), Florida Statutes, and Florida
Administrative Code Chapter 67-48, the Board has junsdiction over the parties to this
proceeding,

2. Florida Housing is statutorily authorized to institute a competitive application
process for the allocation of Tax Credits and has done so through Rules 67-48.004 and 67-
48.0035, Florida Administrative Code.

3. An agency’s interpretation of its own rules will be upheld unless it is clearly
grroneous, or amounts to an unreasonable interpretation. Legal Envil. Assistance Found., Inc., v.
Board of County Comm 'rs of Brevard County, 642 So. 2d 1081 (Fla 1994); Miles v. Florida A
and M Univ., 813 So. 2d 242 (Fla. 1st DCA 2002). This is so even 1f the agency’s interpretation
is not the sole possible interpretation, the most logical interpretation, or even the most desirable
interpretation. Golfcrest Nursing Home v. Agency for Fleuaith Care Admin., 662 So, 2d 1330 (Fla.
st DCA 1995).

STIPULATED DISPOSITION
Mayfair has met ail threshold requirements and is entitled to 70 total points, 6 ability to

proceed tie-breaker points, and 7.50 proximity tie-breaker points.

11



Respectfully submitted this 15th day of January 2010.

Byt ?: Qﬁ}\

Donna Blanton '

Florida Bar No. 948500

Toni A. Egan

Florida Bar No. 647764

Counsel for Petitioner

Radey, Thomas, Yon & Clark, P.A,
301 S. Bronough St., Suite 200
Tallahassee, Florida 323401
Telephone No. (850) 425-6654
Facsimile No. (850) 425-6694

Matthew A. Sirmans

Florida Bar No. 0961973

Assistant General Counsel

Flonda Housing Finance Corporation
227 North Bronough Street

Suite 5000

Tallahassee, Flonda 32301-1329
Telephone: (850) 488-4197
Faesimile: (850) 414-6548




