
 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE PRODUCTION DIVISION
 

BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

April 23, 2009 


Action Item 
Housing Tax Credit Amendments. 

Requested Action 
Approve, amend or deny the requests for amendments. 

Background and Recommendations 
§2306.6712, Texas Government Code, indicates that the Board should determine the disposition 
of a requested amendment if the amendment is a “material alteration,” would materially alter the 
development in a negative manner or would have adversely affected the selection of the 
application in the application round. The statute identifies certain changes as material alterations 
and the requests presented below include material alterations. 
The requests and pertinent facts about the affected developments are summarized below. The 
recommendation of staff is included at the end of each write-up. 

Limitations on the Approval of Amendment Requests 
The approval of a request to amend an application does not exempt a development from the 
requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, fair housing laws, local and state 
building codes or other statutory requirements that are not within the Board’s purview. 
Notwithstanding information that the Department may provide as assistance, the development 
owner retains the ultimate responsibility for determining and implementing the courses of action 
that will satisfy applicable regulations. 

Penalties for Amendment Requests 
§49.9(c), 2009 Qualified Allocation Plan and Rules, entitled, “Adherence to Obligations,” states 
in part: 

If a Development Owner does not produce the Development as represented in the 
Application; does not receive approval for an amendment to the Application by the 
Department prior to implementation of such amendment; or does not provide the 
necessary evidence for any points received by the required deadline: 

(1) The Development Owner must provide a plan to the Department, for approval and 
subsequent implementation, that incorporates additional amenities to compensate for 
the non-conforming components; and  

(2) The Board will opt either to terminate the Application and rescind the 
Commitment Notice, Determination Notice or Carryover Allocation Agreement as 
applicable or the Department must: 

(A) Reduce the score for Applications for Competitive Housing Tax Credits that 
are submitted by an Applicant or Affiliate related to the Development Owner of the 
non-conforming Development by up to ten points for the two Application Rounds 
concurrent to, or following, the date that the non-conforming aspect, or lack of 
financing, was recognized by the Department of the need for the amendment; the placed 
in service date; or the date the amendment is accepted by the Board. 



 

 

 

(B) Prohibit eligibility to apply for Housing Tax Credits for a Tax-Exempt Bond 
Development that are [sic] submitted by an Applicant or Affiliate related to the 
Development Owner of the non-conforming Development for up to 24 months from the 
date that the non-conforming aspect, or lack of financing, was recognized by the 
Department of the need for the amendment; the placed in service date; or the date the 
amendment is accepted by the Board, less any time delay caused by the Department. 

(C) In addition to, or in lieu of, the penalty in subparagraph (A) or (B) of this 
paragraph, the Board may assess a penalty fee of up to $1,000 per day for each 
violation. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HTC No. 04463, Lakeside Manor Senior Community 
Summary of Request: This request is regarding a determination notice for low income housing 
tax credits related to private activity bonds through a local issuer and no other TDHCA funds 
were part of this transaction. While a determination notice is required for most bond/tax credit 
developments by state law and provides the applicant and financial partners some degree of 
assurance that tax credits will ultimately be issued, it does not carry the same level of mutual 
obligation as a carryover allocation or regulatory agreement.  The amount of the tax credits for a 
private activity bond transaction is not considered allocated by the IRS through a determination 
notice but the notice serves as a benchmark for and proxy for the allocation which is evidenced 
by the issuance of IRS forms 8609 through the cost certification process which this applicant has 
yet to complete.   

The owner has completed the development and is now requesting approval for the reduction of 
two two-bedroom units targeted for tenants at the 60% of AMGI level of income. The original 
application proposed 178 units comprised of 144 one-bedroom units and 34 two-bedroom units. 
The development was built with 176 units comprised of 144 one-bedroom units and 32 two-
bedroom units. The owner stated that all of the units proposed could not be built because the 
Town of Little Elm, contrary to the owner's expectations, would not allow a variance to the 
parking requirements of the development code. The request indicated that the site plan was 
changed to comply with the parking requirements by reducing the number of residential 
buildings from 31 to 26. In spite of the loss of units, the total net rentable area increased. 

The original application included 40 garages, 50 carports and 177 open spaces all of which were 
built as originally proposed. The owner stated that an additional 126 open spaces were built to 
meet code, bringing the total number of parking spaces actually built to 393. As the owner 
explained, increasing the number of parking spaces required a change in the site plan and the 
architect was only able to fit 176 of the proposed 178 units into the final plan.  It appears that the 
original site plan included in the application may have reflected unrealistically small buildings 
given the size of the property and the size of the parking.  The revised site plan reflects an 
intensely packed site with no identifiable room to include the additional two units or six parking 
spaces. 

To mitigate the loss of units, the owner's letter cited a number of features that were built above 
and beyond the features proposed in the original application. The additional features included 
granite (instead of laminate as proposed) counter tops in the kitchen, wall-mounted granite 
shelves above pedestal sinks in the bathrooms, an enclosed spa (within the clubhouse instead of 
by the swimming pool), dual-flush (water-saving) toilets, tile (instead of fiberglass as proposed) 
walk-in showers, tankless recirculating water heaters, decorative concrete pool deck (appeared to 
be masonry pavers), faux wood blinds, card-control access into clubhouse, irrigation system for 
landscaping, and the 126 additional parking spaces noted above.  

It is significant that the final sizes of the units built were, on average, 7% larger than the 737 
square feet and 923 square feet originally proposed for one-bedroom and two-bedroom units, 
respectively. The sizes of the units as reported in the amended rent schedule were 89 one-
bedroom units at 767 square feet, 55 one-bedroom units at 799 square feet and 32 two-bedroom 
units at 1,050 square feet. The total net rentable area (NRA) actually built was therefore 145,808 
square feet versus 137,510 square feet as originally proposed.  



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

As proposed and as built, the buildings were all indicated to be one-story in height and all units 

were designed with vaulted ceilings. Converting the design to include two-story buildings would 

have affected the ceilings as originally proposed and would have required elevators both of 

which would have affected total development cost more significantly than the what was
 
ultimately constructed.  


Owner: OHC/Little Elm, Ltd. 

General Partner: Outreach Housing Corporation (Nonprofit) 

Developers: Harvest Hill Development 

Principals/Interested Parties: Shaw Family Trust; Richard Shaw (Guarantor) 

Syndicator: 

Construction Lender: 

Permanent Lender: 

Other Funding: 

City/County: 

Set-Aside: 


Type of Area: 

Region: 

Type of Development: 

Population Served: 

Units: 

2004 Allocation: 

Allocation per HTC Unit: 

Prior Board Actions: 


WNC & Associates, Inc. 
Washington Mutual 
Washington Mutual 
Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 
Little Elm/Denton 
Tax-Exempt Bond Development – Denton County Housing Finance 
Corporation 
Urban/Exurban 
3 
New Construction 
Elderly Population 
178 HTC units 
$428,143 
$2,405 
7/04 – Approved award of tax credits 

Underwriting Reevaluation: Complete cost documentation has not been provided nor has a 

Staff Recommendation: 

Penalty Assessment: 

complete cost certification package.  It is possible that a downward 
adjustment to the recommended credit amount will result but it is 
not anticipated to be more than 10%. A re-evaluation is pending 
receipt of additional information. 
Staff recommends approval of the request because the 
reduction in units would not have impacted the original 
decision to allocate credits.  In addition the extra, amenities and 
increased net rentable area compensate for the reduction of the 
two units. 
Staff recommends the assessment of appropriate penalties 
because the request is made after the implementation of the 
change. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

HTC No. 05623, Coral Hills Apartments 
Summary of Request: The development is the rehabilitation of an existing apartment complex. 
The owner requested approval for changes in the application to resolve deficiencies and for 
revisions to resolve discrepancies in reporting. The approvals are needed to allow the cost 
certification review to proceed. The issues are presented below in the same order as discussed in 
the owner's letter of request. Each of the deficiencies listed below was identified by the 
Department's inspectors and/or cost certification reviewer. Each request conveys the owner's 
proposal for resolving the deficiency. The finding is staff's report about the relevant facts of the 
deficiency and the owner's proposal to resolve the deficiency. The finding is based on evidence 
in the application file, cost certification, other documentation, and information from the owner. 
The finding indicates staff's recommendation regarding the owner's request. 

Deficiency: "Wash/Dry Connections" were proposed in the application but were not built into 
the units. 
Request: The owner stated that there was no intention to indicate that the development would 
have washer and dryer connections and asked that the Department accept the development's on-
site laundry room washers and dryers as the sole laundry facilities of the development. The 
owner asked that a computer learning center, which was installed in the development, though not 
proposed, be accepted as a further substitute. 
Staff Comment: Staff found that the Specifications and Amenities exhibit in the application 
indicated that "Wash/Dry Connections" would be present in the units. However, staff found that 
the application's property condition assessment (PCA) indicated that connections were not 
present in the development before its rehabilitation and, because the PCA did not include costs 
for adding connections, that such additions were not intended. The market study did reflect the 
presence of laundry connections but no effect on income was specified. Staff therefore concluded 
that the check-marked box in the Specifications and Amenities exhibit did not affect the 
evaluation of the application. Staff also found that the equipped computer learning center was 
not proposed. 

Deficiency: "Monitored Unit Security" was check-marked in the Specifications and Amenities 
exhibit but cited as a deficiency in the development as built.  
Request: The owner requested that the closed circuit digital surveillance cameras that are in place 
on-site be accepted to fulfill the representation.  
Staff Comment: Staff found that this deficiency was cited in error. Although "unit security" is 
often associated with pull-cord alarms in elderly units, the system that is in place in this family 
development fulfills the requirement. In staff's estimation, no replacements or substitutes are 
necessary. 

Deficiency: "Community Garden/Walk Trail" was selected in the Specifications and Amenities 
exhibit and "Accessible Walking Path" was selected for two points in the Common Amenities 
exhibit. Both the garden and the walking path were cited as not built. The walking path is the 
current subject. The garden will be discussed below. 



 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Request: The owner stated that an error was made in believing that the continuous paved 
walkways around the buildings and parking areas would be viewed as fulfilling this 
representation. The owner requested that a furnished community room in the clubhouse be 
accepted a substitute feature.  
Staff Comment: Staff found that the furnished community room was not selected in the 
Specifications and Amenities exhibit or in the Common Amenities exhibit. Staff also found that 
the furnished community room and accessible walking path were each worth the same number of 
points in the Common Amenities exhibit. Staff therefore viewed the furnished community room 
as an additional item that had not been proposed in the application and deemed the substitution to 
be acceptable. 

Deficiency: "Community Garden/Walk Trail" was selected, as stated above, in the Specifications 
and Amenities exhibit and "Community Gardens" were selected for two points in the Common 
Amenities exhibit. 
Request: The owner asks to substitute a gazebo with a sitting area as a substitute for the 
community garden. 
Staff Comment: Staff found that the gazebo with sitting area was not proposed in the application 
and was worth the same number of points in the Common Amenities exhibit as community 
gardens. Staff therefore viewed the exchange as acceptable. 

Deficiency: The application indicated that the development would have 173 units restricted to 
the 60% AMGI level and one additional unit would be used as a leasing office. The cost 
certification reflected that only 172 units were present for lease as proposed.  
Request: The owner stated that one unit in addition to the leasing office is in use for non-rental 
purposes. This unit is in use as a community room to house social service and community 
activities programs. 
Staff Comment: Staff viewed the owner's schedule (please see owner's letter of request) of social 
and educational activities as significant. The owner supplied a lengthy list of supportive services 
in their letter of request.  Staff believes the proposed services may be inhibited if the additional 
unit is not set aside for community use.  Staff believes the regulatory agreement will need to be 
amended to utilize this unit for community purposes.  However, if this change is made staff 
believes that it should be conditioned, if possible, on the re-restriction of the unit if it 
discontinues being used for community services in the future.    

Summary of Staff Comments 
In addition to the amenities proposed as replacements above, the owner indicated that the 
development has a public telephone available to tenants 24 hours a day. Staff confirmed that this 
item was not proposed in the application but would have been worth four points in the Common 
Amenities exhibit. Staff found all of the owner's requests acceptable except that the request to 
deliver fewer units than originally proposed must be reserved for determination by the Board. 

Owner: Coral Hills Apartments, Ltd. 



 

 

 

General Partner: Summit America Properties XXIII, Inc. 
Developers: Summit Asset Management, LLC 
Principals/Interested Parties: W. Daniel Hughes, Jr. 
Syndicator: 

Construction Lender: 

Permanent Lender: 

Other Funding: 

City/County: 

Set-Aside: 

Type of Area: 

Region: 

Type of Development: 

Population Served: 

Units: 


2005 Allocation: 


Guilford Capital Corporation 
Regions Bank 
FNMA through Greystone Servicing Corporation, Inc. 
NA 
Houston/Harris 
Tax-Exempt Bond Development-TDHCA Issuer 
Urban 
6 
Acquisition/Rehabilitation 
General Population 
173 HTC units and 1 unit used as a leasing office (per application) 
172 HTC units; plus 1 as leasing office plus 1 as services office 
$214,140 

Allocation per HTC Unit: 	 $1,238 
Prior Board Actions: 	 11/05 – Approved award of tax credits 
Underwriting Reevaluation: The requested changes do not have an adverse effect on the 

underwriting of the transaction. The owner has acknowledged and 
staff concurs with a reduction in credits of $15,248 from the 
original underwriting, award and determination notice. 

Staff Recommendation: 	 Staff recommends approval of all the amendment requests with 
the exception of the change in the use of the units. 

Penalty Assessment: 	 Staff recommends the assessment of appropriate penalties 
because the request is made after the implementation of the 
change. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

HTC No. 05629, Village Park Apartments 
Summary of Request: The development is the rehabilitation of an existing apartment complex. 
The owner requested approval for changes in the application to resolve deficiencies and for 
revisions to resolve discrepancies in reporting. The approvals are needed to allow the cost 
certification review to proceed. The issues are presented below in the same order as discussed in 
the owner's letter of request. Each of the deficiencies listed below was identified by the 
Department's inspectors and/or cost certification reviewer. Each request conveys the owner's 
proposal for resolving the deficiency. The finding is staff's report about the relevant facts of the 
deficiency and the owner's proposal to resolve the deficiency. The finding is based on evidence 
in the application file, cost certification, other documentation, and information from the owner. 
The finding indicates staff's recommendation regarding the owner's request. 

Deficiency: The building count in the application does not match the count in the cost 

certification.
 
Request: Accept the count as stated in the cost certification. 

Staff Comment: The same buildings were counted in different ways, for example, by counting 

two attached buildings as two buildings in one exhibit and as one building in another exhibit. 

Importantly, the unit count is not at issue and the buildings depicted in the application site plan
 
were the same as those in the as-built survey. 


Deficiency: The development as built violates the Threshold requirement to have ceiling fans in 
the living area and bedrooms of all units. Ceiling fans are present in the living rooms, only. 
Request: Ceiling fans were present in the living rooms of all units before the rehabilitation 
began. The owner stated that the fans were not installed in the bedrooms by mistake. The owner 
stated that because all units were known to have ceiling fans, the requirement was believed to 
have been met. The fact that the fans were only present in the living rooms while also required in 
the bedrooms was not recognized.  
The owner stated that installing the fans would have required the concurrent installation of 230 
new electrical panels and associated upgrades of the capacity of electrical service. A bid from the 
general contractor to install the upgrades was $839,425 or $2,008 per dwelling unit. This cost is 
equivalent to approximately 20% of the total rehabilitation budget. In addition, the development 
operates under an asbestos operations and maintenance plan and there would be costs, above 
those already stated, to deal with the asbestos and relocate tenants. The owner submitted a letter 
from the architect and an estimate from the general contractor evidencing the costs and other 
information given above. The owner proposed to install a pavilion with barbeque grills and 
picnic tables as a substitute for the ceiling fans and submitted the general contractor's estimate 
that the pavilion and a community garden would cost approximately $76,877. 
Staff Comment: The failure to fulfill Threshold would have prevented the development from 
receiving an award. The substitute feature proposed is the pavilion with barbeque grills and 
picnic table, only, and is not comparable.  



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

Deficiency: An "accessible walking path" with a value of two points was selected in the 
application's Common Amenities exhibit but was not delivered. 
Request: The owner explained that the concrete walkways winding through the development 
were intended to satisfy the requirement but were found deficient by the Department's inspectors. 
The owner requested to substitute a "furnished and staffed children's activity center" worth six 
points as a replacement for the walking path. The owner stated that this features includes a 
staffed "Kids Club" after school activities program from 2:30 pm to 5 pm. The program is 
proposed to operate during the summer as well as during the school year, providing snacks and 
lunch in the summer. 
Staff Comment: This substitution would replace the two points lost with six points. If approved, 
the owner will be required to agree to this feature as a condition of the LURA and the operation 
of the feature must be effective throughout the affordability period. 

Deficiency: "Community garden" was a selection in the Common Amenities exhibit that was 
worth two points. The owner explained that the amenity was not delivered because the term 
"community garden" was interpreted to mean the landscaped areas of the development, not a 
separate garden area for the use of tenant gardeners as the exhibit intended.  
Request: The owner indicated that a community garden will be built to satisfy this deficiency. As 
stated earlier, the owner submitted a cost estimate (bid) from the general contractor stating a cost 
of $76,877 for the garden and pavilion, combined. 
Staff Comment: When the owner implements its proposal, the issue will be resolved. 

Deficiency: "Sport court (tennis, basketball or volleyball)" was an item selected for four points in 
the Common Amenities exhibit that was not found upon final inspection. 
Request: The owner said that a volleyball court was present in the development at the time of 
application but was eliminated in response to a resident survey. Based on the survey, the owner 
stated that the existing children's playground was expanded and a "soccer area" was created 
beside the playground and within the playground area. The owner requested that the soccer area 
and the expansion of the playground be accepted as a substitute for the "sport court". 
Staff Comment: Staff finds that the expansion of the playground is not appropriate here because 
it is being used by the owner to address another deficiency. Staff finds the "soccer area" is 
unacceptable as a substitute to replace the points for "sport court" because the description in the 
subject scoring item indicates that the presence of a hard-surface court is required to fulfill the 
intention of the item.  
Staff notes for the record that the "soccer area" is not a full-size soccer field. From the owner's 
description to staff, the field is of a scale suitable for use by young children. Setting the points 
aside, the "soccer area" does provide an additional amenity that was not proposed in the 
application and can be accorded some consideration. 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Deficiency: The Department's inspectors noted that "two children's playgrounds", each worth 
two points (four points in total) in the Common Amenities exhibit, were not observed.  
Request: The owner requested that the expansion of the playground be accepted as fulfilling the 
original representation. The owner stated that the original playground area is 95 feet by 99 feet 
and the additional area is 57 feet by 31 feet. The owner stated that additional equipment was 
installed in the latter area when it was prepared. The "soccer area" discussed with the previous 
deficiency is adjacent to the playground. 
Staff Comment: As stated earlier, the owner expanded the development's existing playground. 
The owner provided photographs of the playground showing a variety of equipment. Both 
playground areas are separated by a chain link fence and include equipment that is appropriate 
for five to twelve year old children. The areas are adjacent which raises the question of whether 
they constitute "two children's playgrounds" or only one large playground. Because the 
playground has separate sections and has a "soccer area" as noted in the previous deficiency 
discussed, staff views the amenity built as sufficient to satisfy the criteria for the points on this 
Threshold scoring item. 

Deficiency: "Full perimeter fence with controlled gate access", worth six points, was selected in 
the Common Amenities exhibit but only a "full perimeter fence without controlled gate access", 
worth four points, was delivered. 
Request: The owner stated that the deficiency was a mistake resulting from the presence of an 
unmanned guardhouse at the main entry to the property. The owner requested that "public 
telephone(s) available to tenants 24 hours a day", worth four points, be accepted to offset the two 
point deficiency. 
Staff Comment: "Public telephones" was an item available for selection but not selected in either 
the Specifications and Amenities exhibit or Common Amenities exhibit. Therefore, staff found 
this request acceptable. 

The remaining items do not relate to the Common Amenities exhibit score or to Threshold, 
generally, but the last request may be deemed a material alteration of the development because it 
affects the units mix. 

Deficiency: A total of 627 open parking spaces were specified in the application but only 551 
spaces were certified in the cost certification.  
Request: Accept the existing parking as sufficient. 
Staff Comment: With 551 spaces, the development has a parking ratio of over 1.3 spaces per unit 
and is in compliance with the city's requirements, which is the primary requirement the 
Department relies upon for the level of appropriate parking. Meeting the city’s standard would 
have been sufficient at application. Therefore Staff finds this request acceptable. 



 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

Deficiency: The mix of tax credit units versus market rate units has changed. The unit applicable 

fraction was proposed as 85%, based on 355 rent restricted units and 63 market rate units. The 

unit applicable fraction as built was 87% based on 364 restricted units and 54 market rate units.  

Request: The owner requested that the higher number of restricted units be approved.  

Staff Comment: Staff finds this request acceptable. Furthermore, the addition of restricted units 

above and beyond the number originally proposed can be considered an improvement on the 

original development proposal to offset other deficiencies. 


Summary of Staff Comments: The findings above indicated that the points for the amenities that 
were not delivered were exactly offset by the points for replacement amenities and there would 
be no net gain or loss of points. The application required a score of 18 points in the Common 
Amenities exhibit to meet Threshold and the selections actually made totaled 24 points. In 
addition, two other amenities can be considered as additional features. "Equipped computer 
learning center" was a selection not chosen but available for four points in the Common 
Amenities exhibit. "Computer room/facilities" was a selection not chosen but available for two 
points in the same exhibit. Similarly, these items were available to be marked but were not 
marked in the Specifications and Amenities exhibit. The latter exhibit is not associated with 
scoring but is used to identify features in association with underwriting. Although the 
architectural rendering of the clubhouse contained an area labeled, "computer room", and an area 
labeled, "lounge" (corresponding to "community room"), the presence of these two features in 
the drawing was inconsistent with the fact that the owner did not select them in either the 
Common Amenities exhibit or the Specifications and Amenities exhibit. The owner delivered the 
two amenities in the completed development and staff believes that the circumstances should 
allow them to be counted as additional amenities, i.e. amenities available to replace or substitute 
for amenities that were proposed but not delivered. 

Owner: Village Park Apartments Partners, Ltd. 
General Partner: Summit America Properties, Inc. 
Developers: Summit Asset Management, LLC 
Principals/Interested Parties: W. Daniel Hughes, Jr. 
Syndicator: Guilford Capital Corporation 
Construction Lender: Regions Bank 
Permanent Lender: FNMA through Greystone Servicing Corporation, Inc. 
Other Funding: NA 
City/County: Houston/Harris 
Set-Aside: Tax-Exempt Bond Development-TDHCA Issuer 
Type of Area: Urban 
Region: 6 
Type of Development: Acquisition/Rehabilitation 
Population Served: General Population 
Units: 355 HTC units and 63 market rate units 
2005 Allocation: $574,490 
Allocation per HTC Unit: $1,618 
Prior Board Actions: 7/05 – Approved award of tax credits 



 
 

Underwriting Reevaluation: The owner has submitted their cost certification package which has 
been evaluated by the underwriting staff. The owner has requested 
credits of $629,380 or $54,890 more than originally underwritten, 
awarded and included in the determination notice.  The underwriter 
has been able to substantiate $38,319 of this increase, which absent 
the amendment request herein, could be approved by the executive 
director being that it is less than a 10% increase.   

Staff Recommendation: 	 Staff recommends approval of all the amendment requests with 
the exception of the omission of the ceiling fans. Because ceiling 
fans were a Threshold requirement in 2005, the amenity may 
not be replaced by substitutes. 

Penalty Assessment: 	 Staff recommends the assessment of appropriate penalties 
because the request is made after the implementation of the 
change. 



 

 

 
 

 

HTC No. 08195, Chateau Village Apartments 
Summary of Request: The development is the rehabilitation of an existing apartment complex. 
The owner requested to be released from a condition of the Commitment Notice requiring that 
the development's cost certification provide evidence of the receipt of a 50% property tax 
exemption from the Harris County Central Appraisal District. 

Owner: Houston Leased Housing Associates I, LP 
General Partner: Housing Services Incorporated (Nonprofit) 
Developers: Housing Services Incorporated 
Principals/Interested Parties: Lee Anderson, Executive Director of the Nonprofit 
Syndicator: Alliant Capital Corporation 
Permanent Lender: Dougherty Mortgage, LLC 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
City of Houston HOME Funds 

Other Funding: NA 
City/County: Houston/Harris 
Set-Aside: At-Risk 
Type of Area: Urban 
Region: 6 
Type of Development: Acquisition/Rehabilitation 
Population Served: General Population 
Units: 150 HTC units 
2008 Allocation: $1,219,712 (original plus supplemental allocations) 
Allocation per HTC Unit: $8,131 
Prior Board Actions: 7/08 – Approved award of tax credits 
Underwriting Reevaluation: The development is financially feasible without the property tax 

exemption 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the amendment. 
Penalty Assessment: Staff recommends no assessment of penalties. 
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Page 1 of 5 printed: 04/07/09

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
 

Memorandum 

To: Multifamily Finance Production Division 

From: Audrey Martin, Real Estate Analysis 

cc: File 

Date: April 6, 2009 

Re: Amendment for Lakeside Manor Seniors Community, TDHCA #04463 

Background 
The development is a 4% / Tax-Exempt Bond development that was originally underwritten 
during 2004 and approved for a tax credit award not to exceed $428,143 annually.  The Owner 
reported that the development placed in service in 2006, but the Owner has not submitted a 
cost certification. 

Amendment Request 
In an amendment request letter dated October 28, 2008, and received by the Department on 
January 5, 2009, the Owner requested a reduction of the total number of units from 178 to 176. 
In addition, the Owner has identified several amenities that have been added to compensate for 
the reduction in the number of units. The Owner stated that the reduction in units was 
necessary because the Town of Little Elm denied the parking variance application submitted 
by the developer. Because of this, the site had to be reconfigured to provide the required 
amount of parking, and the result was that two of the 60% two-bedroom, two-bathroom units 
had to be eliminated.  Per the revised site plan there are 40 garages, 50 carports, and 303 
uncovered parking spaces which satisfies the parking requirements of the Town of Little Elm. 
The number of garages and carports has not changed since application; however, the number of 
uncovered parking spaces has increased from 177 at application. 

The amendment request identifies several amenities currently existing within the development 
as substitutions for the two units that were excluded: granite counter tops in kitchen, 35 seat 
theater room, country store, indoor spa, health care office, walk-in showers with glass 
enclosure, water saving commodes, two inch faux wood blinds, decorative concrete pool deck, 
card access controls for residents clubhouse entry, tankless water heaters on each building, 
vaulted ceilings, irrigation system, additional parking spaces, a community garden, and a 
central trash compactor.  In addition, pedestal sinks with a granite shelf placed nearby were 
installed in lieu of a traditional cabinet-style sink in order to create better access for potential 
tenants with wheel chairs. 
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The amendment request materials included the following updated exhibits: rent schedule, 
utility allowances, annual operating expenses, building / unit type configuration, 30 year 
proforma, development cost schedule, sources and uses, site plan, building plans, and unit 
plans. The Underwriter evaluated all of the new information. 

Conclusions 
The Underwriter’s review of the amendment request indicates that the requested changes do 
not have a material effect on underwriting of the transaction. Based on the amenities provided 
as substitutions for the lost units, it seems reasonable that the cost increases as a result of the 
amenities were greater than the cost reduction associated with the loss of the two units. 
However, staff cannot evaluate the full extent of the effect of the amendment on the transaction 
until the cost certification is submitted to the Department. Staff does not recommend an 
adjustment to the tax credit allocation prior to the finalization of the cost certification review.   
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Lakeside Manor Senior Community, Little Elm, 4% HTC - 2004 #04463 

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Rent Collected Applicant Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util WH, W, S, & T 

TC 50% 89 1 1 737 $623 $560 $560.00 $49,840 $0.76 $63.00 $82.00 

TC 60% 55 1 1 737 $748 $685 $685.00 $37,675 $0.93 $63.00 $82.00 
TC 60% 32 2 2 923 $898 $816 $817.00 $26,112 $0.88 $82.00 $96.00 

TOTAL: 176 AVERAGE: 771 $646 $113,627 $0.84 $82.36 $84.55 

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT 
Secondary Income 

Other Income: Garages, W/D, cable/telephone, carports 
POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 
Vacancy & Collection Loss 
Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME 
EXPENSES 
General & Administrative
 

Management
 

Payroll & Payroll Tax
 

Repairs & Maintenance
 

Utilities
 

Water, Sewer, & Trash
 

Property Insurance
 

Property Tax 2.33573 

Reserve for Replacements 

TDHCA Compliance Fees 

Other: Security 
TOTAL EXPENSES 
NET OPERATING INC 
DEBT SERVICE 
Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 

Taxable Tail 

Additional Financing 
NET CASH FLOW 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 

CONSTRUCTION COST 

Description Factor % of TOTAL 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 8.35% 

Off-Sites 0.00% 

Sitework 9.60% 

Direct Construction 47.62% 

Contingency 0.00% 0.00% 

Contractor's Fees 13.04% 7.46% 

Indirect Construction 4.06% 

Ineligible Costs 4.20% 

Developer's Fees 14.48% 10.90% 

Interim Financing 6.54% 

Reserves 1.27% 

135,664 TDHCA-Amend TDHCA-App APPLICANT-App APPLICANT-Amend COUNTY 

Denton 
$15.00 

$40.00 

-7.50% 

PER SQ FT 

$0.08 

0.50 

0.91 

0.20 

0.29 

0.44 

0.25 

0.46 

0.26 

0.03 

0.02 

IREM REGION COMPT. REGION 

Dallas 3
Per Unit Per Month 

Per Unit Per Month 

of Potential Gross Income

PER UNIT % OF EGI

$60 0.77%

382 4.92%

702 9.04%

152 1.95%

222 2.85%

338 4.35%

191 2.46%

356 4.59%

200 2.58%

26 0.33%

14 0.18% 

$1,363,524 $1,410,891 $1,381,824 $1,361,412 
Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 31,680 32,040 32,040 31,680 

$4.90 10,349 10,464 92,280 84,480 
$1,405,553 $1,453,395 $1,506,144 $1,477,572

% of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (105,416) (109,005) (75,312) (110,820) 
0 0 0 0 

$1,300,136 $1,344,390 $1,430,832 $1,366,752 
% OF EGI PER UNIT 

3.41% $252 

PER SQ FT 

0.33 $44,270 $70,082 $18,500 $10,500 
5.00% 369 0.48 65,007 67,220 70,000 67,200 

11.49% 849 1.10 149,404 140,496 145,000 123,600 
5.34% 394 0.51 69,398 62,370 40,200 26,700 
4.26% 314 0.41 55,323 24,423 27,000 39,000 
4.97% 367 0.48 64,555 58,401 55,000 59,500 
2.40% 178 0.23 31,265 34,378 38,000 33,600 
4.82% 356 0.46 62,691 114,771 110,000 62,691 
2.74% 202 0.26 35,600 35,600 35,600 35,200 
0.34% 25 0.03 4,400 4,450 4,450 4,500 
0.19% 14 0.02 2,500 4,200 4,250 2,500 

44.95% $3,321 $4.31 $584,414 $616,391 $548,000 $464,991 $3.43 $2,642 34.02% 

55.05% $4,067 $5.28 $715,723 $727,999 $882,832 $901,761 $6.65 $5,124 65.98% 

51.71% $3,820 $4.96 $672,340 672,266 719,470 487,350 $3.59 

$0.26 

$0.00 

$2,769 35.66% 

$197 2.53% 

$0 0.00% 

0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0 34,600 
0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0 0 
3.34% $246 $0.32 $43,383 $55,733 $163,362 $379,811 $2.80 $2,158 27.79% 

1.06 1.08 1.23 1.73 
1.15 1.10 

TOTAL COST 100.00% $85,834 $111.35 

Construction Cost Recap 64.68% $55,519 $72.03 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
First Lien - Conv Loan WaMu 3.31% $2,841 $3.69 

Mortgage Revenue Bonds - WaMu 62.89% $53,977 $70.03 

HTC Syndication Proceeds - WNC 24.35% $20,902 $27.12 

Deferred Developer Fees 3.49% $2,992 $3.88 

Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd 5.97% $5,122 $6.65 

TOTAL SOURCES 

$9,251,658 
0 

3,651,021 
1,302,568 

(0) 
$14,205,247 

PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

$7,168 $9.30 $1,261,522 $1,242,651 $1,180,000 $1,261,522 $9.30 $7,168 8.88% 

0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0.00% 

8,239 10.69 1,450,000 1,169,500 1,169,500 1,450,000 10.69 8,239 10.21% 

40,875 53.03 7,194,073 6,585,068 6,285,000 6,512,711 48.01 37,004 45.85% 

0 0.00 0 387,728 450,000 0 0.00 0 0.00% 

6,405 8.31 1,127,299 1,020,365 1,040,000 1,127,299 8.31 6,405 7.94% 

3,482 4.52 612,868 480,500 480,500 612,868 4.52 3,482 4.31% 

3,603 4.67 634,124 536,076 397,599 555,476 4.09 3,156 3.91% 

9,356 12.14 1,646,640 1,550,000 1,550,000 1,646,640 12.14 9,356 11.59% 

5,618 7.29 988,731 1,172,401 1,172,401 988,731 7.29 5,618 6.96% 

1,088 1.41 191,541 294,296 200,000 50,000 0.37 284 0.35% 

TDHCA-Amend 

$15,106,797 
$9,771,372 

$0.092 
$500,000 

9,500,000 
3,678,705 

526,542 
901,550 

$15,106,797 

TDHCA-App 

$14,438,585 
$9,162,661 

$609,005 
$500,000 

9,500,000 
3,505,745 

419,255 
513,585 

$14,438,585 

APPLICANT-App 

$13,925,000 
$8,944,500 

$500,000 
9,500,000 
3,505,745 

419,255 
0 

$13,925,000 

APPLICANT-Amend 

$14,205,247 
$9,090,010 

$500,000 
9,500,000 
3,678,705 

526,542 
0 

$14,205,247 

$104.71 $80,712 100.00% 

$67.00 $51,648 63.99% 

RECOMMENDED 

Developer Fee Available
 

$1,646,640
 

% of Dev. Fee Deferred
 

79%
 

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow
 

$3,153,533
 



    

Interim Interest Exp 1450000

895,000 6512711

538,000 856289
357,000 612868

1334288

1245731
12011887
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued) 
Lakeside Manor Senior Community, Little Elm, 4% HTC - 2004 #04463 

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE 
Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook 9/1/2008 Version  PAYMENT COMPUTATION 

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis 
Primary $10,000,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 5.38% DCR 1.06 

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT 

Base Cost $58.54 $7,942,045 
Adjustments

 Exterior Wall Finish $0.00 $0 
Elderly 3.00% 1.76 238,261 
9-Ft. Ceilings 0.00 0

 Roofing 0.00 0 
Subfloor (2.47) (335,090) 

Floor Cover 2.43 329,664
 Breezeways/Balconies $19.81 30,080 4.39 595,885 
Plumbing Fixtures $835 (80) (0.49) (66,800)
 Rough-ins $410 176 0.53 72,160 
Built-In Appliances $1,800 176 2.34 316,800 
Exterior Stairs $1,800 0 0.00 0 

Carports $9.90 9600 0.70 95,040 
Heating/Cooling 1.90 257,762 

Garages $26.83 8,000 1.58 214,640 
Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $69.44 5,500 2.82 381,906 
Other: fire sprinkler $1.95 0 0.00 0 

SUBTOTAL 74.02 10,042,272 
Current Cost Multiplier 1.01 0.74 100,423 
Local Multiplier 0.90 (7.40) (1,004,227) 
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $67.36 $9,138,468 
Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.63) ($356,400) 

Interim Construction Interes 3.38% (2.27) (308,423) 
Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (7.75) (1,050,924) 

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $54.71 $7,422,720 

Secondary $0 Amort 0

Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.06

Additional $3,678,705 Amort 0

Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.06

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service 
Secondary Debt Service 
Additional Debt Service 
NET CASH FLOW 

$622,026
0
0 

$93,697

Primary $9,251,658 Amort 360

Int Rate 5.38% DCR 1.15

Secondary $0 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.15 

Additional $3,678,705 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.15 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,363,524 $1,404,430 $1,446,563 $1,489,959 $1,534,658 $1,779,090 $2,062,452 $2,390,948 $3,213,234

 Secondary Income 31,680 32,630 33,609 34,618 35,656 41,335 47,919 55,551 74,656 

Other Income: Garages, W/D, ca 10,349 10,659 10,979 11,308 11,648 13,503 15,653 18,147 24,388 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,405,553 1,447,719 1,491,151 1,535,885 1,581,962 1,833,928 2,126,025 2,464,645 3,312,277

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (105,416) (108,579) (111,836) (115,191) (118,647) (137,545) (159,452) (184,848) (248,421)

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

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,300,136 $1,339,140 $1,379,315 $1,420,694 $1,463,315 $1,696,383 $1,966,573 $2,279,797 $3,063,856 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $44,270 $46,041 $47,883 $49,798 $51,790 $63,011 $76,662 $93,271 $138,064

 Management 65,007 66,957 68,966 71,035 73,166 84,819 98,329 113,990 153,193

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 149,404 155,380 161,596 168,059 174,782 212,649 258,720 314,772 465,940

 Repairs & Maintenance 69,398 72,174 75,061 78,064 81,186 98,776 120,176 146,212 216,430

 Utilities 55,323 57,535 59,837 62,230 64,720 78,741 95,801 116,556 172,532

 Water, Sewer & Trash 64,555 67,137 69,822 72,615 75,520 91,881 111,788 136,007 201,324

 Insurance 31,265 32,516 33,817 35,169 36,576 44,500 54,141 65,871 97,506

 Property Tax 62,691 65,199 67,807 70,519 73,340 89,229 108,561 132,080 195,511

 Reserve for Replacements 35,600 37,024 38,505 40,045 41,647 50,670 61,648 75,004 111,024

 Other 6,900 7,176 7,463 7,762 8,072 9,821 11,949 14,537 21,519 

TOTAL EXPENSES $584,414 $607,140 $630,756 $655,297 $680,798 $824,097 $997,773 $1,208,302 $1,773,042 

NET OPERATING INCOME $715,723 $732,000 $748,559 $765,397 $782,517 $872,286 $968,800 $1,071,495 $1,290,815 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 $622,026 

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NET CASH FLOW $93,697 $109,975 $126,533 $143,372 $160,491 $250,260 $346,774 $449,470 $668,789 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.15 1.18 1.20 1.23 1.26 1.40 1.56 1.72 2.08 



$5,855,139
$681,445
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HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Lakeside Manor Senior Community, Little Elm, 4% HTC - 2004 #04463 

CATEGORY 

APPLICANT'S 

TOTAL 
AMOUNTS 

TDHCA 

TOTAL 
AMOUNTS

APPLICANT'S 

REHAB/NEW 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

TDHCA 

REHAB/NEW 
ELIGIBLE BASIS 

Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $1,261,522 $1,261,522
 Purchase of buildings 

Off-Site Improvements 
Sitework $1,450,000 $1,450,000 $1,450,000 $1,450,000 
Construction Hard Costs $6,512,711 $7,194,073 $6,512,711 $7,194,073 
Contractor Fees $1,127,299 $1,127,299 $1,114,780 $1,127,299 
Contingencies 
Eligible Indirect Fees $612,868 $612,868 $612,868 $612,868 
Eligible Financing Fees $988,731 $988,731 $988,731 $988,731 
All Ineligible Costs $555,476 $634,124 
Developer Fees $1,601,863

 Developer Fees $1,646,640 $1,646,640 $1,646,640 
Development Reserves $50,000 $191,541 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $14,205,247 $15,106,797 $12,280,953 $13,019,611

 Deduct from Basis:

 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $12,280,953 $13,019,611
 High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $12,280,953 $13,019,611
 Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $12,280,953 $13,019,611
 Applicable Percentage 3.46% 3.46% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $424,921 $450,479 

Syndication Proceeds 0.8592 

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) 
Syndication Proceeds 

Approved Tax Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

Requested Tax Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed 
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) 

Reconciled Tax Credits 

Syndication Proceeds 

$3,651,021 $3,870,617 

$424,921 $450,479 
$3,651,021 $3,870,617 

$428,143 
$3,678,705 

$446,176 
$3,833,649 

$4,953,589 
$576,519 

$424,921 

$3,651,021 



 

 

 

 

    

 

    
 

 

 

 

  

   

 

    

  

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: 11/3/2004 PROGRAM: 4% HTC FILE NUMBER: 04463 


DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Lakeside Manor Senior Community 

APPLICANT 
Name: OHC/LITTLE ELM LTD Type: For-profit w/non-profit general partner 

Address: 16200 Dallas Parkway, Suite 190 City: Dallas State: TX 

Zip: 75248 Contact: Richard Shaw Phone: (972) 733-0096 Fax: (972) 733-1864 

PRINCIPALS of the APPLICANT/ KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name Outreach Housing Coporation (%): 	 0.005 Title: Managing General Partner/Developer/21% owner of SLP : (Nonprofit) 

Name 
: Harvest Hill Development (%): 0.005 Title: Special Limited Partner 

Name 
: Shaw Family Trust (%): N/A Title: 79% owner of SLP 

Name 
: Richard Shaw 	 (%): N/A Title: Guarantor 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: FM 720 and Lobo Lane QCT DDA 

City: Little Elm	 County: Denton Zip: 75068 

REQUEST 
Amount 

$438,218 (10/06/2004) 
Other Requested Terms: 

Interest Rate Amortization 

N/A N/A 

Annual ten-year allocation of housing tax credits 

Term 

N/A 

Proposed Use of Funds: New construction Property Type: Multifamily 

Special Purpose (s): Elderly 

RECOMMENDATION 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$428,143 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

CONDITIONS 
1.	 Acceptance by the Board of the anticipated likely redemption of up to $155K in bonds at the 

conversion to permanent; 
2.	 Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re

evaluated and an adjustment to the credit amount may be warranted. 

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports. 



 
 

 
 

                    

  

 

 
 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

   

 

 

  

  

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Total 
Units: 178 # Rental 

Buildings 31 # Non-Res. 
Buildings 2 # of 

Floors 1 Age: N/A yrs Vacant: N/A at  /  / 

Net Rentable SF: 137,510 Av Un SF: 773 Common Area SF: 5,857 Gross Bldg SF: 143,367 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structure will be wood frame on a post-tensioned slab.  According to the plans provided in the 
application the exterior will be comprised as follows: 80% brick veneer and 20% cement fiber siding.  The 
interior wall surfaces will be drywall and the pitched roof will be finished with composite shingles.   

APPLIANCES AND INTERIOR FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be faux wood.  Each unit will include:  range & oven, hood & fan, garbage 
disposal, dishwasher, refrigerator, fiberglass tub/shower, washer & dryer connections, ceiling fans, laminated 
counter tops, central boiler water heating system, individual heating and air conditioning, and high-speed 
internet access. 

ON-SITE AMENITIES 
A 5,500-square foot community building will include an activity room, management offices, fitness, laundry 
facilities, a kitchen, a dining room, restrooms, a computer/business center, a beauty salon, a health center, an 
arts and crafts room, and a central mailroom.  The community building, swimming pool, barbecue area and 
gardens are located at the entrance to the property. In addition, perimeter fencing and a stand-alone 357
square foot maintenance building are planned.  
Uncovered Parking: 177 spaces Carports: 50 spaces Garages: 40 spaces 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Lakeside Manor Senior Community is a relatively dense (17 units per acre) new construction 
development of affordable/mixed income housing located in east Denton County.  The development is 
comprised of 31 evenly distributed one-story residential buildings as follows: 

• Six buildings with four one-bedroom and three two-bedroom units; 

• Nine buildings with four one-bedroom units; 

• Eight buildings with eight one-bedroom units; 

• Two buildings with four two-bedroom units; 

• Three buildings with four one-bedroom and two two-bedroom units; 

• Two buildings with three one-bedroom units; and 

• One building with two one-bedroom and two two-bedroom units. 
Architectural Review: The unit floorplans appear to offer adequate living and storage space.  The exterior 
of the buildings reflect design elements that are typical of new construction developments.  An area of slight 
concern to the Underwriter is the distance from the a portion of the units located at the back of the site to the 
community building.  

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Size: 10.6 acres 461,736 square feet Zoning/ Permitted Uses: MF-2 

Flood Zone Designation: Zone X Status of Off-Sites: Fully improved 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: Little Elm is located North of the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex in Denton County. The site is 
located near FM 720 on Lobo Lane. This area of Little Elm is surrounded on three sides by Lake Lewisville. 
Adjacent Land Uses: 

2 




 
 

 
  
  
  
  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 
       

 
 

 
    

 
 

 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

• North:  shopping strip, Taco Delite, and Sonic Restaurant, across FM 720: City Park (baseball field); 
• South:  residences; 
• East:  across Lobo Lane: Johnny Joe’s gas station, self storage, daycare center, and school; and  
• West:  Express Chicken and post office. 
Site Access: Direct access to the property is from Lobo Lane, which leads to FM 720 to the north.  FM 720 
provides access to other major roads and highways throughout the Dallas/Fort Worth area. 
Public Transportation: The availability of public transportation near the site was not identified in the 
application materials.   
Shopping & Services: Little Elm residents make use of the shopping and services available in Denton, 
which is located 12 miles north, and the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex, which is located south of the town. 
Site Inspection Findings:  TDHCA staff performed a site inspection on September 1, 2004 and found the 
location to be acceptable for the proposed development. 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated September 18, 2002 and updated August 28, 2004 
was prepared by Envirocare Associates, Inc and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
“Based on the site visit, historical search, review of databases, interviews with individuals, and without 
conducting any sampling, no direct evidence was found to indicate environmental impairment at the subject 
site. No additional work is recommended at this time” (p. ii). 

POPULATIONS TARGETED 
Income Set-Aside: The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) 
set-aside. As a Priority 1 private activity bond lottery development the Applicant has also elected the 50% at 
50% / 50% at 60% option. All of the units (100% of the total) will be reserved for low-income/elderly 
tenants. 

MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES 
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons 
$27,960 $31,920 $35,940 $39,900 $43,080 $46,260 60% of AMI 

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A market feasibility study dated August 31, 2004, with corrections made on October 23, 2004, was prepared 
by Jack Poe Company (“Market Analyst”) and highlighted the following findings:  
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “The primary Market is north of Dallas, Texas and is 
delineated by US 380 to the north, IH 35 to the west, Dallas County to the south, and US 75 to the 
east…These boundaries encompass MP/F’s submarkets #31, #44, #47, #81, #82 and #85” (p. 23). This area 
encompasses approximately 346.24 square miles (equivalent to a circle with a radius of 10.5 miles) and is 
very large, but somewhat typical for a seniors development. 
Population: The estimated 2003 population of the PMA was 617,027 and is expected to increase to 
approximately 833,394 by 2008.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to be 234,207 
households in 2003. There are an estimated 45,076 senior households in 2004 in the PMA. 
Total Primary Market Demand for Rental Units: The Market Analyst calculated a total demand based on 
2.1% to 3.1% income and age qualified households, 33% to 50% renter households, and existing rental 
housing supply of 60,000 units.  The Market Analyst used an income band of $15,000 to $35,000.  
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

ANNUAL AGE & INCOME-ELIGIBLE PRIMARY MARKET DEMAND SUMMARY 

Type of Demand 

Market Analyst Underwriter 
Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Household Growth 205 23% 175 12% 
Resident Turnover 1,321 88% 
Other Sources: pent-up demand  701 77% 
TOTAL ANNUAL DEMAND 906 100% 1,496 100%

       Ref:  p. 31-32 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated a capture rate for proposed and unstabilized HTC 
developments targeting seniors at 28% (p. 48). However, the Market Analyst excluded a seniors 
development awarded tax credits in 2004 with 250 units in the corrected version of the market study. 
Including these 250 units in the calculation results in a capture rate of 56%, which is within the maximum of 
100% allowed for development’s targeting senior households.  Using a different methodology to calculate 
demand (including an income band of $21,360 to $35,000), the Underwriter was also able to verify an 
inclusive capture rate for the development of less than 100%. 
Market Rent Comparables: The Market Analyst surveyed eight comparable apartment projects totaling 
1,751 units in the market area.  Four of the eight properties are HTC developments; however, it should be 
noted the tax credit comparable units have higher rents on average than the market comparable units.  “D/FW 
area monthly rents (excluding electricity) averaged $0.804 per square foot per month as of the second quarter 
of 2004…The primary Market rents are higher than the greater Dallas/Fort Worth apartment market average 
in all cohorts except complexes built after 1990 and before 1970 in Dallas” (p. 26). 

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential 
1-Bedroom (50%) $573 $573 $0 $750 -$177 
1-Bedroom (60%) $675 $698 -$23 $750 -$75 
2-Bedroom (60%) $795 $830 -$35 $900 -$105 

(NOTE:  Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “Average apartment occupancy, at 91.2%, in the primary market, is 
greater than the D/FW area average of 90.1%” (p. 28). 
Absorption Projections: “…new LIHTC apartments in the Secondary Market (Dallas/Fort Worth 
Metroplex) are leasing between 25 and 35 units per month…Thus, a lease-up rate of 30 units per month is 
inferred from the market data” (p. 51).  Conversation with a representative of the owner of Corinth Autumn 
Oaks revealed the development has been in lease-up for 14 months and has yet to reach a 90% occupancy 
level. The Market Analyst did further research and found that Corinth Autumn Oaks is currently 95% leased 
according to the onsite manager.  Assuming the lease-up period lasted a minimum of 14 months, the 72 
occupied units leased at an average of 5 units per month.  This would equate to a 36 month lease-up period 
for the subject 178 units. 
Existing/Planned Housing Stock: “The 2004 TDHCA Inventory lists two tax credit awards for qualified 
elderly developments in the submarket.  They are the Villas of Mission Bend (98101) and Evergreen at Plano 
(04409)…neither complex is within one mile of the subject” (p. 29).  A proposed 4% HTC development, 
Primrose at McDermott, is also located within the defined Primary Market Area.  However, the subject 
development has priority over Primrose at McDermott based on their respective bond reservation dates. 
Finally, the Market Analyst does not include Corinth Autumn Oaks (9% HTC #01144) in the analysis of the 
Primary Market Area.  The mixed-income development offers 76 tax credit units for senior residents and has 
not reached and maintained a 90% occupancy rate for 12 consecutive months.  Therefore, Corinth Autumn 
Oaks is an unstabilized comparable development for capture rate purposes.  Corrections to the Market Study 
include the addition of the 76 tax credit units at Corinth Autumn Oaks in the inclusive capture rate 
calculation. A 2001 4% HTC development, Primrose at Sequoia was not considered in the demand analysis 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

for the subject development because Primrose does not specifically target senior households. 

Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study provided sufficient 
information on which to base a funding recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: The Applicant assumed a gross rent for the units set-aside to be affordable to households earning 
60% or less of AMGI at a level below the maximum gross rent limit.  The Underwriter used the maximum 
gross rents in calculating the net rents as they are supported by the market rent conclusions in the Market 
Study. 
Secondary income attributable to “Telephone” will be earned from the Owner’s services as a marketing 
representative for the local residential telecommunication provider.  A contract entered into by an affiliate of 
the Applicant and Southwestern Bell Telephone, LP (SWBT) indicates SWBT will pay a commission for a 
period of seven years based on a Performance Commission Rate (PCR) of 4.50%.  The amount of 
commission paid to the owner each month is determined by multiplying the PCR and the total billed revenue 
less taxes, special fees, franchise and/or governmental fees, installation charges, late payment charges, 
uncollectables, charges for equipment and business service charges. 
Secondary income attributable to “Cable” will be earned from the Owner’s services as a marketing 
representative for the local cable television provider. A contract entered into by an affiliate of the Applicant 
and Comcast indicates a one time fee plus a quarterly commission will be paid on a step system based on the 
percentage of service penetration. 
The sample contracts support secondary income above the current $15 per unit per month maximum 
guideline; however, the returns are based upon the number of tenants that choose to sign up for the optional 
services. The Applicant also plans to charge for garages and carports (allowing one free parking space per 
unit), but was unable to substantiate the proposed rental rate.  The underwriting analysis includes additional 
secondary income of $4.90 per unit per month based on the average of actual collections at seven HTC 
developments located in Region 3. 
The Applicant also proposes a vacancy and collection loss rate of 5% rather than the Departments’ standard 
of 7.5%.  The lower vacancy and collection rate is not supported by the Market Analyst’s occupancy rate 
conclusions. As a net result of these differences, the Applicant’s effective gross income is $86K, or 6%, 
higher than the Underwriter’s estimate.  
Expenses: The Applicant’s operating expense projection is $68K, or 11% less than the Underwriter’s 
estimate.  The Underwriter’s line-item expense estimates are based on the TDHCA database and IREM data 
as well as an operating statement for Trails of Sanger (4% HTC 02455 - Family) submitted by the Applicant 
and an operating statement for Corinth Autumn Oaks (9% HTC #01144 - Seniors).  The Applicant’s line-
item projections that varied significantly when compared to the Underwriter’s estimates include: general & 
administrative ($52K higher) and repairs & maintenance ($22K lower). It should be noted, because the 
General Partner is a nonprofit entity, the development may qualify for a tax exemption.  However, the 
submitted application materials did not indicate the Applicant will seek an exemption and the Underwriter 
was able to verify the Applicant’s projected property tax expense based on the actual expense experienced by 
comparable developments within the same region. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s effective gross income, total operating expense and net operating income 
projections are each outside the 5% tolerance range when compared to the Underwriter’s estimates. 
Therefore, the Underwriter’s proforma will be used to determine the development’s debt service capacity. 
The development is not able to support the proposed financing structure at a minimum 1.10 debt coverage 
ratio based on the Underwriter’s NOI.  Therefore, it may be necessary to reduce the proposed permanent loan 
amount.  This will be further discussed in the conclusion to the Financing Structure Analysis section of this 
report. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
ASSESSED VALUE 

Land: $205,600 Assessment for the Year of: 2003 

Building: N/A Valuation by: Denton County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $205,600 Tax Rate: 2.37697 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Contract to Purchase Real Estate  (10.78 acres) 

Contract Expiration Date: 11/ 16/ 2004 Anticipated Closing Date: 11/ 30/ 2004 

Acquisition Cost: $1,203,800 Other Terms: +$38,850.50 paving reimbursement; Access easement for benefit of seller 

Seller: Lake Shore Crossing LP Related to Development Team Member: No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value: The Applicant has indicated a site acquisition cost of only $1,180,000, while the 
purchase contract indicates a total price of $1,242,651.  The difference does not detrimentally affect the 
development’s feasibility as there is adequate developer fee to defer if needed. 
Sitework Cost: The Applicant’s claimed sitework cost of $6,570 per unit is within the Department’s current 
guideline. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $300K less than the 
Underwriter’s Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook-derived estimate, but within 5%.  It should be 
noted, the Applicant did not include costs for proposed garages and carports in the development’s eligible 
basis. The Applicant plans to charge for the covered parking and, therefore, the garages and carports could 
be viewed as retail space which is not eligible for tax credits. 
Interim Financing Fees: The Underwriter reduced the Applicant’s eligible interim financing fees by $162K 
to reflect an apparent overestimation of eligible construction loan interest, to bring the eligible interest 
expense down to one year of fully drawn interest expense. This results in an equivalent reduction to the 
Applicant’s eligible basis estimate.   
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor general requirements, contractor general and administrative fees, and 
contingencies exceed the 6%, 2%, and 5% maximums allowed by HTC guidelines by $121K  based on their 
own construction costs. Consequently the Applicant’s eligible fees in these areas have been reduced by the 
same amount with the overage effectively moved to ineligible costs.   
Conclusion: The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate; therefore, 
the Applicant’s cost schedule, as adjusted by the Underwriter for overstated interim financing costs, general 
contractor fees, and contingencies, will be used to estimate eligible basis and determine the development’s 
need for permanent funds.  An eligible basis of $12,026,486 results in annual tax credits of $428,143.  This 
figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax credits resulting from the development’s gap 
in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM TO PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 

Source: Washington Mutual Contact: Mahesh S Aiyer 

Tax-Exempt Amount: $9,900,000 Interest Rate:  5.3% 

Taxable Amount: $500,000 Interest Rate:  7.28% 

Additional Issuer: Denton County Housing Finance Corporation; Blended rate: 5.38% Information: 

LOI Firm ConditionalAmortization: 30 yrs Term: 17 ½ yrs Commitment: 

1stAnnual Payment: $674,100 Lien Priority: Commitment Date 10/ 06/ 2004 

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: WNC & Assocaites, Inc Contact: David C Turek 

Net Proceeds: $3,678,706 Net Syndication Rate (per $1.00 of 10-yr HTC) 85¢ 

Commitment LOI Firm Conditional Date: 08/ 20/ 2004 
Additional Information: Revised 08/24/2004 

APPLICANT EQUITY 
Amount: $419,255 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Interim to Permanent Bond Financing:  The tax-exempt bonds are to be issued by the Denton County 
Housing Finance Corporation and to be placed with Washington Mutual.  The permanent financing letter of 
interest proposes terms that result in a lower total annual debt service than projected by the Applicant. The 
difference may be attributable to the Applicant’s original intent to place the bonds with MMA Financial. 
Because both tax exempt and taxable bond proceeds will be used to finance the development, the 
Underwriter has utilized a blended interest rate for the total amount of permanent financing to account for 
priority repayment of the taxable bonds at a higher interest rate.  The calculated blended interest rate utilized 
is 5.38% based on the lender’s current underwriting terms. 
HTC Syndication:  The tax credit syndication letter of interest is slightly inconsistent with the terms 
reflected in the sources and uses of funds listed in the application.  While the Applicant anticipates an annual 
tax credit allocation of $438,218, the syndicator expected only $432,832.  Any adjustments to the limited 
partner contribution will be made based on the proposed syndication rate of $0.85 per dollar. 
Deferred Developer’s Fees:  The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $419,255 amount to 
27% of the total proposed fees. 
Financing Conclusions:  As stated above, the Applicant’s cost schedule, as adjusted by the Underwriter for 
overstated interim financing costs, contractor fees, and contingencies, is used to estimate eligible basis and 
determine the development’s need for permanent funds. However, the resulting tax credits of $428,143 is 
the recommended annual allocation as it is lower than both the Applicant’s request and the tax credits 
resulting from the gap in need for permanent funds.  Based on the syndication commitment to contribute 
$0.85 per tax credit dollar available to the limited partner, syndication proceeds in the amount of $3,638,851 
are anticipated. 
Based on the Underwriter’s proforma, the development cannot service the debt resulting from the proposed 
financing structure with an initial minimum DCR of 1.10.  It is likely the permanent loan amount will be 
reduced to $9,845,000 through a mandatory redemption of the taxable mortgage revenue bonds.  To fill the 
remaining gap in permanent funds, it is likely the developer will defer $441,149 in fees.  This amount 
appears to be repayable from development cashflow within five years of stabilized operation. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

The Applicant, Developer, General Contractor, Property Manager, and the Supportive Services Provider are 
all related entities. These are common relationships for HTC-funded developments. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: 
• The Applicant is a single-purpose entity created for the purpose of receiving assistance from TDHCA 

and therefore has no material financial statements. 
• Outreach Housing Corporation, the nonprofit General Partner of the Applicant submitted an unaudited 

financial statement as of August 17, 2004 reporting total assets of $7.9M consisting of $385K in cash, 
$3.1M in receivables, $4.3M in real property, and $78K in office fixtures.  Contingent liabilities totaled 
$1.4M, resulting in net assets of $7.9M. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation. 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
• 

• 

• 

The Applicant’s estimated income, operating expenses, and net operating income are more than 5% 
outside of the Underwriter’s verifiable ranges. 
The development would need to capture a majority of the projected market area demand (i.e., capture 
rate exceeds 50%). 
The significant financing structure changes being proposed have not been reviewed/accepted by the 
Applicant, lenders, and syndicators, and acceptable alternative structures may exist.  

Underwriter: Date: November 3, 2004 
Lisa Vecchietti 

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: November 3, 2004 
Tom Gouris 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Lakeside Manor Senior Community, Little Elm, 4% HTC #04463 

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Net Rent per Unit Rent per Month Rent per SF Utilities Wtr, Swr, Trsh 

TC 50% 89 1 1 737 $623 $573 $50,985 $0.78 $54.48 $47.06 
TC 60% 55 1 1 737 748 698 38,382 0.95 54.48 47.06 
TC 60% 34 2 2 923 898 830 28,207 0.90 73.92 65.28 

TOTAL: 178 AVERAGE: 773 $714 $661 $117,574 $0.86 $58.19 $50.54 

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 137,510 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 3 
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,410,891 $1,381,824 IREM Region Dallas
 Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 32,040 32,040 $15.00 Per Unit Per Month 

Garage, Carport, Washer and Dryer, Cable and Telephone Per Unit Per Month: $4.90 10,464 92,280 $43.20 Per Unit Per Month 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,453,395 $1,506,144
 Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (109,005) (75,312) -5.00% of Potential Gross Rent

 Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,344,390 $1,430,832 
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

 General & Administrative 5.21% $394 0.51 $70,082 $18,500 $0.13 $104 1.29%

 Management 5.00% 378 0.49 67,220 70,000 0.51 393 4.89%

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 10.45% 789 1.02 140,496 145,000 1.05 815 10.13%

 Repairs & Maintenance 4.64% 350 0.45 62,370 40,200 0.29 226 2.81%

 Utilities 1.82% 137 0.18 24,423 27,000 0.20 152 1.89%

 Water, Sewer, & Trash 4.34% 328 0.42 58,401 55,000 0.40 309 3.84%

 Property Insurance 2.56% 193 0.25 34,378 38,000 0.28 213 2.66%

 Property Tax 2.37697 8.54% 645 0.83 114,771 110,000 0.80 618 7.69%

 Reserve for Replacements 2.65% 200 0.26 35,600 35,600 0.26 200 2.49%

 Supportive Services, Compliance, Security 0.64% 49 0.06 8,650 8,700 0.06 49 0.61% 

TOTAL EXPENSES 45.85% $3,463 $4.48 $616,390 $548,000 $3.99 $3,079 38.30% 

NET OPERATING INC 54.15% $4,090 $5.29 $728,000 $882,832 $6.42 $4,960 61.70% 

DEBT SERVICE 
Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 50.01% $3,777 $4.89 $672,266 $719,470 $5.23 $4,042 50.28% 

Taxable Bond Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00% 

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

NET CASH FLOW 4.15% $313 $0.41 $55,735 $163,362 $1.19 $918 11.42% 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.08 1.23 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 

CONSTRUCTION COST 

Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 8.61% $6,981 $9.04 

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 

Sitework 8.10% 6,570 8.50 

Direct Construction 45.61% 36,995 47.89 

Contingency 5.00% 2.69% 2,178 2.82 

General Req'ts 6.00% 3.22% 2,614 3.38 

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 1.07% 871 1.13 

Contractor's Profit 5.16% 2.77% 2,247 2.91 

Indirect Construction 3.33% 2,699 3.49 

Ineligible Costs 3.71% 3,012 3.90 

Developer's G & A 3.24% 2.42% 1,966 2.55 

Developer's Profit 11.10% 8.31% 6,742 8.73 

Interim Financing 8.12% 6,587 8.53 

Reserves 2.04% 1,653 2.14 

TOTAL COST 100.00% $81,116 $105.00 

TDHCA APPLICANT 

$1,242,651 $1,180,000 
0 0 

1,169,500 1,169,500 
6,585,068 6,285,000 

387,728 450,000 
465,274 480,000 
155,091 160,000 
400,000 400,000 

480,500 480,500 
536,076 397,599 

350,000 350,000 
1,200,000 1,200,000 
1,172,401 1,172,401 

294,296 200,000 
$14,438,586 $13,925,000 

Recap-Hard Construction Costs 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 
Taxable Bond Financing 

HTC Syndication Proceeds 

Deferred Developer Fees 

Additional (excess) Funds Required 

TOTAL SOURCES 

63.46% 

65.80% 

3.46% 

24.28% 

2.90% 

3.56% 

$51,476 

$53,371 

$2,809 

$19,695 

$2,355 

$2,885 

$66.63 

$69.09 

$3.64 

$25.49 

$3.05 

$3.73 

$9,162,662 

$9,500,000 
500,000 

3,505,745 
419,255 

513,586 
$14,438,586 

$8,944,500 

$9,500,000 
500,000 

3,505,745 
419,255 

0 
$13,925,000 

PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

$8.58 $6,629 8.47% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

8.50 6,570 8.40% 

45.71 35,309 45.13% 

3.27 2,528 3.23% 

3.49 2,697 3.45% 

1.16 899 1.15% 

2.91 2,247 2.87% 

3.49 2,699 3.45% 

2.89 2,234 2.86% 

2.55 1,966 2.51% 

8.73 6,742 8.62% 

8.53 6,587 8.42% 

1.45 1,124 1.44% 

$101.27 

$65.05 

RECOMMENDED 

$9,845,000 
0 

3,638,851 
441,149 

0 
$13,925,000 

$78,230 100.00% 

$50,250 64.23% 

Developer Fee Available 

$1,550,000 
% of Dev. Fee Deferred 

28% 

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow 

$2,742,058 

TCSheet Version Date 7/16/04tg Page 1 04463 Lakeside Seniors.xls Print Date11/4/2004 9:52 AM 



    

MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS(continued) 

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT 

Base Cost $46.36 $6,374,543 
Adjustments 

Exterior Wall Finish 6.40% $2.97 $407,971 
Elderly/9-Ft. Ceilings 5.00% 2.32 318,727

 Roofing 0.00 0 
Subfloor (2.03) (279,145) 

Floor Cover 1.93 265,394
 Porches/Balconies $16.36 22128 2.63 362,014 
Plumbing $605 102 0.45 61,710

 Built-In Appliances $1,650 178 2.14 293,700 
Carports $8.20 10,000 0.00 0 
Floor Insulation 0.00 0 
Heating/Cooling 1.53 210,390 
Garages $26.45 8,000 0.00 0

 Comm &/or Aux Bldgs $59.29 5,500 2.37 326,079 
Maintenance $46.36 357 0.12 16,549 

SUBTOTAL 60.78 8,357,932 

Current Cost Multiplier 1.08 4.86 668,635 
Local Multiplier 0.89 (6.69) (919,373) 
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $58.96 $8,107,194 

Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% ($2.30) ($316,181) 
Interim Construction Interes 3.38% (1.99) (273,618) 
Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% (6.78) (932,327) 
NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $47.89 $6,585,068 

Lakeside Manor Senior Community, Little Elm, 4% HTC #04463 

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE  PAYMENT COMPUTATION 
Residential Cost Handbook 


Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis
 Primary $10,000,000 Term 360 

Int Rate 5.38% DCR 1.08 

Secondary Term 360

Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.08

Additional $3,505,745 Term

Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.08

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service 
Secondary Debt Service 
Additional Debt Service 
NET CASH FLOW 

$661,845
0
0

$66,155

Primary $9,845,000 Term 360

Int Rate 5.38% DCR 1.10 

Secondary $0 Term 360 

Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.10 

Additional $3,505,745 Term 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.10 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,410,891 $1,453,218 $1,496,814 $1,541,719 $1,587,970 $1,840,893 $2,134,099 $2,474,006 $3,324,857

 Secondary Income 32,040 33,001 33,991 35,011 36,061 41,805 48,463 56,182 75,504

 Garage, Carport, Washer and 10,464D 10,777 11,101 11,434 11,777 13,653 15,827 18,348 24,658 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,453,395 1,496,997 1,541,906 1,588,164 1,635,809 1,896,350 2,198,390 2,548,536 3,425,020

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (109,005) (112,275) (115,643) (119,112) (122,686) (142,226) (164,879) (191,140) (256,876)

 Employee or Other Non-Renta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,344,390 $1,384,722 $1,426,263 $1,469,051 $1,513,123 $1,754,124 $2,033,511 $2,357,396 $3,168,143 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $70,082 $72,886 $75,801 $78,833 $81,986 $99,749 $121,360 $147,653 $218,562

 Management 67,220 69,236 71,313 73,453 75,656 87,706 101,676 117,870 158,407

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 140,496 146,116 151,960 158,039 164,360 199,970 243,294 296,004 438,158

 Repairs & Maintenance 62,370 64,865 67,459 70,158 72,964 88,772 108,005 131,404 194,510

 Utilities 24,423 25,399 26,415 27,472 28,571 34,761 42,292 51,455 76,166

 Water, Sewer & Trash 58,401 60,737 63,166 65,693 68,321 83,122 101,131 123,041 182,131

 Insurance 34,378 35,753 37,183 38,670 40,217 48,930 59,531 72,428 107,211

 Property Tax 114,771 119,362 124,137 129,102 134,266 163,355 198,747 241,806 357,932

 Reserve for Replacements 35,600 37,024 38,505 40,045 41,647 50,670 61,648 75,004 111,024

 Other 8,650 8,996 9,356 9,730 10,119 12,312 14,979 18,224 26,976 

TOTAL EXPENSES $616,390 $640,373 $665,296 $691,194 $718,108 $869,347 $1,052,661 $1,274,889 $1,871,078 

NET OPERATING INCOME $728,000 $744,349 $760,968 $777,857 $795,015 $884,777 $980,850 $1,082,507 $1,297,066 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 $661,845 

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NET CASH FLOW $66,155 $82,503 $99,122 $116,012 $133,170 $222,932 $319,005 $420,662 $635,220 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.10 1.12 1.15 1.18 1.20 1.34 1.48 1.64 1.96 
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LIHTC Allocation Calculation - Lakeside Manor Senior Community, Little Elm, 4% HTC #04463 

APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA 

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

(1) Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $1,180,000 $1,242,651
 Purchase of buildings 

(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
 On-site work $1,169,500 $1,169,500 $1,169,500 $1,169,500
 Off-site improvements 

(3) Construction Hard Costs
 New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $6,285,000 $6,585,068 $6,285,000 $6,585,068 

(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
 Contractor overhead $160,000 $155,091 $149,090 $155,091
 Contractor profit $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
 General requirements $480,000 $465,274 $447,270 $465,274 

(5) Contingencies $450,000 $387,728 $372,725 $387,728 
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $480,500 $480,500 $480,500 $480,500 
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $1,172,401 $1,172,401 $1,172,401 $1,172,401 
(8) All Ineligible Costs $397,599 $536,076 
(9) Developer Fees

 Developer overhead $350,000 $350,000 $350,000 $350,000
 Developer fee $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 

(10) Development Reserves $200,000 $294,296 $1,571,473 $1,622,334 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $13,925,000 $14,438,586 $12,026,486 $12,365,563

 Deduct from Basis:
 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $12,026,486 $12,365,563
 High Cost Area Adjustment 100% 100% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $12,026,486 $12,365,563
 Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $12,026,486 $12,365,563
 Applicable Percentage 3.56% 3.56% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $428,143 $440,214 
Syndication Proceeds 0.8499 $3,638,851 $3,741,445 

Total Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $428,143 $440,214 

Syndication Proceeds $3,638,851 $3,741,445 

Requested Credits $438,218 
Syndication Proceeds $3,724,481 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed $4,080,000 
Credit Amount $480,048 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
Real Estate Analysis Division 
Underwriting Report Addendum 

REPORT DATE: 04/06/09 PROGRAM: 4% HTC / Bond FILE NUMBER: 05623 

DEVELOPMENT 

Coral Hills Apartments 

Location: Region: 

City: County: Zip: X  QCT  DDA 

Key Attributes: Acquisition/Rehabilitation, General, Urban 

6363 Beverly Hill 6 

Houston Harris 77057 

ALLOCATION 

$198,892 
* The development was originally awarded annual tax credits of $214,140. 
Housing Tax Credit (Annual) $209,091 

Amount Interest Amort/TermTDHCA Program Amount Interest Amort/Term 
REQUEST RECOMMENDATION 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has evaluated the financial viability of the requested amendment. Based on the information 
provided, the transaction meets the Department's 2008 and 2009 Real Estate Analysis Rules and 
Guidelines. If the Board chooses to approve the amendment, the Underwriter recommends a total 
allocation of $198,892. 

SALIENT ISSUES 

60% of AMI 60% of AMI 172 

TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA 
Income Limit Rent Limit Number of Units 

ADDENDUM 

� A reduction in number of rent restricted units from 173 to 172. At application, the development had 
174 total units with one unit being used as the leasing office. The Owner states that additional community 
space was needed for the residents and that the Owner is using an additional unit as a community room. 
The two units being used as the leasing office and community room are designated as market units with 
zero income. 

� Elimination of washer/dryer connections as an amenity, and the substitution of a computer learning 
center for the eliminated amenity. The Owner stated that an error was made on the application and that 
washer/dryer connections were never anticipated to be provided. The PCA prepared at application did 
not contemplate washer/dryer connections. The proposed substitute amenity, a computer learning 
center, was not originally committed to be provided. 

The subject development is an acquisition and rehabilitation 4% bond transaction that was originally 
underwritten and approved in 2005. In association with the development's final construction inspection 
and submission of the final cost certification, the owner has requested an amendment to the application 
as follows: 
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� The acceptance of digital surveillance cameras as sufficient to meet the requirement for "monitored 
security unit," which was committed to at application. 

� Elimination of an accessible walking path as an amenity, and the substitution of a furnished 
community room for the eliminated amenity. The Owner stated that this amenity was misinterpreted to be 
accessible concrete walkways. The proposed substitute amenity, a furnished community room, was not 
originally committed to be provided. 

� Elimination of a community garden as an amenity, and the substitution of a gazebo with sitting area 
for the eliminated amenity. The proposed substitute amenity, a gazebo with sitting area, was not originally 
committed to be provided. 

The requested changes do not have an adverse effect on the underwriting of the transaction. The 
conversion of one tax credit unit to a zero-rent market unit has an immaterial effect on income, and the 
development's DCR falls within Department guidelines. In addition, the cost certification for the 
development has been submitted to the Department, and the final development costs, as certified by the 
CPA, are $346,292 lower than the Underwriter's estimate at application. Site work costs decreased by 65% 
while direct construction costs increased by 26%. The Department utilizes the final certified costs to make a 
determination regarding the amount of the tax credit allocation based on the eligible basis and gap 
methods. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
Issuer: 
Source: Type: 

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

Source: Type: 

Amount Conditions: 
Comments: 

Source: Type: 

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC: 
Comments: 

Amount: Type: 

Amount: Type: 

Deferred Developer Fees 

Capmark Syndication 

$1,911,293 93% 209,091$ 

The syndication price remains the same at $0.93 per tax credit dollar as quoted at the time of 
application. The credit request at cost certification is $5,049 or 2.4% lower than the credit amount 
approved at application underwriting. 

$707,493 

At loan conversion the loan was reduced by $250K and the Owner was required to make a loan 
equalization payment equal to this amount at loan closing. The Limited Partnership Agreement ("LPA") 
requires the general partner to fund such "Mortgage Loan Shortfalls." The LPA states that only the first 
$100k shall be treated as a GP loan, which is able to accrue interest and be repaid out of development 
cash flow. The remainder will not be repaid by the partnership. Per the LPA, the GP loan shall accrue 
interest at the Prime Rate determined at the end of the preceding month, which for June 2008 was 5%. 
Using either the Underwriter's or the Owner's proforma, the development has sufficient 15-year cash flow 
to repay all deferred developer fee and the entire $250K of the loan equalization payment. 

The loan converted to the permanent phase on July 1, 2008. The principal amount was reduced from 
$5,320,000 to $5,070,000. The Owner was required to make a $250K loan equalization payment in 
conjunction with the loan resize. 

Owner Contribution Loan Equalization Payment 

$250,000 

$5,070,000 6.11% 360 

TDHCA 
Greystone Servicing Corporation Interim to Permanent Bond Financing 

$192,656 Cash Flow During Development 
The development had $192,656 in cash flow between December 2005 and December 2006 that the 
Owner identifies as a source of financing. Documentation provided to substantiate this amount was 
limited to an operating statement for the period. 
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Conclusion: 
As discussed in the Construction Costs section below, the Underwriter used a different building 
acquisition value than the Owner, resulting in a lower recommended credit allocation. This resulted in 
reduced tax credit syndication proceeds, which create a gap in funding that exceeds the amount of 
developer fee available. For that reason, the recommended financing structure reflects an Owner 
contribution of $61,780 in order to fill that gap. The Owner submitted a signed statement indicating that 
the General Partner will provide the Partnership with gap funding, as necessary. The Owner also 
submitted unaudited financial statements as of 12/31/08 for Summit Housing Partners, the Owner of the 
General Partner, indicating sufficient liquidity to cover the anticipated gap funding. 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

Acquisition Value: 

The Underwriter has determined building value by deducting the land value certified by the CPA in the 
cost certification from the total acquisition value as adjusted to exclude related party broker fees. The 
land value certified by the CPA was greater than the value indicated in the original tax assessment, and 
the prorata value determined by the original appraisal. 
Therefore, a land value of $1,836,229 was subtracted from the total acquisition cost of $5,409,299 less 
the broker fees of $288K, for a total building value of $3,285,070. This is $263,665 less than the Owner’s 
most building value. The result of this adjustment is a reduction of $10,370 in the total annual allocation 
supported by the development's eligible basis. 

The Underwriter used a different building acquisition value to determine the allocation of acquisition tax 
credits than the Owner, resulting in a lower allocation of acquisition tax credits than requested. 

The Owner claimed acquisition eligible basis based upon a building value percentage of 65.6% applied 
to the total acquisition price of $5,409,299. The appraisal concluded the “as-is” market value of the land 
to be 34% of the total appraised value resulting in 66% attributable to the building. At application, the 
Owner disclosed that the buyer broker, Winter Coleman Real Estate L.L.C. had an identity of interest with 
the General Partner of the Applicant and therefore the entire $286,353 buyer broker commission 
identified at application was removed to developer fee (to the extent eligible developer fee did not 
exceed 15% of eligible acquisition costs). The final, certified costs include $288,000 in broker fees, which 
the current Underwriter has also removed from acquisition cost because this fee was paid to a related 
party. The Underwriter moved the entire $288K to ineligible costs, as eligible developer fee is already 
equal to 15% of eligible costs. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Recommended Financing Structure: 
The Underwriter's year one proforma was used to determine the development's debt capacity. The 
proforma analysis results in a debt coverage ratio that falls within the Department's 2008 and 2009 Real 
Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines. The Owner's final and certified total development costs, less the 
permanent loan amount of $5.07M, the Loan Equalization Payment of $250K, and $192,656 indicates the 
need for $2,618,787 in gap funds. Based on the final syndication terms a tax credit allocation of 
$281,618 annually would be required to fill this gap in financing. This amount will be compared to the 
Owner's request, and the allocation based on the eligible basis method to determine the 
recommended allocation. 
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As stated above, the acquisition eligible basis was reduced to exclude related party broker fees, 
resulting in a reduction to the tax credit allocation supported by the development's eligible basis. 
Therefore, the syndication proceeds reflected in the recommended financing structure are lower than 
the proceeds assumed by the Owner. This results in a gap of $61,780 which must be filled by the General 
Partner. The Underwriter has found the General Partner to have sufficient liquidity to fund the gap in 
financing. 
The three possible tax credit allocations are shown below: 

Tax Credit Allocation Requested by Owner: 

Tax Credit Allocation Determined by Eligible Basis: 

Tax Credit Allocation Determined by Gap in Financing: $281,618 

$209,091 

$198,892 

The allocation amount supported by the Owner's final eligible basis is recommended. An annual 
allocation of $198,892 results in total equity proceeds of $1,849,514 at a syndication price of $0.93 per 
tax credit dollar. The Underwriter's recommended financing structure indicates the need for $769,273 in 
additional permanent funds. Deferred developer fees and an additional owner contribution in this 
amount appear to be repayable by Year 10. 

Underwriter: Date: April 6, 2009 
Audrey Martin 

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: April 6, 2009 
Brent Stewart 
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COST CERTIFICATION COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Coral Hills Apartments, Houston, HTC#05623 

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

TC 60% 8 1 1 656 $687 $602 $544 602 $4,816 $0.92 $85.00 $37.00 

TC 60% 16 1 1 663 $687 602 $550 602 9,632 0.91 85.00 37.00 

TC 60% 48 1 1 723 $687 602 $600 602 28,896 0.83 85.00 37.00 

TC 60% 7 1 1 751 $687 602 $613 602 4,214 0.80 85.00 37.00 

MR 1 1 1 751 0 $613 0 0 0.00 85.00 37.00 

TC 60% 12 1 1 768 $687 602 $613 602 7,224 0.78 85.00 37.00 

TC 60% 16 1 1 825 $687 602 $613 602 9,632 0.73 85.00 37.00 

TC 60% 14 1 1 832 $687 602 $613 602 8,428 0.72 85.00 37.00 

MR 1 1 1 832 0 0 0 0.00 85.00 37.00 

TC 60% 44 2 1 870 $825 709 $730 709 31,196 0.81 116.00 48.00 

TC 60% 4 2 1 896 $825 709 $730 709 2,836 0.79 116.00 48.00 

TC 60% 1 2 1 1,128 $825 709 $730 709 709 0.63 116.00 48.00 
TC 60% 2 2 1.5 1,377 $825 709 $730 709 1,418 0.51 116.00 48.00 

TOTAL: 174 AVERAGE: 789 $626 $109,001 $0.79 $94.09 $40.22 

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 137,210 TDHCA TDHCA-UW APPLICATION APPLICANT COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,308,012 $1,318,138 $1,163,244 $1,156,536 Harris Houston 6
 Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 31,320 31,140 45,936 129,456 $62.00 Per Unit Per Month

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

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,339,332 $1,349,278 $1,209,180 $1,285,992
 Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (100,450) (101,196) (108,828) (96,444) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

 Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,238,882 $1,248,082 $1,100,352 $1,189,548 
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

 General & Administrative 4.30% $306 0.39 $53,322 $57,607 $44,101 $33,950 $0.25 $195 2.85%

 Management 6.00% 427 0.54 74,333 50,201 44,414 69,000 0.50 397 5.80%

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 12.74% 907 1.15 157,888 167,992 127,322 173,700 1.27 998 14.60%

 Repairs & Maintenance 5.43% 386 0.49 67,225 71,272 61,396 58,870 0.43 338 4.95%

 Utilities 14.93% 1,063 1.35 184,955 53,616 44,241 170,000 1.24 977 14.29%

 Water, Sewer, & Trash 6.81% 485 0.62 84,408 38,411 61,448 63,900 0.47 367 5.37%

 Property Insurance 3.34% 238 0.30 41,342 34,095 39,150 42,000 0.31 241 3.53%

 Property Tax 2.528716 4.14% 294 0.37 51,236 112,349 104,095 52,000 0.38 299 4.37%

 Reserve for Replacements 3.93% 280 0.36 48,720 51,900 43,500 48,720 0.36 280 4.10%

 TDHCA Compliance Fees 0.56% 40 0.05 6,880 6,960 6,960 7,000 0.05 40 0.59%

 Other: 0.00% 0 0.00 0 10,440 10,440 0 0.00 0 0.00% 

TOTAL EXPENSES 62.18% $4,427 $5.61 $770,310 $654,843 $587,067 $719,140 $5.24 $4,133 60.45% 

NET OPERATING INC 37.82% $2,693 $3.42 $468,572 $593,239 $513,285 $470,408 $3.43 $2,703 39.55% 

DEBT SERVICE 
Greystone Servicing Corp 29.79% $2,121 $2.69 $369,080 $386,867 $382,753 $387,200 $2.82 $2,225 32.55% 

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

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

NET CASH FLOW 8.03% $572 $0.73 $99,492 $206,372 $130,532 $83,208 $0.61 $478 6.99% 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.27 1.53 1.34 1.21 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.22 

CONSTRUCTION COST 

Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA TDHCA-UW APPLICATION APPLICANT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 66.56% $31,088 $39.42 $5,409,299 $5,102,647 $5,389,000 $5,409,299 $39.42 31087.92529 66.52% 

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

Sitework 1.24% 580 0.74 100,890 290,965 290,965 100,890 0.74 580 1.24% 

Direct Construction 12.66% 5,912 7.50 1,028,639 819,455 819,455 1,028,639 7.50 5,912 12.65% 

Contingency 62,768 62,768 0.00 0 0.00% 

Contractor's Fees 14.00% 1.95% 909 1.15 158,134 154,165 154,165 158,135 1.15 909 1.94% 

Indirect Construction 1.43% 666 0.84 115,842 106,981 106,981 115,842 0.84 666 1.42% 

Ineligible Costs 6.92% 3,232 4.10 562,425 935,681 649,328 562,425 4.10 3,232 6.92% 

Developer's Fees 15.00% 8.65% 4,042 5.13 703,286 726,690 808,040 707,493 5.16 4,066 8.70% 

Interim Financing 0.00% 0 0.00 0 47,831 47,831 0 0.00 0 0.00% 

Reserves 0.60% 280 0.36 48,720 230,552 20,000 48,720 0.36 280 0.60% 

TOTAL COST 100.00% $46,708 $59.23 $8,127,235 $8,477,735 $8,348,533 $8,131,443 $59.26 $46,732 100.00% 

Construction Cost Recap 15.84% $7,400 $9.38 $1,287,663 $1,327,353 $1,327,353 $1,287,664 $9.38 $7,400 15.84% 

SOURCES OF FUNDS RECOMMENDED 

Greystone Servicing Corp 62.38% $29,138 $36.95 $5,070,000 $5,320,000 $5,320,000 $5,070,000 $5,070,000 
Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 255,541 255,541 
Cash Flow During Development 2.37% $1,107 $1.40 192,656 0 0 192,656 192,656 
Loan Equalization Payment 3.08% $1,437 $1.82 250,000 0 0 250,000 250,000 
HTC Syndication Proceeds 23.52% $10,984 $13.93 1,911,293 2,404,720 2,140,608 1,911,293 1,849,514 
General Partner Contribution 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0 0 61,780 
Deferred Developer Fees 8.71% $4,066 $5.16 707,493 623,040 623,040 707,493 707,493 
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -0.05% ($24) ($0.03) (4,207) (125,566) 9,344 1 (0) 
TOTAL SOURCES $8,127,235 $8,477,735 $8,348,533 $8,131,443 $8,131,443 $1,911,731 

100% 

Developer Fee Available 

$707,493 

% of Dev. Fee Deferred 

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued) 
Coral Hills Apartments, Houston, HTC#05623 

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
 
Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook 

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis
 

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT PER SF AMOUNT 

Base Cost $0 
Adjustments

 Exterior Wall Finish $0.00 $0 
Elderly 0.00 0 
9-Ft. Ceilings 0.00 0

 Roofing 0.00 0 
Subfloor (2.47) (338,909) 

Floor Cover 2.43 333,420
 Breezeways/Balconies $20.33 0.00 0 
Plumbing Fixtures $805 0.00 0
 Rough-ins $400 0.00 0 
Built-In Appliances $1,850 174 2.35 321,900 
Exterior Stairs $1,800 0.00 0 
Enclosed Corridors ($9.92) 0.00 0 
Heating/Cooling 1.90 260,699
 Garages/Carports 0.00 0 
Comm &/or Aux Bldgs 0.00 0 
Other: fire sprinkler $1.95 137,210 1.95 267,560 

SUBTOTAL 6.16 844,670 
Current Cost Multiplier 0.98 (0.12) (16,893) 
Local Multiplier (6.16) (844,670) 
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS ($0.12) ($16,893) 
Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% $0.00 $659 

Interim Construction Interes 3.38% 0.00 570 
Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% 0.01 1,943 

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS ($0.10) ($13,722) 

PAYMENT COMPUTATION 

Primary $5,070,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.11% DCR 1.27 

Secondary $250,000 Amort

Int Rate 5.00% Subtotal DCR 1.27

Additional $1,911,293 Amort

Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.27

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service $369,080
Secondary Debt Service 16,105
Additional Debt Service 0
NET CASH FLOW $83,388

Primary $5,070,000 Amort 360

Int Rate 6.11% DCR 1.27

Secondary $250,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 5.00% Subtotal DCR 1.22 

Additional $1,911,293 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.22 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,308,012 $1,347,252 $1,387,670 $1,429,300 $1,472,179 $1,706,659 $1,978,486 $2,293,607 $3,082,416

 Secondary Income 31,320 32,260 33,227 34,224 35,251 40,865 47,374 54,920 73,808

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

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,339,332 1,379,512 1,420,897 1,463,524 1,507,430 1,747,524 2,025,860 2,348,527 3,156,224

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (100,450) (103,463) (106,567) (109,764) (113,057) (131,064) (151,939) (176,140) (236,717)

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

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,238,882 $1,276,049 $1,314,330 $1,353,760 $1,394,373 $1,616,460 $1,873,920 $2,172,387 $2,919,507 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $53,322 $55,455 $57,673 $59,980 $62,379 $75,894 $92,336 $112,341 $166,292

 Management 74,333 76,563 78,860 81,226 83,662 96,988 112,435 130,343 175,170

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 157,888 164,204 170,772 177,603 184,707 224,724 273,411 332,646 492,398

 Repairs & Maintenance 67,225 69,914 72,711 75,619 78,644 95,682 116,412 141,633 209,652

 Utilities 184,955 192,354 200,048 208,050 216,372 263,249 320,283 389,673 576,811

 Water, Sewer & Trash 84,408 87,784 91,296 94,948 98,746 120,139 146,168 177,835 263,240

 Insurance 41,342 42,996 44,716 46,504 48,365 58,843 71,592 87,102 128,932

 Property Tax 51,236 53,285 55,417 57,633 59,939 72,925 88,724 107,946 159,787

 Reserve for Replacements 48,720 50,669 52,696 54,803 56,996 69,344 84,367 102,646 151,941

 Other 6,880 7,155 7,441 7,739 8,049 9,792 11,914 14,495 21,456 

TOTAL EXPENSES $770,310 $800,379 $831,628 $864,105 $897,857 $1,087,579 $1,317,642 $1,596,661 $2,345,679 

NET OPERATING INCOME $468,572 $475,670 $482,702 $489,655 $496,516 $528,881 $556,279 $575,726 $573,828 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 $369,080 

Second Lien 16,105 16,105 16,105 16,105 16,105 16,105 16,105 16,105 16,105 

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NET CASH FLOW $83,388 $90,485 $97,517 $104,470 $111,331 $143,696 $171,094 $190,541 $188,643 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.22 1.23 1.25 1.27 1.29 1.37 1.44 1.49 1.49 
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HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Coral Hills Apartments, Houston, HTC#05623 

CATEGORY 

APPLICANT'S 

TOTAL 
AMOUNTS 

TDHCA 

TOTAL 
AMOUNTS

APPLICANT'S 

ACQUISITION 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

TDHCA 

ACQUISITION 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

APPLICANT'S 

REHAB/NEW 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

TDHCA 

REHAB/NEW 
ELIGIBLE BASIS 

Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $1,860,564 $2,124,229
 Purchase of buildings $3,548,735 $3,285,070 $3,548,735 $3,285,070 

Off-Site Improvements 
Sitework $100,890 $100,890 $100,890 $100,890 
Construction Hard Costs $1,028,639 $1,028,639 $1,028,639 $1,028,639 
Contractor Fees $158,135 $158,134 $158,134 $158,134 
Contingencies 
Eligible Indirect Fees $115,842 $115,842 $42,610 $42,610 $73,232 $73,232 
Eligible Financing Fees 
All Ineligible Costs $562,425 $562,425 
Developer Fees $499,152 $204,134

 Developer Fees $707,493 $703,286 $538,702 $168,791 
Development Reserves $48,720 $48,720 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $8,131,443 $8,127,235 $4,130,047 $3,826,832 $1,529,686 $1,565,029

 Deduct from Basis:

 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $4,130,047 $3,826,832 $1,529,686 $1,565,029
 High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $4,130,047 $3,826,832 $1,988,592 $2,034,538
 Applicable Fraction 98.85% 98.85% 99% 98.85% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $4,082,398 $3,782,682 $1,965,649 $2,011,066
 Applicable Percentage 3.46% 3.46% 3.46% 3.46% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $141,251 $130,881 $68,011 $69,583 

Syndication Proceeds 0.929907607 $1,313,504 $1,217,070 $632,444 $647,056 

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) 
Syndication Proceeds 

Approved Tax Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

Cost Certification Request 
Syndication Proceeds 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed 
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) 

$198,892 
$1,945,947 

$214,140 
$1,991,304 

$209,091 
$1,944,353 

$2,618,787 
$281,618 

$200,464 
$1,864,127 

Reconciled Tax Credits 

Syndication Proceeds 

$198,892 

$1,849,514 

05623 Coral Hills.xls printed: 4/7/2009 



 

 

 

 

     

  

     
 

 

  

 
 

 

  

  

 

    

 
 

  

  
 

 

 

 

 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

4% HTC 
DATE: November 3, 2005  PROGRAM: FILE NUMBER: 05623 

MRB 

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Coral Hills Apartments 

APPLICANT 
Name: Coral Hills Apartments, Ltd. Type: For-profit 

Address: 105 Tallapoosa Street, Suite 300 City: Montgomery State: AL 

Zip: 36104 Contact: Hunter McKenzie Phone: (334) 954-4458 Fax: (334) 954-4496 

PRINCIPALS of the APPLICANT/ KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Summit America Properties XXIII, Inc. (%): .01 Title: Managing General Partner 

Name: Summit America Properties, Inc. (“Summit”) (%): N/A Title: 100% owner of MGP 

Name: Realty Partners, L.L.C. (“Realty”) (%): N/A Title: 100% owner of Summit 

Name: W. Daniel Hughes, Jr. (%): N/A Title: President/ Director of MGP 
and 78% owner of Realty 

Name: Summit Asset Management, LLC (%): N/A Title: Developer 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 6363 Beverly Hill Street QCT DDA 

City: Houston County: Harris Zip: 77057 

REQUEST 
Amount 

1) $5,320,000 

2) $268,660 

Other Requested Terms: 

Interest Rate Amortization 

6% 30 yrs 

N/A N/A 

1) Tax-exempt private activity mortgage revenue bond  

2) Annual ten-year allocation of housing tax credits 

Term 

18 yrs 

N/A 

Proposed Use of Funds: Acquisition/ Rehabilitation Property Type: Multifamily 

Special Purpose (s): 

RECOMMENDATION 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF ISSUANCE OF $5,320,000 IN TAX-EXEMPT MORTGAGE 
REVENUE BONDS WITH A FIXED INTEREST RATE UNDERWRITTEN AT AN ALL IN RATE 
OF 6.1% AND A 30-YEAR AMORTIZATION PERIOD, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$214,140 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

                    

  

 

 

   
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

CONDITIONS 
1.	 Receipt, review, and acceptance of a revised PCA to reflect the PCA providers opinion with regard to 

the reasonableness of the planned repairs and their cost as well as a 30 year proforma of scheduled 
long term repairs is a condition of this report. 

2.	 Receipt, review, and acceptance of revised permanent loan commitments reflecting an increase in the 
debt by $315,294, or acceptance by the lenders and syndicator of the inclusion of additional 
partnership debt in the same amount as well as acceptance of 100% deferred developer fee. 

3.	 Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-
evaluated and an adjustment to the credit amount may be warranted. 

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports. 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Total 
Units: 173 # Rental 

Buildings 16 # Non-Res. 
Buildings 0 # of 

Floors 2 Age: 31 yrs Vacant: N/A at  /  / 

Net Rentable SF: 136,378 Av Un SF: 788 Common Area SF: 832 Gross Bldg SF: 137,210 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structure is wood frame on a concrete slab on grade.  According to the plans provided in the application 
the exterior is comprised as follows: 85% brick veneer and 15% wood siding.  The interior wall surfaces are 
drywall and the pitched roof is finished with composite shingles. 

APPLIANCES AND INTERIOR FEATURES 
The interior flooring is a combination of carpeting & vinyl tile.  Each unit will include: range & oven, hood 
& fan, refrigerator, tile tub/shower, washer & dryer connections, laminated counter tops, boiler water heating 
system, & individual heating and air conditioning. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
A community building will not be included.  One of the existing residential units of 832 square feet will be 
converted into additional leasing office space.  The two swimming pools and community garden/ walking 
trail are centrally located to serve all units.  In addition, perimeter fencing with a limited access gate is 
planned for the site. 
Uncovered Parking: 111 spaces Carports: 152 spaces Garages: 0 spaces 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description:  Coral Hills is an acquisition and rehabilitation development of 174 units that will be converted 
to 173 units of affordable housing located in southwest Houston.  The additional unit will be used as a 
property leasing office.  The compact site results in a 40.18-unit per acre ratio.  The development was built in 
1974 and is comprised of 16 evenly-distributed medium-sized, garden style, walk-up, low-rise residential 
buildings as follows: 
• One Building Type A with 20 one-bedroom/one-bath units, one two-bedroom/one-bath units, and one 

two-bedroom/two-bath units; 
• One Building Type B with 19 one-bedroom/one-bath units, and one two-bedroom/two-bath units; 
• Two Building Type C/F with ten two-bedroom/one-bath units; 
• Two Building Type D/E with sixteen one-bedroom/one-bath units; 
• Three Building Type G/H/I with four one-bedroom/one-bath units; 
• Two Building Type J/M with twelve two-bedroom/one-bath units; 
• Two Building Type K/L with 16 one-bedroom/one-bath units; 
• Two Building Type N/P with four one-bedroom/one-bath units; 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

• One Building Type O with four two-bedroom/one-bath units; 
Development Plan: The buildings were 60% occupied pre-Hurricane Katrina relief and in “fair to average 
condition due to the level of deferred maintenance currently present in areas such as site work, structural, 
mechanical/ electrical, interior finishes and the exterior.” Currently occupancy has risen to 93% as a result of 
housing victims of Hurricane Katrina. The application did not contain a narrative or other detailed 
description of the plan for rehabilitation aside for the project cost schedule. A Property Condition 
Assessment (PCA) was conducted by Joseph Donaldson with Real Estate Advisors, L.L.C. on September 7, 
2005. The PCA reflects immediate needs and planned repairs consisting of replacing the existing flat roofs, 
parking lot and carport repairs and replacement, addition of exterior lighting, replacing gutters and 
downspouts, replacing several older appliances and cabinets, installing smoke detectors and GFI outlets, and 
providing improved accessibility including retrofitting 5% of units for accessibility compliance.  The 
Appraiser indicated that, “The proposed renovation appears adequate relative to the level of deferred 
maintenance currently present at the Subject.”  (Appraisal p. 5)  The Applicant indicates that the 
rehabilitation will be performed around the residents to ensure that their lifestyle does not become disrupted. 

This plan may be more difficult to successfully execute given the post-Katrina occupancy.
 
Architectural Review: The building and unit plans are of good design, sufficient size and are comparable to 

other apartment developments of this age.  They appear to provide acceptable access and storage. The 
elevations reflect modest buildings. 

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Size: 4.4821 acres 195,240  square feet Flood Zone 
Designation: Zone X 

Zoning: The City of Houston does not have zoning 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The site is located in southwest Houston.  The site is a rectangularly-shaped parcel, 
approximately nine miles from the central business district. The site is situated on the south side of Beverly 
Hill Street. 
Adjacent Land Uses: 
• North:  Beverly Hill Street immediately adjacent and office buildings beyond; 
• South:  Bayou Gardens Nursery and Hidden Pines Apartments; 
• East:  Drainage canal immediately adjacent and auto maintenance and sales facility beyond; and 
• West:  A parking lot immediately adjacent. 
Site Access: Access to the property is from the east or west along Beverly Hill Street or the north or south 
from Unity Drive.  The development has one main entry from the north from Beverly Hill Street.  Access to 
Interstate Highway 610 is 2.5 miles east, which provides connections to all other major roads serving the 
Houston area. 
Public Transportation:  Public transportation to the area is provided by the Metropolitan Transit Authority 
of Harris County (METRO).  “The location of the nearest stop is at the corner of Hillcroft Street and 
Richmond Avenue, approximately 0.3 miles northwest of the Subject.” (Appraisal, p. 23) 
Shopping & Services: The site is within two miles of a major grocery store, a shopping center, a library, 
and a variety of other retail establishments and restaurants.  Schools, churches, and hospitals and health care 
facilities are located within a short driving distance from the site. 
Site Inspection Findings:  TDHCA staff performed a site inspection on October 20, 2005, and found the 
location to be acceptable for the proposed development. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated September 8th, 2005 was prepared by Real Estate 
Advisory, LLC (REA) and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
Findings: 
•	 Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM):  “No asbestos-containing materials were identified during the 

assessment.  Further, in the event of significant demolition or renovation, REA recommends that 
materials not previously sampled, such as roofing materials, be sampled in accordance with EPA 
regulations.” (p. 19) 

•	 Lead-Based Paint (LBP): “Sampling conducted in the prior report did not identify LBP at the Property. 
Additional testing did not identify lead-containing materials in testing conducted by REA.  Therefore, 
REA considers the potential for significant applications of LBP at the Property to be unlikely.” (p. 21) 

•	 Radon: “Detected levels of radon gas were below the USEPA action level of 4.0 pCi/L.  Therefore, 
radon is not considered an environmental concern at the Property.” (p. 22) 

Recommendations: “… REA did not locate recognized environmental conditions that would impose a 
liability, restrict the use, limit the development, or impact the value or marketability of the Property.” (p. iv) 

POPULATIONS TARGETED 

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 

Income Set-Aside:  The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) 
set-aside, although as a Priority 2 private activity bond lottery project 100% of the units must have rents 
restricted to be affordable to households at or below 60% of AMGI. 173 of the units (100% of the total) will 
be reserved for low-income tenants.  173 of the units (100%) will be reserved for households earning 60% or 
less of AMGI. 

MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES 
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons 
$25,620 $29,280 $32,940 $36,600 $39,540 $42,480 60% of AMI 

A market feasibility study dated August 19, 2005 was prepared by Novogradac & Company LLP (“Market 
Analyst”) and highlighted the following findings: 
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “…The Subject’s Primary Market Area (PMA) is the area 
bounded by Woodway Drive and Memorial Drive to the north, Interstate 610 to the east, Bellaire Boulevard 
to the south, and Fondren Road to the west, as depicted on the following page.” (p. 12). This area 
encompasses approximately 14 square miles and is equivalent to a circle with a radius of two miles. 
Definition of Secondary Market Area (PMA): “The secondary market area is defined as the City of 
Houston...” (p. 12). 
Population: The estimated 2004 population of the PMA was 122,022 and is expected to increase by 7.5% to 
approximately 131,125 by 2009.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to be 55,632 
households in 2004. Since the population of the PMA exceeded 100,000, the Underwriter set the population 
equal to 100,000 (the department maximum) and reran the numbers so that the population and demand were 
reduced by the same factor.  With the population set to 100,000, the estimated households in the PMA in 
2004 were 45,592. 
Total Primary Market Demand for Rental Units: The Market Analyst calculated a total demand of 2,441 
qualified households in the PMA, based on the current estimate of 56,340 households, the projected annual 
growth rate of 1.3%, renter households estimated at 78% of the population, income-qualified households 
estimated at 18.3%, and an annual renter turnover rate of 29%.  The Market Analyst used an income band of 
$20,057 to $32,940. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

ANNUAL INCOME-ELIGIBLE SUBMARKET DEMAND SUMMARY 

Type of Demand 

Market Analyst Underwriter 
Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Household Growth 110 5% 252 10% 
Resident Turnover 2,331 95% 2,268 90% 
Other  Sources:  %  %  
TOTAL ANNUAL DEMAND 2,441 100% 2,520 100%

       Ref:  summary 

Inclusive Capture Rate: The Market Analyst calculated an inclusive capture rate of 17.4% based upon 
2,520 units of demand and 438 units of unstabilized affordable housing in the PMA (including the subject). 
The Underwriter calculated an inclusive capture rate of 17.9% based upon a supply of unstabilized 
comparable affordable units of 438 divided by a revised demand of 2,441.  Since the population of the 
primary market area exceeds 100,000, the Underwriter resized the demographic information so that the 
population would be equal to 100,000 for testing purposes.  In this analysis, the Underwriter’s capture rate 
would be 10.1% and the Market Analyst’s rate would be 18.4%, still within department tolerance for 
concentration.  It should be noted that the subject development is currently 60% occupied, and it is likely the 
existing tenants will choose to remain at the property. Therefore, an inclusive capture rate calculation is not 
as meaningful a tool for determining the feasibility of the subject development as it would otherwise be 
given the likely tenant retention. 
Local Housing Authority Waiting List Information: “One of the selected comparable properties 
currently maintains a small waiting list of five households for their two-bedroom units. Based on 
this information, it does not appear that the Subject will maintain a waiting list after converting to 
LIHTC.” (p. 39). 
Market Rent Comparables: The Market Analyst surveyed seven comparable apartment projects totaling 
1,944 units in the market area. (p. 33). 

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential 
1-BR (60%) 656 sq ft $496 $602 -$106 $600 -$104 
1-BR (60%) 663 sq ft $514 $602 -$88 $600 -$86 
1-BR (60%) 723 sq ft $517 $602 -$85 $600 -$83 
1-BR (60%) 751 sq ft $525 $602 -$77 $600 -$75 
1-BR (60%) 768 sq ft $530 $602 -$72 $600 -$70 
1-BR (60%) 825 sq ft 
Townhouse $551 $602 -$51 $600 -$49 

1-BR (60%) 832 sq ft $551 $602 -$51 $600 -$49 
2-BR (60%) 870 sq ft $640 $718 -$78 $750 -$110 
2-BR (60%) 896 sq ft $640 $718 -$78 $750 -$110 
2-BR (60%) 1128 sq ft 
Townhouse $669 $718 -$49 $825 -$156 

2-BR (60%) 1377 sq ft 
Townhouse $725 $718 $7 $850 -$125 

(NOTE:  Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “From its current occupancy of 60 percent, we anticipate a six month 
lease-up period to reach stabilization based on its current rents, which include two months free rent.  ‘As 
complete’, the property is anticipated to maintain a stabilized occupancy of 92 percent or greater upon 
renovation and conversion to LIHTC.” (Appraisal, p. 5). 
Absorption Projections: “Absorption is anticipated to be negligible after renovation since the Subject 
should be already operating at a stabilized occupancy and most of the tenants will likely be income qualified 
and prefer to remain at the Subject in its improved condition.” (Appraisal, p. 5). 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

Known Planned Development: “Based on information collected from the TDHCA website, the 
Houston Planning Department, and property managers, the Subject’s competition from LIHTC 
properties in the foreseeable future are Fountain Oaks and St. Cloud Apartments. Both of these 
properties are existing LIHTC projects, and are located 1.3 and 1.5 miles from the Subject, 
respectively.” 
“There are no other developments located within one linear mile of the Subject site that have been 
awarded funds by the TDHCA in the three years prior to the application acceptance period.” (MKT 
Study, p. 28). 
Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study provided sufficient 
information on which to base a funding recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income:  The Applicant’s rent projections are significantly lower than the maximum rents allowed under 
program guidelines.  The Underwriter calculated rents derived as the lower of the per square foot conclusion 
of the market analyst multiplied by the square footage for each unit or the tax credit rent.  Based on the 
Market Analyst’s estimate of achievable rent the Underwriter believes the property can achieve 
approximately $155K in additional income. Moreover the current rents reflected on the latest rent roll 
suggest that rents are currently as high or higher than the Underwritten rents. The Applicant indicated that 
the property will shift from landlord paying water and sewer to individually metered one where the tenants 
will reimburse the landlord for water and sewer.  The Applicant further indicated that the landlord will 
continue to pay for water heating under a centralized water heating system, and rents and expenses were 
calculated accordingly.  The Applicant included secondary income of $22.13 which is above the Department 
guidelines of $15 per unit per month and provided no additional substantiation for this estimate though the 
Underwriter conjectures that this may be a result of the reimbursement of water and sewer from the tenant. 
The Applicant utilized a higher vacancy and collection loss rate of 9%, based on pre-Katrina leasing 
difficulties for the development and for the Houston Market generally.  The Appraiser also included a higher 
12% vacancy and collection loss post rehabilitation but has verbally indicated that this level of vacancy, 
while appropriate at the pre-Katrina effective date of the report, may be overstated given the significant 
improvement in occupancy rates since the Hurricane.  The Underwriter maintained the historical 7.5% 
vacancy and collection loss standard. As a net result, the Applicant’s effective gross income estimate is 
$148K less than the Underwriter’s estimate. 
Expenses: The Applicant’s total expense estimate of $3,393 per unit is 10% lower than the Underwriter’s 
database-derived estimate of $3,785 per unit for comparably-sized developments.  The Applicant’s budget 
shows several line item estimates that deviate significantly when compared to the database averages, 
particularly general and administrative ($14K lower), payroll ($41K lower), and water, sewer, and trash 
($23K higher). The Underwriter used $300 per unit minimum annual replacement reserve versus $251 per 
unit used by the Applicant. The PCA is also required to comment on the ongoing need for additional repairs 
for the length of the affordability period, typically 30 years.  The PCA provided only reflects needs for the 
first 12 years of the affordability term and concludes an annual reserve requirement of $277 per unit. Based 
on the analysis provided it is likely that a 30-year evaluation will result in a higher annual estimate. Receipt, 
review, and acceptance of a revised PCA to reflect the PCA providers opinion with regard to the 
reasonableness of the planned repairs and their cost as well as a 30-year proforma of scheduled long term 
repairs is a condition of this report. 
Conclusion:  The Applicant’s estimated income and total estimated operating expense are inconsistent with 
the Underwriter’s expectations and the Applicant’s net operating income (NOI) estimate is not within 5% of 
the Underwriter’s estimate. Therefore, the Underwriter’s NOI will be used to evaluate debt service capacity. 
Both the Underwriter’s and Applicant’s estimated debt coverage ratio (DCR) exceeds the program maximum 
standard of 1.30. This suggests that the project could support additional debt service.  Based on the 
Underwriter’s analysis of a 1.53 DCR, at the all-in fixed interest rate projected to be 6.1%, the Development 
could support additional debt service of $69,472 annually and still maintain a 1.30 DCR.  This results in an 
additional potential debt of $955K and may reduce the need for other funds. This will be discussed in more 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

detail in the financing conclusions below. 

ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
APPRAISED VALUE 

Land Only: $1,475,000 (34%) Date of Valuation: 8/ 12/ 2005 

Existing Buildings (Calculated): “as is” $2,850,000 (66%) Date of Valuation: 8/ 12/ 2005 

Total Development: “as is” $4,325,000 Date of Valuation: 8/ 12/ 2005 

Appraiser: Novogradac & Company, LLP City: Austin Phone: (512) 340-0420 

APPRAISAL ANALYSIS/CONCLUSIONS 
An appraisal dated September 6, 2005, was provided by the Applicant. The Appraisal was performed by H. 
Blair Kincer, MAI with Novogradac & Company.  The Appraisal provides four values: “as-is”, “prospective 
value” (LIHTC scenario), “prospective value” (unrestricted market rate scenario), and land value. The 
current “as-is” value is most important in underwriting of this property because it will provide support for the 
purchase price of the subject as well as provide the proration for the eligible basis calculation for the 
buildings. For the “as-is” valuation, the primary approach used was the sales comparison or income 
approach. Due to the quality of the comparable sales the appraisal provides a reasonable estimation of land 
value. In this case the value and purchase price are different.  Based upon the “reasonable similar” 
comparable land sales the value of the underlying land was valued at $1,475,000 or 34% of the total 
appraised value. 

ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: 4.33 acres $660,150 Assessment for the Year of: 2005 

Building: $2,424,750 Valuation by: Harris County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $3,084,900 Tax Rate: 2.99% 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Purchase and Sale Agreement (4.33 acres) 

Contract Expiration Date: 	 3/ 1/ 2006 Anticipated Closing Date: 12/ 15/ 2005 

$4,800,000 base plus $302,647 defeasance and Acquisition Cost:	 Other Terms/Conditions: 
$5,389,000 total $286,353 buyer broker commission 

Seller: Houston Beverly Hollow Associated, Ltd. Related to Development Team Member: No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value: The Applicant initially claimed eligible basis based upon a building value percentage of 
90% applied to the total acquisition price of $5,389,000. The appraisal concluded the “as-is” market value of 
the land to be 34% of the total appraised value resulting in 66% attributable to the building.  The Applicant 
further informed the Underwriter that the buyer broker, Winter Coleman Real Estate L.L.C. has a small but 
current identity of interest with the General Partner of the Applicant and therefore the entire $286,353 buyer 
broker commission should be removed to developer fee (to the extent eligible developer fee does not exceed 
15% of eligible acquisition costs).  The Underwriter has used the most conservative building value approach 
of using prorata appraised value for the building multiplied by the total eligible sales price (the contract 
stated price of $4,800,000 plus existing loan defeasance costs of $302,647 that the contract calls for the 
buyer to pay) to conclude an eligible basis value for the existing buildings of $3,362,438.  This is $551,562 
less than the Applicant’s most current development cost schedule and even more significantly less than the 
Applicant’s original requested acquisition eligible basis.   
Sitework Cost: Since this is a proposed rehabilitation the associated sitework costs are minimal.  The 
Applicant has estimated sitework costs of $290,965 or $1,682 per unit. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $819,455 for a total site 
work and direct cost of $1,110,420. The cost for the immediate repairs provided in the PCA total $1,225,330, 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

but are listed as the contractor provided budget numbers.  The difference in cost is not directly identifiable 
and the PCA provider did not provide an affirmation that the contractor’s budgeted costs are reasonable. 
Receipt, review, and acceptance of such reconciliation and statement of reasonableness by the PCA provider 
is a condition of this report. The PCA provider is also required to discuss the planned improvements and is 
generally expected to opine on the reasonableness of the cost of the repairs.  The PCA’s proforma of physical 
needs over time reflects a range of $35,000 to $50,000 in annual repairs over the first five years which is 
unusually high for a property that has completed rehabilitation.  Moreover the items identified, appliances, 
A/C and floor finishes could have been incorporated in the rehabilitation budget but appear to not have been 
included. This issue was discussed with the Applicant and it was suggested by the Applicant that additional 
eligible rehabilitation costs may be added to the development budget prior to cost certification.  
Fees:  As discussed above, buyer’s broker commissions to an identity of interest entity totaling $286,353 
were initially moved to developer fees however the eligible developer fee was already at the 15% limit and 
therefore this commission was subsequently moved to ineligible costs. Because the Applicant included this 
commission as eligible acquisition basis and maximized a developer fee from that amount, the Applicant’s 
developer fee is overstated by $86,304.  
Conclusion: The Underwriter’s direct construction costs are derived from the Applicant’s budget.  While 
this report is conditioned upon the verification of these costs through the PCA, the Applicant’s total costs are 
used to evaluate the uses of funds for the development.  As discussed above, the ineligibility of the buyer’s 
broker commission and resulting adjustments to the eligible developer fee has resulted in an eligible basis of 
$5,566,339 which is used to determine a credit allocation of $214,140 from this method. The resulting 
syndication proceeds will be used to compare to the Applicant’s request and to the gap of need using the 
Applicant’s costs to determine the recommended credit amount. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM CONSTRUCTION FINANCING 

Source: Regions Bank Contact: Spencer Knight 

Principal Amount: $5,320,000 Interest Rate:  6.0% 

Additional Information: 

Amortization: N/A yrs Term: 2.5 yrs Commitment: LOI Firm Conditional 

BRIDGE FINANCING 
Source: Realty Partners L.L.C. Contact: Scott Crossfield 

Principal Amount: $315,294 Interest Rate:  To be set at closing 

Additional Information: 

Amortization: TBD yrs Term: TBD yrs Commitment: LOI Firm Conditional 

Annual Payment: TBD Lien Priority: 2 Date: 11/ 3/ 2005 

PERMANENT FINANCING 
Source: Greystone Contact: Jennifer Spence 

Principal Amount: $5,320,000 Interest Rate:  6.1% (all-in rate –commitment estimated 6% 
originally) 

Additional Information: 

Amortization: 30 yrs Term: 32.5 yrs Commitment: LOI Firm Conditional 

Annual Payment: $382,753 Lien Priority: 1 Date: 9/ 1/ 2005 

Source: Paramount Financial Group 

Net Proceeds: $2,404,720 

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Contact: Mike Moses 

Net Syndication Rate (per $1.00 of 10-yr HTC) 93¢ 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

Commitment: LOI Firm Conditional Date: 8/ 18/ 2005 

Additional Information: 
The proceed amount shown in the syndication agreement ($2,404,720) is different than the 
application’s original estimate ($2,498,286) based on the difference in anticipated 
percentage of ownership. 

APPLICANT EQUITY 
Amount: $684,306 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Permanent Bond Financing: The tax-exempt bonds are to be issued by TDHCA and purchased by 
Greystone.  The permanent financing commitment is generally consistent with the terms reflected in the 
sources and uses of funds listed in the application.  The Underwriter used an all-in interest rate of 6.1% based 
on a stack consisting of the following: The estimated bond rate of 4.95%, credit enhancement of 0.46%, 
servicing fee of 0.44%, trustee fee of 0.15%, and TDHCA issuer fee of 0.1% 
HTC Syndication:  The tax credit syndication commitment is inconsistent with the terms reflected in the 
sources and uses of funds listed in the application. In particular, the proceeds amount is different as it was 
based upon a credit amount of $258,598 annually. The Applicant subsequently revised their credit estimate 
down to $236,642 and syndication proceeds estimate to $2,140,608. 
Deferred Developer’s Fees:  The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $684,306 amount to 
76% of the total fees. 
Financing Conclusions:  Based on the developer fee adjustments to the Applicant’s estimate of eligible 
basis, the HTC allocation should not exceed $214,140 annually for ten years, resulting in syndication 
proceeds of approximately $1,991,503.  Based on this analysis, the gap of funds needed typically filled by 
deferred developer fee will be increased to $1,037,030, which represents over 100% of the eligible fee and 
more than the unrelated contractor fee available.  The Applicant has provided a commitment letter from the 
corporate principal of the general partner, Realty Partners L.L.C., to provide a loan in the amount of 
$315,294 to the partnership to bridge the funding gap, in addition to deferring the entire amount of developer 
fee. Receipt, review, and acceptance of a revised permanent loan commitments reflecting an increase in the 
debt by $315,294, or acceptance by the lenders and syndicator of the inclusion of additional partnership debt 
in the same amount as well as acceptance of 100% deferred developer fee. This entire amount of the gap 
($1,037,030) is repayable at zero percent within 10 years, however due to the excess DCR discussed above 
should also be evaluated as potential additional conventional debt.  At the same rates and terms as the 
conventional debt this amount of deferred developer fee plus partnership funds provides a DCR of 1.28 
which is within the department guidelines.  This calculation ensures that the Department is not over 
subsidizing the credit amount for the transaction. Should the Applicant’s final direct construction cost 
exceed the cost estimate used to determine credits in this analysis, additional deferred developer’s fee is not 
available to fund those potential development cost overruns.  

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

The Applicant, Developer, and Property Manager firm are all related entities.  These are common 
relationships for HTC-funded developments.  The corporate principal of the General Partner is also 
committing to provide additional funding to the development to ensure sufficient financing for the 
development and while this is unusual, it is not prohibited. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: 
• The Applicant is a single-purpose entity created for the purpose of receiving assistance from TDHCA 

and therefore have no material financial statements. 
• The Managing General Partner, Summit America Properties Inc., submitted an unaudited financial 

statement as of December 31, 2004, reporting total assets of $785,517 and consisting of $787K in notes 
receivable, and a negative net of $1,194 in partnership interests. Liabilities totaled $795,934, resulting in 
a net worth of negative $10,417. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

•	 The principal of the General Partner, Daniel Hughes, Jr., submitted an unaudited financial statement as 
of March 30, 2005, and is anticipated to be guarantor of the development already being designated as the 
“Key Principal” in the loan commitment.  Although this financial statement is older than department 
guidelines allow, a “no material change” statement was issued by Mr. Hughes October 31, 2005.  

Background & Experience: Multifamily Production Finance Staff have verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation.  

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
• 

• 

The Applicant’s estimated income/operating expenses/operating proforma are more than 5% outside of 
the Underwriter’s verifiable range. 
The development could potentially achieve an excessive profit level (i.e., a DCR above 1.30) if the 
maximum tax credit rents can be achieved in this market. 

Underwriter: Date: November 3, 2005 
Phillip Drake 

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: November 3, 2005 
Tom Gouris 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Coral Hills Apartments, Houston, 4% HTC/ MRB & #05623 

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Net Rent per Unit Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util Water Heat, Trash 

TC 60% 8 1 1 656 $686 $544 $4,356 $0.83 $73.00 $24.31 
TC 60% 16 1 1 663 686 550 8,805 0.83 73.00 24.31 
TC 60% 48 1 1 723 686 600 28,804 0.83 73.00 24.31 
TC 60% 8 1 1 751 686 613 4,904 0.82 73.00 24.31 
TC 60% 12 1 1 768 686 613 7,356 0.80 73.00 24.31 
TC 60% 16 1 1 825 686 613 9,808 0.74 73.00 24.31 
TC 60% 14 1 1 832 686 613 8,582 0.74 73.00 24.31 
TC 60% 44 2 1 870 823 730 32,120 0.84 93.00 25.31 
TC 60% 4 2 1 896 823 730 2,920 0.81 93.00 25.31 
TC 60% 1 2 1 1,128 823 730 730 0.65 93.00 25.31 
TC 60% 2 2 1.5 1,377 823 730 1,460 0.53 93.00 25.31 

TOTAL: 173 AVERAGE: 788 $726 $635 $109,845 $0.81 $78.90 $24.60 

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 136,378 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 6 
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,318,138 $1,163,244 IREM Region Houston
 Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 31,140 45,936 $22.13 Per Unit Per Month

 Other Support Income: 0 
POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $1,349,278 $1,209,180
 Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (101,196) (108,828) -9.00% of Potential Gross Rent

 Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,248,082 $1,100,352 
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

 General & Administrative 4.62% $333 0.42 $57,607 $44,101 $0.32 $255 4.01%

 Management 4.02% 290 0.37 50,201 44,414 0.33 257 4.04%

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 13.46% 971 1.23 167,992 127,322 0.93 736 11.57%

 Repairs & Maintenance 5.71% 412 0.52 71,272 61,396 0.45 355 5.58%

 Utilities 4.30% 310 0.39 53,616 44,241 0.32 256 4.02%

 Water, Sewer, & Trash 3.08% 222 0.28 38,411 61,448 0.45 355 5.58%

 Property Insurance 2.73% 197 0.25 34,095 39,150 0.29 226 3.56%

 Property Tax 2.99125 9.00% 649 0.82 112,349 104,095 0.76 602 9.46%

 Reserve for Replacements 4.16% 300 0.38 51,900 43,500 0.32 251 3.95%

 Other: compl fees 1.39% 101 0.13 17,400 17,400 0.13 101 1.58% 

TOTAL EXPENSES 52.47% $3,785 $4.80 $654,842 $587,067 $4.30 $3,393 53.35% 

NET OPERATING INC 47.53% $3,429 $4.35 $593,240 $513,285 $3.76 $2,967 46.65% 

DEBT SERVICE 
First Lien Mortgage 31.00% $2,236 $2.84 $386,867 $382,753 $2.81 $2,212 34.78% 

Loan from the Partnership 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00% 

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

NET CASH FLOW 16.54% $1,193 $1.51 $206,373 $130,532 $0.96 $755 11.86% 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.53 1.34 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.28 

CONSTRUCTION COST 

Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 60.19% $29,495 $37.42 

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 

Sitework 3.43% 1,682 2.13 

Direct Construction 9.67% 4,737 6.01 

Contingency 5.65% 0.74% 363 0.46 

General Req'ts 5.95% 0.78% 382 0.48 

Contractor's G & A 1.98% 0.26% 127 0.16 

Contractor's Profit 5.95% 0.78% 382 0.48 

Indirect Construction 1.26% 618 0.78 

Ineligible Costs 11.04% 5,409 6.86 

Developer's G & A 2.00% 1.14% 560 0.71 

Developer's Profit 13.00% 7.43% 3,640 4.62 

Interim Financing 0.56% 276 0.35 

Reserves 2.72% 1,333 1.69 

TOTAL COST 100.00% $49,004 $62.16 

Recap-Hard Construction Costs 15.66% $7,673 $9.73 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
First Lien Mortgage 62.75% $30,751 $39.01 

Loan from the Partnership 3.01% $1,477 $1.87 

HTC Syndication Proceeds 28.37% $13,900 $17.63 

Deferred Developer Fees 7.35% $3,601 $4.57 

Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -1.48% ($726) ($0.92) 

TOTAL SOURCES 

TDHCA APPLICANT 

$5,102,647 $5,389,000 
0 0 

290,965 290,965 
819,455 819,455 
62,768 62,768 
66,071 66,071 
22,023 22,023 
66,071 66,071 

106,981 106,981 
935,681 649,328 
96,892 

629,798 808,040 
47,831 47,831 

230,552 20,000 
$8,477,735 $8,348,533 
$1,327,353 

$7,338,719 
$5,320,000 

255,541 
2,404,720 

623,040 
(125,566) 

$8,477,735 

$1,327,353 

$5,320,000 
255,541 

2,140,608 
623,040 

9,344 
$8,348,533 

1,173,188.00 $1,064,000 

PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

$39.52 $31,150 64.55% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

2.13 1,682 3.49% 

6.01 4,737 9.82% 

0.46 363 0.75% 

0.48 382 0.79% 

0.16 127 0.26% 

0.48 382 0.79% 

0.78 618 1.28% 

4.76 3,753 7.78% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

5.93 4,671 9.68% 

0.35 276 0.57% 

0.15 116 0.24% 

$61.22 $48,257 100.00% 

$9.73 

RECOMMENDED 

$5,320,000 
315,294 

1,991,503 
721,736 

0 
$8,348,533 

$7,673 15.90% 

Developer Fee Available
 

$721,736
 

% of Dev. Fee Deferred
 

100%
 

15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow
 

$3,176,803
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued) 

Coral Hills Apartments, Houston, 4% HTC/ MRB & #05623

 PAYMENT COMPUTATION 

Primary $5,320,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.10% DCR 1.53 

Secondary $255,541 Amort 
Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.53 

Additional Amort 
Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.53 

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service 
Secondary Debt Service 
Additional Debt Service 
NET CASH FLOW 

$386,867 
75,412 

0 
$130,961 

Primary $5,320,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.10% DCR 1.53 

Secondary $1,037,030 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.10% Subtotal DCR 1.28 

Additional $0 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.28 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,318,138 $1,357,682 $1,398,412 $1,440,365 $1,483,575 $1,719,871 $1,993,801 $2,311,362 $3,106,278

 Secondary Income 31,140 32,074 33,036 34,028 35,048 40,631 47,102 54,604 73,383

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

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,349,278 1,389,756 1,431,449 1,474,392 1,518,624 1,760,501 2,040,903 2,365,966 3,179,661

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (101,196) (104,232) (107,359) (110,579) (113,897) (132,038) (153,068) (177,447) (238,475)

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

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,248,082 $1,285,524 $1,324,090 $1,363,813 $1,404,727 $1,628,464 $1,887,836 $2,188,519 $2,941,186 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $57,607 $59,911 $62,307 $64,800 $67,392 $81,992 $99,756 $121,369 $179,655

 Management 50,201 51,707 53,259 54,856 56,502 65,501 75,934 88,028 118,303

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 167,992 174,711 181,700 188,968 196,526 239,104 290,907 353,933 523,907

 Repairs & Maintenance 71,272 74,122 77,087 80,171 83,378 101,442 123,419 150,158 222,271

 Utilities 53,616 55,761 57,991 60,311 62,723 76,312 92,846 112,961 167,210

 Water, Sewer & Trash 38,411 39,947 41,545 43,207 44,935 54,670 66,515 80,925 119,789

 Insurance 34,095 35,458 36,877 38,352 39,886 48,527 59,041 71,832 106,329

 Property Tax 112,349 116,843 121,517 126,378 131,433 159,908 194,553 236,703 350,378

 Reserve for Replacements 51,900 53,976 56,135 58,380 60,716 73,870 89,874 109,345 161,858

 Other 17,400 18,096 18,820 19,573 20,356 24,766 30,131 36,659 54,265 

TOTAL EXPENSES $654,842 $680,533 $707,237 $734,994 $763,846 $926,093 $1,122,975 $1,361,914 $2,003,965 

NET OPERATING INCOME $593,240 $604,991 $616,853 $628,818 $640,881 $702,371 $764,860 $826,605 $937,222 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 $386,867 

Second Lien 75,412 75,412 75,412 75,412 75,412 75,412 75,412 75,412 75,412 

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NET CASH FLOW $130,961 $142,712 $154,573 $166,539 $178,602 $240,091 $302,581 $364,326 $474,942 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.28 1.31 1.33 1.36 1.39 1.52 1.65 1.79 2.03 
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LIHTC Allocation Calculation - Coral Hills Apartments, Houston, 4% HTC/ MRB & #05623 

APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA 

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

(1) Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $1,475,000 $1,740,209
 Purchase of buildings $3,914,000 $3,362,438 $3,914,000 $3,362,438 

(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
 On-site work $290,965 $290,965 $290,965 $290,965
 Off-site improvements 

(3) Construction Hard Costs
 New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $819,455 $819,455 $819,455 $819,455 

(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
 Contractor overhead $22,023 $22,023 $22,023 $22,023
 Contractor profit $66,071 $66,071 $66,071 $66,071
 General requirements $66,071 $66,071 $66,071 $66,071 

(5) Contingencies $62,768 $62,768 $62,768 $62,768 
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $106,981 $106,981 $33,028 $33,028 $73,953 $73,953 
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $47,831 $47,831 $47,831 $47,831 
(8) All Ineligible Costs $649,328 $935,681 
(9) Developer Fees $592,054 $504,366 $215,986 $217,371

 Developer overhead $96,892
 Developer fee $808,040 $629,798 

(10) Development Reserves $20,000 $230,552 $592,054 $504,366 $217,371 $217,371 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $8,348,533 $8,477,735 $4,539,082 $3,899,832 $1,665,123 $1,666,508

 Deduct from Basis:
 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $4,539,082 $3,899,832 $1,665,123 $1,666,508
 High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $4,539,082 $3,899,832 $2,164,660 $2,166,460
 Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 100% 100.00% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $4,539,082 $3,899,832 $2,164,660 $2,166,460
 Applicable Percentage 3.53% 3.53% 3.53% 3.53% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $160,230 $137,664 $76,412 $76,476 
Syndication Proceeds 0.9300 $1,490,135 $1,280,276 $710,636 $711,227 

Total Credits (Eligible Basis Method) $236,642 $214,140 

Syndication Proceeds $2,200,771 $1,991,503 

Requested Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

$268,660 
$2,498,538 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed 
Credit Amount 

$2,713,239 
$291,746 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
Real Estate Analysis Division 
Underwriting Report Addendum 

REPORT DATE: 04/02/09 PROGRAM: 4% HTC / Bond FILE NUMBER: 05629 

DEVELOPMENT 

Village Park Apartments 

Location: Region: 

City: County: Zip: X  QCT  DDA 

Key Attributes: Acquisition/Rehabilitation, General, Urban 

8701 Hammerly Boulevard 6 

Houston Harris 77080 

ALLOCATION 

$612,809 
* The development was originally awarded annual tax credits of $574,490. However, pursuant to 49.12(d) of the 2009 
QAP a tax-exempt bond development is eligible to request additional credits than originally awarded. In conjunction 
with the development's final cost certification the Owner has requested $54,890 or 9.5% in additional tax credits. Since 
this amount is less than 10% more than the amount reflected in the 2005 Determination Notice issued to the Owner, the 
request may be approved by the Executive Director. However, since this development is being presented to the Board 
for approval of the requested changes to the application, approval of the additional credit request is also included for 
Board approval. 

Housing Tax Credit (Annual) $629,380 
Amount Interest Amort/TermTDHCA Program Amount Interest Amort/Term 

REQUEST RECOMMENDATION 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has evaluated the financial viability of the requested amendment. Based on the revised information 
provided, the transaction meets the Department's 2008 and 2009 Real Estate Analysis Rules and Guidelines. 
If the Board chooses to approve the amendment, the Underwriter recommends a total allocation of 
$612,809, subject to the following condition. 

CONDITIONS 

1 The Owner is requesting $16,571 more in tax credits than are being recommended. If a commitment is 
received from Boston Capital for the purchase of the additional $16,571 in tax credits, including 
syndication rate, prior to the issuance of IRS Forms 8609, staff recommends an allocation of up to 
$629,380, dependent upon the syndication rate indicated in the commitment from Boston Capital. 

SALIENT ISSUES 

60% of AMI 60% of AMI 364 

TDHCA SET-ASIDES for LURA 
Income Limit Rent Limit Number of Units 
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ADDENDUM 

The subject development is an acquisition and rehabilitation 4% bond transaction that was originally 
underwritten and approved in 2005. In association with the development's final construction inspection 
and submission of the final cost certification, the Owner has requested an amendment to the application 
as follows: 

� Approval for a change in the number of affordable and market rate units to 364 affordable units and 
54 market rate units instead of 355 affordable units and 63 market rate units. 

� A correction in the number of residential buildings from 27 to 25. 

� Approval for the installation of a pavilion with picnic tables and barbecue grills as a replacement for 
ceiling fans in the bedrooms. 

� Approval for a children's activity center as a replacement for accessible walking path. 

� Approval for a soccer area as a replacement for the volleyball court in order to meet the sport court 
requirement. 

� Approval for an additional smaller playground area adjacent to the existing playground in order to 
meet the requirement for two children's playgrounds. 
� Approval for a public telephone available to tenants 24 hours a day as a replacement for controlled 
gate access. 

� Approval for a decrease in the number of parking spaces from 627 to 551 total. 

Unit Mix 
The first item identified in the amendment request is change in the mix of units between affordable and 
market rate. Originally, the application identified 355 affordable units and 63 market rate units, but at cost 
certification, 364 affordable units and 54 market rate units were identified. This changed the unit 
applicable fraction from 85% to 87%. The Owner explained that the cost certification documentation 
reflects the actual and final unit mix based on the income qualifications of the existing residents. The 
Owner stated that the purpose of the change is to avoid the forced relocation of residents. 

Number of Buildings 
The Owner is requesting a correction to the number of buildings. There are 25 buildings on the property; 
however, there were discrepancies in the number of buildings between different application exhibits, with 
the number of buildings being presented between 24 and 27. Most documentation in the application, 
including the appraisal, environmental site assessment, and development plan description, identified 27 
residential buildings. However, a site plan in the application identified 24 residential structures, which were 
treated as 25 residential buildings by counting one physical structure as two separate buildings. The 
amendment request from the Owner explains that prior to taking ownership of the development, Building 
10 was damaged in a fire and not re-built. This building was not reflected in the site plan, and the as-built 
survey submitted at cost certification is consistent with the site plan. This correction does not affect the 
number of units or square footage. 

Amenities 
Ceiling Fans - The Owner stated that the absence of ceiling fans in the bedrooms is a result of a 
misunderstanding about the requirement for ceiling fans. The Owner indicated that ceiling fans are 
included in the living areas but are not included in the bedrooms. The Owner explained that the installation 
of the ceiling fans would require the replacement of 240 electrical panels, and the cost would be $839,425 
or $2,008 per unit. Additionally, the property operates under an asbestos operations and maintenance 
program, and there could be additional costs associated with demolition and renovation activities and 
relocation of tenants. For these reasons, the Owner believes that the installation of ceiling fans in the 
bedrooms is infeasible and proposes to build a pavilion with picnic tables and barbecue grills as a 
replacement amenity. The Owner submitted an estimate from a contractor indicating the cost of the 
pavilion and a community garden would be $76,877. 
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Accessible Walking Path - The Owner also mistakenly interpreted accessible walking path as being the 
accessible walkways winding through the property. The Owner offers a children's activity center as a 
substitute for the accessible walking path. 

Sport Court - The amendment request also identifies a change to the sport court provided. At application, 
a volleyball court was present at the development, but the Owner explained that after surveying 
community interests, the volleyball court was replaced with additional children's playground equipment. 
The Owner proposes a soccer area as a replacement for the volleyball court. 

Children's Playgrounds - Two children's playgrounds were also proposed at application, but during the 
construction inspection by the Department, the amenity was not observed. The Owner explained that 
playground equipment was installed in a 57' by 31' bordered area adjacent to the existing playground, 
which is in a 99' by 95' bordered area. The Owner believes the installation of the new playground 
equipment is sufficient to satisfy the requirement for two children's playgrounds. 

The final development costs, as certified by the CPA, are $442K greater than the Underwriter's estimate at 
application, and eligible basis increased by $1,378,295 in comparison to the Underwriter's estimate at 
application. This cost increase qualifies the development to receive a credit allocation greater than the 
originally approved amount at application. The change to the applicable fraction also helps increase the 
final credit amount, but the higher credit amount is primarily a result of the increase in costs. 

Full Perimeter Fencing - Full perimeter fencing with controlled gate access was also originally proposed in 
the application, but the Owner explained that this was misinterpreted due to the fact that the entry to the 
site does have a guard shack. The Owner indicated that full perimeter fencing without controlled gate 
access should have been proposed originally. A public telephone available to tenants 24 hours a day is 
offered as a replacement for the controlled access gate. 

Parking Spaces 
The Owner's request also addresses a difference in the number of parking spaces at the development. The 
application identified 627 parking spaces and at cost certification, the architect certified to the presence 
of 551 parking spaces. The Owner stated that this was an error on the application and is requesting 
approval for the development as built. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 

Income: 

Another difference between the Owner's estimate and the Underwriter's estimate is that the Owner 
included $120K in rental concessions and this loss was not considered in the Underwriter's analysis, as it 
should not be necessary once the property reaches stabilization. Therefore, the net effect of higher 
secondary income and rental concessions is that the effective gross income projected by the Owner is 
more than 12% greater than the Underwriter' s estimate. 

The Owner's projected rental income is calculated by subtracting the Houston Housing Authority utility 
allowances from gross rents that are lower than the program gross rent limits. According to the rent roll 
provided in the cost certification the property is not collecting the maximum tax credit rents. At 
application, the Market Analyst estimated the market rents to be lower than the program rents for the 
area, thus reflecting that the market was not able to support the maximum program rents. The 
Underwriter's projected rental income uses the average tenant paid rents as reflected in the rent roll as 
of 1/31/09. The Owner's potential gross rent estimate is about $43K or 1% greater than the Underwriter's 
estimate. However, there is a significant difference in the estimate of secondary income due to the fact 
that the Owner charges tenants a pass-through utility cost capped at the utility allowance for electric 
costs. 
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Expenses: 

Conclusion: 

The Owner's proforma reflects higher expenses than indicated by the property's operating history, and 
as a result the Underwriter relied upon the TDHCA database, IREM, and the property's actual operations 
in estimating expenses. The Owner's total annual operating expense estimate of $5,704 per unit is more 
than 18% greater than the Underwriter's estimate of $4,813. Several of the Owner's line-item expenses 
are inconsistent with the Underwriter's estimates: general and administrative ($52K or 59% lower); repairs 
and maintenance ($43K or 28% lower); utilities ($385K or 86% higher); property taxes ($80K or 43% 
higher); and compliance fees ($2K or 17% greater). The difference in the utilities line item is in part due 
to the fact that the Underwriter's estimate reflects the net cost to the Owner after the utility 
reimbursement charged to the tenants. In contrast, the Owner identified the gross utility cost but the 
utility reimbursement was identified as a secondary income source. It is important to mention that 
although the Underwriter's analysis projects an expense to income ratio below 65%, the Owner's 
expense to income ratio exceeds the Department's 65% limit. 

Although the Owner's net operating income is within 5% of the Underwriter's estimate, the income and 
expense estimates of the Owner are not within 5% of the Undewriter's estimates. Therefore, the 
Underwriter's Year One proforma is used to determine the development's debt capacity. Because the 
development was originally underwritten utilizing a 3% income escalator and 4% expense escalator, the 
Underwriter's proforma has utilized these escalators, consistent with the 2008 REA Rules and Guidelines. 
Based on the proposed financial structure reflected in the Cost Certification, which includes the 
Owner's expected reduction in the permanent loan, the DCR of 1.24 falls within the Department's 
guidelines. If the permanent loan was not reduced as expected by the Owner, the development 
would have a DCR of 1.16, which also falls within the Department's guidelines. In addition, utilizing the 
2% income escalator and 3% expense escalator required by the 2009 REA Rules and Guidelines, the 
development has above a 1.15 DCR and positive cash flow for the initial 15 years, as required by the 
REA Rules and Guidelines. 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 

Cost Schedule: 

Conclusion: 
It appears that the changes made to the development have not affected the reasonableness of the 
Owner's final, certified development costs. As a result, the Owner's development cost schedule will be 
used to determine the development's final need for permanent funds and to calculate eligible basis. 
Eligible basis of $19,448,044 supports annual tax credits of $629,412. This figure will be compared to the 
tax credits previously approved by the Board, the Owner's current request and the tax credits 
calculated based on the gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 

The Department has received the Cost Certification for this development, and evidence of the final 
development costs, as certified by the development CPA, has been included as part of the 
documentation. The Owner's site work costs have decreased by $621K or 51%, while direct construction 
costs have increased by $1.6 million or 97% from the estimates provided at application. Contractor fees 
increased $69K or 17%. Indirect construction costs increased by $21K or 20%. Developer fees increased 
by $104K or 4%. However, the total development cost is $442K or 2% greater than the Underwriter's 
estimate at application. Additionally, since this is an acquisition and rehabilitation project, the Owner's 
final development costs are utilized to determine the final credit amount. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
Issuer: 
Source: Type: 

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

The loan has not converted to the permanent phase; conversion to permanent is expected for May 1, 
2009. The loan documents support a loan of $13,660,000; however, $12,740,000 is the Owner's 
anticipated final loan amount after resizing for conversion. 

$12,740,000 6.10% 360 

TDHCA 
Greystone Servicing Corporation Interim to Permanent Bond Financing 
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Source: Type: 

Amount Conditions: 
Comments: 

Source: Type: 

Proceeds: Syndication Rate: Anticipated HTC: 
Comments: 

Amount: Type: 

Amount: Type: 

Deferred Developer Fees 

The Owner negotiated a cash consideration of $211,094 at closing by accepting a lock-out period 
beyond 10 years on the ability to call the bonds at par. The premium obtained by the Owner was 
calculated on $10,560,000 of the bonds at a 1.999% premium. The documentation submitted for this 
source was limited to statements from the Owner submitted via email and bond cash flows. 

95% 629,380$ 

Bond Transaction Bond Premium 

$211,094 

Boston Capital Corporation Syndication 

$5,978,512 

The Owner's sources reflect a syndication price remains of $0.95 per tax credit dollar for the original 
credits as well as the additional credits being requested. The Limited Partnership Agreement does not 
guarantee the purchase of additional credits, however, and further, does not state the rate at which 
additional tax credits would be purchased. For this reason, the recommended financing structure 
reflects only the syndication proceeds specifically committed to in the Limited Partnership Agreement. 
The credit request at cost certification is $54,890 or 9.6% greater than the credit amount approved at 
application underwriting, $574,490. However, the cost certification request is only $16,571 greater than 
the amount of credits used by the syndicator to calculate syndication proceeds $612,809. 

$2,504,603 

$673,678 General Partner Contribution 

The amount of the financing gap exceeds the amount of developer fee available, and for that reason, 
the sources of funds include $673,678 in gap funding from the General Partner. The Owner submitted a 
signed statement indicating that the General Partner, Summit America Properties XXVI, Inc., will provide 
the Partnership with gap funding, as necessary. The Owner also submitted unaudited financial 
statements as of 12/31/08 for Summit Housing Partners, the Owner of the General Partner, indicating 
sufficient liquidity to cover for the anticipated gap funding. As mentioned previously, the 
recommended financing structure uses a lower amount of syndication proceeds than the Owner does, 
which results in a larger gap of $831,087. The Owner has committed to provide all gap financing 
necessary, and is found to have sufficient liquidity to cover this larger gap in the event that the 
additional credits are not purchased by the investor. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Recommended Financing Structure: 

As stated above, the investor limited partner has not committed to purchase the additional $16,571 in 
credits being requested above the amount used to calculate syndication proceeds, $612,809. 
Therefore, the recommended financing structure assumes that these additional tax credits will not be 
purchased, which would result in a gap of $831,087 which must be filled by the General Partner. If the 
additional $16,571 in credits are purchased by the investor limited partner at the original syndication 
rate, $0.95, the financing gap will be reduced to $673,678. If the additional credits are purchased by 
the investor limited partner at a lower rate, consistent with current market conditions (assumed by the 
Underwriter to be $0.70), the financing gap would be approximately $715,090. The Underwriter has 
found the General Partner to have sufficient liquidity to fund the largest of these three potential 
amounts of gap financing. 

As stated above, the proforma analysis results in a debt coverage ratio that falls within the Department's 
2008 and 2009 guidelines. This analysis is based on the average current rents at the property. If the rents 
can be increased to the maximum tax credit rents, the development would still operate at a DCR that 
falls within the Department's guidelines; however, the Owner does not intend to increase the rents in the 
near future. Therefore, the Owner's final and certified total development costs, less the permanent loan 
amount of $12.74M and bond premium of $211K indicates the need for $9,156,793 in gap funds. Based 
on the final syndication terms a tax credit allocation of $963,969 annually would be required to fill this 
gap in financing. 
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The Owner's final Cost Certification identifies a tax credit request that is higher than the amount 
originally awarded to this development. Per §49.12(d) of the 2009 QAP, a tax-exempt bond 
development may request an increase in tax credits if the Department determines that the 
development will not receive more tax credits than needed for the financial feasibility and viability of 
the transaction. Based on the cost certification review, it appears that the requested additional credits 
are supported by the final certified development costs and eligible basis. The requested increase in 
credit does not exceed 110% of the amount of credits reflected in the Determination Notice, therefore, 
per the QAP this increase can be approved administratively by the Executive Director. Additionally, per 
§49.20(i) of the 2009 QAP a Tax-Exempt Bond Credit Increase Request Fee equal to 5% of the amount of 
the credit increase for one year is required. The Owner has not provided to the Department the 
required fee, but is required to pay the fee prior to the issuance of IRS Forms 8609. 

Although the eligible basis supports the requested credits of $629,380, the Underwriter recommends a 
lower allocation of $612,809. This is because $612,809 is the annual tax credit allocation used by the 
investor limited partner to calculate syndication proceeds. The investor limited partner has not 
committed to purchase any additional tax credits, and the Underwriter does not recommend the 
allocation of tax credits that will not yield additional tax credit proceeds. However, as stated in the 
Conditions section of the report, if the Department receives a commitment from Boston Capital for the 
purchase of the additional tax credits prior to the issuance of IRS Forms 8609, the allocation supported 
by eligible basis, $629,380 will be recommended. 

Tax Credit Allocation Previously Awarded: $574,490 

Tax Credit Allocation Requested by Owner: $629,380 

Tax Credit Allocation Determined by Eligible Basis: $629,412 

Tax Credit Allocation Determined by Gap in Financing: $963,969 

Tax Credit Allocation Used by Limited Partner to Determined $612,809 
Syndication Proceeds: 

The allocation used by the limited partner to determine syndication proceeds is recommended. An 
annual allocation of $612,809 results in total equity proceeds of $5,821,103 at a syndication price of 
$0.95 per tax credit dollar. The Underwriter's recommended financing structure indicates the need for 
$3,335,690 in additional permanent funds. Deferred developer fees and an additional owner 
contribution in this amount appear to be repayable by Year 15. 

Underwriter: 
Rosalio Banuelos 

Date: April 2, 2009 

Reviewing Underwriter: 
Audrey Martin 

Date: April 2, 2009 

Director of Real Estate 
Analysis: 

Brent Stewart 
Date: April 2, 2009 
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COST CERTIFICATION COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Village Park Apartments, Houston, HTC#05629 

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

TC 60% 3 0 1 537 $642 $567 $575 $587 $1,701 $1.06 $55.00 $39.00 

MR 1 0 1 537 565 $575 $565 565 1.05 55.00 39.00 

TC 60% 110 1 1 672 $687 570 $670 $602 62,721 0.85 85.00 53.00 

MR 10 1 1 672 572 $670 $572 5,719 0.85 85.00 53.00 

TC 60% 26 1 1 758 $687 586 $670 $602 15,236 0.77 85.00 53.00 

MR 2 1 1 758 584 $670 $584 1,167 0.77 85.00 53.00 

TC 60% 30 2 1 864 $825 677 $775 $709 20,299 0.78 116.00 64.00 

MR 6 2 1 864 680 $775 $680 4,080 0.79 116.00 64.00 

TC 60% 26 2 1 869 $825 679 $775 $709 17,649 0.78 116.00 64.00 

MR 4 2 1 869 691 $775 $691 2,762 0.79 116.00 64.00 

TC 60% 7 2 1 959 $825 682 $775 $709 4,776 0.71 116.00 64.00 

MR 1 2 1 959 693 $775 $693 693 0.72 116.00 64.00 

TC 60% 53 2 2 1,026 $825 706 $823 $709 37,411 0.69 116.00 64.00 

MR 7 2 2 1,026 707 $823 $707 4,947 0.69 116.00 64.00 

TC 60% 61 2 2 1,040 $825 699 $823 $709 42,652 0.67 116.00 64.00 

MR 11 2 2 1,040 707 $823 $707 7,776 0.68 116.00 64.00 
TC 60% 48 3 2 1,150 $953 806 $940 $806 38,676 0.70 147.00 74.00 

MR 12 3 2 1,150 816 $940 $816 9,795 0.71 147.00 74.00 

TOTAL: 418 AVERAGE: 895 $667 $278,624 $0.74 $108.89 $61.30 

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 374,298 TDHCA TDHCA-UW APPLICATION Cost Certification COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $3,343,488 $3,886,152 $3,494,208 $3,386,688 Harris 6
 Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 75,240 75,240 75,240 75,240 $15.00 Per Unit Per Month

 Other Support Income: Utility Reimbursement 0 316,008 486,552 $97.00 Per Unit Per Month 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $3,418,728 $3,961,392 $3,885,456 $3,948,480
 Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (256,405) (297,104) (271,980) (296,136) -7.50% of Potential Gross Income

 Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions (120,000) 
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $3,162,323 $3,664,288 $3,613,476 $3,532,344 
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

 General & Administrative 2.79% $211 0.24 $88,112 $135,600 $46,000 $36,000 $0.10 $86 1.02%

 Management 4.00% 303 0.34 126,493 136,190 145,573 129,000 0.34 309 3.65%

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 13.93% 1,054 1.18 440,534 421,086 328,000 437,574 1.17 1,047 12.39%

 Repairs & Maintenance 4.79% 362 0.40 151,320 161,028 88,980 108,600 0.29 260 3.07%

 Utilities 14.11% 1,068 1.19 446,322 616,767 891,154 831,000 2.22 1,988 23.53%

 Water, Sewer, & Trash 8.62% 652 0.73 272,640 242,047 277,193 294,000 0.79 703 8.32%

 Property Insurance 3.63% 274 0.31 114,687 93,575 94,050 94,000 0.25 225 2.66%

 Property Tax 2.664583 5.81% 440 0.49 183,856 324,344 272,948 263,750 0.70 631 7.47%

 Reserve for Replacements 3.97% 300 0.34 125,400 125,400 125,700 125,400 0.34 300 3.55%

 TDHCA Compliance Fees 0.46% 35 0.04 14,560 122,880 106,160 17,000 0.05 41 0.48%

 Other: Security 1.52% 115 0.13 48,000 48,000 0.13 115 1.36% 

TOTAL EXPENSES 63.62% $4,813 $5.38 $2,011,923 $2,378,917 $2,375,758 $2,384,324 $6.37 $5,704 67.50% 

NET OPERATING INC 36.38% $2,752 $3.07 $1,150,400 $1,285,371 $1,237,718 $1,148,020 $3.07 $2,746 32.50% 

DEBT SERVICE 
Greystone Servicing Corporation 29.30% $2,216 $2.48 $926,445 $994,406 $998,647 $926,445 $2.48 $2,216 26.23% 

Bond Premium 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0 0.00% 

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

NET CASH FLOW 7.08% $536 $0.60 $223,956 $290,965 $239,071 $221,575 $0.59 $530 6.27% 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.24 1.29 1.24 1.24 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.24 

CONSTRUCTION COST 

Contingency 

Cost CertificationDescription Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA TDHCA-UW APPLICATION PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 62.49% $33,703 $37.64 $14,087,960 $14,111,000 $14,111,000 $14,087,960 $37.64 33703.25359 63.72% 

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

Sitework 2.60% 1,404 1.57 586,720 487,000 1,207,342 586,720 1.57 1,404 2.65% 

Direct Construction 14.83% 8,000 8.93 3,343,936 2,415,070 1,694,708 3,343,936 8.93 8,000 15.13% 

165,417 165,417 0.00 0 0.00% 

Contractor's Fees 12.09% 2.11% 1,137 1.27 475,108 406,285 406,285 475,108 1.27 1,137 2.15% 

Indirect Construction 0.55% 298 0.33 124,717 104,210 104,210 124,717 0.33 298 0.56% 

Ineligible Costs 4.37% 2,356 2.63 984,843 1,011,588 1,011,588 984,843 2.63 2,356 4.45% 

Developer's Fees 14.78% 11.11% 5,992 6.69 2,504,603 2,356,924 2,400,613 2,504,603 6.69 5,992 11.33% 

Interim Financing 0.00% 0 0.00 0 109,843 109,843 0 0.00 0 0.00% 

Reserves 1.94% 1,046 1.17 437,319 498,142 0 0.00 0 0.00% 

TOTAL COST 100.00% $53,936 $60.23 $22,545,206 $21,665,479 $21,211,006 $22,107,887 $59.06 $52,890 100.00% 

Construction Cost Recap 19.54% $10,540 $11.77 $4,405,764 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
Greystone Servicing Corporation 56.51% $30,478 $34.04 $12,740,000 
Bond Premium 0.94% $505 $0.56 211,094 
HTC Syndication Proceeds 26.52% $14,303 $15.97 5,978,512 
Deferred Developer Fees 11.11% $5,992 $6.69 2,504,603 

General Partner Contribution 0.00% $0 $0.00 0 
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd 4.93% $2,658 $2.97 1,110,997 
TOTAL SOURCES $22,545,206 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued) 
Village Park Apartments, Houston, HTC#05629 

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

Average Quality Multiple Residence Basis 
Primary $12,740,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.10% DCR 1.24 

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service $926,445
Secondary Debt Service 0
Additional Debt Service 0
NET CASH FLOW $223,956

Amort 360

DCR 1.24

Amort 0 

Subtotal DCR 1.24 

Amort 0 

Aggregate DCR 1.24 

CATEGORY FACTOR UNITS/SQ FT 

Base Cost 

Adjustments

PER SF AMOUNT 

$0 

Exterior Wall Finish $0.00 $0 
Elderly 0.00 0 
9-Ft. Ceilings 0.00 0

 Roofing 0.00 0 
Subfloor (2.47) (924,516) 

Floor Cover 2.43 909,544
 Breezeways/Balconies $20.33 0.00 0 
Plumbing Fixtures $805 0.00 0

 Rough-ins $400 0.00 0 
Built-In Appliances $1,850 418 2.07 773,300 
Exterior Stairs $1,800 0.00 0 
Enclosed Corridors ($9.92) 0.00 0 
Heating/Cooling 1.90 711,166

 Garages/Carports 0.00 0 
Comm &/or Aux Bldgs 0.00 0 
Other: fire sprinkler $1.95 374,298 1.95 729,881 

SUBTOTAL 5.88 2,199,375 
Current Cost Multiplier 0.98 (0.12) (43,988) 
Local Multiplier (5.88) (2,199,375) 
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS ($0.12) ($43,988) 
Plans, specs, survy, bld prm 3.90% $0.00 $1,716 

Interim Construction Interest 3.38% 0.00 1,485 
Contractor's OH & Profit 11.50% 0.01 5,059 

NET DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS ($0.10) ($35,729) 

Secondary $211,094 Amort

Int Rate Subtotal DCR 1.24

Additional $5,978,512 Amort

Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.24

Primary $12,740,000 

Int Rate 6.10% 

Secondary $211,094 

Int Rate 0.00% 

Additional $5,978,512 

Int Rate 0.00% 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $3,343,488 $3,443,793 $3,547,106 $3,653,520 $3,763,125 $4,362,494 $5,057,326 $5,862,827 $7,879,149

 Secondary Income 75,240 77,497 79,822 82,217 84,683 98,171 113,807 131,934 177,308

 Other Support Income: Utility R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 3,418,728 3,521,290 3,626,929 3,735,736 3,847,809 4,460,665 5,171,133 5,994,760 8,056,457

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (256,405) (264,097) (272,020) (280,180) (288,586) (334,550) (387,835) (449,607) (604,234)

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

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $3,162,323 $3,257,193 $3,354,909 $3,455,556 $3,559,223 $4,126,115 $4,783,298 $5,545,153 $7,452,222 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $88,112 $91,636 $95,302 $99,114 $103,078 $125,410 $152,581 $185,638 $274,789

 Management 126,493 130,288 134,196 138,222 142,369 165,045 191,332 221,806 298,089

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 440,534 458,155 476,481 495,541 515,362 627,017 762,862 928,138 1,373,871

 Repairs & Maintenance 151,320 157,372 163,667 170,214 177,023 215,375 262,037 318,808 471,913

 Utilities 446,322 464,175 482,742 502,051 522,133 635,255 772,885 940,333 1,391,922

 Water, Sewer & Trash 272,640 283,546 294,888 306,683 318,951 388,052 472,125 574,412 850,270

 Insurance 114,687 119,274 124,045 129,007 134,167 163,235 198,600 241,628 357,668

 Property Tax 183,856 191,210 198,859 206,813 215,086 261,685 318,379 387,357 573,383

 Reserve for Replacements 125,400 130,416 135,633 141,058 146,700 178,483 217,152 264,199 391,079

 Other 62,560 65,062 67,665 70,371 73,186 89,042 108,334 131,804 195,103 

TOTAL EXPENSES $2,011,923 $2,091,135 $2,173,478 $2,259,075 $2,348,055 $2,848,599 $3,456,287 $4,194,123 $6,178,088 

NET OPERATING INCOME $1,150,400 $1,166,058 $1,181,431 $1,196,482 $1,211,167 $1,277,515 $1,327,011 $1,351,030 $1,274,134 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 $926,445 

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NET CASH FLOW $223,956 $239,613 $254,987 $270,037 $284,723 $351,071 $400,566 $424,586 $347,689 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.24 1.26 1.28 1.29 1.31 1.38 1.43 1.46 1.38 
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HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Village Park Apartments, Houston, HTC#05629 

CATEGORY 

APPLICANT'S 

TOTAL 
AMOUNTS 

TDHCA 

TOTAL 
AMOUNTS

APPLICANT'S 

ACQUISITION 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

TDHCA 

ACQUISITION 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

APPLICANT'S 

REHAB/NEW 
ELIGIBLE BASIS

TDHCA 

REHAB/NEW 
ELIGIBLE BASIS 

Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $1,675,000 $1,675,000
 Purchase of buildings $12,412,960 $12,412,960 $12,412,960 $12,412,960 

Off-Site Improvements 
Sitework $586,720 $586,720 $586,720 $586,720 
Construction Hard Costs $3,343,936 $3,343,936 $3,343,936 $3,343,936 
Contractor Fees $475,108 $475,108 $475,108 $475,108 
Contingencies 
Eligible Indirect Fees $124,717 $124,717 $34,825 $34,825 $89,892 $89,892 
Eligible Financing Fees 
All Ineligible Costs $984,843 $984,843 
Developer Fees

 Developer Fees $2,504,603 $2,504,603 $1,867,168 $1,838,680 $637,435 $665,923 
Development Reserves $437,319 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $22,107,887 $22,545,206 $14,314,953 $14,286,465 $5,133,091 $5,161,579

 Deduct from Basis:

 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $14,314,953 $14,286,465 $5,133,091 $5,161,579
 High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $14,314,953 $14,286,465 $6,673,018 $6,710,052
 Applicable Fraction 86.42% 86.42% 86.42% 86.42% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $12,371,582 $12,346,961 $5,767,102 $5,799,108
 Applicable Percentage 3.47% 3.47% 3.47% 3.47% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $429,294 $428,440 $200,118 $201,229 

Syndication Proceeds 0.9499 $4,077,884 $4,069,769 $1,900,935 $1,911,485 

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) 
Syndication Proceeds 

Approved Tax Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

Cost Certification Request 
Syndication Proceeds 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed 
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) 

$629,412 
$5,978,819 

$574,490 
$5,457,109 

$629,380 
$5,978,512 

$9,156,793 
$963,969 

$629,669 
$5,981,253 

Tax Credits to be Purchased by Limted Partner 
Syndication Proceeds 

$612,809 
$5,821,103 

Reconciled Tax Credits 

Syndication Proceeds 

$612,809 

$5,821,103 

05629 Village Park Apts Addendum with UR.xls 4/6/2009 



 

 

 

 

     

  

     
 

 

  

 

 

  

  

 

    

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

DATE: February 6, 2006 PROGRAM: 4% HTC/MFB FILE NUMBER: 05629 

DEVELOPMENT NAME 
Village Park Apartments 

APPLICANT 
Name: Village Park Apartments Partners, Ltd. Type: For-profit 

Address: 105 Tallapoosa Street, Suite 300 City: Montgomery State: AL 

Zip: 36104 Contact: Hunter McKenzie Phone: (334) 954-4458 Fax: (334) 954-4496 

PRINCIPALS of the APPLICANT/ KEY PARTICIPANTS 
Name: Summit America Properties, Inc (%): 0.01 Title: Managing General Partner 

Name: Realty Partners, LLC (%): N/A Title: 100% member of MGP/Guarantor 

Name: WDH Holdings, LLC (%): N/A Title: 78% member of Realty Partners 

Name: Summit Asset Management, LLC (%): N/A Title: Developer 

Name: Summit Construction, LLC (%): N/A Title: Consultant 

Name: Summit America, LLC (%): N/A Title: Guarantor 

Name: W Daniel Hughes, Jr (%): N/A Title: Guarantor/Owner of WDH Holdings 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
Location: 8701 Hammerly Boulevard QCT DDA 

City: Houston County: Harris Zip: 77080 

REQUEST 
Amount 

1) $574,490 

2) $13,660,000 

Other Requested Terms: 

Interest Rate Amortization 

N/A N/A 

6.10% 30 yrs 

1) Annual ten-year allocation of housing tax credits 

2) Tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds 

Term 

N/A 

18 yrs 

Proposed Use of Funds: Acquisition/Rehab Property Type: Multifamily 

Special Purpose (s): General population 

RECOMMENDATION 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF ISSUANCE OF $13,660,000 IN TAX-EXEMPT MORTGAGE 
REVENUE BONDS WITH A FIXED INTEREST RATE OF 6.11% WITH A 30-YEAR 
AMORTIZATION PERIOD, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A HOUSING TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION NOT TO EXCEED 
$574,490 ANNUALLY FOR TEN YEARS, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS. 

CONDITIONS 
1. Receipt, review and acceptance by cost certification indicating the Asbestos O&M Program will be 



 
 

 

  

 

 

 

           

  

 

   
 

 

 

 

 
 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

continued; 
2.	 Receipt, review and acceptance by closing of the construction loan of a certification by a third party 

certified public account or tax attorney familiar with the construction work performed at the 
development from 1995 to 2005 that the work performed does not adversely affect the development’s 
eligibility for tax credits under Internal Revenue Code Section 42; 

3.	 Should the terms and rates of the proposed debt or syndication change, the transaction should be re-
evaluated and an adjustment to the tax credit amount may be warranted. 

REVIEW of PREVIOUS UNDERWRITING REPORTS 
No previous reports. 

DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Total 
Units: 418 # Rental 

Buildings 29 # Non-Res. 
Buildings 4 # of 

Floors 3 Age: 34 yrs Vacant: 30 at 12/ 01/ 2005 

Net Rentable SF: 374,298 Av Un SF: 895 Common Area SF: 6,134 Gross Bldg SF: 380,432 

STRUCTURAL MATERIALS 
The structures will be wood frame on a slab on grade.  According to the plans provided in the application the 
exteriors will be comprised as follows: 10% brick veneer/90% wood siding.  The interior wall surfaces will be 
drywall and the pitched roofs will be finished with composition roll. 

APPLIANCES AND INTERIOR FEATURES 
The interior flooring will be a combination of carpeting & vinyl.  Each unit will include: range & oven, hood 
& fan, refrigerator, tile tub/shower surround, washer and dryer connections, laminated counter tops, central 
boiler, central heat and air conditioning, and 8-foot ceilings. 

ONSITE AMENITIES 
According to the Property Condition Assessment, the Subject property’s community amenities include 
perimeter fencing with controlled gate access, two central laundry rooms, volleyball court, playground, central 
mail kiosk, and a swimming pool. An existing building will also be converted to a community center during 
the renovation. 
Uncovered Parking: 627 spaces Carports: 0 spaces Garages: 0 spaces 

PROPOSAL and DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 
Description: Village Park is a 33-unit per acre acquisition and rehabilitation development proposed for 
conversion to mixed-income housing located in the northwestern section of the City of Houston.  The 
development was built in 1972 and is comprised of 17 three-story and 10 two-story apartment buildings, One 
leasing office, and two common laundry rooms.  It should be noted, the Property Condition Assessment 
indicates the development was rehabbed in 1995 through 1996.  This issue is discussed in more detail in the 
acquisition value paragraph of the construction cost estimate evaluation section and the conclusion to the 
financing structure analysis section (below). 
Development Plan: The buildings are currently 93% occupied and in a good to fair state. The Property 
Condition Assessment (PCA) noted deteriorated metal stair components and support columns at a majority of 
staircases and the wood railing system needs isolated repairs due to normal weathering and light damage from 
tenants. The soffits were observed to be in good to fair condition with instances of minor damage at numerous 
buildings. Sealant is needed at gaps and cracks in the concrete surfaces of upper level walkways.  Property 
management reported no current or persistent roof leaks.  The flat roof areas were reportedly replaced in 1997 
and a protective silver coating was applied to all roofs in 2004.  There are two roofs (building #5 and #22) that 
require replacement due to large areas of standing water.  The apartment buildings also feature smaller areas of 
sloped roofing with asphalt shingles.  Instances of peeling and damaged shingles were observed at several 
locations and isolated damages to gypsum soffits were observed at numerous locations.  Repairs and repaint of 
building exteriors are needed. 
The PCA also states, no down (i.e. uninhabitable) units were reported or observed at the Property. Repair of 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

heavily cracked lightweight concrete flooring is needed in unit #2235.  According to Mr. Daniel Pereira, 
Maintenance Manager, many of the package HVAC are original, but fan motors, coils, etc. have been replaced 
as needed. Forty-six of the original units should be replaced with new split system components.  Wiring that 
runs from the circuit breakers to the light switches and outlets throughout buildings #1 through #22 at the 
Property was observed to be aluminum.  Apartments in remaining buildings were noted to have copper branch 
wiring. In order to prevent a potential electrical hazard, property management should install copper/aluminum 
rated (COALR) receptacles (switches and outlets) in the apartment units with aluminum wiring.  Though not 
required by code at the time of construction, Property management may wish to install GFI outlets near 
kitchen and bathroom sinks. 
Finally the PCA indicates several areas of deteriorated asphalt pavement were observed in driveways 
throughout the site. Based on current conditions of the asphalt surfaces, minor repair, seal coat application 
and restriping is recommended at this time.  Trip hazards due to damaged or settled sidewalks should be 
repaired. Steps into the existing pool do not feature hand rails.  Although not required, property management 
may consider installing hand rails at pool steps as a general accessibility improvement.  The chain link fence at 
the east site perimeter is damaged. REA noted no deficiencies with respect to lighting at the Property. 
Trimming of trees contacting building exteriors is needed at this time. Isolated cracks in the concrete deck 
surrounding the pool area should be sealed. Accessible compliant hardware should be installed at the leasing 
office entry door.  Total cost for immediate repairs is $250,000. 
In response to a request, the Applicant provided a revised PCA providing a breakdown of costs for 
rehabilitation work proposed by the Applicant. Proposed work includes: asphalt overlay over existing 
parking; repair of damaged pilasters at entrance; repair of eroded areas and new landscaping; installation of a 
surveillance system; repair to chain link fencing; repair of the playground; testing of the galvanized piping; 
addition of accessible parking areas; repair and repaint of exterior components; repair of damaged gypsum 
soffits; tree trimming; repair and repaint of miscellaneous wood trim, columns, rails, and exterior doors; 
installation of vinyl at building walkways and balcony areas; repair of asphalt shingles and other roofing; new 
building signage; repair of stairs and landings; repair of concrete walks; installation of miscellaneous column 
supports at connecting walks between buildings; replacement of aluminum windows; replacement of 
appliances; replacement of cabinetry and countertops; installation of new smoke detectors; provision of GFI 
outlets in kitchens and bathrooms; CO/ALR outlets to be installed in units with aluminum wiring; replacement 
of HVAC; retrofit of 5% of unit for accessibility; renovation of clubhouse interior.  The total budget reviewed 
and confirmed by the PCA provider is $2,902,070. 
According to a letter dated December 12, 2005, “Summit Asset Management, LLC does not intend to relocate 
or displace any residents during the rehabilitation of Village Park Apartments.  A rolling rehabilitation is 
performed around the residents to ensure that their lifestyle does not become disrupted.” 

SITE ISSUES 
SITE DESCRIPTION 

Size: 12.7052 acres 553,439 square feet Flood Zone Designation: Zone X 

Zoning: No zoning in Houston 

SITE and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
Location: The development is located at 8701 Hammerly Boulevard in Houston.  The Subject has frontage 
along Hammerly Boulevard, which is a heavily traveled, four-lane residential street. The Subject also has 
frontage along Ojeman Road, which is a lightly traveled, two-lane residential street running along the eastern 
property boundary. 
Adjacent Land Uses: 
• North: Hammerly Boulevard followed by Cedar Brook Elementary School; 
• South: Storage facility; 
• East: Ojeman Road followed by commercial (Lanehart Electric Contractors), vacant land, and a small 

office building; and 
• West: Hammerly Walk Apartments. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

Site Access: Primary access to the site is via Hammerly Boulevard, which is a four-lane heavily traveled 
thoroughfare through the neighborhood. Access is also provided at two locations along Ojeman Road, a 
lightly traveled two-lane residential street.  The Subject is also located within 0.1 mile of Bingle Road, which 
is a major north-south roadway in this area that connects with Interstate 10 and U.S. Highway 290.  Interstate 
10 is approximately two miles south of the Subject, and U.S. Highway 290 is approximately 2.5 miles to the 
northeast. 
Public Transportation: “The Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO) provides public bus 
transportation to the City of Houston. Metro operates 130 routes, has 17 transit centers and 27 park and ride 
lots. The nearest bus stop is located in directly in front of the Subject property on Hammerly Boulevard (Route 
#58)” (p. 24, Market Study). 
Shopping & Services: The site is within two miles of major grocery/pharmacies, shopping centers, and a 
variety of other retail establishments and restaurants.  Schools, churches, and hospitals and health care 
facilities are located within a short driving distance from the site. 
Site Inspection Findings: TDHCA staff performed a site inspection on January 12, 2006 and found the 
location to be acceptable for the proposed development. 

HIGHLIGHTS of SOILS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT(S) 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report dated December 12, 2005 was prepared by Real Estate 
Advisory, LLC (REA) and contained the following findings and recommendations: 
Findings: 
• Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM): “An Asbestos Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan is 

currently in place at the Property. The O&M plan was initiated based on the findings of an Asbestos 
Survey conducted at the Property dated September 28, 2004. The O&M discussed findings from the 
Asbestos Survey and identified wall texture material, ceiling texture material, and floor tile mastic as 
asbestos-containing materials (ACM)” (p. iii). 

• Lead-Based Paint (LBP): “Sampling conducted by REA did not identify LBP at the Property. Therefore, 
REA considers the potential for significant applications of LBP at the Property to be unlikely” (p. 21). 

• Radon: “Detected levels of radon gas were below the USEPA action level of 4.0 pCi/L. Therefore, radon 
is not considered an environmental concern at the Property” (p. 22). 

• Floodplain: “REA reviewed a National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) for Harris County, Texas and Incorporated Areas (Community 48201C, Panel 0645J, dated 
November 6, 1996). According to the FIRM, the Property is located in unshaded Zone X. Unshaded Zone 
X is identified as areas outside the 500-year flood zone; such areas are not considered flood hazard areas” 
(p. 8). 

Recommendations: “REA did not locate recognized environmental conditions that would impose a liability, 
restrict the use, limit the development, or impact the value or marketability of the Property…REA 
recommends continuing the Asbestos O&M Program. No further environmental investigation is recommended 
at this time” (p. iv).  Receipt, review and acceptance at cost certification indicating the Asbestos O&M 
Program will be continued is a condition of this report. 

POPULATIONS TARGETED 
Income Set-Aside: The Applicant has elected the 40% at 60% or less of area median gross income (AMGI) 
set-aside. The Village Park was included in the August 15 collapse and the 2005 non-traditional carryforward. 
Three-hundred and fifty-five (355) units (85%) will be reserved for households earning 60% or less of AMGI, 
and the remaining 63 units will be offered at market rents. 

MAXIMUM ELIGIBLE INCOMES 
1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons 

60% of AMI $25,620 $29,280 $32,940 $36,600 $39,540 $42,480 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

MARKET HIGHLIGHTS 
A market feasibility study with an effective date of September 28, 2005 was prepared by Novogradac and 
Company (“Market Analyst”) and highlighted the following findings: 
Definition of Primary Market Area (PMA): “For the purpose of this Study, the Subject’s Primary Market 
Area (PMA) is defined as two zip code areas: 77080 and 77055. This area encompasses approximately 17 
square miles and is bounded by Clay Road to the north, Hempstead Road to the east, Interstate 10 to the south 
and Gessner Road to the west, as depicted on the following page. This area was defined based on 
conversations with local property managers (including the Subject’s), city officials, natural physical barriers 
and overall similarities in market characteristics observed during the field investigation. It is assumed 100 
percent of the income qualified demand for the Subject will be generated from within the PMA” (p. 12). 
Population: The estimated 2004 population of the PMA was 92,626 and is expected to increase to 
approximately 96,860 by 2009.  Within the primary market area there were estimated to be 29,606 households 
in 2004. 
Total Primary Market Demand for Rental Units: “The PMA has an older residential base with 
approximately 80 percent of the housing stock constructed prior to 1980. The development pattern in the PMA 
suggests a slowing trend, with less than nine percent of the housing stock being built since 1990. The Subject 
was originally constructed in 1972. However, since the Subject will offer above-average condition and good 
curb appeal after renovation, it should have a competitive advantage in terms of age/condition relative to most 
of the properties in the PMA” (p. 27). 
The Market Analyst used an income band of $21,120 to $39,540. “Minimum income levels were calculated 
based on the assumption that lower income families should pay no more than 35 percent of their income to 
gross rent” (p. 78). 
The Market Analyst calculated projected renter household demand by bedroom type.  The total number of 
households in the PMA in 2004 were categorized as one- to +seven-person households, a renter percentage 
specific to the household size was applied, and a standard income-eligible percentage of 26.29% was also 
applied, as follows: 

Type No. Households Renters Inc-Eligible Total 
1 person 6,582 56.37% 26.29% 976 
2 persons 7,846 41.72% 26.29% 861 
3 persons 4,828 59.79% 26.29% 759 
4 persons 4,488 63.76% 26.29% 752 
5 persons 2,863 69.98% 26.29% 527 
6 persons 1,493 73.34% 26.29% 288 

+7 persons 1,507 72.02% 26.29% 285 
Total 29,606 4,448 

Based on this analysis and the current distribution of households by number of persons at the subject 
development, a total demand for 3,438 affordable units was calculated resulting in a capture rate of 3.08% for 
the development’s three studio units; 13.23% for the 126 one-bedroom units; 14.09% for the 175 two-
bedroom units; and 4.45% for the 51 three-bedroom units (p. 80). 
The Market Analyst also provided a demand analysis based on overall turnover and household growth demand 
in the PMA. The Market Analyst assumed income-qualified households at 26.3% of total households; renter 
households at 57.5%; and percentage of rent-overburdened households (turnover) at 27.5% (p. 81). 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

PRIMARY MARKET DEMAND SUMMARY 

Type of Demand 

Market Analyst Underwriter 
Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Units of 
Demand 

% of Total 
Demand 

Household Growth 45 4% 32 3% 
Resident Turnover 1,233 96% 1,237 97% 
TOTAL ANNUAL DEMAND 1,278 100% 1,269 100%

       Ref:  p. 81 

Inclusive Capture Rate: “Based on conversations with the developer and the property manager, it is 
estimated that approximately 80 percent of the existing tenants will likely be income qualified under the 
LIHTC Program after converting from a market rate property” (p. 77). “To be conservative, Novogradac has 
estimated the inclusive capture rate assuming 50 percent of the Subject’s LIHTC units will be unoccupied 
upon completion of the renovation. Although Windcrest on Westview is not currently maintaining an 
occupancy rate of 90 percent, we did not deduct these 154 units from the demand because the property is an 
existing LIHTC property that has previously reached stabilization of at least 90 percent.  No new LIHTC 
properties are planned for the PMA. Thus, there are an estimated 178 unstabilized LIHTC units in the PMA, 
including the Subject property. Dividing the 178 unstabilized LIHTC units into the total demand of 1,278 
income qualified renter households indicates an inclusive capture rate of approximately 13.9 percent” (p. 81). 
The Underwriter calculated an inclusive capture rate of 28% based upon a supply of unstabilized comparable 
affordable units of 355 (the total number of subject affordable units proposed) divided by a demand for 1,269 
affordable units in the PMA. However, the subject development is currently 93% occupied, and it is likely the 
existing tenants will choose to remain at the property.  Therefore, an inclusive capture rate calculation is not a 
meaningful tool for determining the feasibility of the subject development. 
Market Rent Comparables: “To evaluate the competitive position of the Subject, a total of seven comparable 
LIHTC and market-rate properties were screened to ascertain whether these properties would compete directly 
with the Subject for prospective low-income tenants. Each of these properties is located within two miles of 
the Subject. Properties that were deemed most comparable were also surveyed in depth for information on unit 
mix, size, absorption (if new), unit features and project/unit amenities tenant profiles, rental and utility 
structure, construction information and market trends in general” (p. 32). 

RENT ANALYSIS (net tenant-paid rents) 
Unit Type (% AMI) Proposed Program Max Differential Est. Market Differential 
Efficiency (60%) $570 $640 -$70 $575 -$5 
Efficiency (MR) $570 N/A $575 -$5 
1-BR 672 SF (60%) $586 $686 -$100 $670 -$84 
1-BR 672 SF (MR) $586 N/A $670 -$84 
1-BR 758 SF (60%) $592 $686 -$94 $670 -$78 
1-BR 758 SF (MR) $592 N/A $670 -$78 
2-BR/1BA 864 SF (60%) $690 $823 -$133 $775 -$85 
2- BR/1BA 864 SF (MR) $690 N/A $775 -$85 
2-BR/1BA 869 SF (60%) $696 $823 -$127 $775 -$79 
2- BR/1BA 969 SF (MR) $696 N/A $775 -$79 
2-BR/1BA 959 SF (60%) $693 $823 -$130 $775 -$82 
2- BR/1BA 959 SF (MR) $693 N/A $775 -$82 
2-BR/2BA 1,026 SF (60%) $750 $823 -$73 $850 -$100 
2- BR/2BA 1,026 SF (MR) $750 N/A $850 -$100 
2-BR/2BA 1,040 SF (60%) $747 $823 -$76 $850 -$103 
2- BR/2BA 1,040 SF (MR) $747 N/A $850 -$103 
3-Bedroom (60%) $866 $951 -$85 $940 -$74 
3-Bedroom (MR) $866 N/A $940 -$74 

(NOTE: Differentials are amount of difference between proposed rents and program limits and average market rents, e.g., proposed rent =$500, 
program max =$600, differential = -$100) 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

Primary Market Occupancy Rates: “The vacancy rate for the comparable properties range from zero to 14.1 
percent, with the overall weighted average of 6.2 percent. The average vacancy rate of the two comparable 
LIHTC properties is 4.4 percent. The closest LIHTC property is reporting 0.7 percent vacancy and the two 
closest market rate properties are reporting an average vacancy rate of approximately 8.8 percent. The Subject 
property is currently operating at approximately 6.0 percent vacancy as a market rate property, which appears 
consistent with the overall average of the comparable properties” (p. 39). 
Absorption Projections: “The three recently constructed LIHTC properties reported absorption rates ranging 
from 12 to 33 units per month, with an average of approximately 19 units per month.  The two LIHTC 
properties that were acquired and rehabilitated experienced considerably higher absorption rates than new 
construction because most of the previous tenants remained in place during and after conversion to LIHTC. 
The Subject property will likely experience an absorption rate that is more comparable to Peninsula 
Apartments and Yale Village since the developer estimates that approximately 80 percent of the existing 
tenant base at the Subject will be income qualified once the property converts to LIHTC.  After renovation, the 
existing tenant base at the Subject will benefit from improvements to the site, exterior finishes, unit 
appliances, a new community center and rents that are below achievable market rents.  Thus, if we 
conservatively assume an absorption rate of 60 units per month overall, the absorption period is estimated to 
be approximately seven months to reach stabilization of 95 percent occupancy” (p. 38). 
Known Planned Development: “We spoke to Ms. Renissa Montalvo, a planner with the City of Houston 
Planning Department.  According to a record search done by Ms. Montalvo, there are no planned multifamily 
developments in the general area of the Subject” (p. 29). 
Other Relevant Information: “At this time, we cannot know how many people displaced by Hurricane 
Katrina or Rita will become permanent residents of a particular community.  Based on the results of this 
survey, less than one percent of the tenants at the comparable properties are Hurricane Katrina or Rita 
evacuees. Thus, it appears to have a negligible impact on the demand for housing in this area.  We have 
researched numerous articles and discussed with numerous participants this issue.  However, there is no 
consensus on the long-term impact on demand in this region” (p. 37). 

Market Study Analysis/Conclusions: The Underwriter found the market study provided sufficient 
information on which to base a funding recommendation. 

OPERATING PROFORMA ANALYSIS 
Income: The Applicant calculated tenant-paid rents by subtracting the current utility allowance for tenant-paid 
electric costs from gross rents that are inconsistent with program gross rent limits.  Application materials 
indicate tenants are currently responsible for no utility expenses.  Although the units are not individually 
metered for electric usage and there is no plan to add individual meters, the Applicant plans to charge both 
LIHTC and market rate unit tenants a pass-through utility cost capped at the utility allowance for electric 
costs. It should be noted the development’s water is heated through a central boiler system.  The pass-through 
payments were included in the Applicant’s proforma as a secondary source of income. 
Section 1.32(d)(1)(A)(ii) of the underwriting rules and guidelines state units must be individually metered for 
utility costs to be paid by the tenant.  Based on this guideline, the Underwriter has calculated potential gross 
rent by assuming no utility allowance.  In addition, the tenant-paid rent assumptions were limited to the lesser 
of the gross program rent limit and the market rents indicated in the submitted Market Study.  If the Applicant 
revises rehabilitation plans to include installation of individual unit meters for utility costs, review of the 
conclusions of this analysis by the Underwriter will be required. 
Secondary income from sources other than utility reimbursement meets current underwriting guidelines.  The 
Applicant has assumed a vacancy and collection loss at 7.0% that is slightly less than the underwriting 
guideline of 7.5%. Despite differences in tenant-paid rent calculations and vacancy loss assumptions, the 
Applicant’s effective gross income is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate. 
Expenses: The Applicant’s total annual operating expense of $5,684 per unit is within 5% of the 
Underwriter’s estimate of $5,691.  The Underwriter calculated individual line item expenses based on TDHCA 
regional database information for developments of similar size, IREM database information, and the 
development’s operating history.  Several of the Applicant’s line-item expenses are inconsistent with the 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

Underwriter’s estimates, including: general and administrative ($90K lower); payroll ($93K lower); repair and 
maintenance ($72K lower); and utilities ($274K higher).  The Applicant also failed to include compliance fees 
at $40 per unit. It should be noted, the underwriting minimum guideline for rehabilitation developments of 
$300 per unit per year for replacement reserve appears to be adequate to meet the expected repairs estimated 
by the Property Condition providers at $3.3M over the 30-year proforma. 
Conclusion: The Applicant’s effective gross income, total operating expense, and net operating income are 
each within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate.  Therefore, the Applicant’s Year 1 proforma will be used to 
determine the development’s debt service capacity and long term feasibility.  It should be noted, although the 
Applicant has requested a bond rate of 6.10%, the permanent lender’s underwriting rate of 6.11% was used to 
estimate debt service in this analysis.  Both the Underwriter’s and the Applicant’s estimates indicate the 
committed financing structure results in an initial debt coverage ratio (DCR) that is within the Department’s 
DCR guideline of 1.10 to 1.30. 

ACQUISITION VALUATION INFORMATION 
APPRAISED VALUE 

Land Only: 12.7051 acres $1,675,000 Date of Valuation: 09/ 28/ 2005 

Existing Building(s): “as is” $12,425,000 Date of Valuation: 09/ 28/ 2005 

Total Development: “as is” $14,100,000 Date of Valuation: 09/ 28/ 2005 

Appraiser: Novogradac & Company City: Austin Phone: (512) 340-0420 

APPRAISAL ANALYSIS/CONCLUSIONS 
Highest and Best Use: The Appraiser has assumed a highest and best use as vacant of construction of a 
multifamily development with financial subsidies such as tax credits, favorable financing or some other gap 
subsidy and a highest and best use as improved of rehabilitation of the Subject using tax credit equity, 
favorable financing or some other gap subsidy to fund needed renovations, which will extend the physical and 
economic life of the improvements. 
Cost Approach: “The cost approach consists of a summation of land value (as though vacant) and the cost to 
reproduce or replace the improvements, less appropriate deductions for depreciation. Reproduction cost is the 
cost to construct a replica of the Subject improvements. Replacement cost is the cost to construct 
improvements having equal utility. This valuation technique was not undertaken since we do not believe the 
approach would yield a reliable indication of value for the Subject property. 
To arrive at an estimated land value for the Subject site, we attempted to analyze actual sales of comparable 
sites in the competitive area. Even though we do not deem the Subject to be in a speculative market, a sale 
history has been provided where pertinent. The adjusted sales indicate a range from $2,165 to $5,518 per unit, 
and an average of $3,987 per unit. All of the comparable land sales have received approximately equivalent 
weight in the overall value conclusion. Thus, the estimated value for the Subject property’s land is $4,000 per 
unit, which equates to approximately 12 percent of the current purchase price of $13,700,000. Thus, the 
indicated fee simple value of the Subject’s land (as vacant), via the sales comparison approach, as of 
September 28, 2005, is: $1,675,000.” 
Income Capitalization Approach: “The income capitalization approach requires estimation of the anticipated 
economic benefits of ownership, gross and net incomes, and capitalization of these estimates into an indication 
of value using investor yield or return requirements. Yield requirements reflect the expectations of investors in 
terms of property performance, risk and alternative investment possibilities. The Subject is an income 
producing property and this is considered to be the best method of valuation. 
In order to estimate the appropriate capitalization rate, we relied upon several methods: Market Extraction 
Method – Trend Analysis; Market Extraction Method – Comparable Properties; The Korpacz Survey; Band of 
Investment; and Debt Coverage Formula.  We reconciled to an 8.50 percent capitalization rate for the ‘as is’ 
scenario. As a result of our analysis of the Subject, the estimated market value assuming ‘as is,’ in the fee 
simple, via the income capitalization approach, as of September 28, 2005 is: $14,100,000.” 
Sales Comparison Approach: “In the sales comparison approach, we estimate the value of a property by 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

comparing it with similar, recently sold properties in surrounding or competing areas. Inherent in this 
approach is the principle of substitution, which holds that when a property is replaceable in the market, its 
value tends to be set at the cost of acquiring an equally desirable substitute property, assuming that no costly 
delay is encountered in making the substitution. There is adequate information to use the sales comparison 
approach using the EGIM and NOI/unit analysis in valuing the Subject property. 
We attempted to identify sales of comparable rental properties in the PMA that were similar to the Subject in 
terms of age, condition, number of units and amenities before and after completing the proposed renovations. 
We were successful in identifying six reasonably similar transactions of multifamily properties in this general 
market area.  [The transaction dates range from April 2003 to March 2005 for 256- to 424-unit developments.] 
The Subject’s ‘as is’ market value assuming market rents, as of September 28, 2005, via the sales comparison 
approach, is: $13,500,000.” 
Conclusion: “In the final analysis, we considered the influence of the three approaches in relation to one 
another and in relation to the Subject. In the case of the Subject several components of value can only be 
valued using either the income or sales comparison approach. As a result of Novogradac’s investigation and 
analysis, it is our opinion that, subject to the limiting conditions and assumptions contained herein, the 
estimated land value ‘as vacant’, of the fee simple interest in the Subject, free and clear of financing, as of 
September 28, 2005, is: $1,675,000 [and] the estimated market value ‘as is’, of the fee simple interest in the 
Subject, free and clear of financing, as of September 28, 2005, is: $14,100,000.” 

ASSESSED VALUE 
Land: 12.71 acres $1,383,720 Assessment for the Year of: 2005 

Building: $7,771,240 Valuation by: Harris County Appraisal District 

Total Assessed Value: $9,154,960 Tax Rate: 3.10377 

EVIDENCE of SITE or PROPERTY CONTROL 
Type of Site Control: Purchase and Sale Agreement (12.705 acres) 

Contract Expiration 01/ 31/ 2006 Anticipated Closing Date: 02/ 28/ 2006Date: 

Acquisition Cost: $13,700,000 (2nd Amendment) Other Terms/Conditions: 

Seller: Brittany Village Park, LP Related to Development Team Member: No 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE EVALUATION 
Acquisition Value: The development cost of $32,697 per unit is substantiated by the appraisal and is assumed 
to be reasonable since the acquisition is an arm’s-length transaction.  The Applicant also estimated closing and 
other ineligible acquisition costs totaling $411,000. 
Due to the mention in the Property Condition Assessment of rehabilitation work completed on the 
development in 1996, the development’s eligibility for tax credits based on the acquisition cost of the existing 
buildings is in question. In response to a request, the Applicant submitted a list of rehabilitation work 
completed from 1996 to 2004 indicating the cost of the work, the basis of the buildings at the beginning of the 
period and the costs as a percentage of the beginning basis.  It should be noted the Applicant certified in 
Volume 3, Tab 6, Part C of the uniform application that no rehabilitation work greater than 25% of the 
building’s adjusted basis was performed in the previous ten years.  For purposes of this analysis, the 
Underwriter will assume that the development is eligible for acquisition tax credits; however, the 
recommendations of this report are conditioned upon receipt, review and acceptance of a certification by a 
third party certified public account or tax attorney familiar with the construction work performed at the 
development from 1995 to 2005 that the work performed does not adversely affect the development’s 
eligibility for tax credits under Internal Revenue Code Section 42. 
The Applicant has claimed an acquisition eligible basis for the existing buildings of $12,316,280 based on a 
land value of $1,383,720. The tax assessment also indicates a land value at $1,383,720; however, the 
appraisal commissioned by the Applicant gives a current value of $1,675,000 based on comparable land sales. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

The underwriting analysis assumes the appraised land value of $1,675,000 providing for a more conservative 
acquisition eligible basis of $12,025,000. 
Sitework Cost: Since this is a proposed rehabilitation the associated sitework costs are minimal.  The 
Applicant has estimated sitework costs of $2,888 per unit, which is inconsistent with the estimate in the 
Property Condition Assessment. 
Direct Construction Cost: The Applicant’s direct construction cost estimate is $720K or 30% lower than the 
estimate provided in the Property Condition Assessment. 
It should be noted the total sitework and direct construction cost indicated in the Applicant’s development cost 
schedule is consistent with the total indicated in the Property Condition Assessment (PCA).  It appears the 
Applicant and PCA-provider have different methodology for characterizing costs as part of sitework. 
The total rehabilitation hard costs of $8,310 per unit is greater than the 2005 minimum requirement of $6,000, 
but less than the 2006 minimum of $12,000. 
Interim Financing Fees: The Applicant did not characterize any developments costs as interim interest. In 
fact, only $30,945 of financing costs is included in their eligible basis estimate.  
Fees: The Applicant’s contractor’s and developer’s fees for general requirements, general and administrative 
expenses, and profit are all within the maximums allowed by TDHCA guidelines. 
Conclusion: The Applicant has claimed the 30% boost in eligible basis due to the recent characterization of 
Harris County as a difficult development area. 
The Applicant’s total development cost is within 5% of the Underwriter’s estimate.  However, the 
Underwriter’s estimate reflects the verifiable development costs and an eligible basis estimate that meets 
current underwriting guidelines; therefore, the Underwriter’s development cost schedule will be used to 
estimate eligible basis and determine the development’s need for permanent funds.  An eligible basis of 
$18,069,749, as adjusted by the Underwriter for overstated acquisition basis, supports annual tax credits of 
$581,511. This figure will be compared to the Applicant’s request and the tax credits calculated based on the 
gap in need for permanent funds to determine the recommended allocation. 

FINANCING STRUCTURE 
INTERIM CONSTRUCTION FINANCING 

Source: Regions Bank Contact: E Spencer Knight 

Principal Amount: $13,796,600 Fees: 1% at issuance; 1% per year 

Additional Information: Letter of credit 

Amortization: N/A yrs Term: 30 mos Commitment: LOI Firm Conditional 

PERMANENT BOND FINANCING 
Source: Fannie Mae via Greystone Servicing Corporation, Inc Contact: Kelly Davis 

Tax-Exempt Amount: $13,660,000 Interest Rate:  6.11% fixed lender’s underwriting rate 

Additional Information: 30-year credit enhancement at 46 bps per year 

Amortization: 30 yrs Term: 30 yrs Commitment: LOI Firm Conditional 

1stAnnual Payment: $994,406 Lien Priority: Date: 01/ 17/ 2006 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

TAX CREDIT SYNDICATION 
Source: Guilford Capital Corporation Contact: Matt Edwards 

Net Proceeds: $5,368,683 Net Syndication Rate (per $1.00 of 10-yr HTC) 95¢ 

Commitment: 

Additional Information: 

LOI 

$565,124 

Firm Conditional 

anticipated annually in tax credits 

Date: 12/ 28/ 2005 

Amount: $278,586 Source: 
APPLICANT EQUITY 

Cash Equity 

Amount: $1,930,196 Source: Deferred Developer Fee 

FINANCING STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Permanent Bond Financing: TDHCA will be the issuer of the bonds and the Applicant’s financing plan 
includes credit enhancement by Fannie Mae and a public offering.  The permanent financing commitment is 
generally consistent with the terms reflected in the sources and uses of funds listed in the application. 
However, the Applicant estimates annual debt service of $998,647, which is higher than the debt service of 
$994,406 resulting from the terms of the commitment. 
HTC Syndication: The tax credit syndication commitment is inconsistent with the terms reflected in the 
sources and uses of funds listed in the application. While the application form indicates a syndication rate of 
93%, the letter of interest commits to 95%. 
Deferred Developer’s Fees: The Applicant’s proposed deferred developer’s fees of $1,930,196 amount to 
80% of the total proposed fees. The underwriting analysis includes the proposed cash equity of $278,586 with 
anticipated deferred fees. 
Financing Conclusions: The proforma analysis indicates the development can support the requested bond 
allocation of $13,660,000 at the lender’s underwriting rate of 6.11%.  As stated above, the Underwriter’s cost 
schedule was used to calculate the development’s eligible basis.  However, the Applicant’s request is less than 
both the annual tax credits based on the estimated eligible basis and the tax credit resulting from the gap 
method; therefore, the recommended annual tax credit allocation is $574,490.  The anticipated deferred fees of 
$2,093,897, or 87% of eligible developer fees, appear to be repayable from cashflow within ten years of 
stabilized operation. 
Should it be found that the development does not qualify for acquisition tax credits, the development would be 
characterized as infeasible based on current underwriting guidelines.  The development would not be 
recommended for a tax credit or bond allocation. 

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
IDENTITIES of INTEREST 

The Applicant, Developer, and Property Manager are related entities. These are common relationships for 
HTC-funded developments. 

APPLICANT’S/PRINCIPALS’ FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS, BACKGROUND, and EXPERIENCE 
Financial Highlights: 
• The Applicant is a single-purpose entity created for the purpose of receiving assistance from TDHCA and 

therefore has no material financial statements. 
• Summit America Properties, Inc, the General Partner, submitted a preliminary consolidated balance sheet 

as of December 31, 2004 indicating total asset of $786K comprised of $787K in notes receivable, 
investments in partnerships, and $4K in loan costs.  Liabilities total $796K for negative equity of $10K. 

• Realty Partners, LLC, 100% owner of the General Partner, submitted a consolidated financial statement 
worksheet for 2004 indicating total assets of $72.4M comprised of $2.4M in current assets, $3M in 
restricted assets, $63.2M in real property net of accumulated depreciation, and $3.7M in intangibles. 
Liabilities total $75.8M for negative net assets of $327K. 

• WDH Holdings, LLC, member of the owner of the General Partner, submitted an unedited balance sheet 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT of HOUSING and COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
MULTIFAMILY UNDERWRITING ANALYSIS 

as of April 30, 2005 indicating total assets of $10.2M comprised of $5K in cash and $10.2M in equity 
investments in closely held companies.  Liabilities totaled $500K in notes payable for net assets of $9.7M. 

•	 Summit America, LLC, a proposed guarantor of permanent financing, submitted consolidated balance 
sheets as of March 31, 2005 indicating total assets of $32.5M comprised of $8.4M in current assets, 
$15.9M in property, plant and equipment, and $8.2M in other assets.  Liabilities total $25.7M resulting in 
net assets of $6.8M. 

•	 W Daniel Hughes, Jr, proposed guarantor of permanent financing and 100% owner of WDH Holdings, 
LLC, also submitted an unaudited financial statement. 

Background & Experience: Multifamily Finance Production staff has verified that the Department’s 
experience requirements have been met and Portfolio Management and Compliance staff will ensure that the 
proposed owners have an acceptable record of previous participation. 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT RISKS AND ISSUES 
• Significant inconsistencies in the application could affect the financial feasibility of the development. 

Underwriter: Date: February 6, 2006 
Lisa Vecchietti 

Director of Real Estate Analysis: Date: February 6, 2006 
Tom Gouris 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Village Park, Houston, 4% HTC #05629 

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF Gross Rent Lmt. Net Rent per Unit Rent per Month Rent per SF Utilities Wtr, Swr, Trsh 

TC 60% 3 0 1 537 $640 $575 $1,725 $1.07 $55.00 $26.31 
MR 1 0 1 537 $575 575 1.07 55.00 26.31 

TC 60% 102 1 1 672 686 670 68,340 1.00 65.00 32.31 
MR 18 1 1 672 670 12,060 1.00 65.00 32.31 

TC 60% 24 1 1 758 686 670 16,080 0.88 65.00 32.31 
MR 4 1 1 758 670 2,680 0.88 65.00 32.31 

TC 60% 31 2 1 864 823 775 24,025 0.90 80.00 38.31 
MR 5 2 1 864 775 3,875 0.90 80.00 38.31 

TC 60% 25 2 1 869 823 775 19,375 0.89 80.00 38.31 
MR 5 2 1 869 775 3,875 0.89 80.00 38.31 

TC 60% 7 2 1 959 823 775 5,425 0.81 80.00 38.31 
MR 1 2 1 959 775 775 0.81 80.00 38.31 

TC 60% 51 2 2 1,026 823 823 41,973 0.80 80.00 38.31 
MR 9 2 2 1,026 823 7,407 0.80 80.00 38.31 

TC 60% 61 2 2 1,040 823 823 50,203 0.79 80.00 38.31 
MR 11 2 2 1,040 823 9,053 0.79 80.00 38.31 

TC 60% 51 3 2 1,150 951 940 47,940 0.82 94.00 51.31 
MR 9 3 2 1,150 940 8,460 0.82 94.00 51.31 

TOTAL: 418 AVERAGE: 895 $672 $775 $323,846 $0.87 $76.46 $37.94 

INCOME Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 374,298 TDHCA APPLICANT Comptroller's Region 6 
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $3,886,152 $3,494,208 IREM Region Houston
 Secondary Income Per Unit Per Month: $15.00 75,240 75,240 $15.00 Per Unit Per Month

 Other Support Income: Utility Reimbursement 0 316,008 $63.00 Per Unit Per Month 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME $3,961,392 $3,885,456
 Vacancy & Collection Loss % of Potential Gross Income: -7.50% (297,104) (271,980) -7.00% of Potential Gross Rent

 Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0 
EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $3,664,288 $3,613,476 
EXPENSES % OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

 General & Administrative 3.70% $324 0.36 $135,600 $46,000 $0.12 $110 1.27%

 Management 3.72% 326 0.36 136,190 145,573 0.39 348 4.03%

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 11.49% 1,007 1.13 421,086 328,000 0.88 785 9.08%

 Repairs & Maintenance 4.39% 385 0.43 161,028 88,980 0.24 213 2.46%

 Utilities 16.83% 1,476 1.65 616,767 891,154 2.38 2,132 24.66%

 Water, Sewer, & Trash 6.61% 579 0.65 242,047 277,193 0.74 663 7.67%

 Property Insurance 2.55% 224 0.25 93,575 94,050 0.25 225 2.60%

 Property Tax 3.10377 8.85% 776 0.87 324,344 272,948 0.73 653 7.55%

 Reserve for Replacements 3.42% 300 0.34 125,400 125,700 0.34 301 3.48%

 Compliance, contract labor, security 3.35% 294 0.33 122,880 106,160 0.28 254 2.94% 

TOTAL EXPENSES 64.92% $5,691 $6.36 $2,378,917 $2,375,758 $6.35 $5,684 65.75% 

NET OPERATING INC 35.08% $3,075 $3.43 $1,285,370 $1,237,718 $3.31 $2,961 34.25% 

DEBT SERVICE 
First Lien Mortgage 27.14% $2,379 $2.66 $994,406 $998,647 $2.67 $2,389 27.64% 

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

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

NET CASH FLOW 7.94% $696 $0.78 $290,964 $239,071 $0.64 $572 6.62% 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.29 1.24 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.24 

CONSTRUCTION COST 
Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 65.13% $33,758 $37.70 

Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 

Sitework 2.25% 1,165 1.30 

Direct Construction 11.15% 5,778 6.45 

Contingency 5.70% 0.76% 396 0.44 

General Req'ts 6.00% 0.80% 417 0.47 

Contractor's G & A 2.00% 0.27% 139 0.16 

Contractor's Profit 6.00% 0.80% 417 0.47 

Indirect Construction 0.48% 249 0.28 

Ineligible Costs 4.67% 2,420 2.70 

Developer's G & A 2.00% 1.45% 752 0.84 

Developer's Profit 13.00% 9.43% 4,887 5.46 

Interim Financing 0.51% 263 0.29 

Reserves 2.30% 1,192 1.33 

TOTAL COST 100.00% $51,831 $57.88 

Recap-Hard Construction Costs 16.03% $8,310 $9.28 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
First Lien Mortgage 63.05% $32,679 $36.49 

Additional Financing 0.00% $0 $0.00 

HTC Syndication Proceeds 24.78% $12,844 $14.34 

Deferred Developer Fees 10.19% $5,284 $5.90 

Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd 1.98% $1,024 $1.14 

TOTAL SOURCES 

TDHCA APPLICANT 

$14,111,000 $14,111,000 
0 0 

487,000 1,207,342 
2,415,070 1,694,708 

165,417 165,417 
174,123 174,123 
58,039 58,039 

174,123 174,123 
104,210 104,210 

1,011,588 1,011,588 
314,257 0 

2,042,667 2,400,613 
109,843 109,843 
498,142 0 

$21,665,479 $21,211,006 
$3,473,772 

$13,660,000 
0 

5,368,683 
2,208,782 

428,014 
$21,665,479 

$3,473,752 

$13,660,000 
0 

5,342,224 
2,208,782 

0 
$21,211,006 

PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

$37.70 $33,758 66.53% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

3.23 2,888 5.69% 

4.53 4,054 7.99% 

0.44 396 0.78% 

0.47 417 0.82% 

0.16 139 0.27% 

0.47 417 0.82% 

0.28 249 0.49% 

2.70 2,420 4.77% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

6.41 5,743 11.32% 

0.29 263 0.52% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

$56.67 

$9.28 

RECOMMENDED 

$13,660,000 
0 

5,457,109 
2,093,897 

0 
$21,211,006 

$50,744 100.00% 

$8,310 16.38% 

Developer Fee Available 

$2,400,613 
% of Dev. Fee Deferred 

87% 
15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow 

$4,538,272 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued) 

Village Park, Houston, 4% HTC #05629

 PAYMENT COMPUTATION 

Primary $13,660,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.11% DCR 1.29 

Secondary $0 Amort 
Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.29 

Additional $5,342,224 Amort 
Int Rate Aggregate DCR 1.29 

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE APPLICANT'S N 

Primary Debt Service 
Secondary Debt Service 
Additional Debt Service 
NET CASH FLOW 

$994,406 
0 
0 

$243,312 

Primary $13,660,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 6.11% DCR 1.24 

Secondary $0 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Subtotal DCR 1.24 

Additional $5,342,224 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.24 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE (APPLICANT'S NOI) 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $3,494,208 $3,599,034 $3,707,005 $3,818,215 $3,932,762 $4,559,149 $5,285,303 $6,127,115 $8,234,330

 Secondary Income 75,240 77,497 79,822 82,217 84,683 98,171 113,807 131,934 177,308 

Contractor's Profit 316,008 325,488 335,253 345,310 355,670 412,319 477,990 554,122 744,694 

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 3,885,456 4,002,020 4,122,080 4,245,743 4,373,115 5,069,639 5,877,101 6,813,171 9,156,332

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (271,980) (300,151) (309,156) (318,431) (327,984) (380,223) (440,783) (510,988) (686,725) 

Developer's G & A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $3,613,476 $3,701,868 $3,812,924 $3,927,312 $4,045,131 $4,689,416 $5,436,318 $6,302,183 $8,469,607 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $46,000 $47,840 $49,754 $51,744 $53,813 $65,472 $79,657 $96,915 $143,458

 Management 145,573 149133.981 153608.0001 158216.2401 162962.7273 188918.4649 219008.2785 253890.6193 341207.7618

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 328,000 341,120 354,765 368,955 383,714 466,846 567,990 691,047 1,022,918

 Repairs & Maintenance 88,980 92,539 96,241 100,090 104,094 126,646 154,085 187,467 277,498

 Utilities 891,154 926,800 963,872 1,002,427 1,042,524 1,268,390 1,543,190 1,877,527 2,779,199

 Water, Sewer & Trash 277,193 288,281 299,812 311,804 324,277 394,532 480,009 584,004 864,468

 Insurance 94,050 97,812 101,724 105,793 110,025 133,862 162,864 198,149 293,309

 Property Tax 272,948 283,866 295,221 307,029 319,311 388,490 472,658 575,060 851,230

 Reserve for Replacements 125,700 130,728 135,957 141,395 147,051 178,910 217,672 264,831 392,014

 Other 106,160 110,406 114,823 119,416 124,192 151,099 183,835 223,663 331,076 

TOTAL EXPENSES $2,375,758 $2,468,526 $2,565,776 $2,666,871 $2,771,964 $3,363,167 $4,080,967 $4,952,554 $7,296,377 

NET OPERATING INCOME $1,237,718 $1,233,342 $1,247,148 $1,260,441 $1,273,168 $1,326,249 $1,355,351 $1,349,629 $1,173,229 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 $994,406 

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Financing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NET CASH FLOW $243,312 $238,936 $252,742 $266,035 $278,762 $331,843 $360,945 $355,223 $178,824 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.24 1.24 1.25 1.27 1.28 1.33 1.36 1.36 1.18 
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LIHTC Allocation Calculation - Village Park, Houston, 4% HTC #05629 

APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA 

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

(1) Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $1,794,720 $2,086,000
 Purchase of buildings $12,316,280 $12,025,000 $12,316,280 $12,025,000 

(2) Rehabilitation/New Construction Cost
 On-site work $1,207,342 $487,000 $1,207,342 $487,000
 Off-site improvements 

(3) Construction Hard Costs
 New structures/rehabilitation hard costs $1,694,708 $2,415,070 $1,694,708 $2,415,070 

(4) Contractor Fees & General Requirements
 Contractor overhead $58,039 $58,039 $58,039 $58,039
 Contractor profit $174,123 $174,123 $174,123 $174,123
 General requirements $174,123 $174,123 $174,123 $174,123 

(5) Contingencies $165,417 $165,417 $165,417 $165,417 
(6) Eligible Indirect Fees $104,210 $104,210 $104,210 $104,210 
(7) Eligible Financing Fees $109,843 $109,843 $109,843 $109,843 
(8) All Ineligible Costs $1,011,588 $1,011,588 
(9) Developer Fees $1,847,442 $1,803,750 $553,171 $553,174

 Developer overhead $314,257
 Developer fee $2,400,613 $2,042,667 

(10) Development Reserves $498,142 $1,847,442 $1,803,750 $553,171 $553,174 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $21,211,006 $21,665,479 $14,163,722 $13,828,750 $4,240,976 $4,240,999

 Deduct from Basis:
 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $14,163,722 $13,828,750 $4,240,976 $4,240,999
 High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $14,163,722 $13,828,750 $5,513,268 $5,513,298
 Applicable Fraction 85% 85% 85% 85% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $12,028,998 $11,744,513 $4,682,321 $4,682,347
 Applicable Percentage 3.54% 3.54% 3.54% 3.54% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $425,827 $415,756 $165,754 $165,755 
Syndication Proceeds 0.9499 $4,044,948 $3,949,285 $1,574,507 $1,574,516 

Total Credits (Eligible Basis Method) 
Syndication Proceeds 

$591,581 
$5,619,455 

$581,511 
$5,523,800 

Requested Credits $574,490 

Syndication Proceeds $5,457,109 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed 
Credit Amount 

$7,551,006 
$794,922 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
 

Memorandum 

To: File 

From: Audrey Martin, Real Estate Analysis 

cc: Multifamily Finance Production Division 

Date: March 31, 2009 

Re: Amendment for Chateau Village Apartments, #08195 

Background 
This is a 9% HTC, HUD Mark-to-Market transaction. The development was originally 
underwritten during the 2008 9% HTC cycle and approved for a tax credit award of $1,093,892 
annually.  The development also received an additional allocation of credits pursuant to the 
TDHCA Board's approval at the November 13, 2008 meeting to increase the applicable 
percentage to 9% and to increase direct construction and site work costs by 10%.  As a result 
the development has received a commitment for a total annual tax credit allocation of 
$1,219,712. 

Amendment Request 
In a request letter dated February 17, 2009, the Owner requested the deletion of one of the 
conditions of the underwriting report: “Receipt, review, and acceptance, by cost certification, 
of documentation that the development has received a 50% property tax exemption from the 
Harris County Central Appraisal District.” The Owner submitted amended information related 
to the financing structure, development costs, income, and expenses in the amendment request.  

Conclusions 
The Underwriter has evaluated all of the submitted information and has determined that the 
development is feasible without a 50% property tax exemption.  Rents approved by HUD for 
the development have increased by approximately 25% since initial underwriting, increasing 
income enough to more than offset the loss of the property tax exemption. Based on the revised 
operational information, as adjusted by the Underwriter, the development’s DCR is 1.32, 
which falls within the Department’s guidelines. 

For rehabilitation developments such as this, the recommended tax credit allocation, using both 
the eligible basis and gap method for allocating credits, is based on the Underwriter’s estimate 
of costs. Using the Underwriter’s estimate costs of hard costs, which are based on the original 
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PCA, in addition to an increased assumption of reserves required by HUD, the development is 
oversourced by $4,677. This would result in a reduction to the annual tax credit allocation of 
$589 under the gap method of allocating tax credits. The Underwriter’s costs are lower than the 
Owner’s current estimate, which is based on the general contractor’s bid. In addition, the 
development's DCR exceeds the Department's guidelines when the HOME loan is not 
considered to be amortized. However, when the HOME loan is considered to amortize, 
consistent with the original underwriting of the transaction, the DCR falls to 1.32, which is 
within Department guidelines.  

However, a reduction to the tax credit allocation based on the gap method for allocating credits 
is not recommended at this time. This recommendation is consistent with other 2008 9% HTC 
developments that have received an administrative amendment following award. In allocating 
additional tax credits to 2008 9% HTC developments in November, the Board sought to enable 
owners to weather anticipated increases in construction costs. Consistent with the Board’s 
direction, staff does not recommend a reduction to the tax credit allocation prior to the 
completion of construction, and review of the final certified costs at the time of cost 
certification. This recommendation is intended to preserve the additional tax credits that would 
be recommended to be reduced, and which are insignificant, in the event that the cost increases 
do in fact occur. To the extent that anticipated cost increases do not occur, a reduction to the 
tax credit allocation may be recommended at the time of cost certification. 

The Underwriter recommends that the conditions of the Underwriting Report and Commitment 
Notice for the development be updated to reflect the following: 

1.	 Receipt, review, and acceptance, by cost certification, of HUD approval of the 
proposed rent increase to the Ontra, Inc. model “Exception Rents.” 

2.	 Receipt, review, and acceptance, by cost certification, of a detailed attorney or CPA 
analysis and opinion clearly establishing that the proposed second and third liens to 
HUD, and the proposed HOME loan from Houston are valid debt and reasonably 
expected to be repaid in full. 

3.	 Receipt, review, and acceptance, by cost certification, of a CPA opinion, including IRS 
references, as to the amount and eligibility of the imputed expenses claimed. 

4.	 Should the second lien note from HUD be transferred or forgiven at any time during the 
initial affordability period a recapture of the credit is likely to be required. 

5.	 If the terms and rates of the proposed financing change, the transaction should be 
reevaluated, and an adjustment to any allocation may be warranted. 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
Chateau Village, Houston, 9% HTC #08195 

Type of Unit Number Bedrooms No. of Baths Size in SF 
2008 Gross Rent 

Lmt. Rent Collected UW Net Rents 
2% Incr. from Rent 

Collected 
2% Decr. from Rent 

Collected Rent per Month Rent per SF Tnt-Pd Util WS&T 

TC 30% 8 1 1 674 $344 $504 $402 $514 $494 $4,032 $0.75 $96 $53 

TC 50% 32 1 1 674 $573 $504 $402 $514 $494 $16,128 $0.75 $96 $53 

TC 50%/LH 2 1 1 674 $573 $504 $402 $514 $494 $1,008 $0.75 $96 $53 

TC 60%/HH 6 1 1 674 $687 $504 $402 $514 $494 $3,024 $0.75 $96 $53 

TC 50% 19 2 1 830 $687 $591 $469 $603 $579 $11,229 $0.71 $123 $64 

TC 60% 63 2 1 830 $825 $591 $469 $603 $579 $37,233 $0.71 $123 $64 

TC 60% 16 3 1.5 1,028 $953 $800 $664 $816 $784 $12,800 $0.78 $147 $74 
TC 60% 4 4 2 1,178 $1,063 $892 $726 $910 $874 $3,568 $0.76 $190 $84 

TOTAL: 150 AVERAGE: 810 $593 $90,802 $87,242 $89,022 $0.73 $118.71 $62.08 

INCOME 
POTENTIAL GROSS RENT 
Secondary Income 

Other Support Income: 
POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 
Vacancy & Collection Loss 

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME 
EXPENSES 
General & Administrative 
Management 

Payroll & Payroll Tax 

Repairs & Maintenance 
Utilities 

Water, Sewer, & Trash 
Property Insurance 

Property Tax 2.52 

Reserve for Replacements 

TDHCA Compliance Fees 

Security 
TOTAL EXPENSES 
NET OPERATING INC 
DEBT SERVICE 
First Lien Mort. - BOA 

M2M 2nd Mortgage CF 

M2M 3rd Mortgage CF 

Additional Financing 
NET CASH FLOW 

AGGREGATE DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 
RECOMMENDED DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 

CONSTRUCTION COST 

Total Net Rentable Sq Ft: 121,572 TDHCA-Amend 
TDHCA-

Carryover TDHCA APPLICANT APP-Carryover APP-Amend 
Ontra/HUD -

Approved Model COUNTY IREM REGION COMPT. REGION 

$1,068,264 $855,384 $855,384 $855,084 $855,084 $1,068,264 $1,068,264 Harris Houston 6
Per Unit Per Month: $6.71 12,084 9,000 9,000 8,868 8,868 12,084 12,081 $6.71 Per Unit Per Month

0 0 0 $0.00 Per Unit Per Month 

$1,080,348 $864,384 $864,384 $863,952 $863,952 $1,080,348 $1,080,345 a

% of Potential Gross Income: -5.00% (54,017) (43,219) (43,219) (42,756) (42,756) (53,412) (74,778) -4.94% of Potential Gross Income

 Employee or Other Non-Rental Units or Concessions 0 0 0 
$1,026,331 $821,165 $821,165 $821,196 $821,196 $1,026,936 $1,005,567 

% OF EGI PER UNIT PER SQ FT PER SQ FT PER UNIT % OF EGI

3.57% $244 0.30 $36,654 $36,508 $36,508 $31,500 $31,500 $31,500 $38,302 $0.26 $210 3.07%

6.50% 445 0.55 66,711 41,058 41,058 41,053 41,053 66,751 64,536 0.55 445 6.50%

14.49% 992 1.22 148,750 144,376 144,376 140,250 140,250 133,875 152,970 1.10 893 13.04%

8.77% 600 0.74 90,000 58,743 58,743 67,500 67,500 90,000 98,558 0.74 600 8.76%

5.51% 377 0.47 56,564 55,273 55,273 74,250 74,250 60,750 146,931 0.50 405 5.92%

7.44% 509 0.63 76,309 82,177 82,177 90,750 90,750 74,250 0 0.61 495 7.23%

4.57% 313 0.39 46,934 49,210 49,210 45,000 45,000 45,000 60,000 0.37 300 4.38%

10.29% 704 0.87 105,629 52,920 52,920 80,000 80,000 105,839 105,839 0.87 706 10.31%

4.38% 300 0.37 45,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 37,000 0.37 300 4.38%

0.58% 40 0.05 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 0 0.05 40 0.58%

2.30% 158 0.19 23,625 24,750 24,750 24,750 24,750 23,625 54,000 0.19 158 2.30% 

68.42% $4,681 $5.78 $702,177 $596,015 $596,015 $646,053 $646,053 $682,590 $758,136 $5.61 $4,551 66.47% 

31.58% $2,161 $2.67 $324,154 $225,149 $225,149 $175,143 $175,143 $344,346 $247,431 $2.83 $2,296 33.53% 

T

18.58% $1,271 $1.57 $190,706 $101,963 $101,963 $101,963 $101,963 $202,198 $205,495 $1.66 $1,348 19.69% 

0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00% 

0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00% 

0.00% $0 $0.00 0 0 0 $0.00 $0 0.00% 

13.00% $890 $1.10 $133,448 $123,187 $123,187 $73,180 $73,180 $142,149 $41,936 $1.17 $948 13.84% 

1.70 2.21 2.21 1.72 1.72 1.70 1.20 
1.32 1.33 1.33 

Description Factor % of TOTAL PER UNIT PER SQ FT TDHCA-Amend 
TDHCA-

Carryover TDHCA APPLICANT APP-Carryover APP-Amend 

Acquisition Cost (site or bldg) 33.52% $37,500 $46.27 $5,625,000 $5,436,651 $5,436,651 $5,436,651 $5,436,651 $5,625,000 
Off-Sites 0.00% 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sitework 
Direct Construction 

1.23% 

32.91% 

1,380 

36,820 

1.70 

45.43 

207,000 
5,523,000 

207,000 
5,523,000 

207,000 
5,523,000 

348,148 
5,431,851 

348,148 
5,431,851 

534,175 
5,710,612 

Contingency 5.71% 1.95% 2,182 2.69 327,239 302,000 302,000 302,000 302,000 327,239 
Contractor's Fees 14.00% 4.78% 5,348 6.60 802,200 802,200 802,200 809,200 809,200 874,270 
Indirect Construction 2.45% 2,741 3.38 411,077 256,500 256,500 256,500 256,500 411,077 
Ineligible Costs 5.57% 6,236 7.69 935,446 483,863 483,863 483,863 483,863 935,446 
Developer's Fees 15.00% 10.74% 12,014 14.82 1,802,165 1,777,065 1,777,065 1,848,952 1,848,952 1,965,739 
Interim Financing 1.27% 1,423 1.76 213,405 225,890 225,890 225,890 225,890 213,405 
Reserves 
TOTAL COST 

2.16% 

100.00% 

2,419 

$111,883 

2.99 

$138.05 

362,920 
$16,782,452 

96,862 
$15,684,031 

96,862 
$15,684,031 

85,000 
$15,228,055 

85,000 
$15,228,055 

362,920 
$16,959,883 

Construction Cost Recap 40.87% $45,730 $56.42 $6,859,439 $6,834,200 $6,834,200 $6,891,199 $6,891,199 $7,446,296 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
First Lien Mort. - BOA 13.85% $15,500 $19.12 $2,325,000 $1,380,000 $1,380,000 $1,380,000 $1,380,000 $2,325,000 
M2M 2nd Mortgage CF 12.38% $13,856 $17.10 2,078,371 2,080,869 2,080,869 2,080,869 2,080,869 2,078,371 
M2M 3rd Mortgage CF 1,259,399 1,259,399 
Houston HOME CF 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 
263A Interest / Imputed Expenses 329,589 423,646 423,646 329,589 
HTC Syndication Proceeds 57.77% $64,632 $79.75 9,694,770 9,870,803 9,622,720 9,622,720 9,870,803 9,694,770 
Deferred Developer Fees 1.03% $1,152 $1.42 172,752 0 620,821 620,821 172,752 
Additional (Excess) Funds Req'd -1.06% ($1,183) ($1.46) (177,429) 1,252,359 879,621 (1) 372,737 2 
TOTAL SOURCES $16,782,452 $15,684,031 $15,684,031 $15,228,055 $15,228,055 $16,959,883 

PER SQ FT PER UNIT % of TOTAL 

$46.27 $37,500 33.17% 

0.00 0 0.00% 

4.39 3,561 3.15% 

46.97 38,071 33.67% 

2.69 2,182 1.93% 

7.19 5,828 5.15% 

3.38 2,741 2.42% 

7.69 6,236 5.52% 

16.17 13,105 11.59% 

1.76 1,423 1.26% 

2.99 2,419 2.14% 

$139.50 $113,066 100.00% 

D 

$61.25 $49,642 43.91% 

RECOMMENDED 

$2,325,000 
2,078,371 
1,259,399 
1,100,000 

329,589 
9,690,093 

0 
0 

$16,782,452 

Developer Fee Available 

$1,929,117 

% of Dev. Fee Deferred 

0% 
15-Yr Cumulative Cash Flow 

$1,424,733 
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MULTIFAMILY COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (continued) 
Chateau Village, Houston, 9% HTC #08195

 PAYMENT COMPUTATION 

Primary $2,325,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 7.27% DCR 1.70 

Secondary $2,078,371 Amort 0 

Int Rate 1.00% Subtotal DCR 1.70 

Third $1,259,399 Amort 0 

Int Rate 1.00% Subtotal DCR 1.70 

Additional $1,100,000 Amort 0 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.70 

RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE: 

Primary Debt Service 
Secondary Debt Service 
Additional Debt Service 
NET CASH FLOW 

$190,706 
0 

55,000 
$78,448 

Primary $2,325,000 Amort 360 

Int Rate 7.27% DCR 1.70 

Secondary $2,078,371 Amort 0 

Int Rate 1.00% Subtotal DCR 1.70 

Third $1,259,399 Amort 0 

Int Rate 1.00% Subtotal DCR 0.00 

Additional $1,100,000 Amort 240 

Int Rate 0.00% Aggregate DCR 1.32 

OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSE PROFORMA: RECOMMENDED FINANCING STRUCTURE (APPLICANT'S NOI) 

INCOME at 3.00% YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 10 YEAR 15 YEAR 20 YEAR 30 

POTENTIAL GROSS RENT $1,068,264 $1,100,312 $1,133,321 $1,167,321 $1,202,341 $1,393,842 $1,615,845 $1,873,207 $2,517,434

 Secondary Income 12,084 12,447 12,820 13,205 13,601 15,767 18,278 21,189 28,477

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

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME 1,080,348 1,112,758 1,146,141 1,180,525 1,215,941 1,409,609 1,634,123 1,894,397 2,545,911

 Vacancy & Collection Loss (53,412) (55,638) (57,307) (59,026) (60,797) (70,480) (81,706) (94,720) (127,296)

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

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME $1,026,936 $1,057,121 $1,088,834 $1,121,499 $1,155,144 $1,339,129 $1,552,417 $1,799,677 $2,418,615 

EXPENSES at 4.00%

 General & Administrative $31,500 $32,760 $34,070 $35,433 $36,851 $44,834 $54,548 $66,366 $98,238

 Management 66,751 68,713 70,774 72,897 75,084 87,043 100,907 116,979 157,209

 Payroll & Payroll Tax 133,875 139,230 144,799 150,591 156,615 190,546 231,828 282,054 417,509

 Repairs & Maintenance 90,000 93,600 97,344 101,238 105,287 128,098 155,851 189,616 280,679

 Utilities 60,750 63,180 65,707 68,335 71,069 86,466 105,199 127,991 189,458

 Water, Sewer & Trash 74,250 77,220 80,309 83,521 86,862 105,681 128,577 156,434 231,560

 Insurance 45,000 46,800 48,672 50,619 52,644 64,049 77,925 94,808 140,339

 Property Tax 105,839 110,073 114,475 119,054 123,817 150,642 183,279 222,987 330,075

 Reserve for Replacements 45,000 46,800 48,672 50,619 52,644 64,049 77,925 94,808 140,339

 Other 29,625 30,810 32,042 33,324 34,657 42,166 51,301 62,415 92,390 

TOTAL EXPENSES $682,590 $709,185 $736,865 $765,632 $795,529 $963,574 $1,167,341 $1,414,458 $2,077,797 

NET OPERATING INCOME $344,346 $347,935 $351,969 $355,867 $359,616 $375,555 $385,077 $385,219 $340,819 

DEBT SERVICE 

First Lien Financing $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 $190,706 

Second Lien 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Financing 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 

NET CASH FLOW $98,641 $102,230 $106,263 $110,161 $113,910 $129,849 $139,371 $139,513 $95,113 

DEBT COVERAGE RATIO 1.40 1.42 1.43 1.45 1.46 1.53 1.57 1.57 1.39 



$1,244,909
$9,895,049
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HTC ALLOCATION ANALYSIS -Chateau Village, Houston, 9% HTC #08195 

APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA APPLICANT'S TDHCA Additional Costs 

TOTAL TOTAL ACQUISITION ACQUISITION REHAB/NEW REHAB/NEW Attributable to 
CATEGORY AMOUNTS AMOUNTS ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS  ELIGIBLE BASIS 10% Cost Increase 

Acquisition Cost
 Purchase of land $835,000 $1,094,490
 Purchase of buildings $4,790,000 $4,530,510 $4,790,000 $4,530,510 

Off-Site Improvements 
Sitework $534,175 $207,000 $534,175 $227,700 $20,700 
Construction Hard Costs $5,710,612 $5,523,000 $5,710,612 $5,523,000 $552,300 
Contractor Fees $874,270 $802,200 $874,270 $802,200 
Contingencies $327,239 $327,239 $327,239 $327,239 
Eligible Indirect Fees $411,077 $411,077 $12,750 $12,750 $398,327 $398,327 
Eligible Financing Fees $213,405 $213,405 $213,405 $213,405 
All Ineligible Costs $935,446 $935,446 
Developer Fees $720,413 $1,208,704

 Developer Fees $1,965,739 $1,802,165 $679,127 $1,123,038 
Development Reserves $362,920 $362,920 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $16,959,883 $16,209,452 $5,523,163 $5,222,387 $9,266,732 $8,614,909 $573,000

 Deduct from Basis:

 All grant proceeds used to finance costs in eligible basis
 B.M.R. loans used to finance cost in eligible basis
 Non-qualified non-recourse financing
 Non-qualified portion of higher quality units [42(d)(3)]
 Historic Credits (on residential portion only) 

TOTAL ELIGIBLE BASIS $5,523,163 $5,222,387 $9,266,732 $8,614,909 $573,000
 High Cost Area Adjustment 130% 130% 100% 

TOTAL ADJUSTED BASIS $5,523,163 $5,222,387 $12,046,752 $11,199,381 $573,000
 Applicable Fraction 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

TOTAL QUALIFIED BASIS $5,523,163 $5,222,387 $12,046,752 $11,199,381 $573,000
 Applicable Percentage 3.55% 3.55% 9.00% 9.00% 9.00% 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX CREDITS $196,072 $185,395 $1,084,208 $1,007,944 $51,570 

Syndication Proceeds 0.7948 $1,558,463 $1,473,594 $8,617,728 $8,011,556 $409,900 

Total Tax Credits (Eligible Basis Method) 
Syndication Proceeds 

$1,280,280 
$10,176,191 

$1,244,909 
$9,485,149 

Previously Approved Tax Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

$1,219,712 
$9,694,772 

Gap of Syndication Proceeds Needed 
Total Tax Credits (Gap Method) 

$9,690,093 
$1,219,123 

Reconciled Tax Credits 
Syndication Proceeds 

$1,219,123 
$9,690,093 
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