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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY-- 1994 Program Highlights 

Tax Credit UnW· in Ca/ifomia Exceed 45,000 

The California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC or the Committee) al~ocated over $67 million in 

federal tax credits to 121 low-income housing projects during 1994. This included $15.3 million in bonus. 

federal credits (national pool credits) awarded to TCAC by the U.S. Treasury. Additionally, more than 

$47 million in state credits were allocated to 29 of the 121 projects. 

Eighty-seven family projects, 13 senior projects, 17 single room occupancy projects, I special needs 

project and 3 non-targeted projects were allocated credits in 1994. A total of 8,612 additional anilf<lahle 

housing units will be built with the 1994 allocation, bringing the total number of tax credit units in 

California to 45,500. 

Bonus Award ofCredits 

California was rewarded last year for allocating all of its 1993 tax credits, thereby receiving an additional 

$15,297,695 of tax credits from the "national pool." National pool credits are made available from 

states' unused tax credit allocations. As in past years, credits from the national pool have only been 

awarded to a small number of states, signifying the effectiveness of the California program. 

Demandfor Tax Credits Remains High 

Applications received during the year totaled 220 with 121, or 55%, receivi'ng a tax credit .reservation. 

The demand for tax credits in 1994 surpassed demand for 1993, when 70% of all applications received 

credit reservations. 

Increase in Distribution ofCredits Among Counties, But I'arity Suffers 

During 1994 a total of38 counties received credit awards, compared to only 27 in 1993, a vast 

improvement in distribution among counties. But the number of tax credit units for all years was less 

equitably distributed among counties afler 1994 than they were afler 1993. At the end of 1993, 2J 

counties had not received a proportionate number ofthe 45,500 units in relation to their county 

population. Afler 1994 credit reservations, the number of counties not receiving a proportionate number 

of tax credit units increased to 26. 
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Si;;nificanf Compliance 111onifoi)ng Activities 

In 1994, the Committee conducted monitoring activities at I 09 tax credit projects, thus meeting the IRS 

requirement that 20% of projects arc reviewed annually. Activities included visits to properties and file 

inspections. Of the flies inspected, 84 or 77% were found in compliance with rent and income 

requirements, applying utility allowances properly and p~rfonning annual recertification of resident 

eligibility as required by federal law. Most of the projects not in compliance were found to be over­

charging rent. In cases where too much rent was charged, residents in nearly all cases received refunds. 

----·-·"·' 
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I. PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

The Tax Credit Allocation Committee ("the Committee" or "TCAC"), is chaired by the State Treasurer. 

Other voting members are the State Controller and the State Director of Finance. Advisory members arc 

the [lirector of the State Housing and Commwiity Development Department, the Executive Director of 

the California Housing Finance Agency, a representative of cities appointed by the Speaker of the 

Assembly and a representative of counties appointed by the Senate Rules Committee. 

Section 50 199.15(a) of the California Health and Safety Code requires the Committee to submit an 

annual report of the prior year's activities to the Legislature. The statute requires the Committee to 

report information as follows: the total amount of housing credits allocated; the total number of low 

income units that are, or are to be, assisted by the credits; the amount of credit allocated to each project, 

other financing available to the project, and the number of units that are, or are to be, occupied by low 

income households. The report also must include information from projects receiving allocations in 

previous years that describes the low-income status of units reserved for low-income occupancy. 

Appendices A, B and C of this report contain data for 1994, as well as all prior years. Appendix D is a 

summary description of the program. 

7CAC's Program 

The state Health and Safety Code reiterates that the Committee shall adopt a Qualified Allocation Plan 

(QAP), as required by federal law (IRC Section 42), and adds specificity to the federal preferences and 

selection criteria. The Legislature required consideration of the following factors when allocating credits: 

(A) Projects serving large families in which a substantial number of all 

residential u11its are comprised of low-income units with three or more bedrooms. 

(B) Projects providing single room occupancy units serving very low income tenants. 

(C) Existing projects that are "at risk of conversion," as. defined by paragraph ( 4) of 

subdivision (c) of Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 17058. 

(D) Projects for which a public agency provides direct or indirect long-term financial support 

for at least IS percent of the total project development costs or projects for which the 

owner's equity constitutes at least 30 percent of the total project development costs. 

(E) Projects that provide tenant amenities not generally available to residents of low-income 

housing projects. 

(F) 	 Projects located within a "difficult to develop area" or a "qualified census tract" as defined 

in Section 42(d)(5)(C) of the fnternal Revenue Code. 
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To achieve the goals oft he st<ite aml federal requirements, the Committee, in its QAP, established a Ipreference point system. To address the fedcral·and state criteria, projects arc awarded lax credits on a' 

Icompetitive basis based on the number of priority points a project earns. An application (except for tax­

exempt bond fmanccd projeCts) must achieve a minimum of 25 points in order to compete for credits. In 

\9'!4, the point system had three levels; basic points to a maximum of80 points; additional points, to a 

maximum of20 points for projects targeted to serve a spccilic population, .or a maximum of 10 points for 

non-targeted projects; and, bonus points, earned for securing additional sponsor equity or local 

government linancing. The criteria for earning basic points arc: 

I) Serving residents with the lowest incomes. (J 5 points) 

2) Serving' qualified rc.<idents for the longest period. One point for each year beyond the state 

mandated JO years, up to a maximum of 55 years. 

(Maximum points: 25) 

J) Providing linancial contributions.to a project's alTordability. 

(Maximum points: 20) 

I fan applicant intends toserv·c a specified priority target population, the project must meet threshold 

criteria for the population type to be served. Then, to attain targeted points, it must meet criteria specific 

to the targeted group. The targeted populations at'e large families, the homeless and very low~income 

persons in single room occupancy housing (SRO), seniors, special needs populations, federally subsidized 

projects at-risk of conversion to market rate housi11g, and acquisition./rchabilitation projects. 

Certain projects may also qualify for bonus points. Large 1;1mily or SRO projects arc eligible for bonus 

points if the following cot\ditions are met:. the project must have attained I 00 points from the Basic 

Points and targeted points categories; and, the development costs of the project must be less than one 

standard deviation from its applicable cost benchmark. Bonus points arc awarded for each percent of 

local financing above 20% of project cost, or each additional cent of project equity above $0.52 per 

dollar of credits. 

Cost Jknchmarks 

TCAC performs reviews of the estimated and linal costs of tax credit projects. These reviews occur prior 

to making a preliminary reservation of tax credits for a project, when final rcsctvations.ancl carryovci· 

allocations arc made, and at the time the project is placed .in setvicc. TCAC's financial feasibility review 

includes a line item evaluation of the developer's estimated or actual developme11t costs compared to cost 

guidelines developed by TCAC. In addition to this line item review,. TCAC utilizes cost benchmarks 

developed from data taken from all projects allocated credits since 1990. TCAC's primary benchmark 
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utilizes a basis per bedroom calculation. Basis cost is used rather than total project costs (which would ! 
include land) because it more directly compares the cost of improvements. A per bedroom measurement I 

I
is used because it reflects the increased cost of projects that have 3- and 4-bedroom units, a priority 

project type under TCAC's point system. 

In addition, TCAC compnres projects to a secondary benchmark of basis plus land cost per person. This 

benchmark provides another measurement of costs based on a goal of utilizing available scarce resources 

to provide affordable housing to the maximum number of people. All benchmarks are updated annually, 

incorporating cost data from projects placed in service during the previous year and projects allocated 

credits the previous year. 

7\l'o-liered 7/e-/ireaker. 

In the event there is a tie score, applications approved as a linal reservation or placed-in-service 

applications will receive priority because they are closer to completion. If a tie still remains, the tied 

applicntions will be ranked by the lowest tax credits per bedroom. A key objective of the tax credit 

program is to maximize the utilization of federal and state tax credits, that is, to subsidize the most units 

from the credits available. In the tie-breaker, all equally scoring projects are ranked according to the 

amount of credits per bedroom required for feasibility and long term viability. Since projects requiring 

fewer credits per bedroom rank the highest, projects are rewarded for utilizing the credits most 
. ' 

efficiently. 
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II. ltESULTS OF TilE 1994 I'I,OGRAl\1 

' In California, in 1994, the per capita credit amount of federal credits was $39,013,750, or a total of 

$]90,137,500 to be sold to investors. In addition to the per capita credits, there were two other sources 

of credits available to California in 1994. 

• 	 $15,297,695 was awarded to the Committee from the national pool. A national pool has 

been formed each year since 1992 fro~n unallocated credits from those states unable to fully · 

utilize their credit ceiling. California was one of twenty-one states awarded the unused 

credits of other.states because Califo!nia allocated all its i 993 California credits. (In 1993, 

TCAC received $13 million in national pool credits with eight states participating.) 

• 	 TCAC also had available in i 994 over $\4 million of credits returned from developments to 

which credits had been allocated in previous years but which could not usc them within the 

statutory time frames allowed (i.e., the federal 24-month allocation period). Project 

sponsors return credits and compete for new credits if they arc unable to meet federal or 

state deadlines. 

Strong Competition for Credits 

As in years past, the competition for tax credits continues to run very high. Of those competing for 

credits, only 55% received an award. Sponsors submitted 220 applications in the two cycles in 1994. 

This is more !han the 180 or so applications !he Comrnillee received in 1993. The a\1-tirne high number 

of340 applications was received in 1989, when applicants were allcmpling lo receive credits before the 

program's requirements were dramatically changed by Congress, eOcctive January I, 1990. 

At'filication Cycles 

In total, the Committee received 220 applications in the two cycles held in \994. These applicants 


requested approximately $\31 million in federal credits and $81 million in state credits, far exceeding the 


$67.1 miliion available in federal credits and the $48.4 millio'n available in state credits. Of these 220 


applications, a total of 121 received credit reservations. 


Chan A-I in Appendix A is a summary listing by county of all projects allocated credits in \994. 


The \994 federal tax credits assisted projects in 38 counties. The stale tax credits assisted 29 of those 


projects in 16 counties. 
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Chart I shows the breakdown of the 1994 allocations by project type. Of the 121 projects which 

received allocations in 1994, 87 were projects for large families (include 3- and 4-bedroom units), 13 

projects were for seniors, 17 projects provided SRO units, I project was targeted to families with special 

needs (e.g., single-parent households), and three projects were not targeted to a specific population. 

CHART I 
t 994 FEDERAL TAX CREDIT ALLOCATIONS BY PROJECT TYPE 
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Charf2 shows the actual mimber of units and projects by c·onst111ction type. The projects awarded credits· 

contain 8,612\ow income units. Over 7,400 of these units will be newly constructed units, while over 

I ,200 existing units will be rehabilitated. 

CHART 2 
1994 PROJECTS (AND UNITS) AWARDED FEDERAL CREDITS 

By Cons\mclion Type 
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TAULE 1 

1994 Allocations By Set-Aside 

II of II of Federal %of State %of 

;;et-A_side Projects Units Allocation Total Allocation Total 

Fmll ;\ 12 406 $I ,088,08} 2% $0 0% 

Itural 23 I,40I $I0,724,I18 IG% $7,304,825 IG% 

Nonprofit IS 865 $7, I23,499 II% $8,22I ,070 I7% 

Small Develop 4_ 29 $363,565 1% $0 0% 

General 68 5,9II $47,814,303 7I% $] I,694,901 67% 

Total· 12I 8,612 $67,113,568 100% $47,220,796 100% 

As required by federal and state law, at least I 0% of the annu<tl credit ceiling must be set-aside for 

nonprorit sponsors. State law also provides for a 20% rural and 2% small devclopmci1t sctaside. Table I 

shows that II% of the federal credit and 17% of the state credit was allocated under the nonprofit 

sctasidc. However, more than 48% of the federal credits available and 47% of the state credits available 

were annually awarded to nonprofit sponsors. About 18% of the federal credits available and IG% of the 

state credits went to rural projects. Less than I% of the federal credits and no state credits were awarded 

to small development projects. 

Cn:dirs-l'er-!Jedmom !Jecreases in /994 

The Committee compiled data on credits-per-bedroom for projects allocated credits between 1990, the 

Erst year of the competitive point system, through 1994. Table 2 on the next page summarizes this data. 

In 1994 there was a significant decrease in average credits-per-bedroom. This is due to the greater 

mnnl>cr of large family units in projects allocated credits this past year. The bedroom mixes of 1994 

projects included many more three- and four-bedroom units, and far fewer one-bedroom units than in 

I'193. Compared to 1993, tax credits per bedroom decreased about IS% to $4, I23 

I 
I 

i 
I 
I 

I 
I 
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TARLE 2 
Average Credits-Per-Bedroom: 1990-1994 

1990 1991 1992 1993 I~~-1 

Federal credits $26,922,126 $33,137,169 $63,517,99-1 $70,43-1,569 .to7,1tl.V.K 

Stille credits 19,761,908 26,439,705 $-18,699,970 $.J9,0.J1,203 $-17,220,7% 

Average credits-per-bedroom $-1,730 $-1,727 $4,550 $5,041 $4,121 
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Ill. KEY EVENTS DURING 1994 

Access to the National Pool.... Once Again· 

Once again, because of the high demand for credits in California and the Committee's elliciency in 

allocating credits to worthy projects, the U.S Treasury Department ·awarded national pool credits to 

California for the third straight year. 13y allocating all of its I 99J credits, the Committee received more 

than $15 million in federal credits to allocate to projects in 1994. California was one of just twenty-one 

states that was awarded credits that went unused during 1993 in other states. Since the Committee was 

again successful in allocating all available credits in 1994, it will receive in 1995 a portion of the national 

pool credits remaining from 1994's activities. 

"Retumed" 'f'ax Credits Exceed $/.f Million 

A number of projects returned credits they_ had received during previous years' allocations and re-applied 

for new allocations in 1994.' "Returned" credits means credits froni a previous allocation year that a 

project sponsor relinquished. Sponsors typically re-apply for new credits when returning prior years' 

credits. Resubmitted applications are treated like new applications and must meet threshold, eligibility 

and competitive criteria currently in force. Sponsors generally return credits if they do not believe they 

will complete constrrtction, and "place in service" before the 24-month placed-in-service deadline, or the 

credit reservation already received is not adequate to achieve financial feasibility. 

Qualified Allocation !'fan Revised 

The Committee made a significant change to .its Qualified Allocation Plan on January 14, 1994. A "bonus 

point" system was initiated to improve competition among project applicants. The bonus point system 

rewards large family and SRO projects exclusively, and as a result, very few other types of projects 

? 	 received credit reservations in !994. A bonus point is awarded to an applicant for each percent of local 

financing above 20% of project cost, or each additional cent of project equity above $0.52 per dollar of 

credits. Therefore, projects that attract larger amounts of project equity and local financing are more 

competitive._ 

The introduction of bonus points, intended to)naximize the benefit of limited tax credits, has had mixed 

reviews by project applicants. Applicants with projects other than "large family" or SRO believe the 

bonus point system virtually eliminates their chances of receiving a credit a:ward. And, applicants in 

California localities without large amounts of local housing resources believe tile system unt:1irly litvors 

· projects in cities with abundant resources. A complete review of the bonus point system·is necessary 


during I 995. 
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IV. I'HOGH.AM RESULTS: 1987 TJIHO!JGIII994 

To date, total annual federal allocations of $285.4 million have funded 842 projects with 45,500 

affordable housing units. A total of273 of these projects also used state credits totaling $265.8 million. 

TCAC estimates that some $15 billion in project equity has been or will be raised from the allocations of 

federal and state tax credits. Tax credits arc not dollars to be spent on housing development costs, but are 

typically sold to raise project equity. Credits arc sold to irivestors, or utilized by the housing sponsor to 

defray I axes. Their value is the price the investor or sponsor judges the credits lo be worth in leims of 

the future tax benefits they will receive from the credits, and other benefits they receive by being owner of 

the project. 

S/ole Credil l'mgmm Fjfectivene.\~1· 

Once again, the demand for slate credits was high. Since 1990, there has been a steady increase in the 

demand for state credits. Of the $35 million available in 1990, $26.9million state credits were allocated; 

the remaining $8.1 million were "carried forward" and added to the 1991 $3 5 million per capita ceiling. 

Slate allocations in 1991 totaled $38.9 million; the reniaining $4.2 million was "carried forward" to 1992. 

The demand for state credits in 1992 exceeded what was available by over $11 million. In 1993, $47.6 

nrillion, or. all but about $59,000 in available slate credits were allocated. In 1994, $47.2 million of stale 

credits were allocated with demand of over $80 million. 

Stale credits arc particularly iniportant to projects not located in high cost areas, especially with the 

decreased availability of "sofi-sccond" loans. For these projects, stale credits generate additional equity 

funds which, as they were in\cnded to do, frll a financing gap that remains aficr maximum federal credits 

have been allocated. 

N~>t· Constmctio11 Outpace.r llelwbilitation /'rojecls 

Jn J994 the level of new construction projects, about 8 7% of all projects awarded credits, approximated 

the levels in 1990, 1991 and 1993. Tire surge ofrclrabilitation p·rojccts in 1992 ( 25 projects, or 19% of 

all projects awarded credits) exceeded the Iota! number of rehabilitation projects for both 1990 and 1991 

combined. This was mainly due to a great many applications for SRO housing which typically involves 

. r clrabilitation of Jilapidatcd SRO buildings. Chart 3 shows the percentage of projects by construction 

type for 1987 through 1994. 
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CHART 3 
DISTRIIlUTION OF PROJECTS BY CONSTRUCTION TYPE 
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CIIART 4 
TOTAL UNITS IN PROJECTS ALLOCATED FEDERAL CREDITS: ln7·1994 

9,000 ,---------------------"------" 

8,000 """ 


7,000 "" "" 
N 

" .....6,000
0 

F 
5,000 . 

ll 
4,000

N 
I 3,000 " " 
T 
s 2,000 " 

1,000 ". 

0 

1987 1%8 1989 1990 1991 IIJ92 199] 

Data slw"'n arc current as of December 31, 1994. 

;_,.. 
~,1 

~~:- ~ 
~-~1 
If 
ij 

I[ 

Page 12 411 7/'!5 



A/1/'o;mlationr Are Sen•ed 

The majority of family projects is new construction with an average of45 units. By geographic location,· 

.in comparison to the rural projects, the inner-city projects tend to be smaller; the suburban projects 

larger. Thirty to filly percent of the units in most family projects have J- or 4-bcdrooms. At least 20% 

of the units are targeted lo those at or below 50% of median. The remainder arc at or·bClow 60% of 

median income. Project amenities ollen include laundry facilities or hookups in each unit, equipped play 

areas, outside family areas, community rooms, day care facilities, and security systems. 

The SRO projects are ollen rehabilitated urban hotels. The average size is 80 units. SRO units do not 

have a separate bedroom; however, they may have private bath and kitchen facilities. All units must be 

targeted on average to households with incomes of 40% of median. Project amenities usually include 

laundry facilities, furnished eommunity rooms, community kitchens and security. In addition, various 

social services arc available to assist the tenants; these include job counseling, drug and alcohol 

rchabilital ion. 

The senior· projects are generally new construction with an average size of 66 units. Most senior projects 

arc comprised of !-bedroom units and arc on sites within walking distance of basic services. Senior 

projects earn maximum points if the sponsors agree to additional targeting to very-low income seniors. 

Many of the senior projects receiving tax credit are funded by the Fanners Home Administration's Section 

515 program and, so, compete in TCAC's Fml-IA sctaside. Project amenities usually include a security 

call system, furnished community rooms and laund1y faciliti.cs. 

The special needs projects arc generally small, with an average size of 34 units. All units must be 

targeted on average to hous-eholds with incomes of 40% of median. The targeted households have 

included persons infected with IllY, mentally and physically handicapped individuals, and single mothers. 

Project amenities must be appropriate for the targeted population and the rcsidenls·must have access lo 

appropriate social services.· 

The following tables show the number of projects and units receiving tax credit allocations for each of the 

.targeted categories. Since projects did not compete under the Qualified Allocation Plan prior to 1990, 

the totals have been grouped by 1987-1989, 1990-1994 and "all projects." 
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TARLE 3 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY TARGETED POPULATION 

Total Projects Total Projects Percent of 
Project Tyru; 1987-1989 %Total 1990-1994 %Total All Projects 

Family 202 54% 3 I I 66% 61% 
SRO 21 6% 57 12% 9% 
Senior 75 20% 75 16% 18% 
Special Needs 2 1% 12 3% 2% 
Non-targeted 72 19% 14 3% 10% 
At-Risk l 

TOTAL 372 100% 470 100% 
Datu shown nrc! currc11t ns of December Jl, 1994. Pcrcenluge folal.s mny uot mld Juc !o rouwling. 

~: 
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TARLE 4 

TOTAL NUMBER Of AffORDABLE UNITS BY TARGETED POPULATION 

Total Units Total Units 
Project Tyru; 1987-1989 %Total 1990-!994 % Tot1!.! 

Percent of 
_All Unj[~ 

Family 6,521 
SRO 1,283 
Senior 4,703 
Special Needs 90 
Non-targeted 2,883 
At-Risk 

42% 18,499 
8% 5,203 

30% 4,983 
1% 367 

!9% 9!2 
56 

62% 
17% 
17% 
!% 
3% 

55% 
14% 
21%. 

1% 
8% 

TOTAL 15,480 100% 30,020 !00% 
Dutu shown nrc current us of O!!ccmber 3\, 1994. Percentage totuls muy not uJd JUt: to rounding. 

!00% 

Contrasted to 1987-!989 projects, projects receiving credits since !990 possess characteristics that meet 

or exceed the program's goals. More than half of the !990-!994 units are in projects designated for large 

families while 12% are SRO units. The number of senior and non-targeted units (typically projects 

containing l-and 2-bedroom units only) is dramatically less since 1990. 

Set asides Meet Special Needs 

The Legislature established tax credit ceiling set asides to assure geographic distribution of tax credit 

projects and that certain types of sponsors and projects are given an opportunity to successfully compete 

for credits. Setasides are required for both the federal and state credit ceilings Ten percent of the tax 
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credit ceiling is set aside forNonprof1t organizations (as required by federal law); 20% of the ceiling is 

set aside for rural areas, of which 14% is available for projects fmancetl by the Fanners Home 

Atln1inistration Section 515 program; and 2% of the ceiling is set aside for qualified small development 

projects consisting of I 0 or fewer units. Eligible projects which apply under one of the four set asides­

Nonprofit, Farmers 1-lomc. (Fm!-IA), Rural, Small Development -automatically compete with all other 

projects in the general allocation pool if insufficient credits arc available in the chosen setaside. 

The FmHA and Small Development sctasidcs were not established until the 1990 application cycle. 

Therefore, Table 5 only summarizes projects receiving tax credits in 1990-1994. The data arc grouped 

by the projects' application set aside; although they may actually have been funded from the general 

allocation pool. 

It should be noted that because the competition is not so strong in the Small Development and the 

Fanners Home sctasidcs, some projects have received credits which do not meet the highest level of 

priority attainable for certain selection criteria. Both the rural sctasidc and the general allocation pool 

have much more competition. While the demand for credits in the Nonprofit setaside far exceeds the 

set aside amount, Nonprofit applicants arc competitive in the general pool. 

TAULE 5 

PROJECTS AND UNITS PRODUCED BY APPLICATION SET ASIDE 
1990-1994 

Total % Total % 
~etasidc Projects Total Units Total 

Fmi!A 48. 10% 1,832 6% 
Rural 77 16% 4,395 14% 
Small Development 23 5% 179 .1% 
Nonprofit 174 37% 10,448 35%. 
Gcnernl 148 32% 13,166 44% 

Totals 470 100% 30,020 100% 

Cieogmphic !Ji.IJ!ei'Sirm 

Since the inception oft he program in 1987, federal and state tax credits have been allocated for 

aOurdable housing developments in 53 of the 58 counties in California. Chart 13-1 in Appendix 13 

compares the percentage of total tax credit units by county to the county's population as a percentage of 

total state population. Chart 13-2 summarizes tlic credits allocated, the number of projects and number of 

rental units produced (or in construction) by county.. (These charts reflect data as of December 31, 1994 

The current status of projects may not necessarily be reflected in this historicaf data.) 
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Los Angeles County is by far the largest beneficiary oftheprogram. federal credits of$90 ll)illion and 

total state credits of nearly $37 million have been allocated to 217 projects which will include over 

13,000 affordable units in Los Angeles County. 

Fresno County is a distant second in units produced, with Santa Clara and Alameda close behind. Many 

of the smaller, more rmal counties have also benefited from the tax credit program. Although nDt 

produced to date, it would be beneficial to review the dispersion of tax credit units in relation to the 

relative housing need of each county. 

Demmulfor Credits 

Except for the first two years of the program, the demand fortax credits has exceeded the amount 

! 
available for allocation. The Committee ofien receives double the number of applications than can be 

awarded available credits in any year. 

. 	 .! 	 Table 6 summarizes the amount of federal and state credits allocated to projects in years 1987 through 

t 	 !994. The reader is cautioned that Table 6 reflects data which represents allocation activities as of 

December 3 I of the year in which the award was made. These data are the results of actions taken that 

year and reflect only a snapshot of the program at that point in time. 

TAllLE 6 

CREDITS ALLOCATED AS Of DECEMOER 31 OF THE ALLOCATION YEAR 1987-1 '.l'.l'l 

federal Federal Number State State · Number 
Credits Credits of Projects Credits Credits of Projects 

Year Available Awarded and Units Available Awarded and Units 

1987 $32,956;250 $4,825,463 63/2,264 $34,578,625 $6,818,086 17/ 7SS 
c1988 $34,578,750 $16,438,953 175/5,504 $34,578,625 $35,461,086 67/2,545 

1989 $3 5,210,000 .$34,444,417 I 55/7,960 $35,000,000 $61,433,913* 74/3,792 

1990 $36,328,750 $3 I ,399,269 84/4,592 $35,000,000 $28,976,550 26/1,490 

199I $4 I ,258,23 I $4 I ,258,23 I 78/4,277 $35,000,000 $34,855,113 28/1,547 

1992 $63,517,994 $63,517,994 I 33/8,528 $35,000,000 $48,699,970* 29/2, 183 

1993 $70,434,569 $70,434,569 128/9,00 I $35,000,000 $49,043,203. 32/2,185 

1994 $67,113,568 $67,113,568 122/8,612 $35,000,000 $47,220,796* ]0/2,135 

' Since 1989, the Conuuilt!!c i.s. authorized to use n:mniniug unused und n:tumcd cn:dit.'::i from pn:viou.s. ycar.s. 
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\'. MONITOWNG- I'ROJECT I'EIU'OW\IANCE AND J'ROGRAM COMPLIANCE 

As required by state law, during all reservation phases, a project is monitored for its progress in meeting 

milestones and reservation requirements up until it is placed in service. Additionally, IRC Section 42 as 

well as state law require state allocating agencies to monitor occupancy compliance throughout the credit 

period. The IRS requires that allocating agencies notify it of any instances of noncompliance or failure to 

report. The monitoring requirement begins at occupancy and continues, depending on the project's 

agreement with the Committee, for 30 to 55 years. The Committee must determine among other things 

whether the income of families residing in low-income units is within agreed upon limits and the rents ar.e 

restricted as required by federal law or lower as agreed to by the owner to recei.ve points. 

TCAC's compliance monitoring procedure requires all project owners to submit tax credit unit 

information as requested, but at least annually. The information is captured on a number ofTCAC forms: 

Project Status Report, Annual Owner Ccrtifrcation and Project Ownership Profrlc. Forms requesting unit 

occupancy status for the previous year arc mailed out in April for return to the Committee by the end of 

May. Information is analyzed for completeness, accuracy and compliance. Staff work with project 

owners and management agents on areas where guidelines arc not being followed. In most instances, a 

grace period is allowed to correct noncompliance although the IRS requires that all noncompliance be 

reported to the IRS, whether or not the violation is corrected. 

There is potentially great jeopardy to investors should noncompliance be discovered because credits 

claimed in years of noncompliance, including the accelerated portion, could be recaptured by the IRS. 

The Committee's compliance monitoring program provides for newly placedcin-scrvice projects to receive 

an early review of rent-up practices so that compliance problems may be avoided. 

A compliance monitoring fcc, based on $410 per unit to a maximum $26,650, is collected at the time the 

project is pbccu-in-scrvicc. The compliance monitoring fee reDects the projected costs (calculated on a 

present value basis) the Committee will incur to monitor the frrst l 5 years of the compliance period. This 

is only the initial length of the federal compliance period requirement. TCAC has not addrcssed·how the 

cost of monitoring beyond that period will be paid, although it believes that, through cl1ieient monitoring· 

practices, coordination of activities with participating lenders' monitoring activities and accumulation of 

interest earned on the fees invested th;ough the Pool Money Investment 13oard, it will be able to stretch 

tire monitoring fees well beyond the initial 15 years. 

Data presented in Appendix C show the results of the Committee's 1994 compliance monitoring 

activities. Chart C-1 in Appendix C lists all "placed-in-service" projects and denotes the I 09 projects 

Committee staff visited for compliance monitoring purposes in 1994. Ofthc 945 units reviewed for 

!'age t7. 41l7M 
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compliance with income limits, only five units were found to have over-income houseft,;lcls. A total of 25 

of the 109 projects were notified of possible findings of noncompliance, and 84 were notified of no 

irregularities. To date, noncompliance issues identified during 1994 have resulted in notifications to the 

IRS of 10 projects where confirmed instances of noncompliance were identified during file audits. 

Additionally, 56 possible findings of noncompliance, resulting in 30 notifications to the IRS, were 

discovered during reviews of project information received from project sponsors at the re~uest of 1he 

Committee. The IRS re~uires that all incidents of noncotilrliance be rerorted. 
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VI. IIOW TO IMI'ROVE TilE CRElJIT l'ROGRAI\1 

Due to the recent election of Treasurer Fong and Controller Connell, two-thirds or the voting­

membership of the Committee will be dilferentthan last year. During calendar year 1995 Committee stalf I 
expect to thoroughly review the current operations of the Committee and its allocation plan and report its 

findings to the Committee. ) . 
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Chart A-I 
· CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COI\11\liTI'EE 

f 1994 Allocation ofFedeml and State Tux Credits By County . 
Nlunber of Total Low Income Federul %of Slnte: %of 

COUNTY Projects Units Units Allocation led totul · Allocution :->tote tutu! 

i 

~ Alameda ] 294 294 $870.73~ 1.30% $0 O.OO'X,

!: Bulle 2 112 112 $454,670 0.68% $806,4X2 \.7l'lfu 
Calaverns 24 24 $67,869 0.10% $0 O.OO'Yu 
Colusa I 35 35 .$77,265 0.12% $0 O.OO'X, 
Contra Costu 2 74 74 $693,73 I !.OJ% $0 0. OO'Vu 

;; Fre:sno 5 476 476 $3,204,919 4.78% $0 tl.(JO% 
Imperial 80 80 $452,305 0.67% $0 ().{)()% 

Kem 6 598 598 $3,624,770 5.40% $2,698,730 5.72% 
Luke I 36 36 $107,524 0.16% $0 0. ()()'!!;, 

Los Angeles 21 1735 1671 $15,157,350 22.58% $0 0. 00% 

Madera 2 135 135 $705,87) LOS% $X 54,302 I.HI'X, 
Mnrin 30 30 $363,763 0.54% $0 ().{)()% 

Mariposa 34 34 $%,757 0.14% $0 (). ()()'Yu 

Merced 3 110 110 $670,975 1.00% $0 0.00%, 

Monterey 9 355 355 $3,954,333 5.89% $(\ O.OO'lfu 
Nnpn I so 50 $495,271 0.74% $1,717,705 ).fl•l% 

' Nevada I· 104 104 $1,050,609 1.57% $0 (J.{)O% 

Orange 4 463 442 $2,738,304 4 08% $0 ().()()% 
~ Placer 88 8X $553,494 0.82% $1,250,00·1 ~ .(,.')'Vu 

Riverside 6 380 380 $2,627,045 3.91% ~'1,649,565 9.X.'i'~1(j 

Sacramento 4 461 461 $2,763,226 4.12% $7,R4o,377 l().(,2% 
San Benito 30 30 $82,)24 0.12% $0 0.OO'X, 
San I31.!mardino I 88 88 $1,358,996 2.02% $0 0.001% 
Snn Diego 5 709 709 $5,504,540 8:20% $11 0.00% ~-

f 

San Prancisco 8 412 412 $3,871,653 5.77% $1 ,31o,57o 2.7~)% 

San Joaquin 3 215 215 $1,559,991 2.32% $5, 114,53(, lii.H3% 
San Luis Obispo 4 93 93 $730.~06 1.09% $352,495 0.75% 

{ San Malco I 24 24 $401,997 O.oO% $11 O.tl()IVu 

I 
Santa Burbara 3 127 127 $997,028 1.49%. $3,4Jo,725 7.2X% 
Sanla Clara 4 595 595 $6, 12o,o2s 9.13% $'1 3,440,12X 2X.il(l% 
Santa Cn1z I 15 I 5 $216,948 0.1"2% $0 0.001Yu 
Siskiyou 2 55 55 $161,130 0.24% $0 ().(){)I~J 

l 
i Solano I 32 32 $109,29(, 0.1(}% '$3.15,521 0.71'% 

Sonoma 3 222 222 $2,G63,533 3.97% $0 0.00% 
Tehama I 38 38 $103,755 0.15% $0 0.0(l1Vu

! Tulorc 4 240 240 $1,759,588 2.02% $8<11 ,950 1.7X% 
Ventura I 13 13 $138,639 0.2!% $480,830 1.02% 
Yolo 2 115 115 $590,525 0.89% $2,068.~7(, 4.1WYu 
38 Counllc• 121 8,697 8,612 $67,113,568 100% $~7 ,220,7% IIIII% 
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Chart A-2 
CALIFORNLt, TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 

1994 ALWARD LIST BY SET ASIDE 

Low Income Allocated Tax Ci-edits Target Total 

Number Name Units Federal State City County Population Poi.nts 

Allocations from the Farmer's Home Admin. Pool 

9H>07 Huron Garden Apanments 38 $111,593 $0 Huron Fresno FAM 35 

94.{)90 Rose Valley Apanments 36 $94,526 $0 Wasco Kern FAM 29 

94.{)91 Middletmm Garden Apanments 36 $107,524 $0 Middletmm Lake NON 30 

94'()92 . Murphys Senior Apartments 24 $67,869 $0 Murphys Calaveras SEN 30 

94.{)93 Lake Isabella Senior II Apanments 40 $92,900 $0 Lake I sa bella Kern SEN 30 

94.{)95 Prospect Villa Ill Apanments 30 $82,324 $0 Hollister San Benito SEN 30 

94.{)96 Montague Apanments 28 $81,699 $0 Montague Siskiyou NON 29 

9.!-122 Firebaugh Garden Aparunents 40 $92,440. $0 Firebaugh . Fresno FAM 36 

9H27 Coming Garden Apartments 38 $103,755 $0 Corning Tehama FAM 29 

9.!-128 Mariposa Apanments 34 $96,757 $0 Mariposa Mariposa FAM 29 

9.!-192 Creeh,;ew Apanments 35 $77,265 $0 Arbuckle Colusa FAM 57 

94-214 Salmon Run Apanments 27 . $79,431 $0 Etna Siskiyou FAM 48 

Total of 12 projects 406 51,088,083 0 

Allocations from the Rural Pool 

94-D02 Truc\;ee Pines Apanments 104 $1.050,609 $0 Truckee Nevada FAM 107 

94-DOS Oceanside Gardens 21 $134,311 $0 Morro Bay San Luis Obispo SEN. 100 

94.{)06 Villa San Miguel Fanners, Ltd. Pan. 50 $491,009 $0 King City Monterey FAM 103 

94-023 Manning Family Apanments 148 $1,037,996 $0 Parlier Fresno FAM 101 

94-D35 Golden Oak l\1anor 50 $43!.616 $0 Oakley Conta Costa SEN 100 

94-D54 Cawelti Coun 28 $186,529 $352,495 Arroyo Grande San Luis Obispo SEN 100 

94-DM Mountain Vie•v 60 $521,423 $0 Ponenille Tulare FAM 90 

94;113 Mecca Apanments II 60 $390,545 $1,303,924 Mecca Kern FAM 70 

94-123 Chowchilla Garden Apanments 54 $301.756 $854.302 Chowchilla Madera FAM 94 

94-134 hler Park To\\nhomes Ill 31 $362,679 $0 Greenfield Monlerey FAM 110 



Chart .~-2 
CAUFOR1'<1A TA.X CREDIT ALLOCATION COMM1TTEE 

199~ ALWARD LIST BY SET ASIDE 

Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total 

umber Name Units Federal Slate City County Population Points 
= 
~-135 Tyler Park To,mhomes 32 S382,677 so Greenfield Monten!)' FAJ>I 110 

~-137 River.iew Gardens 9.\ s1,031,3.\5 so King City Monterey FAM 108 

.\-1·39 

.1-1.\0 

La Casa Grande 

Tyler Park Townhomes II · 32 

s16,5.15 

537.1,!03 

so 
so 

Greenfield 

Greenfield 

Monterey 

Monterey 

FM! 

F A."l 

99 . 

109 
;\ 

'.\-!70 ML Whitney Plaza 33 S235,96.\ so Linds~y Tulare SEN 90 

q-176 Valle de Las Brisas 81 S.\0.\, 117 so Madera Madera SEN 90 

l.\-185 lave Family Apart.ments 100 S750,02.\ so Portef\il!e Tulare FA.'l,! 101 

J.\-!86 Seasons at Ia Quinta 91 · $55-U.\Z so La Quinta Kern SEN 100 

9.1-198 Alejandro Rivera Senior Citizens II 80 S.\52.305 so Calexico Imperial SEN 90 

9.\-208 Valencia House .17 5252,177 SS.\1,950 Woodlake Tulare SEN 90 

9.\-210 Oak Creek Apartments 88 S553,.\9.\ $1,250,00.\ Lincoln Placer FA.'l,! 105 

9.\-211 Blythe Apartments 58 S378,0H Sl,265,398 Blythe Kern FA.'l,! 90 

9.\-213 Mecca Ill 58 S.\30,328 Sl,.\36,752 11-.tecca Kern FAM 90 

Total of 23 projects 1,.\01 S10,72.\,I18 S7,30.1,825 i: 

Allocations from the Nonprofit Pool 

9.\-018 Holly CourtS .10 536!,!56 $!,252,566 West Sacramento Yolo FMt 100 

9.\-0 !9 Hotel Woodland 75 S235,369 S816,:iiO Woodland Yolo SRO 113 

9.\-0~8 Casa Heiwa 100 51,275,6.\7 so Los Angeles Los Angeles FM!' 1~6 

9~-056 Fruit and Ashlan Apartments !50 SI,078,970 so Fresno Fresno FAM 101 

9.1-080 Church Lane 2.\ S262,1!5 so San Pable Conta Costa FA.'vl 10~ 

9-l-082 555 Ellis St. Family Housing 38 S59Z,355 so San Francisco San Francisco FA.'\! 115 

9-l-097 Sky Parkway Estates 79 S602,5 14 :S2,089,6-l7 Unicorporated, Sacto Sacramento FAM lOS 

94-107 Westgate Townhomes 39 5328,356 Sl,l38,808 Stockton San Joaquin FA.\! !15 

9.1-109 ['...fountain View T O\\nhomes 36 5307,382 51,066,065 Tracy· San Joaquin FM! 106 

9.1-155 West Block Studios 63 S230,506 $6.\2,524 San Francisco San Francisco SRO 138 

r4' 
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Chart A-2 

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 


!994 ALWARD LIST BY SET ASIDE 

Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total 

Number Name Units Federal State City County Population Points 

94-156 Lyric Hotel 59 $351,245 $0 San Francisco San Fran cisco SRO 123 

94-161 II 0 I Howard Street Apartments 34 $530,365 $0 San Francisco San Francisco FAM 103 

94-167 The Altamont Hotel 88 $468,529 $0 San Francisco San Fran cisco FAM 123 

9.4-180 245 Cedar Road 40 $498,990 $0 Vista San Diego FAM 105 

Total of 14 projects 865 57,123,499 57,005,920 

Allocations from the Small De,.elopment Pool 

94-010 QM Affordable Housing Partners, Ltd. Prt 9 $136,760 $0 Cannel Monterey FAM 109 

94-081 Los Robles 6 $40,202 so Monterey Monterey SPN 100 

94-129 Morgan Court 6 $50,850 $0 Merced Merced FAM 32 

94-148 AYenida Terrace Apartments 8 $135,753 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 1!9 

Total of 4 projects 29 S363,565 so 

AlloCations from the General Pool 

94-020 Gabreila Apartments 29 $580,817 so San Francisco San Francisco FAM 122 

94-025 Los Esteros ' 244 $2,297,271 S5,587,147 San Jose Santa Clara FAM 115 

94..026 Coit Apanment Building 107 $280,187 $0 Oakland Alameda SRO 100 

94-030 Round Walk Village 129 SUOJ,330 $0 Petaluma Sonoma FAM 115 

94..031 The Gardens Townhomes 20 $253,661 so Rohnert Park Sonoma F;AM 118 

94..032 Park Place Apartments 48 $897,493 so . Los A.ngeles Los Angeles FAM 100 

94..036 Holljwood El Centro Apartments. 87 $891,210 so Los Angeles Los Angeles NON. 100 

94-03 7 Villa Del None Village· 88 $1,358:996 so Rancho Cucamonga San Bernardino FAM JOO 

94-038 Norman! Terrace 400 $2,479,740 so Harbor City District, LA Los Angeles FAM 102 

94-039 t-..1lssion.!Broad\'"3Y Apanmems !50 S I ,462,589 so Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 120 

94..0~0 La Terra.za Apartments 3~~ $1,929,952 so Carlsbad San Diego FAM 100 

9~..041 Doretha Mitchell Apartments 30 S363.763 so Marin City Marin FAM 101 



-------

Chart A-2 
ICAL£FOR.c'<'-:\ T.A,_X CREDIT ALLOCATION COMJ,liTfEE 

199~ ALWARD LIST BY SET ASIDE ' 
Lo\\" Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total 

.-<umber Name Units Federal State CitY County Population Points 

l.\-D.\2 Edward Hotel .\6 S2U.755 so Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 100 

J.\-D.\4 Racheria Village Apartments 1.\ S\33,.\55 S462,852 . Santa Barbara Santa Barbara FA/vi 110 

94-045 Rossmore Hotel 58 S280,728 so .Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 119 

9.\-04 7 Courtyard Apartments 108 SI,Oi5,402 so Fullerton Orange FAM 104 

94-051 .lr.ine Inn 192 S967,604 so Irvine Orange SRO I 0.\ 

94-D52 El Patio Community Housing Partners 73 S.\93,.\77 s1,711,.\84 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara FA!vt 116 

94-053 Campbell Commons 56 S232,535 S806,482 Chico Butte SRO 124 

9.\-D58 Maplewood 100 5883,920 so Fresno Fresno FA.'-1 103 

94-D59 Pine\iew 110 5870,3(2 so Bakersfield Kern F fu'·l 102 

94-D60 Huntington Hacienda Apartments 117 Sl,814,014 so Los Angef_es Los Angeles FA/vi Ill 

94-065 Mark Twain Senior Community Center 106 5133,703 so Oakland Alameda SRO 124 

9.\-066 Walker Commons 56 5222,135 so Chico Butte SEN 100 

9.\-067 Pioneer Street Apartments 112 S.\ 15,644 so Bakersfield Bakersfield FA.'-1 100 

94-068 Los Angeles City Lights 32 S463,160 so Los Angeles Los Angeles FA/v! !02 

9.\-070 Fullerton Residential Hotel 115 S460,845 so Fullerton Orange SRO 110 

9.\-071 East Fullerton Villas 27 5294,.\53 so Fullerton Orange FA/vi 106 

94-072 Cororia Ranch 73 s1,008,5.\2 so Petaluma Sonoma FAM 101 

94-073 Eden Palms Apartments !50 Sl,.\98,000 S5,[95,376 San Jose Santa Clara FA/vf 105 

9.\-079 Pensione K 130 S500,587 so Sacramento Sacramento SRO 102 

9.\-083 Vista Grande 2.\ S.\0 1,997 so Daly City San Mateo FAM 105 

94-!00 Merrill Road 15 5216,9~8 so Aptos(unincorp area) Santa Cruz FA/vi 105 

9.\-101 . Kennedy Court Rehabilitation Project 32 5109,296 53.\5,521 Fairfield Solano FA/vi 13~ 

94-102 Terracina Apartinents At Oceanside 80 5693,380 so Oceanside San Diego FA.'-1 100 

94-103 Terracina at Cathedral City 80 S688,067 so Cathedral City Riverside FA/vi 100 

9~-106 Alarnar 2.\ 5122,050 so Merced Merced FAM 101 

9~-io8 tv!ayacamas Village 50 S.\95,271 51,717,705 Napa Napa FA.'-1 10.\ 

.¢"•::- ·_; -~ 
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~ Chart A-2 • 

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMTITEE 
1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE 

Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total 

Number Name Units federal State City County Population Points 

94-117 Laurel Creek Apartments 24 S210,273 $0 San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo SEN 100. 

94-121 The Terrace 190 Sl,648,649 so Escondido San Diego fAM 102 

94-125 Alamar Phase II 80 S498,075 so Merced 'Merced fAM 104 

94-130 El Patio Community Housing 40 S370,096' SL262.389 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara fAM 108 

94-131 Midtmm Gardens 141 $228,213 so Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 113 

94-138 Gabilian Hills Apartments 100 S1,119,013 so Salinas Monterey fAM 110 

94-141 Harrison Hotel 81 $456,848 so Oakland Alameda SRO 112 

94-143 fourth A venue Apartments 25 $351,340 so Los Angeles Los Angeles f.I\M 116 

94-144 Gr:amercy Coun 16 $88,805 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 149 
s, 

94-146 Huff A\'enue Family Housing 72 $766,276 $2,657,605 San Jose Santa Clara F.I\M 105 
>~ 94-147 Villa Florentina 13 S154,819 so Bell Los Angeles fAM 109 
'• 

94-149 Casa Velasquez 13 $138,639 $480,830 Camarillo Ventura FAM 113 

94-152 Hazeltine Apanments 37 $294,978 $0 Van Nuys Los Angeles FAM 104 

94-153 \Vyandotte Apanments 87 $695,881 so Van Nuys Los .lulgeles fAM 104
:. 

94-157 Poco \Vay Family Housing 129 $1,564,481 so San Jose Santa Clara F.I\M 115~ 
1 94-159 205 Jones Street Apannents 51 S224,628 $674,046 San Francisco San Francisco SRO 120

i 94-160 I 035 Folsom Street ·Family Apartments 50 S893,208 so San Francisco San Francisco F.I\M 107

i 94-162 White Oak-Lassen Apartments 80 $695,053 .so Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 113 

94-165 Auburn Heights 160 Sl,251,753 so Bakersfield Kern FAM 103) 
94-181 Miles A\'enue Apartments 33 Sl85,539 $643.491 Indio Kern SRO 121 

94-190 Antelope Apartments 140 S940, 102 $3.260.471 Antelope Sacramento F.I\M 105 

]"?94-196 11515 Budlong 51 S448,431 so Los Angeles Los Angeles FA.Iv! 0­

94-197 1750 King Partners 41 S296.100 so Los Angeles Los .lulgeles FAM 119 

94-202 Library Village 88 Sl.267.098 so Los .lulgeles Los Angeles fAM 120 

94-203 Adams-Congress Apartments 46 S693.543 so Los .A•..ngeles Los Angeles FAM 121 

94-205 Chenori Ill 140 S899.575 52.698.730 B<ikersfield Kern FAM 104 



Chart A-1 
CAUFORN1A TA.'( CREDIT ALLOCATION COi\!MITTEE 

199~ ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE 

Low [ncome Allocated Tax Credits Target Total 

Number Name Units federal State City Countv Population Points 

9~-207 Logan A\·enuc Development 55 S733,569 so San Diego San Diego FAM 105 

9~-209 !slay Hills 20 SI99,693. ~0 San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo FA,\,! 120 

9~-216 Cambndgo Court PO 592~.253 52,909,663 Stockton San Joaquin FA,'vi 10~ 

9~-220 Tarrigan Terrace 112 5720,023 52.~96,259 Sacramento Sacramento FAM 105 
Total of 68 projects 5,911 S~7,SI~,JOJ 532,910,051 

~,.:.-



~-.--· 

Chart A-3 
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 

1994 Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number 

· Set- Construe- Market Low Income ALLOCATED CREDITS 
Number Name aside lion Tvpe Units Units Federal State Citv CountY 

94-002 Truckee Pines Apartments RUR NC 0 104 $1,050,609 so Truckee Ne\-ada 
94-005 Oceanside Gardens RUR NC 0 21 $134,311 so Morro Bay San Luis Obispo 
94-006 Villa San Miguel Partners, Ltd Part. RUR -NC 0 50 $491,009 so King City Monterey 
94-007 Huron Garden Apartments FrnHA NC 0 3& $!!1,593 so Huron Fresno 
94-010 QM Affordable Housing Partners, Ltd .sD NC 0 9 $136,760 $0 Carmel Monterey 

94-018 Holly Courts NP NC 0 40 $361,156 Sl,252,566 West Sacramento Yolo 
94-019 Hotel Woodland NP RC 0 75 $235,369 $816,310 Woodland Yolo 
94-020 Gabreila Apts NP NC 0 29 $580,817 $0 San Francisco San Francisco 

94-023 Manning Family Apts RUR NC 0 148 S1,037,996 so Parlier FresnO 
94-025 Los Esteros GEN· NC 0 244 $2,297,271 $5,587,147 San Jose Santa Clara 

94-026 Coil Apartment Building GEN RC 0 107 $280,187 so Oakland Alameda 

94-030 Round Walk Village NP NC 0 129 Sl,401,330 so Petaluma Sonoma 

94-031 The Gardens TO\mhomes NP NC 0 20 $253,661 so Rohnert Park Sonoma 

94-032 Park Place Apartments NP NC 0 48 $897,493 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 

94-035 Golden Oak Manor RUR NC 0 50 $431.616 so Oakley Contra Costa 

94-036 Holl)""ood El Centro Apts GEN RC 0 87 S891,210 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 

94-037 Villa Del Norte Village GEN NC 0 88 $1,358,996 so Rancho Cucamonga San Bernardino 

94-038 Norrnont Terrace GEN NC 0 400 $2,479,740 so Harbor City Dist., LA Los Angeles 

94-039 Mission!Broad\\-ay Apts GEN NC 0 150 $1,462,589 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles 

94-040 La.Terraza Apts NP NC 0 344 $1,929,952 $0 Carlsbad San Diego 

94-041 Doretha Mitchell Apartments NP NC 0 30 $363,763 so Marin City Marin 

94-042, Edward Hotel NP RC 0 46 $242,755 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles 

. 94-044 Racheria Village Apartments GEN NC 0 14 $133,455 S462,852 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara 

94-045 Rossmore Hotel NP RC 0 58 $280,728 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 

94-047 Coun,-ard Apartments GEN NC 0 108 Sl,Ol5,402 so Fullerton Orange 

94-048 Casa Heiwa NP NC 0. 100 $1,275,647 so Los Angeles LOs Angeles 

94-051 lf'ine Inn GEN NC 0 192 S967,604 so Inine Orange 

94-052 El Patio Community Housing Partners GEN NC 0 73 $493,477 Sl,7ll,484 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara 

94-053 Campbell Commons GEN NC 0 56 $232,535 S806,482 Chico Bune 

94-054 Cawelti Court RUR NC 0 28 $186.529 S352,495 Arroyo Grande San Luis Obispo 

94-056 Fruit and Ashlan Apartments NP NC 0 ·150 $1,078,970 so Fresno Fresno, 
94-058 Maplewood. GEN NC 0 100 S883.910 so Fresno Fresno 

9~-059 Pine\iew GEN NC 0 110 5870.372 so Bakersfield Kern 



Chart A-3 

CALfFOR..'<IA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 


199~ Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number 


Set- Construe- tvlarket LO\Y Income ALLOCATED CREDITS 

Number Name aside lion Tv~ Units Units Feder:tl State Citv Countv 

9~..()60 Huntington Hacidenda Apartments GEN NC 0 117 S!,8l~,Ol~ so Los Angeles Los Angeles 
94..()64 Mountain View R!JR NC 0 60 $52!,~23 so Porter.ille Tulare 

94..()65 Mark Twain Senior Communi[>· Center GEN RC 0 106 s133,703 so Oakland Alameda 

9~..()66 Walker Commons GEN NC 0 56 S222.135 so Chico Butte 

94..()67 Pioneer Street Apartments GEN NC 0 112 Hl5,6H so Bakersfield Kern 
94..()68 Los Angeles City Lights GEN NC 0 32 . S463.l60 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 
94..()70 Fullerton Residential Hotel GEN NC 21 115 $460,845 so Fullerton Orange 
94..()71 East Fullerton Villas GEN NC 0 27 S29~.453 so Fullerton Orange 
94..()72 Corona Ranch GEN NC 0 73 s1,008,542 so Petaluma Sonoma 
94..()73 Eden Palms Apartments NP NC 0· 150 $1.~98,000 S5,195,376 San Jose Santa Clara 
94..()79 Pensione K GEN NC 0 130 S500,587 so Sacramenlo Sacramento 
94..()80 Church Lane NP NC 0 2+ $262,115 so San Pablo Contra Costa 
94..()81 Los Robles SD NC 0 6 S40.202 so Monterey Monterey 
94..()82 555 Ellis St. Family Housing NP NC 0 38 S592,355 so San Francisco San Francisco 
94..()83 Vista Grande GEN NC 0 H S401,997 so Daly City San Mateo 
94..()90 Rose Vallev Apartments FmHA NC 0 36 S94,526 so Wasco Kern 
94..()9) lvliddletO\m Garden Apartments FmHA NC 0 36 Sl07,524 so Middleto\m Lake 
94..()92 Murphys Senior Apartments FmHA NC 0 H $67,869 so Murphys Cala\-eras 
94..()93 Lake Isabella Senior II Apartments FmHA NC 0 40 S92,900 $0 Lake Isabella Kern 
94..()95 ProspeCt Villa Ill Apartments FmHA NC 0 30 S82,32~ so Hollister San Bemto 
9~..()96 Montague Apartments FmHA NC 0 28 $81,699 so Montague Siskiyou 
94..()97 Sky Parkway Estates NP NC 0 79 $602,5!+ S2,089,647 Unicorp., Sacramento Sacramento 
94-100 Merrill Road GEN NC 0 15 S216.9~8 so Aptos (unincorp.area) Santa Cruz 
94-l 0 1 Kennedy Court Rehabilitation Project GEN AR 0 32 s109,296 S345.521 Fairfield Solano 
94-102 Terracina Apartments At Oceanside GEN NC 0 80 S69J,J80 so Oc=ide San Diego 
94-103 Terracina at Cathedr:tl City GEN NC 0 80 S688,067 so Cathedr:tl City Riverside 
94-106 Alamar GEN NC 0 24 s122,050 so Merced Merced 
9~-107 Westgate Townhomes NP NC 0 39 $328,356 Sl,J3S,808 Srockron San Joaquin 
94-108 Mayacamas Village .NP NC 0 50 S~95.27l S\,717,705 Napa Napa 
94-109 Mountain View Townhomes NP NC 0 36 .$307,382 Sl,066,065 Tracy San Joaquin 
94-113 Mecca Apartments II RUR NC 0 60 5390,545 Sl,303,9H Mecca Riverside 
9~-117 Laurel Creek Apartments GEN NC 0 H S2!0,273 so San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo 
94-121 The Terrace GEN NC 0 190 s1.6~8.649 so Escondido San Diego 

t::' 
....._.,___ 

---~~--· -----·- ­ ---- --· --~ 



Chart A,J 
ClliJFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMTITEE 

!994 Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number 

Set- Construe- Market Low Income ALLOCATED CREDITS 
Number Name aside . tion T'-pe Units Units Federal State Citv Count\' 

94-122 Firebaugh Garden Apartments FmHA NC 0 40 $92,440 so Firebaugh Fresno 
94-123 Chowchilla Garden Apartments· RUR NC 0 54 S30 1,756 $854,302 Chowchilla Madera 
94-125 Alamar Phase Il Gen NC 0 80 S498,075 so Merced Merced 
94-127 Corning Gardens Apartments · FmHA . NC 0 38 SJ03,755 so Corning Tehama 
94-128 Mariposa Apartments FmHA NC 0 34 $96,757 so Mariposa Mariposa 
94-129 Morgaii Court SD NC 0 6 $50,850 so Merced Merced 
94-130 El Pati4 Community Housing GEN NC 0 40 $370,096 $1,262,389 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara 
94-131 Midtm'n Gardens GEN RC 64 141 $228,213 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 

'94-134 Tyler Park Tmmhomes lll RUR NC 0 31 $362,679 $0 Greenfield Monterey 

94-135 Tyler Park Tmmhomes RUR nc 0 32 $382,677 $0 Greenfield Monterey 
94-137 Riverview Gardens RUR NC 0 94 $1,031,345 $0 King City Monterey 
94-138 Gabi1ian Hills Apartments NP NC 0 100 $1,119,013 so Salinas Monterey 
94-139 La Casa Grande RUR NC 0 I $16,545 $0 Greenfield Monterey 
94-140 Tyler Park Tmmhomes II RUR NC 0 32 $374,103 $0 Greenfield Monterey 
94-141 Harrison Hotel NP RC 0 81 S456,848 $0 Oakland Alameda 
94-143 Fourth Avenue Apartments NP NC 0 25. S351 ,340 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 
94-144 Gramercy Court GEN RC 0 16 S88,805 so ·Los Angeles Los Angeles 
94-146 Huff Ave~ue Family Housing GEN NC 0 72 $766,276 $2,657,605 San Jose Santa Clara 
94-147 Villa Flore~tina GEN NC 0 13 $154,819 $0 Bell Los Angeles 
94-148 Avenida Te.rrace Apartments SD NC 0 8 .$135,753 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 
94-149 Casa Velasquez NP NC 0 

/ 
13 $138,639 S480,830 Camarillo Venura 

94-152 Hazeltine Apartments GEN NC 0 . 37 $294,978 so Van Nuys Los·.A.ngeles 
94-153 Wyandotte Aparllf!ents GEN NC 0 87 $695,881 so Van Nuys Los Angeles 
94-155 West Block Studios NP AR 0 63 S230,506 S642,524 San Fra~cisco San Francisco 
94-156 Lyric Hotel NP RC 0 59 $351,245 $0 San Francisco San Francisco 
94-157 Poco \Vay Family Housing GEN · RC 0 129 $1,564,481 SQ San Jose Santa Clara 
94-159 205 Jones Street Apartments NP AR 0 51 Si24,628 $674,046 San Francisco San Francisco 
94-160 !035 Folsom Street Family Apartments NP NC 0 50 S893,208 so San Francisco San Francisco 
94-161 1101 Howard Street Apartments NP NC 0 34 S530,365 so San Francisco San Francisco 
94-162 White Oak-Lassen Apartments GEN NC 0 80 S695,053 so Los Angeles Los .A.ngeles 
94-165 Auburn Heights GEN NC 0 160 Sl.251.753 so Bakerfield Kern 
94-167 The A.ltamont Hotel NP ..o.R 0 88 S468.529 so San Francisco San Franci= 
94-170 Mt. V..'hi ln<:' Plaza RVR RC 0 33 $235.964 $0 Lindsay Tulare 



Chart A-3 
C.-\LIFOR..'l!.->. TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COIY!l\,fTITEE 

199~ Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number 

Set- Construe- Market La,\· Income ALLOCATED CREDITS 

Number Name aside tion Tvpe Units Units Federal State CitY Countv 
9~- I 76 Valle de Las Brisas RUR NC 0 81 s~o~.l17 so Madera Madera 
9~-180 

9~-181 

2-l5 Cedar Road 

Miles Avenue Apartments 
NP 
NP 

NC 
NC 

(] 

0 

~(] 

33 

$~98,990 

s185,539 
so 

SM3,-l9l 
Vista 
Indio 

San Diego 
Riverside !i 

9.\-185 
9.\- I 86 

)ave Family Apartments 

Seasons at Ia Quinta 

RUR 

RUR 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

100 

91 

S750.02-l 

S55-l.5H 
so 
so 

·Porterville 

La Quinta 
Tulare 

Riverside ll 
9.\-190 
9-l-192 

Antelope Apartments 

Creekview Apartments 

NP 
FmH.-'. 

NC 
NC 

0 

0 

l.\0 

J5 

$9~0. 102 

577.265 
$3,260,.\7 I 

so 
Antelope 
Muckle 

Sacramento 
Colusa 

'' (· 
9-l-196 11515 Budlong GEN NC 0 51 S-Hs.nt so Las Angeles Los Angeles 
9-l-197 1750 King Partners GEN NC 0 -ll $296,100 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 
9~-198 Alejandro River Senior Citizens II RUR NC 0 

~ 
80 S-152,305 so Calexico Imperial 

9-l-202 Library Village GEN NC 0 83 $1.267,098 so Los Angeles Los Angeles 
9-l-203 

9-l-205 
9-l-207 

Adams Address Apartments 

Chenon lJl 
.Logan Avenue Development 

GEN 

GEN 
GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 

0 

0 
0 

46 
1-lO 

55 

$693,5-13 

5899,575 
S733,569 

$0 

$2,698,730 

so 

Los Angeles 
Bakersfield 

San Diego 

Los Angeles 
Kern 
San Diego 

j 
9-l-208 
9-l-209 

Valencia House 
!slay Hills 

RUR 
GEN 

NC 
NC 

0 

0 

-l7 

20 

S252.177 

S I 99,693 

$8-l 1,950 
$0 

WOOdlake 
San Luis Obispo 

Tulare 
San Luis Obispo 

J 

I 
9-l-2 10 
9~-211 

Oak Creek Apartments 

Blythe Apartments 
RUR 

RUR 

NC 
NC 

0 

0 
88 
58 

$553 ..\9~ 
$378,02-l 

s1,250.00~ 

$!,265,398 
Lincoln 
Bl)1he 

Placer 
Riverside 

I 

l 
: 

9~-2 I 3 Mecca III RUR · NC 0 58 $~30,328 $1,.\36,752 Mecca Riverside 
94-2P Salmon Run Apanments FmHA NC 0 27 $79,43 I so Etna Siskiyou 
9-l-216 Cambridge Court GEN NC 0 1-lO $924,253 $2,909,66} Stockton San Joaquin 
9-l-220 Tarrigan Terrace GEN NC OJ 112 $720.023 $2,-196,259 Sacram~nto Sacramento 
Total of 121 projects 85 8,612 567,1 JJ,568 SD,120,796 



Chart A-4 
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 

1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County 

Number Name 

.'\.!location for A.lameda County 
94-026 Coit Apartment Building 
94-065 Mark Twain Senior Community Center 
94-141 Harrison Hotel 
Total of 3 projects 

Set-
aside 

= 

GEN 
GEN 

NP 

Construe­
tion T'pe 

RC 
RC 
RC 

Total 
Units 

!07 
!06 
81 

294 

Low 
income 
Units 

!07 
106 
81 

294 

Federal 

$280,187 
$133,703 

. $456,848 
S870,738 

State 

so 
so 
$0 
so 

Oakland 
Oakland 
Oakland 

CitY 
Total 
Points 

100 
124 
112 

Allocation for Butte County 
94-053 Campbell CommonS 
94-066 Walker Commons 
Total of 2 projects 

GEN 
GEN 

NC 
NC 

56 
56 

!12 

56 
56 

112 

$232,535 
$222,!35 . 
5454,670 

$806,482 
so 

5806,482 

Chico 
Chico 

124 
!00 

Allocation for Calaveras County 
9Hl92 Murphys Senior Apartments 
Total of I projects 

FmHA NC 24 
24 

24 
24 

$67,869 
$67,869 

$0 
so 

Murphys 30 

Allocation for Colusa Count)' 
94-192 Creebiei'' Apartments 
'fatal of I projects 

FmHA NC 35 
35 

. 35 
35 

$77.265 
S77,265 

so 
so 

'Arbuckle 57 

Aliocation for Contra Costa Count~· 
94-035 Golden Oak Manor 
94-080 Church Lane 
'fotal of 2 projects 

RUR 
NP 

NC 
NC 

50 
24 
74 

50 
24 
74 

$431,616 
$262,115 
S693,731 

$0 
so 
so 

Oakley 
San Pable 

!00 
104 

Allocation for Fresno County 
94-007 Huron Garden Apartments 

. 94-023 Manning Family Apartments 
94-056 Fruit and Ashlan Apartments 
94-058 Maplewood 
94-121 Firebaugh Garden Apartments 

FmHA 
RUR 

NP 
GEN 

FmH.A, 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

38 
148 
!50 
100 
40 

38 
148 
!50 
100 
40 

$111,593 
$],037,996 
SI,078,970 

$883,920 
$92,440 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Huron 
Parlier 
Fresno 
Fresno 
Firebaugh 

35 
101 
101 
103 
36 

Tota.l of 5 projects 476 476 $3.204,919 so 
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CAUFORl'llA TAX. CREDIT ALLOCATION COl\!MllTEE 
199~ Tax Credit AJlocation Listing by County 

Number Name 
Set-

aside 
-­

Construe­
tion Tvpe 

Total 
Units 

LO\v 
Income 
Units Federal · State Citv 

Total 
Points 

AJlo<ation for Imperial County 
9-l-198 Alejandro RiYera Senior Citizens ll 
Total of 1 projects 

RUR NC 80 
80 

80 
80 

S-152,305 
S-152,305 

so 
so 

Calexico 90 

Allocation for Kern Count)'· 
9-1-059 Pineview 
94-067 Pioneer Street Apartments 
9-l-090 Rose Valley Apartments 
9-1-093 Lake Isabella Senior II Apartments 
9-l-165 Auburn Heights 
9-l-205 Chenon Ul 
Total of 6 projects 

GEN 
GEN 

FmHA 
fmHA 

GEN 
GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

ItO 
!t2 
36 
-10 

160 
1-10 
598 

1!0 
112 
36 
.\0 

160 
HO 
598 

$870,372 
$415,6-l-l 
S9-l,526 
$92,900 

$1,251,753 
SS99,575 

53,61-1,770 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

$2,698,730 
51,698,730 

Bakersfield 
Bakersfield 
Wasco 
Lake Isabella 
Bakersfield 
Bakersfield 

102 
100 
29 
30 

103 
104 

Allocation for Lake County 
9-l-091 Middletown Garden Apartments 
Total of 1 projects 

FmHA NC 36 
36 

36 
36 

S\07.52-l 
5107,52-l 

so 
so 

M.iddletmm 30 

' 
.. 

AllOcation for Los Angeles County 
9-1-{)32 Park Place Apartments 
9-l-036 Hollywood El Centro Apartments 
9-1-{)38 Normont Terrace 
9-1-039 M'ission!Broadway Apartments 
94-042 Edward Hotel 
9~-D-15 Rossmore Hotel ' 
94-{)-18 Casa Heil\"3. 
9~-{)60 Huntington Hacienda Apartments 
94-068 Los Angeles City Lights 
9-l-131 JV!idto\\11 Gardens 
9-1-143 Fourth Avenue Apartments 
94-1H Gramercy Court 
9-l-147 Villa Florentina 
9-1-148 Avenida Terrace Apartments 
94-152 Hazeltine Apartments 

NP 
GEN 
GEN 
GEN 
NP 
NP 
NP 

GEN 
GEN 
GEN 
NP 

GEN 
GEN 

SD 
GEN 

NC 
RC 
NC 
NC 
RC 
RC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
RC 
NC 
RC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

-IS 
87 

.\00 
150 

-16 
58 

100 
U7 
32 

205 
25 
16 
13 
8 

37 

-18 
87 

.\00 
150 
.J6 
58 

100 
117 
32 

HI 
25 
!6 
13 
8 

37 

S897,493 
S891,210 

$2,-179,7-lO 
s1.-162,589 

S2-l2. 755 
5280,728 

S1,275,647 
SI,8P,014 

5463,160 
5228,213 
5351.340 

S88.805 
s154.819 
Sl35.753 
S29~.~78 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Harbor City Dist, LA 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Bell 
Los Angeles 
Van Nuys 

100 
100 
102 
120 
100 
119 
146 
Ill 
102 
113 
116 
l-l9 
109 
l\9 
104 

----~----· 



Chart A-4 
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 

1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by Cnunty 

Low 

Number Name 
94-153 Wyandone Apartments 
94-162 White Oak-Lassen Apartments 
94-196 11515 Budlong 
94-197 1750 King Partners 
94-202 Library Village 
94-203 Adams-congress Apartments 
Total of 21 projects 

Set-
aside 

GEN 
GEN 
GEN 
GEN 
GEN 
GEN 

co·nsuuc­
tion Tvpe 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

Total 
Units 

87 
80 
51 
41 
88 
46 

1,735 

Income 
Units 

87 
80 
51 
41 
88 
46 

1,671 

Federal 
$695,881 
$695,053 
$448,431 
$296,100 

$1,267,098 
$693,543 

$15,157,350 

State 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
so 
so 

Citv 
Van Nuys 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 

Total 
Points 

104 
!13 
132 
119 
!20 
121 

Allocation for Madera County 
94-123 Chowchilla Garden Apartments 
94-176 Valle de Las Brisas 
Total of Z projects 

RUR 
RUR 

NC 
NC 

54 
81 

135 

54 
81 

135 

$30!,756 
$404,117 
S705,873 

$854,302 
$0 

$854,302 

Chowchilla 
Madera 

94 
90 

Allocation for Marin County 
94-{)41 Doretha Mitchell Apartments 
Total of I projects 

NP NC 30 
30 

30 
30 

$363,763 
S363,763 

$0 
so 

Marin City 101 

Allocation for 1\f~riposa Count~· 
94-128 Maripcsa Apartments 
Total of I projects 

FmHA NC 34 
34 

34 
34 

$96,757 
S96,757 

$0 
so 

Maripcsa 29 

Allocation for Merced Count~· 
94-106 Alamar 
94-125 Alarnar Phase JJ 
94-129 Morgan Court 
Total of 3 projects 

GEN 
GEN 
SD 

NC 
NC 
NC 

24 
80 

6 
110 

24 
80 
6 

110 

$122,050 
$498,075 

$50,850 
S670,975 

$0 
$0 
$0 
so 

Merced 
Merced 
Merced 

101 
104 
-o,_ 
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CALIFOR..'IIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COI\.flvmEE 

199~ Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County 

Number Name-

Allocation for i\lontere.y Count)'· 
9~-D06 Villa San Miguel Partners, Ltd. Part. 
94-{JIO QM Affordable Housing Partners, Ltd. Prt 
9~-081 Los Robles 
9-l-13-l Tyler Park Townhomes Ill 
9-l-13 5 Tyler Park Townhomes 
9-l-137 Riverview Gardens 
9-l-138 Gabilian Hills Apartments 
9-l-139 La Casa Grande 
9-1-140 Tyler Park Townhomes II 
Total of 9 projects 

Set-
aside - ­
RUR 
SD 
SD 

RUR 
RUR 
RUR 
NP 

RUR 
RUR 

Construe-
lion T'pe 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
nc 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

Total 
Units 

50 
9 
6 

31 
32 
9-l 

100 
I 

32 
355 

Low 
Income 
Units 

50 
9 
6 

3 I 
'7J-

9-l 
100 

I 
32 

355 

Federal 

$~91,009 

Sl36,760 
S-10,202 

S362,679 
$382,677 

SI,031,345 
Sl,ll9,013 

Sl6,5-l5 
S374, 103 

53,954,333 

State 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Citv 

King City 
Cannel 
Monterey 
Greenfield 
Greenfield 
King City 
Salinas 
Greenfield 
Greenfield 

Total 
Points 

103 
109 
100 
110 
110 
108 
110 
99 

'109 

Allocation for Napa County 
9-l-1 08 Mayac:unas Village 
Total of 1 projects 

NP NC so 
50 

so 
50 

S-195,271 
5-195,271 

Sl,717,705 
51,717,705 

Napa 104 

Allocation for Nevada County 
9-l-002 Truckee Pines Apartments 
Total of 1 projects 

RUR NC 10-l 
10-1 

104 
104 

SI,050,609 
51,050,609 

so 
so 

Truckee 107 

Allocation for Orange Comity 
' 9 -1-{) -17 . Courtyard Apartments 
94-0S I Ininelnn 
9~-070 Fullerton Residential Hotel 
9~-071 East Fullerton Villas 
Total of 4 projects 

GEN 
GEN 
GEN 
GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

108 
192 
136 
27 

463 

108 
192 
115 
27 

442 

SI,OI5,402 
$967,60-1 
$~60,8~5 

$29~,-153 

52,738,304 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Fullerton 
Imrie 
Fullerton 
Fullerton 

104 
104 
110 
106 

Allocation for Placer County 
94-210 Oak Creek Apartments 
Total of I projects 

RUR NC 88 
88 

88 
88 

S553.~9-l 

5553,-19-1 
sI,250,00~ 
S!,250,00~ 

Lincoln 105 

.' 

Allocation for Rherside Count)· 
9~-!03 Terracina at Cathedral City 
94-113 Mecca Apartments !1 

GEN 
RUR 

NC 
NC 

80 
60 

80 
60 

S688,067 
$390,5~5 

so 
$1,303,92-l 

Cathedtal City 
Mecca 

100 
70 



Chart A-I 
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 

1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County 

Low 
Set- Construe- Total Income Total 

Number Name aside tion Tv~ Units Units .. Federal State Citv Points 
94-181 1vti1es Avenue Apartments 
94-!86 Seasons at Ia Quinta 
94-21 [ Blythe Apartments 
94-213 Mecca Ill 
Total of 6 projects 

NP 
RUR 
RUR 
RUR 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

33 
91 
58 
58 

380 

33 
91 
58 
58 

380 

S185,539 
5554,542 

S378,02+ 
$430,328 

52,621,045 

$643,491 
so 

$1,265,398 
s1,436, 752 
54,649,565 

Indio 
La Quinta 
Blythe 
Mecca 

121 
zoo 
90 
90 

Allocation for Sacramento County 
9HJ79 Pensione K 
94-D97 Sky Parkway Estates 
94-!90 Antelope Apartments 
9-l-220 Tarrigan Terrace 
Total of -l projects 

GEN 
NP 
NP 

GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC. 

NC 

.130 
79 

1-10 
[[2 

-161 

130 
79 

1-10 
112 
-161 

$500,587 
5602,514 
S9-l0. 102 
$720,023 

52,763,126 

so 
S2,089,6H 
$3,260,-171 
$2,496,259 
57,8-16,377 

Sacramento 
Unicorp., Sacramento 
Antelope 
Sacramento 

102 

105 
105 

105 

Allocation for San Benito County 
94-D95 Prospect Villa Ill Apartments 
Total of I projects 

FmHA NC 30 
30 

30 
30 

$82,324 
582,32-l 

$0 
so 

Hollister 30 

Allocation for San Berardino County 
9-l-D37 Villa Del Norte Village 

. Total of I projects 
GEN NC 88 

88 
88 
88 

$1,358,996 
51,358,996 

so 
so 

Rancho Cucamonga 100 

Allocation for San Diego County 
94-D-10 L! Terraza Apartments 
9-l-1 02 Terracina Apartments At Oceanside 
9~-121 The Terrace 
9~-!80 2-15 Cedar Road 
9~·207 Logan Avenue Developrncnl 
Total of 5 projects 

NP 
GEN 
GEN 
NP 

GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

3-l-l 
80 

!90 
~0 

55 
709 

3H 
80 

190 
~0 

55 
709 

51,929,952 
S693,380 

s1,6-13,6~9 

S498,990 
5733,569 

S5,50-l,5-l0 

50 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Carlsbad 
O<:eansidc 
Escondido 
Vista 
San Diego 

zoo 
100 
!02 
105 
!05 

Alfocation for San Francisco Count)· 
9-l-D20 Gabreila Apartments 
94-D82 555 Ellis St. Family Housmg 
9-1-155 West Block Studios 
94-156 Lyric Hotel 

NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 

NC 
NC 
AR 
RC 

29 
38 
63 
59 

29 
33 
63 
59 

5580,3! i 
5592.355 
S230,506 
5351,245 

50 
so 

56~2,52-l 

so 

San Francisco 
San Francisco 
San FrancisCo 
San Francisco 

l22 
115 
138 
123 



Chart A-4 

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMTITEE 


1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County 

Number Name 
94-159 205 Jones Street Aparments 
94-1 GO 1035 Folsom Street Family Apartments 
94-161 II 0 I Howard Street Apanments 
94-167 The Alt.amont Hotel 
Total of 8 projects 

Set-
aside 

-w 
NP 
NP­
]\']' 

Construe­

tion T'E: 
AR 
NC 
NC 
AR 

Total 
Units 

51 
50 
34 
88 

412 

Low 
Income 
Units 

51 
50 
34 
88 

412 

Federal 

$224,628 
$893,208 
$530,365 
$468,529 

$3,871,653 

State 

$674,046 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$1,316,570 

Citv 

San Francisco 
San Francisco 
San Fran cisco 
San Francisco 

Total 
Paints 

120 
107 
103 
123 

Allocation for San Joaquin Count~· 
94-107 \Vcstgat~ Tmnthomcs 
94-109 Mountain Vic\\' Tm,nhomes 
94-216 Cambridge Coun 
Total of 3 projects 

]\']' 

NP 
GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 

39 
36 

140 
215 

39 
36 

140 
215 

$328,356 
$307,382 
$924,253 

$1,559,991 

$1,138.808 
$1,066,065 
$2,909,663 
$5,114,536 

Stocl1on 
Tracy 
Stocl1on 

115 
106 
104 

.Allocation for San Luis Obispo <;aunt)· 
94-005 Oceanside Gardens 
94-054 Cawelti Coun 
94-117 Laurel Creek Apanmcnts 
94-209 !slay Hills 
Total of 4 projects 

RUR 
RUR 
GEN 
GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

21 
28 
24 
20 
93 

21 
28 
24 
20 
93­

$134,311 
$!86,529 
$210,273 
$199,693 
$730,806 

$0 
$352_495 

$0 
$0 

S352,495 

Morro Bay 
Arroyo Grande 
San Luis Obispo 
San Luis Obispo 

100 
100 
100 
120 

Allocation for San Mateo County 
94-083 Vist.a Grande 
Total of 1 projects 

GEN NC 24 
24 

24 
24 

$401,997 
$401,997 

$0 
so 

Daly City 105 

.,. 




Chart A-4 
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COi'v!MJTfEE 

1994 Ta.x Credit Allocation Listing by County 

Number Name 

Allocation for Santa Barbara County 
9~-1H4 Racheria Village Aparunents 
9~-D52 El Patio Community Housing Partners 
9-1-130 El Patio Community Housing 
Total of 3 projects 

Set-
aside 
-­

GEN 
GEN 
GEN 

Construe­
tion Tvpe 

NC 
NC 
NC 

Total 
Units 

H­
73 
-lO 

127 

Low 
Income 
Units 

H­
73 
40 

127 

Federal 

$!33,~55 

$-193,477 
$370,096 
5997,028 

State 

$~62,852 

Sl,7ll,-l8-l 
Sl,262,389 
53,-IJ6,725 

Citv 

Santa Barbara 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Barbara 

Total 
Points 

110 
116 
108 

Allocation for Santa Clara County 
9-l-D25 Los Esteros 
9-l-D73 Eden Palms Apartments 
9-1-146 Huff Avenue family Housing 
9-l-157 Poco \Vay Family Housing 
Total of -l projects 

GEN 
NP 

GEN 
GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 
RC 

2-l-l 
150 
72 

129 
595 

2-l-l 
150 
"71­

129 
595 

$2,297,271 
SU98,000 

$766.276 
$1,56-l,-181 
56,126,028 

55,587, l-17 
55,195,376 
52,657,605 

so 
Sl3,440,128 

San Jose 
San Jose 
San Jose 
San Jose 

115 
105 
105 
115 

Allocation for Santa Cruz CoUnty 
9-l-100 Merrill Road 
Total of I projects 

GEN NC 15 
15 

15 
15 

S216, 9-lS 
5216,9-18 

so 
so 

Aptos(unincorp area) 105 

Allocation for Siskiyou County 

9-l-D96 Montague Apartments 
9-1-21-l Salmon Run Apartments 
Total of 2 projects 

fmHA 
fmHA 

NC 
NC 

28 
27 
55 

28 
27 
55 

$81,699 
$79,-131 

S161,JJO 

so 
so 
so 

Montague 
Etna 

29 
-18 

Allocation for Solano County 
9-1-101 Kennedy Court Rehabilitation Project 

Total of 1 projects 
GEN AR 32 

J2 

'7J_ 

32 

s109.296 
5109,296 

S3~5.52l 

SJ~5,521 

fairfield 13-1 

Allocation for Sonoma County 
9-I-D30 Round Walk Village 
9-l-D3l l11e Gardens Townhomes 

9~-D72 Corona Ranch 
Total of 3 projects 

NP 
NP 

GEN 

NC 
NC 
NC 

129 
20 
73 

222 

129 
20 
73 

212 

Sl.-101.330 
S253,66I 

s1.008,542 
S2,663,533 

so 
so 
so 
so 

Petaluma 
Rohnert Park 
Petaluma 

115 
liS 
101 

Allocation for Tehama Count~• 
9-1-127 Coming Garden Apartments fmHA NC 38 38 Sl03,755 so Coming 29 



Chart A-4 
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCA TJON COMMITTEE 

1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by Count}' 

Number 
Total of I projects 

Name 
Set-

aside 
-­

Construe­
tion T\pe 

Total 
Units 

38 

Low 
IncOme 
Units 

38 

Federal' 

$103,755 
State 

so 
CitY 

Total 
Points 

Allocation for Tulare Count~· 
94-D64 Mountain View 
94-170 Mt. Whitney Plaza 
94-185 lave Family Apartments 
94-208 Val~ncid HouSe 
Total of 4 projects 

RUR 
RUR 
RUR 
RUR 

NC 
RC 
NC 
NC 

60 
33 

100 
47 

240 

60 
33 

100 
47 

240 

$521,423 
$235,964 
$750,024 
$252.177 

$1,759,588 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$841,950 
S841 ,950 

Porter.ille 
Lindsay 
Porter.ille 
Woodlake 

90 
90 

101 
90 

Allocation for Ventura Count~· 
94-149 Casa Velasquez 
Total of 1 project< 

NP NC 13 
13 

13 
13 

$138,639 
$138,639 

$480,830 
S480,830 

Camarillo 113 

Allocation for Yolo Count~· 
94-Dl 9 Hotel Woodland 
94-D 18 Hollv Courts 
Total of 2 projects 

NP 
NP 

RC 
NC 

75 
40 

115 

75 
40 

115 

$235,369 
$36I.J56 
SS9G,525 

$816,3 J0 
$],252,566 
S2,068,876 

Woodland 
West Sacramento 

ll3 
100 

.­
r. ..:=:-:~:lf~·-":t~•-;:o•'¥4-:<~"r.::._.....;;.~.::~_,,~n· ttt'i • ....;;;,...__?··"""'""' ·e,-.,~.-~"!1"'-'»tt·.,..,..._~~~*-r-·-,~'""~-,._-........._._
· ·~~:.:~-·~~~~f'fl'n"'''·'"~·"""....:::!!:f&"'~~'"- .. ---~---
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Chart Il-l 

Percentage County Population vs. Percentage of County Tax Credit Units: 
1987-1994 

Tax Credit 

Count;t Population %Total Units %Total 

Alameda I ,J 52,000 4.21% 2,449 5.38% 

Alpine 1,200 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Amador 33,500 0.10% 44 0.10% 

Butte 204,200 0.64% 53 I 1.17% 

Calaveras 38,300 0.12% 59 0.13% 

Colusa 17,700 0.06% 61 0.13% 

Contra Costa 874,700 2.72% 869 1.91% 

Del Norte 28,700 0.09% 38 0.08% 

ElDorado 146,400 0.46% 144 0.32% 

Fresno 757,100 2.J6% 2,595 5.70% 

Glenn 26,500 0.08% 40 0.09% 

Humboldt 127,500 0.40% 172 0.38% 

Imperial 140,200 0.44% 5.97 ' 1.31% 

In yo 18,900 0.06% 0 0.00% 

Kern 622,900 1.94% 1,796 3.95% 

Kings 115,700 036% 146 0.32% 

Lake 57,300 0.18% 222 0.49% 

Lassen 29,400 0.09% 58 O.JJ% 

Los Angeles 9,237,500 28.74% 13,231 29.08% 

Madera I 08,200 034% 470 1.03% 

Marin 244,100 0.76% [[8 0.26% 

Mariposa 16,400 0.05% 118 0.26% 

Mendocino 85,600 0.27% 96 0.21% 

Merced 20!,200 0.63% 574 !.26% 

Modoc . 10,500 0.03% 0 0.00% 

Mono 11,300 0.04% 0 0.00%· 

Monterey 369,000 1.15% 682 150% 

Napa 119,000 0.37% 447 0.98% 

Nevada 87,700 0.27% 320 0.70% 

Orange 2,6 I 5,300 8.14% I ,505 J.Jl% 

Placer 205,400 0.64% 668 1.47% 

·Plumas · 21,000 0.07% 25 0.05% 

Riverside 1,379,600 . 4.29% 2,118 4.65% 

Sacramento 1,137,400 3.54% 2,080 4.57% 

San Benito 42,000 0.13% !58 0.35% 

San Bernardino 1,608,300 5 00% 328 0.72% 



Chart ll-1 

Percentage County Population vs. Percentage of County Tax Credit Units: 


1987-1994 

Tax Credit 
County PoEulation %Total Units %Total 

San Diego 2,705,800 8.42% 1,959 431% 

San Francisco 753,400 2.34% 1,900 4.18% 

San Joagui~ 526,600 1.64% 681 150% 

San Luis Obispo 234,500 0.73% 113 0.25% 

San Mateo 689,900 2.15% 298 0.65% 

Santa Barbara 394,400 1.23% 492 1.08% 

Santa Clara 1,591,900 4.95% 2,564 5.64% 

Santa Cruz 241,100 0.75% 300 0.66% 

Shasta 164,500 0.51% 228 0.50% 

Sierra 3,400 0.01% 0 0.00% 

Siskiyou 46,000 014% 91 0.20% 

Solano 375,300 1.17% 160 0.35% 

Sonoma 427,500 1.33% 854 1.88% 

Stanislaus 417,200 1.30% 102 0.22% 

Sutter 74,200 0.23% 51 0.11% 

Tehama 55,100 0.17% 158 0.35% 

Trinity 13,900 0.04% 64 0.14% 

Tulare 352,100 LlO% 1,286 2.83% 

Tuolumne 53,100 0.17% 264 0.58% 

Ventura 713,400 2.22% 524 1.15% 

Yolo 151,200 0.47% 536 118% 

Yuba 63,800 0.20% 116 0.25% 

TOTAL 32,140,000 1.00% 45,500 100.00% 



Chart ll-2 


Affordable Housing Projects and Units Produced With 

Allocations of Federal and State Tax Credits: 1987-1994 


Annual 

Count):' Federal Credits 

·Alameda 

Amador 
Butte 

Calaveras 

Colusa 

Contra Costa 

Del Norte 
ElDorado 

Fresno 

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Imperial 

Kern 

Kings 

Lake 

Lassen 

Los Angeles 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa 

Mendocino 

Merced 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sacramento 

San Benito 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 

San Joaquin 

San Luis Obispo 

$!4,037,146 

$70,423 
$3,210,225 

$120,137 

$125,100 

$6,211,383 

$106,517 

$811,182 
$1 0,664,00<1 

$72,013 

$295,765 

$2,101,841 

$7,111,179 
$252,453 

$468,883 

$113,423 

$90, I 39,201 

$2,046,717 

$1,384,671 

$248,098 
$192,244 

$1,924,917 
$5,83 I ,509 
$3,617,686 
$1,870,187 

$10,936,431 
$4, 175,045 

$52,564 
$11,690,904 

$11,707,373 

$1,262,100 

$1,835,604 

$11,823,228 

$22,547,856 

$2,840,834 

$868,826. 

Total 
State Credits 

$12,211,416 

$0 
$1,822,722 

$475,904 

$154,367 

$661,200 
$0 

$2,93 I ,368 
$11,872,269 

$248,970 

$! ,944,494 

$3,994,527 

$11,142,638 

$0 

$2,155,633 

$435,387 

$3 6,291 '064 
$3,594, !55 

$0 

$853,999 

$426,111 
$3,897,231 
$2,609,343 

$11,479,930 
$2,572, JIG 

$1,415,704 
$5,774,081 

$409,588 
$9,087,898 

$26,829,164 

$196,916 

$792,715 

$6,367,177 

$2,465,579 

$8,647,321 

$806,508 

Total 


Projects 


74 

8 

2 

2 

15 

3 
49 

I 

.4 

15 

25 

2 

7 

2 

217 

8 

3 

4 

3 
18 
15 
5 
6 

17 
6 

51 
22 

5 

5 

31 

31 

12 

5 

Low Income · 
Units 

2,449 

44 


531 

59 


61 


869 J,: 
II 
·'38 .1'· 

l'144 J 

l·2,595 li 
40 l!

\ 

172 
\~ 597 !II~ 

1,796 I!' 
146 II

" 222 \I 
'I 

58 111 

13,23 I '.\ ~~ !i, 
470 l'j\ 
118 II~ 

j\
'•'J 

118 ·:~ 
96 ·j_f 

574 II, 
·i' 
(682 
;~

447 .\ 

320 1,: . 
1,505 

,. 
~.. 

668 
25 I 

!•,.2, 118 

2,080 v;" 
! 

~:~:; 
158 \d 

'i!328 
,:

1,959 " 
1,900 


681 


113 
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Chart B-2 

Affordable Housing Projects and Units Produced With 


Allocations of Federal and State Tax Credits: 1987-1994 


Annual Total Total Low Income 
' 

County Federal Credits State Credits Projects Units 

San Mateo $1,156,639 $2,059,875 8 298 
Santa Barbara $3,280,427 $5,065,576 12 492 
Santa Clara $22,00 I ,308 $43,412,786 34 2,564 
Santa Cruz $2,842,664 $0 9 300 ~ 
Shasta $687,542 $2,985,545 6 228 
Siskiyou $231,022 $539,996 3 91 
Solano $849,322 $2,591,776 3 160 
Sonoma $8,106,866 $1,060,513 20 854 
Stanislaus $596,588 $1,961,856 2 102 
Sutter $80,766 $0 I 51 
Tehama $442,135 $900,596 4 158 
Trinity $127,752 $969,996 2 64 
Tulare $4,955,623 $10,013,545 30 1,286 
Tuolumne $706,306 $2,835,550 6 264 
Ventura $3,104,788 $7,438,312 10 524 
Yolo $3,133,569 $8,010,306 14 536 
Yuba $359,472 $1,439,955 2 116 
TOTAL $285,430,508 $265,853,678 842 45,500 

j 
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Chart 13-3 

TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 
Applications for Credits Compared to Projects Allocated Credits 1987-1994 
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Al'l'ENDIX C 


1987-1993 COMPLIANCE REPORTING DATA 


(CIIAI'TEH 166, STATUTES OF 1990) 
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PROJECT iNFORMATION FOR 1987-1993 PROJECTS 

.. 

1, ,'.

':' ·Health and Safety Section 50199.15 requires the Committee to report certain information on projects 

which received tax credit allocations in previous years. Specifically, the law requires the Committee to 

identify all projects which were allocated tax credits in previous years, the total number of units in each 

project, the number of units assisted by the credit to be occupied by low income tenants and the number 

of units occupied by low income tenants. 

In 1994, Committee stafT conducted file inspections for a large sample of projects in the portfolio. Of the
' . 

945 files inspected, 940, or 99.5% wde occupied as intended by low income tenants. The inspection 

findings for units with over-income tenants were reported to the Internal Revenue Service. 

RESULTS FROM COMPLIANCE MONITORING FILE INSPECTIONS 

CONDUCTED IN 1994 

I 
1987 1933 !989 1990 1991 l9Y2 1993 Total

f, 

! Number of Projects luspcctcd 7 24 23 22 19 11 3 109 

i Total /I of Units 285 85 698 932 880 879 15 3,917 

Required Low-Income units 285 85 691 924 871 879 15 3,893 

Files Inspected 58 !77 !44 !85 174 176 Jl '145 

Inspected units with low-income occupants 53 175 143 185 174 174 31 Y40 

http:50199.15


[~\ TABLE C-l 
~ :- -.' 

lnform<~tion for Prior Yc:us Allocations 
19S7 Projects 

Units with Required Files Units with (,O% 

Project Income of GO~o or less Inspcctcd or less of 

Number Project N<~mc Tot<~! Units of mcdi:111 income 1994 mcdj;Jn income 
i< 87-00 l Redwood Court Apts. 50 50 (J II 

;.1. 87-002 Redo1ido Apartments I 36 36 0 (I 

87-003 Sunset West Apartments 50 50 0 (I 

,, 87-004 Country Oaks Apts. 51 51 () II 

87-005 LA Pro II Apts. 108 lOR (l () 
\ 

87-008 HDR fund I Apartn1ents 76 76 0 II 

87-009 HDR fund II Apartments 49 49 () 0 

87-011 Dos Palos Apts. 40 40 0 0 

87-0 l3 Kingsburg Apts. 38 38 0 () 

87-014 Bailie Creek Apts. ·24 24 0 0 

87-0IG Newport Seaside Apts. 26 2G 0 0 

87-017 Jose's Place 44 44 0 0 

87-0!8. Orchard Garden Apts. 34 34 0 I) 

87-019 Madison Arcllcs Apts. 24 24 5 5 
87-020 

\
Coltonwood Meadows Apts. 47 47 I) I) 

87-021 Johanson Arms Apartments 104 1114 2 I 21 
87-022 Creekside Apt. 48 48 I) 0 

87-023 Sunol Terrace 14 14 0 0 

87-025 Seeley Valley Apt. 38 38 I) (J 

87-026 The Willows 1211 120 24 2·1 
87-030 Bell Way Apts. ll I l 0 I) 

87-03 I Thousand Palms l l 
87-032 Occanvicw Apts. 16 lG I) 0 

87-033 Newhall Termce GG GG () () 

87-034 Casa Sierra 44 44 0 II 

87-036 Chamoune Ave Duplex Apts. 2 2 0 II 

87-039 I 08th Street Apts. 22 22 '4 4 

87-040 Primrose Terrace Apts. 211 20 () 0 

87-041 Lcshnick and Pundyk 32 32 0 0 

87-042 Villa Rose Apartments 12 12 0 II 

87-043 Mayten Manor Senior A pis. 42 31 0 (I 

87-044 29th Slreel Apts. 5 5 () 0 

87-045 Westwood Manor 40 40 () II 

87-046 Cypress Glen 54 54 II II 

87-047 LlHP 44 17 17 0 II 

87-048 Euclid/Logan Apts. 22 22 0 II 

87-049 331-353 Smalley Ave R 8 0 I) 

87-050 7628 Macorthur Blvd. 4 4 (} () 

87-1J51 9414 S. Centro! #I 3 3 0 0 
87-052 94 I 8 S. Centro! #I ] 3 II. I) 

87-053 Olive Court 24 24 0 0 

87-055 Carson Ridge II Apts. 3G 36 0 II 

87-056 Desert Oak Apts. 42 42 0 II 

87-057 Selma Elderly 2] 23 0 0 

87-059 Gatto Constmction 4 4 I I 

87-060 Fresno Four-Piex 4 4 0 0 

87-06 l SCA Hames 10 to 2 2 

87-062 Perris I 4 4 0 0 

87-063 Casa de Suisun 52 52 0 IJ 

87-064 MidCities 59 59 0 () 

87-066 Burlington Pnrtncrsl1ip 28 28 I) I) 

87-069 Saratoga Apts. 57 57 0 0 

87-070 Prospect Park Village 300 300 0 0 

87-072 Artesia Senior Center 100 54 0 I) 



[~
~-" 

I; <.· 
TABLE C-1

1,:;• "' 1•-o 	 lnform;Hion for Prior Ycnrsl Alloc.1tions
' i\~1 

1988 Projects .t'\ 
f>'' 

Units with Required Files Units with GO% 
Project Income of GO% or less Inspected or less of-Yi" 

' 

Number 	 Proicct N;J!IlC Tot<1l Units of mcdinn income 1994 median incoJI\c 

t 
88-QOO Harbor Tower 180 ISO 0 () 

88-QO 1 Meredith Manor 40 40 0 u/.·: 
88-{)02 	 Madrone Hotel 32 32 () ();~ 
88-{)03 	 Pico Union II IG IG 3 3 
88-005 	 Villa Rosa A pis. 44 44 0 () 

~{~.!r 88-00G Feather River Apts. H 34 () II 
.~l 

88-007 Sierra Mcndmo,.·s 35 35 0 IIY1 88-008 Strathmore Villa Apts. 42 42 () II 

~~· 
t··· 

88-0 lO Conquistador Villa Apartments 38 38 () II 

88-0fJ E,\Cter Apar1mcnts 58 58 0 (I

fr" 88-0 IS 7292 Fountain Avenue 28 28 0 ()~f 88-016 	 Co!tonwood Creek Apts. 32 32 0 IIj~l'!' . 

']:;; 88-017 Noble Creek Apts. li 54 54 0 ()

t;;.~,'
fJ(i . 88-{J 18 Imperial Valley II Apts. 	 50 50 0 () 
-<-~i· 88-{)21 	 Los Banos Garden Apts. }8 }8 0 t) 

~· 88-022 Pixley Apts. 40 40 0 () 
,.,., 

";;\ 88-024 Anderson Court 3G 36 .0 0 
;~. 88-{)26 Weaver Creek·Apts. 26 26 0 ()
~\. 

<;• 
88-027 Garden Estates 	 44 44 0 0q. 

~: 
88-028 Ridgeway Hotel 58 58 I 2 12 

... 88-029 Sonora Tcrmcc 46 46 9 9" 
88-030 . Quincy Street Apts. 33 33 0 0 
88-031 223 1 23 rd Avenue 4 4 () () 

88-032 8290 and 8296 MacArthur Blvd. 20 20 0 0· 
88-{)]3 296 Mather Street t2 12 0 0 
88-034 2373-2375 Foothill Drive 4 4- 0 0 
88-{)37 7801 MacArthur Blvd. 4 4 0 0 
88-038 2648 Parker Street 4 4 () I) 

88-{)39 5338 Belvedere Street 4 4 tl 0 
88-041 California Terrace Apls. 32 32 0 () 

88-042 Rivcrland Apts. 75 75 0 0 
88-{)43 Visalia Gardeu Villas GO GO 0 () 

88-044 Nice 28 28 0 0 
88-045 Olympic Villa Apts. 27 27 0 0 

t. 	 88-046 1313 Castillo 3 J 0 0 
88:047 Kingswood ApnrtiJJcftts 43 4] 0 () 

88-048 SCA Homes 30 30 G G 

I 
f, 

88-{)49 Bear Mountain Apts. 36 JG 0 ·o 
88-050 1800-1812 57th Avenue 8 8 0 () 

88-(151 Atrium Apts. 12 12 0 0 
88-052 Hillside l ]7 37 0 0 

f. 	
88-{)53 Hillside ![ 81 81 0 0 
88-054 Nomwndie Apts. 40 40 () 0 
88-055 Pacific Oaks 103 IOJ tJ I) 

88-{)5G Sal!on ll Village Apts. ]0 30 0 (J 

88-057 Redwood Villas 90 90 0 0 
88-{)58 Reedley Elderly 2} 23 (J !) 

88-062 Magnolia P!a1.1 Apts. 124 !24 0 0 
88-<>GJ Sun Tcrrncc 104 lV4 0 0 
88-0GG Vcndome Apt. 43 4\ 0 II 



TABLE C-1 
Information for Prior Yenrs Allocations 

1988 Projects 

Units with Required Fi\cs Units with 60% 
Project Income of 60°/o or less Inspected or less of 
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income 
88-{)67 S. Nonon Avenue 20 20 0 0 
88-{}(,8 Woods Manor 80 80 0 0 
88-069 Virginia Avenue 32 32 () 0 
88-070 Exeter Senior Villa 44 44 (I 0 
88-071 Arminta North and South 60 60 0 0 
88-072 Magnolia Acres 40 40 0 0 
88-073 Flores Apts. '26 26 5 5 
88-074 10900 MacArthur Blvd. 12 12 0 0 ~88-075 ·Harriet Tubman Terrace 91 91 0 0 !. 
88-076 Heather Ridge Apts. 56 56 0 0 
88.()80 Tioga Apts. 90 90 0 0 
88-081 Citms Ave. 6 6 0 0 
88-082 26th Street Apts. 8 8 0 0 
88.()83 Flamingo Garden Senior· Citizen Center 58 58 0 0 
88-084 Parkwood Meadows No. 2 (Duplexes) 2 2 0 0 
88.()85 Willowbrook 2 2 0 0 
88.()86 Huntwood Commons 40 40 0 0 
88.()87 1714-1716 Eleventh Street 2 2 0 0 
88.{188 Riverview Plaza · 123 123 0 0 
88.()89 Cherry Blossom 70 70 0 0 
88.()90 Grandview Apts. 27 27 () 0 
88.{191 Date Tree Apartments 42 42 0 0 
88-093 Prospect Villa Apts. 14 14 () 0 
88-094 Glenhaven Park 15 15 0 0 
88-095 Ventura Garden 48 48 0 0 
88.{196 3142 Coolidge Avenue 4 4 0 () 

88.{197 2154 Dumbarton Ave. I (I 0 
88-098 Poinsellia Street Apts. 20 20 0 0 
88-0Y9 Belin ower Senior Center . 50 20 0 0 
88-1 110 49th Street Apts. 13 13 0 0 
88-10 I 1513 W. PicoBivd. 32 32 6 6 
88-102 Ridgecrest Village Apartments 36 36 0 0 
88-103 Alice Street Apts 10 10 0 0 
88-104 3613 Clay I I 0 0 
88-105 Peter Clavcr Community 32 32 0 0 
88-107 Pcachbrook 38 38 (I 0 
88-108 45th Street 0 0 (I 0 I
88-109 Tyrrell Terrace 27 27 0 0 
88-110 2210 Oakwood Ave. I I 0 0 
88-117 Coleman Court 113 II) 0 0 .,
~~-1!9 Adeline St. Property (, 6 0 0 
88-121 Williams Street I 2 12 0 0 
88-124 Vine Street Properties 2 .o2 0 
88-125 3105 MLK 2 2 0 0 
88-121i 3109 MLK 2 2 0 0 
88-127. 3311MLK 2 2 0 (I 
88-128 1112 62!1d 2 ()2 .0 

I
i 

88-129 ll181i2nd 2 2 0 0 ' 88-130 9012 "8 11 Street I I 0 0 
88-1 J I 47th St. Apts 25 25 5 5 

-~ 
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TABLE C-1 
lnform;1tion for Prior Yc:us Allocations ;..., 

.... ·~· 1988 Projects 'l-~'; 
·t, 
_, 

Units with Required Files Units with (JO% 

Project Income of GO!!fo or less Inspected or less or
),; 

. Number Project Nnn1e Totnl Units of medinn income 1994 median inco111c 

J: 88-132 820 Milton Avenue u \) 

'•'
·' 88-133 Bennett Apts. 24 24 5 4 

~; 88-134 !!orison Apts. 16 16 \) II 

88-136 ·Mary Ann Lnne/llidden Cove Apts. 88 88 17 17 

88-140 Clark Terrace 41 41 II II 

88-141 Evergreen A pis. 37 28 u II 

88-142 Hillsdale Apts 4 4 
88-145 1811 27th Avenue 42 17 \) II 

88-146 Peralta Apts 13 13 II \) 

88-147 2627 1nyo Ave. II II 

88-150 Appleton Apartments 48 48 () () 

88-151 New Hnmpshirc Apts 70 70 0 \) 

88-152 Picardy Apartments 36 36 u () 

88-153 728 South Berendo Apts 40 40 () () 

88-154 Roseun Aparltnents 55 55 0 0 

88-156 1915 25th Avcnne 2 2 0 () 

88-157 1381 81st Avenue 2 2 0 \) 

88-159 Foothill Plaza 54 54 \) () 

88-162 Midtown Apts 20 20 () !) 

88-165 Haven Park Partners I 5 5 II () 

88-166 2276 MacArthur Blvd. 9 9 II () 

88-167 Single Family House I II (I 

88-168 Fresno Emerald Palms 18 18 0 II 

88-169 Genesis 91 47 47 0 II 

88-170 657 San Felipe l 1 0 () 

88-171 Gatto Construction I 

88-172 Minarets J" 

88-173 230 West Fir 
88-174 3126 E. Illinois I 

88-175 4746 E. Hamilton 0 II 

88-176 2525 Tenth Street I 

88-177 4826 E. Hedges G 6 () II. 

88-178 Clinton Avenue Apts. Ill Ill () u 
88-179 Dale Apts. 74 74 0 II 

88-181 L;~gna Tcrrncc 4 4 (). () 

88-182 925 North Palm 3 3 () \) 

. 88-183 Single Family Dwelling u {) 

88-184 Trieon I 9 9 () () 

88-186 236 29th Str~~t R 8 () 0 

88-187 Scou Mitchell 4 4 () () 

88-188 5318 Fairf.1x Ave., 5408 Bnncroft A1'e. 20 20 0 () 

88-189 Wilshire Plncc Apartments GO GO () () 

88-190 1805 N. Wilcox 50 50 () II 

88-191. 3715 W. lst Street 55 55 () 0 

88-192 Aloha Apnrlments 74 74 0 0 

88-19] Cami!lia Apnnmellls 40 40 . 0. 0 

88-194 1723-1725 W. 9th Street 63 GJ () 0 

88-195 2017 N. Argyle 71 71 0 0 

88-196 Bancroft Apts. 12 12 II 0 

88-197 J lOG Union Street 2 2 () () 



TABLE C-1 
Infomtntion for Prior Years Allocations 

Project 

Number Project Name 

HH-1 ~8 Duplex 
88-199 Washinglon Villa 
8H-200 IG04 32nd Street 
88-201 281 G Billings Street 
88-203 Sojoumer Apts 
88-204 Se.1shore Apts. 
88-205 Mayfair Apts. 
88-206 Monte Verde Apts. 
88-207 Orchard.Park Apts. 

88-208 Somerset Apts. 
88-209 Hastings Park 
RR-21 II Dunbar Hotel 
88-212 Thousand Palms Phase II 
88-213 73-il50 Call ita Bonnie 
88-214 73-il75 Callitn Bell 
88-215 31-480 Arbol Real 
88-216 30-130 Los Flores 
88-218 LA Pro l Apts. 
88-224 Mariposa Apts 

1988 Projects 

Total Units 

2 
12 
2 
I 

14 
15 
47 

320 

144 
!56 

242 
73 

124 
164 

Units with Required Files Units with 60% 

Income of 60% or less Inspected or less of. 

of median income 1994 medinn income 
2 

12 
2 

14 
15 
47 

320 

144 
!56 

242 

73 

124 
164 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 () 

0 0 
9 9 
0 0 

0 0 

31 30 

0 0 
.o 0 

l I 

25 25 

33 33 

.. 
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·:,< TABLE C-1 

l~1funnation for Prior Years A!loca_tions 
1989 Projects 

UBits with Required riles Units with (,O(Xj 
Project lncoll\c of GO'Yo or less Inspected or less or 
NH1llbcr Projcc\ Name Total Units of median income I~<J4 mc:d\;m income 
89-{)00 MacArthur Park Towers 133 133 IJ IJ 
89-{)0 1 King's View Manor/King's Estates 222 222 IJ 0 
89-{)04 Hotel de Riviera 30 30 0 0 
89-005 Casa Guadalupe· 22 22 4 ·I 
89-{)06 Pershing Hotel 65 G5' 13 13 
89-008 Sanford Hotel 130 130 0 0 
89-009 The Fountains 12-l 117 23 23 
89-0 lO Genesis Hotel 33 33 7 7 
89-015 Guadalupe Apts. 23 23 0 () 

89-0!6 Bear River Apts. 24 24 () () 

89-017 Weaver Creek Seuior Center Apts. JS 38 0 II 
89-018 Grass Valley 'Senior Center A pis. 34 34 0 IJ 
89-019 Villa Parke Homes ~ 9 2 2 
89-020 New Palace Hotel XII XII II II 
89-021 Gridley Springs 32 32 7 7 
89-022 1 Grove Park Housing, Lid. 1114 1114 0 II 
&9-<l23 Madrone Village ' 23 23 5 5 
89-024 Country Way Apls. 41 41 II 0 
89-025 Point Arena Village Apts. 2r, 26 0 II 
89-026 Heber II Village Apts. 24 24 II II 
89-027 Calexico Village Apts. 3G 36 u II 
89-{)28 Canyon Crol1 Residential Project 4 4 0 0 
89-029 Murray Apartments so 50 u \) 
89-031 DeRose Gardens 7(, 76 II II 
89-032 Redwood Creek Apts. 48· 48 II II 
89-033 Ridgecrest Village A pis. !1 12 12 u () 

89-034 The West wind GR G8 () () 

89-035 Woodlake Manor 4-l 44 u u 
89-036 Blythe Duplex# 1 2 2 () 0 
89-DJ7 Blythe Duplex #2 2 2 I) l) 

89-038 Blythe Duplex #J 2 2 u 0 
89-()39 Clearlake Village 35 35 u II 
89..()4() Counlry Club Apts. lOR 108 () () 

89-041 Porterville Holcl 70 70 u 0 
89-043 Duane l-kights 14 14 () II 
89-044 Alta Vista Apls. 42 42 () II 
89-045 Maria Alicia 20 20 4 4 
89-046 Siskiyou Valley Apts. )(, 36 () u 
89-047 Grant Square 14 14 0 II 
89..()48 Niland Apts. 38 38 l) l) 

89-049 Mecca A pis. 54 54 I I I I 
89-050 Battle Creek Senior Apts. 40 40 () () 

89-051 Hudson Park ll 25 25 0 0 
89-{)52 Pine Ridge A pis. 25 25 0 () 

89-053 Harper Avenue Partners 17 17 0 0 
89-054 Rosenburg Building 82 82 15 15 
89-D55 East Garden Apartments 5 I 51 0 0 
89-{)56 Woodlake Garden A pis. 48 48 () () 

89-(J57 California P:uk Apls. 45 45 () II 
89-059 Oak Terrace II Apts 37 37 () II 
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TABLE C-1 ,,-~ ,,Information for Prior Years Alloc<llions 
1989 Projects i

Units with Required files Units with 60% 

Project Income of 60% or Jess Inspected or less of 


i
J.

Number Proiecl Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income 
8~-11(,() Bixel House 77 77 0 0 
89-0(,4 Centennial Place 146 146 II 0 
89-llGS Mercy family Pla1"1 36 36 0 0 
89-066 Oroville Hotel 59 59 0 0 
89-067 Redondo Apartments 11 32 32 0 0 
89-!168 Blythe Duplexes 4 4 0 0 I 
89-0(,9 Los Alamos Senior Apartments 14 14 0 0 
89-071 Maripos.o Terrace 11 36 36 0 0 I89-{172 MacArthur Arms 2 2 0 0 
89-073 . Louise Apts 24 24 0 0 u 
89-074 Marengo Street Apts. 24 24 () () 

89-{!75 Tcrr~lCC Gardens Seniors Apts. !50 !50 () 0 ~ 
89-077 Leandro Soto Apartments 48 48 10 10 ~ ·89-078 2020-30 Cloverfield Boulevard 32 32 6 6 
89-07') Rotary Haciendas Senior Housing 81 81 16 16 
89-080 California Hotel 150 133 0 6 
89-08 I fresno Emerald Palms 24 24 0 0 
89-082 fresno Emerald Palms 33 33 0 0 
89-083 Autumn Village 40 40 0 {) 

89-087 Dent Avenue Commons 23 23 5 4 
89-088 Ridgeview Commons 200 200 0 (I 

i89-089 Mariposa Terrace Apts. 32 32 0 0 
89-090 Glenhaven Park 12 12 0 0 
89-091 Haven Park Partners ll 15 15 a· 0 
89-092 Cloverdale Garden Apts. 34 34 0 0 
89-093 Vista de Oro 22 22 () 0 
89-094 San Jacinto Vilhige Apts. 38 38 0 0 
89-!05 Otero Apartments 7 7 0 () 

89-108 Ward Villas 120 12(1 0 0 
89-109 Villa Del Coleseo 137 137 0 0 
89-111 Magnolia Villas South 65 65 (I 0 
89-!16 Durkee Lofts 17 17 (I 0 
89-118 Baywood Apts. 82 82 0 0 I 
89-119 The Woodlands 23 23 5 5 
89-125 Slim Jenkins Court 32 13 () 0 
89-126 San Antonio Terrace 23 II 0 0 !
89-127 Rio Dell Terrace Apts. 24 24 0 0 
89-!28 Tipton Terrace Apts. 34 34 0 0 
89-129 Chowchilla Terrace Apts. 37 37 0 0 
89-131 Thousand Palms Phase 3 Lot 98 20 20 4 4 
89-!33 Westminster Park Plaza Apartments 130 130 0. () 

89-137 Metro Hotel 136 136 () 0 
89-138 Metro Hotel II 57 57 0 0 
89-140 Prentice Apartments 45 45 0 0 
89-HI Gardner Senior Apts. 17 17 0 0 
89-!46 San Pedro finn building 43 43 0 0 
89-147 Neary Lagoon Cooperative 96 90• 0 0 
89-153 Coleridge Park Homes 49 49 0 0 
89-154 Strathern Park 185 185 0 0 
89-155 Lome Park ·n 72 () 0 
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t.', TAl3LE C-1 
' Iufomw!ion for Prior Years Allocations 

•'· 
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1989 Projects 

Units with Required files Units \\'itll (,() 1Yo 
Project Income of 60% or less Inspected or less of 
Number Project Name rotal Units of median income 199·1 rncdi;l!l inco111c 
89-157 Frank G. Mar Community Housing 119 !19 () II 

89-158 Moura Senior Housing 38 38 () () . 
89-159 
89-160 

Vintage Apts 
Terracina Apts. 

100 
1211 

100 
1211 

0 
0 

0 
0 

'I
' 

89-162 Divine Inspiration· Apts. 28 28 0 0 
89-163 William Byron Rumford. Plaz.a 43 I~ 0 () 

89-167 Ellis Hotel 5(, 56 0 0 
89-169 Visalia Garden Villas 25 25 0 0 
89-170 Larkspur Creekside 28 2R 0 () 

89-171 San Pablo Senior Housing 55 55 0 () 

89-174 Maidu Village 80 80 0 u 
89-177' Knights Landing Harbor 26 24 0 u 
89-183 Ukiah Terrace 32 32 0 II 
89-185 Haven Park Partners II 15 15 0 () 

89-199 Hacienda Vi IIa 120 120 0 0 
89-200 Hillside Villa· Ap!s. 124 124 0 u 
89-212 Tehachapi Senior Manor II 44 44 0 u 
89-223 Cannel Valley Overview 200 146 0 {I 

89-224 VanDyck Estates 16 16 0 0 
89-228 Cambridge Hotel 60 60 0 0 
89-230 Glenwood Hotel 36 36 0 0 

'89-236 J.E, Wall Victoria Manor 112 112 0 0 
89-237 Maywood Apts. 40 40 0 0 
89-243 Grand Pla7,1 302 302 0 0 
89-245 Whispering Pines Apts. \G IG \) \) 

89-248 King City Elderly Housing 44 44 0 0 
89-250 Bartlett Hill Manor 65 65 0 0 
89-257' Ward Hotel 72 72 u 0 
89-258 Anrrex Hotel (Angelus Inn) 31 3\ 0 0 
89-259 Regal Hotel 70 70 0 () 

89-276 Thousand Palms Phase II I I I I 
89-279 Tres Pal mas Village ,55 55 () 0 
89-287 Grass Valley Apts. 8 8 0 0 
89-304 Midland Manor Apts. 40 40 \) 0 
89-328 Thousand Palms Phase Ill I () 0 
89-329 Thousand Palms Phase 3 lot60 d 
89-330 Shangi La Palms 61 
89-331 Shangi La Palms 98 
89-332 Thousand Palms 0 II 
89-333 Thousand Palms Phase 3 # 197 I I 
89-334 Thousand Palms Phase 3 Lot 241 
89-335 . Thousand Palms Phase 3 Lot 242 
89-340 Delta Vista Manor 39 39 0 II 



T AIJLE C-1 
Information for Prior Years i\llocations 

I 990 Projects 

Units with Required Files Units with G(n-;~ 

Project Income of GO% or less Inspected or less of 

Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median incon1c 

90-002 Newport Village Apartments 40 40 0 II 

90-0 II Villa Los Robles 8 8 2 2 

90-0 12 Casa Lama Apartments l Ill 110 22 22 

90-0 I 4 San Pedro Gardens 20 17 0 0 

90-0 l R Yucaipa Terrace 51 51 0 \) 

90-1JI9 Coronado Place 41 41 0 0 
90-020 Meridian Apartments 236 236 0 0 

90-030 The Willows 21 21 .o II 

90-031 The Redwoods 23 23 0 0 

90-032 . Wheeler House 109 109 () 0 

90-034 Dunning Apartments 26 24 5 5 
90-1)35 Casa Espcrnnza 10 10 2 2 

90-036 The Las Americas Hotel 60 GO 12 12 

90-037 Simone Hotel 123 123 25 25 
90-038. Roberta Stevens Villas I and 11 40 40 0 0 

90-039 Harper Community Apartments 22 22 0 () 

. 90-043 Crescent Hotel 55 55 11 II 
90-045 St. Mark's Hotel 91 91 18 18 

90-04G Osage Apartments 21 21 4 4 

90-04 9 The Hart Hotel 39 39 R 8 
90-050 Olympia Hotel 48 48 10 10 

90-054 WatsOn Terrace Apartments 12 12 2 2 
()90-057 Cocoran Garden Apartments 38 38 0 

90-058 Valley Ridge Senior Apartments 38 38 0 0 
90-059 Crescent Cily Senior Apartments 38 38 0 0 

90-060 Nevada City Senior Apartments GO GO 12 /2 

90-061 Vintage West Apartments 55 55 () 0 

90-062 San Jacinto Senior Apartments 46 46 0 IJ 

90-066 Hendley Circle Apartments 27 27 5 5 
90-068 Greenwood- J7(h S(rccl 7 5 
90-076 Foxcreek 36 3't () ()

1 90-079 Greenwoodll3crkeley 7. 5 I

I 90-081 Heather Glen 62 62 .l) o· 
90-086 Caulfield Lane Apartments 22 22 0 II 

90-094 Fourth Street Village Apartments 44 44 (} () 

90-096 Greenwood/15th Street 9 8 2 .2 
90-097 Greenwood/19th Strcc\ 7 6 I I 
90-099 Green Valley Apartments 28 28 0 II 

90-101· Embarcadero Trjanglc 177 167 0 II 

90-102 Las Casas Ill Apartme11ts so 50 () 0 
90-103 Rohlffs Memorial Ma11or Pltase Three 213 213 0 0 

90-104 Wom..ll1avcn Senior Residences 104 102 0 0 

i 
' 90-107 Sa11tana Apartments 30 30 0 ()' 

! 90-l 08 Dignity Housing West 2(> 26' 5 5 



TABLE C-1 
Infornlation.for Prior Years Allocations 

1990 ProjeciS 

Units with RcCJuircd Files Units with 60% 
Project Income of 60% or less · Inspected or less of 
Number Proiect Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income 
90-109 Lake Isabella Senior Apartments 46 46 0 0 
90-110 Earlimart Senior Apartments 35 35 0 0 
90-111 San Joaquin Senior Apartments 20 20 0 0 
90-112 San Joaquin Apartments 38 38 0 0 
90-113 Westwood Senior Apartments 24 24 0 0 
90-116 Prospect Villa JJ Apartments 42 42 0 0 
90-123 Palmer House 21 21 0 0 
90-127 Sunnower Norton Apartments 10 10 0 0 
90-128 Central Avenue Villa 20 20 4 4 
90-132 Drasnin Manor 2G 26 0 0 
90-13G Kenneth Henry Court 5 I 51 0 0 
90-1 J7 Yucca Warren Vista Apartments 50 50 0 0 
90-138 Blackberry Oaks Apartments 42 42 0 0 
90- I 40 Almond Garden Family 30 30 0 0 
90-142 Rhyolite Apartments 70 70 0 0 
90-143 Bayless Garden Apartments 46 4G 0 0 
90-144 Oakwood Apartments ll 54 54 0 0 
90-147 Eucalyptus Garden Apartments 80 38 0 0 
90-148 Phoenix House 15G 156 31 Jl 
90-149 Harmony Gate 70 70 0 0 
90-150 Susanne B. Wilson Residence at YWCA 63 63 0 0 
90-151 Centertown Apartments 60 GO 0 0 
90-153 Connecticut Street Court 10 10 2 2 
90-154 Steamboat Point Apartments 108 . 108 0 0 
90-156 IGth and Church Street Family Housing 18 18 0 0 
90-157 Villa Santa Clara 30 30 () 0 
90-159 Hunt's Grove Apartments 56 56 () 0 
90-1 (,{) The Carquinez 36 '3G 0 0 
90-177 Rosewood Park/Willow Glen 36 36 0 0 

·' 
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TABLE C-1 

Infonn:llion for PriorYcars Allocatiolls 


1991 Projects 


Units witll Required Files Units with(,()% 
Project Income of GO% or less Inspected or less or 
Number Project N:une Total Units of mcdi:-~n income 1994 nlctlian income 
91-004- Shahecn/Shchab Ill Ill IJ ll 
91-005 Villa L1 Posada 42 42 0 0 
91-006 Thousand Palms, Phase IV 17 17 3 3 
91-009 Tcrracina Apartments Desert Hot Springs 9(, !)(, ll ll 
91-010 Tcrracina Apartmcnls San Jacinlo I I 2 I 12 ll ll 
91-0ll Richmond City Center Apartments (,] (,] ll ll 
91-014 Stoney Creek Apnrtmcnts GIJ ()!) ll I) 

91-015 Washington Creek Apartments 32 32 () 0 
91-020 El Centro 44 44 0 0 
91-022 The Sanborn Hotel 4(, 46 9 9 
91-024 Leonide Apartments 66 GG ll ll 
91-025 Lorin Station Plaz.a 14 14 ll ll 
91-026 East of Eaton 76 76 () () 

91-027 Coyote Run Apartments 140 140 2R 2R 
' 

91-028 Del Cnrlo Court Apartments 24 24 5 5 
9 i-()29 20 1 Turk Street Apartments 175 122 I) ll 
91-031 Ill Jones Street Apartments 108 108 () () 

9l-OJ2 La Gcma Del Barrio (, 6 () () 

91-038 Eleventh Avenue Apartments 22 13 3 } 

91-046 Tierra Del Vista Apartments 54 54 () () 

91-051 Village Park so 50 ll ll 
91-058 Montgomery Oaks 21 2t () II 
91-059 SuHana Acres ](, 3G IJ () 

91-060 Casa Gloria 46 46 IJ () 

91-061 Henderson Homes ll ll IJ IJ 
91-063 Robinson Villa 12 12 IJ o· 
91-064 Greenview Apartments 48 48 ll II 
91-078 Rancho Park 54 54 0 I) 

91-081 Santa familia 79 79 16 t(, 
91-082 Willow Court (, 6 I I 
91-083 The Farm 39 8 X 
91-084 Open Doors 64 G4 I] I 1 
91-085 The Palms 24 24 5 5 
91-088 Tower Apartments 511 50 Ill Ill 
91-090 Stoncbridgc 811 80 (J II 

91-102 Daybreak Grovc!Sunrisc Place 21 21 (J 0 
91-103 Arlington Rodeo Apmtmcnts 29 29 (, (, 

91-/(/4 Korean Yi:ml11 and Communily Ccnlcr Apls 16 lG 3 J 
91-107 Virginia Village 12 t2 2 2 
91-108 La Playa X s II II 
91-109 Santa Fe Townhomcs J I 31 II II 
91-128 Sage Wood Manor 65 G5 II II 
91-133 Park Village Apartments 2R 2R II II 
91-134 Raitt Street Apartments (, G II II 

J~ 



TABLE C-1 
Information for Prior Years Allocations 

1991 Projects 

Uriits with Required Files Units with 60% 
Project Income of GO% or less Inspected or less of 
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income 

91-13 7 San Felipe Homes 20 20 4 4 
91-139 Terracina Apartments at ~lk Grove 124 124 24 24 
91-150 Jamestown Terrace 56 56 II I 1 
91-169 Dinuba Manor 24 24 0 0 

91-171 San Pablo Suites 43 43 ol 0 

91-173 Nomood Estates 44 44 () 0 

91-175 Pinewood Manor Apartments 26 26 0 0 
91-177 Gridley Springs II 24 24 5 5 
91-l?K Madera Arms 123 123 0 0 
91-179 Fresno Arms Apr~rtments 120 120 () 0 
91-I go Bakersfield Arms 88 88 18 18 

·' 
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TADLE C-1'' ~· 
~·· Information for Prior Years Alloc;-ttions 

I992 Projects\~.l 
t\ 

Units with Required Files Units \vith GO% 
Project Income of 60% or less Inspected or less of 
Number Project Name Total Units of mcdi<Jn income 1994 · mcdi<lll income 
92.()02 Calexico Senior Apls. 38 38 0 0 
92.()03 Mendota Village Apls. 44 44 0 () 

92-004 Tuolumne Cily Senior Apis. 30 30 0 0 
92.005 Rohil Villas IG 7 () () 

92-006 Collage Gardens Apls. 17 17 0 0 
92.0117 Monte Vista Apls. 9 9 () 0 
92-008 Sunshine Finnncial Group 5 . 5 0 0 
92.010 Kristine Apar:tmcnts GO GO () 0 
92·0 12 Tegeler Hotel 53 53 0 ll 
92·0 13 Twin Pines Apls. 39 39 0 0 
92·0 17 Cypress Cove 52 . 52 0 ll 
92-018 Laurci!No11on Illlc;r-gcncrational Cotnlll. 41 41 ll 0 
92·0 19 Produce Place 97 97 19 19 
92-021 Senator Hole! 9Y 99 20 20 
92-022 Villa Espernnza 33 33 7 7 
92-023 Marion Hotel 46 46 ll 0 
92.()24 Second Street Center 44 44 () 0 
92-()25 Parke Los Robles 12 12 0 0 
92.()26 Hope West Apartntenls 17 17 ,0 0 
92-027 The Carlton Apartments 24 24 0 0 
92.028 Crescent Court 32 32 0 ll 
92.033 Grosman Apartments 13 13 ll ll 
92-1134 Gray's Mcadow 52 52 Ill Ill 
92-035 Forest Winds 48 48 10 10 
92-1139 Navy Blue Aparlntenls 14 14 () \) 

92-1140 Princeton and Marks ApL Con1plcx 14 () 140 ll 0 
92-()48 Sherwood Mnnor Apartments 34 34 () 0 
92.()50 Jacob's Square 45 45 ll ll 
92-052 Courtland Hotel 97 97 0 ll 
92-057 San Pablo Hotel 144 144 0 ll 
92-058 Hacienda Townhomes 52· 52 0 ll 
92.()60 Nevada Woods 7R 78 0 ll 
92.{)61 Nevada Mcndows 36 36 7 7 
92-1)64 Berry A venue 50 50 0 ll! 
92-070 Sl. Francis Tcrrncc 48 48 0 ll 

I 
f 

92.071 Pearl & Hillsdale A pis. 144 144 ll 0 
92.075 Gth/Minna Street Devclopntellt ' 24 24 0 0 

i 92.()77 Walnut-Pixley 22 22 ll 0 
92-079 Silver Dirch Apls. 34 34 7 7I 

I 92-(}89 Coachella Community llon1cs 98 95 l) lli 
I 92-()90 ·Tlaqucpaque 76 76 15 15 

I 

1 92-092 Central Avenue Village Square 45 45 0 I) 

.I 92.093 One Wilkins Place 18 18 ll ll 

92-iJ97 Colden Oaks 38 38 0 II 

92-099 Tcrracina al Auburn 56 SG ll II 

92-100 The Terraces al Capilol Park Gil GO 12 12 
92-101 LeGrand Apartments 35 35 0 ll

I 92-103 C:mon Kip Community House 104 104 ll II 

I 
92-107 Wilnter City Lights 16 I(, II () 

92-108 Village Grove Apls. 47 47 II 0 

I 
i 

I 



TABLE C-1 
Information for Prior Years Allocations 

1992 Projects 

Units with Required Files Units with 60% 
Project Income of 60o/u or less Inspected or less of 
Number Proiecl Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income 
92-111 Fell Srreet H<lllsing 82 82 0 0 
92-112 Brannan Street Housing 48 48 0 0 
92-113 Winfield Hill Apanmenls 144 144 0 {) 

92-119 ·Wheatland Meadows 92 92 0 0 
92-128 Sequoia View A pis. 42 42 0 0 
92-IJ2 Mercado Apar1ments 144 144 0 0 
92-IJ5 Tuscany Villas Apanments 36 36 0 0 
92-139 2509 East 14th Streel Projecl 92 92 0 0 
92-140 Larkin/Pine Senior Housing 63 63 0 0 
92-141 I028 Howarcl Streel Aparlmenls 30 30 0 0 
92-147 Parker Hole! 32 32 0 0 
92-149 Norwood Avenue Family Hsg. Dent Progra 28 28 0 0 
92-150 Curry Senior A pis. 48 48 0 0 
92-151 Tierra Linda Apanmenls 18 18 0 0 
92-152 Pajaronian Village 10 10 0 0 
92-153 HcriWge Park Apnr1menfs 328 328 66 64 
92-155 Corporalion Yard Affordable Housing 16 16 3 3 
92-156 Hatfield Hon1es 48 48 0 0 
92-157 El Cenlro Family Housing 8 8 0 0 
92-161 Stock Ranch Senior A pis. 241 241 0 0 
92-163 The Knox SRO 140 140 b 0 
92-166 Marcus Garvey Commons 22 22 0 0 
92-169 Espcranza Garden Apts. 10 10 0 0 
92-172 Elden Apa111nen1s 9 9 0 0 
92-175 Chico Comll\ons 72 72 0 0 
92-176 Slep Up On Second Slreel, Inc .. 36 36 0 () 

92-178 Pnrkview Apanments 198 198 0 .0 
92-180 Vallejo Street Senior A pis. 45 45 0 0 
92-183 Santa Paulan Senior Apts. 150 140 0 0 
92-186 Las Brisas 30 30 0 0 
92-188 Wind mere 50. 50 0 0 
92- I 90 Austin Mnnor Apartments 22 22 () 0 
92-191 Pla711 Hole! 27 27 () 0 
92-192 Bronx Hole! 70 70 0 0 
92-193 Shady Lane Apanments 34 34 0 0 
92- I 94 The Shasla Hotel 80 80 0 0 
92-195 Rivcrhousc Hotel 75 75 ·' 0 0 
92-198 Pla71\ del Sol 58 58 () 0 
92-2115 The Meadows Apanments 134 134 0 0 
92-207 Sherwood Manor 38 38 0 0 

.. 




TABLE C-1 
Infomwtio11 for Prior Ycnrs AllocJtioJIS 

Project 
Number Project Nrunc 

93-001 Winters Senior Center Apts 
93-005 Squaw Valley Apts 
93-019 Soledad Senior Apts 
93-024 Summit Ridge Apts 
93-032 Ginzton Terrace 
9]-036 Hillview Village 
93-045 Palm Garden Apartments 
93-066 Wccdpatch Country Apts 
93-074 Sunrise Terrace 
93-075 ·Parlier Garden Apts. 
93-076 Tahoe Pines Apts. 
93-104 Delta Pla1.1 Apts. 
93-1()8 Baldwin Apartments 
93-113 Avcnida Espana Gardens 
93-127 Florence Avenue Villa 
93-138 Sea Ranch Apartments 
93-170 Casa Berendo 
93-177 Beechwood Terrace 

1993 Projects 

Total Units 
38 
33 
411 

304 

107 
50 

89 
37 

52 
41 
28 

29 
411 

83 
20 
31 
211 
25 

Units with Required 

Incomc of GO Yo or less 


of mcdi;1n income 


38 
33 
40 

304 
107 
50 

89 

37 
52 

41 
28 

29 
40 
83 
20 
3 I 
20 
25 

Files Units with GO% 
Inspected or less of 

1994 median income 

0 0 
0 0 
0 () 

0 I) 

21 21 

0 () 

0 II 
() I) 

II () 

0 () 

0 u 
u u 
0 () 

0 II 

4 4 

G (, 

0 () 

u 0 



APPENDIX D 


l'ROGHAM DESCRIPTION 




A DI~SCHIPTION OF TilE CALIFORNIA 

TAX CIHWIT ALLOCATION COI\11\I!TTEI~ PROGRAMS 


California administers two low-income housing tax credit pmg;<~ms --a federal program and a state 

progrnm. Both progrmns were authorized to cncoumgc private investment in rental housing J()r low ;md 
lower-income liunilics ami individuak 

The Federal Program 

The federal program ("Crcuit program") Wi!S authorized by Congress in I 986. It replaced traditional 
·housing lax incentives, like accelerated depreciation, with a tax credit that enables low-income housing 

sponsors am\,\cvelopers to raise project equity through the sale or tax benefits to investors. 

The Credit program is contained in the federal tax code and is administered by the Internal \Zcvcnuc 
Service which is part or the U.S. Treasury Department. Internal Revenue Code Section 42 specifics tlwi 

in each stale the slate lcgislaturc.dcsignale the "housing credit agency" lo administer the Credit program. 

In California, responsibility lor administering the program was assigned to the California Tax Credit 

Allocation Committee ("Commillcc" or "TCAC"), Jirst by a February I Y87 gubernatorial jJrocl<iiii<liiun, 

and later by cnaclmcnl of SB II J, Chapter 658, St<~tutcs ol' 1987. 

The federal lax credit was granted pcrnwncnt status with p;rssagc of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 

Act of' 1993. Prior lo receiving permanent program status. Congress authorized the Creuit program on 

an mmual· basis. 

Annual CrcditsAvailahlc 

Each stale is allowed an annual housing credit ceiling ol' $1.25 per capita. Auditionally, a pro rata share 

of credits available annually in a national pool comprised of slates' unused crcllits may be available. 

Also, any crcllits returnee! loa state can be allocated to new projects. From the total ceiling amount 

available to Calilornia, the Committee allocates creuils Lo projects basco on an assessment of eligible 
project costs, as llclincu by IRC Section42. The one-time allocation is taken rrom.thal year's ceiling, 
while the housing sponsor uses or sells ten times this amuunl because the annual credit can be taken by 
investors for each year lor a ten-year period. It is also important to understand that while the credit can 

be taken over a ten-year period, the Internal J(cvenuc Code requires that the project remain in 
compliance for at least 15 years. Thcrclorc, a third or the credit claimed in the first ten years is the 

aecelcratcd portion of !he !ina! live years of the initial compliance period and is subject !o recapture, 

with interest, should the project go out of compliance. 

Eligible Projects 

Only rental housing projects arc eligible lor !ax credits in both the federal and state programs. Crcuits 

can be allocated to new construction projects or projects undergoing substantial rehabilitation. Creel its 

' must be allocated on a competitive basis so that those meeting the highest housing priorities as {-

Jelcnnincd by the state have Crrst access to credits. Those awarded tax credits must own the project for ~ 

which the credits arc to be used. Tax credits arc alloealcd based on. the cost basis of tile project, 
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including hard and soli development costs associated with building the project. Land costs cannot be 
included in determining the amount of credits needed. 

Rent and Income Restrictions 

The Credit program has both rent and income restrictions. Since I 989, rents on tax credit units cannot 
exceed 30% of an imputed income based on 1.5 persons per bedroom (i.e., in a two-bedroom unit; the 
income of a three-person household is utilized to calculate rent regardless of the actual family size of the 
househol(l): ror projects allocated credits from ceilings before 1990, rents must be at or below 30% of 
the qualifying income of the household occupying a unit. 

Initial incomes of households in tax credit units cannot exceed either 60% or 50% of the area median 
income, adjuste~l for household size. When a rroject developer or sponsor of a tax credit project applies 
for tax credits, he or she irrevocably elects one of the following minimum federal set-aside requirements: 

a minimum of 40% of the units must be boih rent-restricted and occupied by households whose 
incomes are 60% or less of the area median gross income, adjusted for family size, or 

20% of the units must be both rent-restricted and occupied by households whose incomes are 50% 

or less of the area median gross income, adjusted for f~unily size. 

Despite this minimum set-aside election, project sponsors typically designate all of the units in a project 
for occupancy by low-income households since credits arc allocated only for restricted units. (For 
instance, if a developer builds a project in which half of the units are market-rate and hal fare afl"ordable, 
only half of the eligible project costs would"be considered for determining how much credit can be 
allocated): Additionally, as described Iuter, sponsors generally target some number of their units to. 
incomes below 60% or 50% in order to score high enough in our prograni to be considered for an 
allocation of credits. 

Lnn~ Term Affordahility 

Under federal law, credit projects must remain afTordable for at least 15 to 30 years; however, California 
law requires a minimum or JO years compliance. Further, in order to successfully compete for the 
credits, most sponsors elect to maintain affordability for 55 years. Land use agreements are recorded on 

· each credit development, maintaining the affordability restrictions for the duration of the compliance 
period. 

Determination of Credit Need 

1\s required under federal law, the Committee must perform feasibility analyses on every project to 
cn,illrc that allocations dti not exceed the amount required for project feasibility. While a proiect's 
.qualified basis determines a maximum credit allocation, only the amount needed to fill the financing 
shortfall can actually be allocated. The Comn1itte,e must consider the sources and uses of funds and the 
total financing plann·ecl for the development, including the rrocceds expected to be generntccl by ttse of" 
the tax credits. The Committee must also make a determination of" the reasonableness of estimated 
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Jcvclopmcnt, operational and intcnnediat)' costs. For· each project, tile credit need must be JctcnnirrcJ 

at· least three limcs:'al applic~rlion; nl allucatioll: anJ. allilc time the pruject is placcJ-in-scrvicc. 

How Credit Amounts Arc Calculated 

As required by !Cdemllaw, tile maximum credit amount that can be allocated to a prujccl is based on the 

project's qualified basis. First, total project cost is calculated; tlien eligible basis is determined by 

subtracting nun-depreciable costs, such as land. permanent linancillg custs, rent reserves and rnarkcling 

costs. If the Jevclopment is locatcJ in a HUD Jesignaled high cost area (HCA), the eligible basis 

receives a I JO% HCA adjustment. Finally, to dctenninc the <.JUalilicJ basis, tile eligible basis is 

multiplied by the applicable fraction, which is the smaller or (I) tile percentage or low income units to 

tutalirnits ur (:2) the percentage uf square ilJolagc ol· the low inconr.e units to the square !outage ol.thc 

total units, to arrive at the qualilicd basis (as described earlier, this percentage is must often 1OO'Y.,). · 

The qualilicd basis i~ multiplied by the federal. tax credit rate to Jctcnnine the maximur'n allowable tax 

credit allocntion; this rate is published monthly by the IRS. For projects that arc new construction or 

substantial rehabilitation, which arc not financed with a federal subsidy, the rate is approximately 'J'Yo (it 

has ranged fiorn a high of'J.27 to a low ur 8.37). For projects involving a Cedcral subsidy (incluJing 

projects financed more than 50% with tax exempt bonus), the rate is approximately 4% (a range o\'3.')7 

to 3.5'J). The 9'!1,, and 4% rates arc tiscd to determine a project's initial tax credit reservation. ;\project's 

limtl (placed-In-service) tax crcJit allocation is based on actual project sources anJ uses of funds, the 

financing shurt[ctll and the actual applicable federal rate. The rate applicable to a project is the rate 

published for the month each building is placed in service or in an earlier month elected by the sponsor 

(generally at the time a carryover allocation is made), when a binding commitment is maJc. The 

allocation cannot cxcccJ the initial reservation amount and may be reduced if an analysis Jctcrmines that 

the maximum allowable amount would generate excess equity proceeds to the project. 

Raising Syndicatidn Proceeds 

Most credits arc sold to corporate or individual investors through a public or private syndication. These 

investors bcncllt from the tax crcJit by purchasing an ownership interest in a tax credit housing project 

or pieces of multiple pi·ojccts included in a syndication pool. In turn, such investors take an cquiv~rlcnl 

credit against their tax liability over a ten-year pcrioJ. The parlliership contributes equity to the project 
which typically finances 30-50% of the capital costs or constructing the housing. Financing lln· a typical 

urban development involves about 40% invcslm equity from crcJit syndication, 35'Yo conventional loan 

and 25% sort second loan(s). 

The amount of net equity proceeds actually cuntributcd to a project is based on the investor contributions 

(as a present value of the ten-year credit) less the synJicator's ovcrhcaJ anJ fees, and any other 

syndication-related cosls. Tile Committee uses· the net lax credit bctor (net proceeds/the total I 0 yc<rr 

tax creJit allocation) to Jctcnninc the reasonableness of the pay-in and the credit nccJ. This net tax 

credit Cactor typically ranges li·orn .45 to .5G on every tax credit dollar. 
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The State l'rngram 

R~cognizing the high cost of developing housing in California, the legislature authorized a state low 
income housing tax credit program to augment the federal tax credit. Authorized by-Chapter 1\38, 
Statutes ol'l 987, the state credit is only available to a project which has previously received, or is 

concurrently receiving, an allocation of federal credits. The state program does not stand alone, but 

instead, supplen1cnts the federal tax credit. 

State credits are particularly important to projects not located in a I-IUD designated high cost area or 

projects using federal I-lOME funds to finance eligible costs. These projects cannot take the I 30% 
increase to basis; state credits generate additional equity funds which- as they we-re intended to do, up to 

a maximum cap- fill a financing gap that remains after maximum federal credits have been allocated. 

(Projects located in a "high cost area" are· eligible for additional federal credits based on the 130% 

increase to basis.) Therefore, TCAC gives state credit priority to projects which are not in a high cost 
urea and those ttsing HOME funds to linance eligible costs. 

Differences Between the State and Fed end Programs ­

Calilc1rnia's tax credit programwas structured to mirror the !Cderal program with certain exceptions. In 

addition to the ~late credit only being available to projects which receive a federal credit, othermajor 

di ITerences include: 

The annual state credit ceiling is currently set at $1.25 per capita; however, the state ceiling 

Gmnot exceed $35,000,000 per year.(rlus any unused or returned credits from previous years). 

The stale. credit is taken by investors over a lour-year period in contrast to the ten-year federal 

allocation period. The full four-year state credit project allocations are deducted from the ceiling, 

while only the annu<il federal credit project allocations are dcducted'from ihe federal ceiling. 

The applicable rerccntage to be applied to the qualilied basis l'or determining the amount of state 
credits is 30'X, for projects which are not lcderally subsidized and I 3°/., lor projects with federal 
subsidies, in contrast to the 9% and 4'Yo federal rates. 

State credits are not available for acquisition costs except for projects "at-risk" of conversion to 
market rate. 

The state program has a rate of return liniitation. Any surplus revenues generated above the 


limitation must be u?ed to reduce the rents. 


Calculation of State Credits in Designated lligh Cost Areas 

When the state tax credit progrnmwas established, the' legislation prohibited state credit allocations to 

projects located in a federally designated high cost area (1-IC;\) because the federal credit program 

allows additional federal credits to be awarded to projects in those areas. 1-lowever, when I-IUD released 
the list of high cost areas in Calilim1ia, a signilicant portion of the state was deemed an 1-ICA. In 
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response, the legislature enacted Chapter 14K5, Statutes ol· I'I<JO (;\13 374), allowing stale credit 
allocations in high cost areas but only if' the l'cdcral credit is nul increased. Thcrci(H·cprujccts located i11 
an HCA, which receive an allocation ul· slate credits, ca11nollakc the 130'Yo adjustment to basis; the 
reduction in the high cost area amount.of f'cdcral credits allowable to a project is of'fsct by a11 amou11t ol· 
stale creel its so thallhe total allocalio11 docs 11ol excccu the amount of federal and slate acJits that wuuld 
be allocated without the high cost area adjustment. 

The Qualified Allocation l'lan (QAI') 

Seclion42 of the lntcmal Revenue Couc governs the usc ol'the fcucraltax crec.lils. In 1989, the Code 
was revised to require that ;:dlocaling agencies design and implement a Quali!ied Allocation Plan (Q;\l') 
that establishes priorities in allocalint; the credit based on stale and local needs. Section 42 requires 
allocating agencies to hold public hearings, similar to the proccuurc lor TEFRA hearings that must be 
held before issuing mortgage revenue bonds, to consider public input on the Q;\1'. 

Fcucrallaw de lines a QAI' as aducumcnl which: 

I. Sets lorlh selection criteria to be uscu to determine housing priorities of' the housing creel it 
agency which arc appropriate to local conditions. 

2. 	 Gives prcii::rcncc in allocating housing credit dollar amounts among selected projects to ­
(a) projects serving the lowest income tenants, and 
(b) projects obligated to scL·vc qualilicd lcmmls lor the longest period, and 

3. 	 Provides a proccuurc that the agency willlolluw in monitoring projects lor noncompliance 
according to the provisions of IRC Section 42 and in notifying the IRS of such 
noncompliance. 

r . 
Section 42 also requires that the QAI' include the following selection criteria: 

project location 
housing neeu characteristics 
project characteristics 
sponsor characteristics 

participaliun or locallax-excmpl urganizatiuns . 
• 	 tenant populations with special needs 


public housing wailing lists. 


Threshold Criteria 

Stale law and the Commillcc's.Qualilicd i\llocatiunl'lan require that projects meet certain readiness 
criteria at the tiLnc an application is lilcd. If these are not mel, an aprJicalion is rejected. These criteria 
cff'cctivcly dissuade applicants from applying lou soon before they arc ready to build their project. 
Federal law imposes unforgiving deadlines both for allocating agencies and project sponsors to meet. 
Failing to meet these deadlines jeopardizes the Committee's ability lo allocate all credits ancl could cause 
sponsors to !usc crcuils after spending a great Jeal of money. 
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Threshold crit~ria require tilattilc applicant show the following: 

(a) 	a need for low-income housing in the community for' which it is proposed; 
(b) the proposed financing, including the tax credit proceeds, will be sufficient to complete and 

operate the project; 
(c) enf'orccahle financing commitments for at least 5.0% of the total estimated financing need; 
(d) control of the site; 
(c) tile project complies with all applicable local land use and zoning ordinances; 
(f) 	the development team.has the experience anclthe financial capacity to ensure project 

completion and operation lor the extended use period; and, 
(g) the project is financially viable throughout the compliance period of the project. 

Despite having met these readiness criteria, some projects have had to return their credits and compete 
l(>r a new allocation. By far the most common causes have been the lack of commitments for soli 
second financing and coordination of the several lenders involved in the financing. The timing of 
receiving such commitments and then accomplishing the closing of the construction loan in time to meet 
the federal requirement to be placed-in-service has caused several projects to reapply for a new 
allocation that restarts the federal clock. 

Application Cycles and TCAC Review Process 

State law requires the Committee to hold two application cycles per year, unless circumstances mnke 
this impractical. The first cycle is generally held in early spring, with a second cycle following in the 
late summer. 

Application Process 

I, TCi\C hi>s crai'ted an application package that is intended to assist applicants in understanding the 
I 

program requirements and to thoroughly and clearly present the characteristics of their project. Staff 
then can more easily and accurately determine the reasonableness <i project's costs, its maximum 

. allowable tax credit allocation and the amount needed for financial feasibility. The process is as 
fi>llows: 

a) 	 Staff reviews an application and· its exhibits to determine eligibility, that the project meets 
all federal and state threshold requirements, and that all documents required by the 
application arc provided. 

h) 11· the project is complete and eligible, a financialll:asibility analysis is performed. 
-I c) If a project has met the above criteria, the project is ranked according to set-aside, if 

applicable, and points achieved. 
I d) Staff makes recommendations to the Committee which takes action to reserve tax credits at 

a public meeting. '! 
I 

The process of application review alier a cycle closes generally takes about seventy-five days to 
complete. 
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Stages of Tax Credit Hcscrvation 

Federal law has stringent requirements f(Jr making allocations anu placing projects in service. ;\ sliprn 

the liming can be disastrous loa sponsor <111U could cause the stale to lose credits to other slates am! not 

be able to access creuils unused by other slates. ll is for this very reason tlwtthe Committee establish, 

and developers follow, progress requirements that ensure California is in compliance with ICderallaw. 

•:> 
I) Preliminary- While a project is eligible to be considered for credits up until the year the 

project has been placecl-in-scrvice, generally, when an application is submitted to TCJ\C, the project is 

·not yet ready to begin construction anu the applicant seeks a Preliminary Reservation. J\n applicant has 

270 days fi·onrthe date of reservation to meet specific conditions of the Prcliminnry Reservation Letter 

and must adhere to an individualized l'reconslruction Period that brings it to the point or construction 

start. 

2) Final-l'rojecl sponsors receive a !:ina! Reservation when all conditions of" the l'relirnirwry 
Reservation have been mel. ;\II construction 1-uwncing sources must be funued, permanent financing 

r.nust be committed, investor commitments must be in process, and the land must be acquired. J\ second 

feasibility analysis is completed. This reservation is in effect during tire project's construt:lion period. 

3) Carryover Allocation- An applicant may obtain a Carryover Allocation prior to or alter a 

Final Reservation depending upon the lime constraints imposed by federal law. Currently, federal law 

requires that a Carryover Allocation be obtained if a project will not be placed-in-service in the Sill)rc 

year the project lras received a reservation. To qualify for a Carryover J\llocation, an applicant nwsl 

incur more than 10% of the project's anticipated cost by December Jist of the year of the Carryover 

Allocation. TCAC generally imposes an earlier deadline and requires applicant to purchase tire land or 

execute a land lease. Once a Carryover ;\I location is made, federal.law allows project owners 24 months 
from tire year a Carryover Allocation is made to place the project in service. Even though a project has 

received a Carryover Allocation, it still must comply with California's milestones or the credits must be· 

returned. 

4) lsspwrce of Tax Forms- This is accomplished when comlitions of the Final Reservation have 

been mel. At this point, the project is ready f'or occupancy anu the IIZS f'orm 860'! (ancl the state creel it 
form FT13 3521 A, if applicable) is executed alter a final feasibility analysis is perlonned to detenninc 

the requisite amount of lax credits needed, lmsed on a cost ccrtir•cation submitted by the owner. J\ hmn 
must be issued for each building in a project. 

13elore the lax forms will be issued, the applicant must enter into a regulatory agreement with TCAC. 
This agreement is recorded against the land and holds the project owner to the spcci I!cations anJ 

characteristics or'thc project on which the tax credit reservation was awarded (rent and income 

restrictions, selection critcria/prc!Crencc points and other requirements). 
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Program Administration 

The Committee was originally established in 1981 as the agency \o apportion the l'ederal ceiling on 

mortgage revenue bonds and in 1986 was assigned the tax credit program as well. The mortgage 

revenue bond activities were later transferred to a newly created State Treasurer's commission, so that 

now the Committee administers only the tax credit programs. The Committee has seven members, three 

of whom arc voting members and the remaining four serving as advisors. The voting members include 

the State Treasurer, who serves as chair, the State Controller, and the Governor. At the Governor's 

discretion, either the Governor or the Director of the Department of Finance serves on the Committee. 

The non-voting advisors are the Directors of the California !lousing Finance Agency and Department of 
!lousing and Community Development, and two representatives from local government. One local 

representative must be associated with a city and is appointed to the Committee by the Speaker of the 

Assembly.
' 

The other 
. 

member is a county representative appointed by the Senate Rules Committee. 

The Committee's staff receives, reviews, scores and ranks applications for· fedcnd and/or state tax 

credits. StaiT prepare reports on each complete 'application of eligible projects seeking credits. The 

committee meets at a public meeting to evaluate staffs recommendation and decide whether to award 

credits to a project. In addition, the Committee administers a compliance monitoring program involving 

all projects with an allocation of federal and /or state credits. Projects are monitored according to the 

requirements of Section 42, IRS regulations and the terms of the regulatory agreement entered into 

between the owner and the Committee. 

The application review process, setasides and scoring procedures are described in detail in the Qualified 

J\llocation Plan, regulations and application form. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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