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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -- 1994 Program Highlights

Tax Credit Units in California Exceed 45,000

The California Tax Credit Altocation Committee (TCAC or the Committee) allocated over $67 million in

federal tax credits to 121 low-income housing projects dufing 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 fimily projects, 13 senior projects, 17 single room occupancy projects, | special needs
project and 3 non-targeted projects were allocated credits in 1994. A total of 8,612 additional affordable
housing units will be built with the 1994 allocation, bringing the total number of tax credit units in
California to 45,500.

Bonus Award of Credits

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.
Demand for Tax Credits Remains High

Applications received during the year totaled 220 with 121, or 55%, receiving a tax credil reservation.
The demand for tax credits in 1994 surpassed demand for 1993, when 70% of all applications reccived

credit reservations.
Increase in Distribution of Credits Among Counties, Bur Parity Suffers

During 1994 a total of 38 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 counliés after 1994 than they were afier 1993, At the end of 1993, 23
counties had not received a proportionate number of the 45,500 units in relation to their county
population. After 1994 credit reservations, the number-of counties not receiving a proportionate number

of tax credit units increased to 26,
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Sgnificant Complianee Monitoring Activities

In 1994, the Comumitlee conducted monitoring activities at 109 tax credit projects, thus meeting the IRS
reqettrement that 20% of projects arc reviewed annually. Activities included visits to propertics and file
inspections. Of the files inspected, 84 or 77% were found in comphance with rent and income
requireiments, applying utility allowances properly and performing annual recertification of resident
cligibitity 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.

Page 2 471795




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 are
the Director of the State Housing and Community Development Department, the Executive Director of
the California Housing Finance Agency, a representative of cities appoiﬁted by the Speaker of the

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

Section 50199.15(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 1o
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 fow-income occupancy. 7
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.

TCAC's Program

The state Health and Safety Code reiterates that the Committee shall adopt a Qualified Allacation 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 ¢redits:

(A) Projects serving large families in which a substantial number of all ‘
residential units 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 oi’COnversion," as defined by paragraph (4) of
subdivision (¢) 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 15 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
imusing 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 Internal Revenue Code.
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To achicve the goals of the state and federal requirements, the Committee, in its QAP cstablished a
prcfércncc point systeiit. To address the federal-and state critcrial, projects are awarded tax credits on a'
competitive basis based on the number of priority points a project carns. An application (except for tax-
excinpt bond financed projects) must achieve a minimum of 25 points in order to compete for credits. In
1994, the point system had three levels; basic points to a maximum of 80 points; additional points, to a
maximum of 20 points for projects targeted to serve a specific population, or a maximum of 10 points for
non-targeted projects; and, bonus points, carned for securing additional sponsor equity or local

government financing. The criteria for carning basic points are:

. ]

1) Serving residents with the lowest incomes. (35 points)
2) Serving'qualified residents for the fongest period. One point for each year beyond the state

mandated 30 years, up to a maximum of 55 years.

(Maximum points: 25) .
3) Providing financial contributions to a project’s affordability. : !
(Maximum poimnts: 20) . ' B B : *
If an applicant intends to serve a specified priority itargct population, the project must meet threshold "'L

criteria for the population type to be served. Then, to attain targeted points, it must meet criteria specific
to thie targeted group. The targeted populations are targe familics, the homeless and very low-incomie
persons i single room occupancy housing (SRQ), seniors, special needs populations, federally subsidized

projects at-risk of conversion to market rate housing, and acquisition/rehabilitation projects.

Certain projects may also qualify for bonus points. Large family or SRO projects are eligible for bonus
points if the following conditions are met: . the project must have attained 100 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 are awarded for cach percent of
local financing above 20% of project cost, or cach additional cent of project equity above $0.52 per

dollar of credits.

Clost Benchmarks

TCAC performs reviews of the estimated and {inal costs of {ax credit projects. These reviews oceur prior
fo making a preliminary reservation of tax credits for a project, when final rescrvations.and carryover
allocations are made, and at the time.the project is placed in service, TCAC's financial feasibility review
includes a ling item evaluation of the developer's estimated or actual development costs comparcd 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 bedreom measurement
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., ' '

{n addition, TCAC compares projects t0 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.

Two-tiered Tie-Breaker .

In the event there is a tie score, applications approved as a final reservation or placed-in-service
applications will receive priority because they are closer to completion. Ifa tie still remains, the tied
applications 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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1. RESULTS OF THHE 1994 PROGRAM

In Cahfornia, in 1994, the per capita credit amount of federal credits was $39,013,750, or a total of
$390,137,500 to be sold to investors.  1n addition to the per capita credits, there were two other sources

ol credits available to California in 1994,

e $15,297,695 was awarded to the Committee from the national pool. A national pool has
- been formed cach year since 1992 from unallocated credits from those states unable to fully -
utilize their credit ceiling. California was one of twenty-one states awarded the unused
credits of ather states because California allocated all its 1993 California credits. (In 1993,

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

«  TCAC also had available in 1994 over $14 million of credits returned from developments Lo
which credits hiad been allocated in previous years but which could not use them within the
statutory time frames allowed (i.e., the federal 24-month allocation period). Project
sponsors return credits and compete for new credits il they are unable to mecet federal or

state deadlines.

Srong Competition for Credits

As in years past, the competition for lax 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 than the 180 or so applications the Comnuttee received i 1993, The all-time high munber
of 340 applicnlidns was received in 1989, when applicants were attempting to receive credits before the

program'’s requirements were dramatically changed by Congress, eflective fanuary 1, 1990,
A ppl'i(:c}ﬁou Cycles

In total, the Committee reccived 220 applications in the two cycles held in 1994, These applicants
requested approximately $13 1 million in federal credits and $81 million in state credits, far exceeding the
$67.1 miliion available in federal credits and the $48.4 million available in state credits. Of these 220

applications, a total of 121 received credit reservations.

Chart A-1 in Appendix A is a summary listing by county of all projects allocated credits in 1994,
The 1994 federal tax credits assisted projects in 38 counties. The state tax credits assisted 29 of these

projects in 16 countics.
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Chart 1 shows the breakdown of the 1994 allocations by projéct type. Ofthe 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 inits, | project was targeted to families with special

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

CHART 1
1994 FEDERAL TAX CREDIT ALLOCATIONS BY PROJECT TYPE
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Chart 2 shows the actual number of units and projects by construction type. The projects awarded credits”
contain 8,612 low income units, Over 7 400 of these units will be newly constructed units, while over
1,200 existing units will be rehabilitated.

. CHART?2
1994 PROJECTS (AND UNITS) AWARDED FEDERAL CREDITS
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TABLE 1
1994 Allocations By Set-Aside

# of # of Federal % of '~ State % of
Set-Aside Projects Units Allocation . Total Allocation Total
FmlIA 12 406 $1,088.083 2% 50 0%
Rural 23 1401 $10,724,118  16% | $7,304,825 16%
Nonprofit . 5 865 . $7,123,499 11% §$8,221,070 17%
Small Develop 4 29 $363,565 1% $0 0%
General 68 5911 $47,814,303 1% $31.694,901 67%
Tolal” 121 8,612 367,113,568  100% $47.220,796  100%

As required by federal and state law, at lcast 10% of the annual credit ceiling must be set-aside for
nonprofit sponsors. State faw also provides for a 20% rural and 2% small development setaside. Table 1
shows that 11% of the federal credit and 17% of the state credit was allocated under the nonprofit
sctaside. Fowever, more than 48% of the federal credits available and 47% of the state credits available
were annually awarded 1o nonprofit sponsors. About 18% of the federal credits available and 16% of the
state credits went to rural brojccls. Less than 1% of the federal credits and no state credits were awarded

to small development projects.

Credits-Per-Bedroam Decreases inn (994

The Committee compiled data on credits-per-bedroom for projects allocated credits between 1990, the
lirst year of the competitive point system, through 1994, Table 2 on the next page sununarizes this data.
In 1994 there was a significant decrease in average credits-per-bedroom. This is due to the greater .
nurmber 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
1993, Comparéd to 1993, tax credits per bedroom decreased about 18% to $4,123
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TABLE 2 ]
Averagé Credits-Per-Bedroom: 1990-1994
1990 1991 ) 1992 1993 1994
Federal credits " $26,922,126 $33,137,169 $63,517,994  $70434,569  $67,113,568
State credits 19,761,908 26,439,705 $48,699,970  $49,0431203  $47,220,796
Average credits-per-bedroom $4,730 "os4T27 $4,550 $5,041 $4,121
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L. 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 efTiciency in
allocating credits to 'worthy projects, the U.S. Treasufy Department awarded national pool credits to
California for the third straight year. By alfocating all of its 1993 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.
“Returned” Tax Credits Exceed $ 14 Million

A number of projects returned credits they had received during previous years' allocations and re-appliced
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 construction, 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 Plan Revised

The Committee made a signiﬁcﬁnt 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 1994. 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 equily 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.maximize 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 ﬂ'_ward. And, applicants in
California localities without large amounts of local housing resources believe the systent unfairly favors
- projects in cities with abundant resources. A complete review of the bonus point systemis necessary
during 1995. ‘
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IV, PROGRAM RESULTS: 1987 THROUGH 19%4

To date, total annual federal allocations of $285.4 million have funded 842 projects with 45,500
affordable housing units. A total of 273 of these projects also used state credits totaling $265.8 mithon.
TCAC estimates that some $1.5 billion in project equity has been or will be raised from the allocations of
federal and state tax credits. Tax credils are not dollars to be spent on housing development costs, but are
typically sold to raise project equity. Credits are sold Lo investors, or utilized by the housing sponsor o
defray taxes. Their value is the price the avestor or sponsor judges the credits to be worth in terms of
the [uture tax benefits they will receive from the credits, and other benefits they receive by being owner of

the project.

Stase Credit Program 1offectiveniss

Ounce again, the demand l"o.r slate credits was high. Since 1990, there has been a steady increase in the
demand for state credits. Of the $35 midlion available in 1990, $20.9 nullion state credits were ailocated,
the remaining $8.1 million were "carried forward” and added to the 1991 $35 million per capita ceiling.
State aliocations in 1991 totaled $38.9 million; the remaining $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
mitlion, or all but about $59,000 in available state credits were allocated. In 1994, $47.2 million of state

credits were allocated with demand of over $80 nullion.

Stale credits arc particularly important to projects not located in high cost arcas, especially with the
decreased availability of "soft-second" loans. For these projects, state credils generate additional equity
funds which, as they were intended to do, fill a financing gap that remains after maximuin federal credits

have been allocated.

New Construction OQuipaces Rehabiliiation Projects

In 1994 the level of new construction projects, about 87% of all projects awarded credits, approximated

the levels in 1990, 1991 and 1993, The surge of rehabilitation projects in [992 (25 projects, or 19% of
all projects awarded credits) exceeded the total 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

_ichabilitation of dilapidated SRO buildings. Chart 3 shiows the pereentage of projects by construction

type for 1987 through 1994,
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CIIART 3

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY CONSTRUCTION TYPE
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** Since 1990, Federnl law no longer allows credits for acquisition anly projects.

Data shiown are current as of December 31, 1994,
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All Popnddations Are Served

The majority of family projects is new construction with an average of 45 units. By geographic location,’
in comparison to the rural projects, the nner-city projects tend to be smaller; the suburban projects ‘
larger. Thirty to fily percent of the units in most family projects have 3- or 4-bedrooins. At least 20%
ol the units are Iargétc'd to those at or below 50% of median, The remainder arc at or below 60% of
median income.  Project amenities often include laundry facilities or hookups in each unit, equipped play

arcas, outside family arcas, community rooms, day care facilitics, and security systes.

The SRO projects are ofien 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 facilitics, furnished communily rooms, community kitchens and security. In addition, various
social services arc available 1o assist the tenants; these include job counseling, drug and alcohol

rehabifitation.

The senior projects are generally new construction with an average size of 66 units. Most senior projects
arc comprised of 1-bedroom units and are on sites within walking distance of basic scrvices. Senior
projects earn maximuam poinls.ifth_e sponsors agree to additional targeting to {rcry—low income senioss.
Many of the senior projects receiving tax credit are fuaded by the Farmers Home Administration's Section
515 program and, so, compete in TCAC's FmHA setaside. Project amenities usually include a security

call system, furnished community rooms and laundry Facilities.

The special needs projects are generally small, with an average size of 34 units.  All units must be
targeted on average to houscholds with incomes of 40% of median. The targeted households have
included persons infected with HIV, mentally and phiysically handicapped individuals, and single mothers.

Project amenities must be appropriate {or the targeted population and the residents-must have access (o

appropriate social services.:

The following tables show the number of projects and units receiving tax credit allocations for cach of the
tarpeted 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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TABLE 3
TOTAL NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY TARGETED POPULATION

Total Projects Total Projects : Percent of
Project Type 1987-1989 %Total ) 1990-1994 % Total All Projects
Family 202 54% .31 66%% 61%
SRO : 21 6% . 57 12% 9%
Senior 75 20% 75 16% 18%
Special Needs 2 1% 12 3% 2%
Non-targeted 72 [9% 14 3% [0%
At-Risk -- - 1 - -
TOTAL 372 100% 470 O 100%

Data shown are carent as of December 31, 1994, Percentage tolals may unt add due o rounding.

"TABLE 4

TOTAL NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE UNITS BY TARGETED POPULATION

Total Units Total Units - Percent of
Project Type 1987-1989 % Total 1990-1994 % Total Al Units
Family 6521 42% . 18,499 62% 55%
SRO - 1,283 8% 5,203 17% 14%
Senior 4,703 30% 4,983 17% ' 21%.
Special Needs 90 1% 367 1% 1%
Non-targeted 2,883 19% 912 3% - 8%
At-Risk ' - — 56 - -
TOTAL - 15,480 100% 30,020 100% - 100%

Data shown are current as of December 31, 1994, Percemtage totals may not udd due 1o rounding,

Contrasted to 1987-1989 projects, projects receiving credits since 1990 possess characteristics that meet
or exceed the program's goals. More than half of the 1990-1994 units are in projects designated for large
families while 12% are SRO units, The number of senior and non-targeted units (typically projects

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

Setasides Meet Special Needs

The Legislature established tax credit ceiling setasides 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 for Nonprofit organizations (as required by federal law), 20% of the ceiling is
set aside for rural areas, of which 14% is available for projects financed by the Farimers Home
Administration Scction 515 program; and 2% of the ceiling is set aside for qualified small development
projects consisting of 10 or fewer units. Eligible projects which apply under one of the four setasides -
Nonprofit, Farmers Flome (FmHA), Rural, Sinall Development - automati‘caily com;ﬁete with al} other

projects in the general allocation pool if insufficient credits are avaitable in the chasen setaside.

The FimHA and Small Development sctasides were not established untif the 1990 application cycle.
Therefore, Table 5 only summarizes projects receiving tax credits in 1990-1994. The data are grouped
by the projects’ application setaside; although they may actually have been funded from the general

allocation pool.

1t should be noted that because the compelition is not so strong in the Small Development and the
Farmers Home sefasides, some projects have received credits which do not mect the highest level of
priority attainable for certain seleclion criteria. Both the rural setaside and the general aliocation pool
have much more competition. While the demand for credits in the Nonprofit setaside far exceeds the

sctaside amount, Nonprofit applicants are competitive in the gencral pool.

TABLE 5
PROJECTS AND UNITS PRODUCED BY APPLICATION SETASIDE
| 1990-1994
: Total % Total %
Sclaside Projcets thal Units Total
FmliA 48 . 10% 1 832 %
Rural 17 . 16% 4,395 14%
Small Development 23 5% 179 1%
Nouprofit 174 37% 10,448 : 35% -
General 148 32% 13,160 44%
Totals 470 100% 30,020 100%

Ceographic Dispersion

Since the inception of the program in 1987, federal and state tax credits have been allocated for
aflordable housi'ng developments in 53 of the 58 counties in California. Chart B-1in Appendix B
compares the percentage of total tax credit units by cbunly to 1.110 county's population as a percentage of
tota! state population. Chart B-2 summarizes the credits allocated, the number of projects and number of
retital 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 historical data.)
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Los Angeles County is by far the largest beneficiary of the program. Federal credits of $90 million and

total state credits of nearly $37 million have been allocated to 217 prO_[ECtS 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 rural counties have also benefited from the tax credit program. Although not

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.

Demand for Credits

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

available for allocation, Tlie 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 crédils allocated to projects in years 1987 through

1994, The reader is cautioned that Table 6 reflects data which represents allocation activities as of

December 31 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,

;

TABLE 6

CREDITS ALLOCATLED AS OF DECEMBER 31 OF THE ALLOCATION YEAR: 1987-1994

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 £7/ 755
1988  $34,578,750 -« $16,438,953  175/5,504 334,578,625 $35,461,086 67/2,545
1980  $35210000  $34.444417 155/7.060  $35.000,000  $61.433.913*  74/3.792
1990 $36,328,750 $31,399,269 84/4,592  $35,000,000 $28,976,550 26/1,490
1991 $4I,25.8,2-31 $41,258,231 78/4,277 $35,000,000 $34,855,113 28/1,547
1992 $63,517,904 $63,517,094  133/8,528 $35,000,000  $48,699,970*  29/2,183
1993 $70,434 569 £70,434,569  128/9,001 $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.* 30/2,135
* Since 1989, the Commitlee is anthorized to nse remaining unused snd retumed credits from previons yeass. ‘
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V. MONITORING - PROJECT PERFORMANCE AND PROGRAM COMPLIANCE

As required by state law, during all reservation phases, a project is monitored for its progress in meeting -
millestornies and reservation requireinents up uatil it is placed in service. Additionally, IRC Scction 42 as
well as state law require state a!focating 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
agreenient 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 are

restricted as required by federal law or fower as agreed to by the owner (o receive points.

TCAC's compliance monitoring procedure requires all project owners to submit tax credit unit
mformation as requested, but at least annually. The information is captured on a number of TCAC forms:
Project Status Report, Annual Owner Certification and Project Ownership Profile. Forms requesting unit
oceupancy status for the previous year are mailed out in April for return to the Committee by the end of
May. Information is analyzed for completeness, accuracy and compliance. Stafl work with project
owners and management agents on areas where guidelines are not being followed. In most instances, a
grace period is allowed to correct noncompliance although the IRS':'equircs 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 JRS.

e . . | . . . . - e . . / .
I'he Conumittee's compliance monitonng program provides for newly placed-in-service projects to receive

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

A compliance monitoring fee, based on $410 per unit to a maximuim $26,650, is collected at the time the
project is placed-in-service. The compliance monitoring fee reflects the projected costs (calculated on a
present value basis) the Committee will incur 1o monitor the first 15 years of the compliance period. This
is only the initial length of the federal compliance period requirement. TCAC has not addressed-how the
cost of monitoring beyond that period will be paid, although it believes that, through efficient monitoring -
practices, coordination of activities with participating lenders’ montitoring activities and accumulation of

interest carned on the fecs invested through the Pool Moncy lnvestment Board, it will be able to stretch

the monitoring fees well beyand the inital 15 years.

Data presented in Appendix C show the results of the Committee's 1994 compliance monitoring
activitics. Chart C-1 in Appendix C lists all “placed-in-service” projects and denotes the 109 projects

Committee stalf visited for compliance monitoring purposes in 1994, Of the 945 units reviewed for
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compliance with income limits, only five units were found to have over-incomé househd!ds. 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.
Addiliona!ly, 56 possible findings of noncompliance, resulting in 30 notifications to the IRS, were
discovered during reviews of project information received from project spansors at the request of the

Committee. The IRS requires that all incidents of noncompliance be reported.
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VI. HOW TO IMPROVE THE CREDIT PROGRAM

Duc to the recent election of Treasurer Fong and Controller Connell, two-thirds of the voting-
membership of the Conunittee will be different than last year. During calendar year 1995 Committee stafTf
expect 1o thoroughly review the current operations of the Commitice and its allocation plan and report its

findings to thie Committee,

Papge 1Y ‘ ' 4117195
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" CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT

Chart A-1
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE

1994 Allocation of Federal and State Tax Credits By County

38 Counties

567,113,568

$47,220,796

Nunber of “Total Low Income Federal Y% of State % al

COUNTY Projects Units Units Allocation fed total Allocation slate ot
Alameda k! 294 294 $870,738% 1.30% $0 (0.00%,
Butle 2 112 112 £454 670 0.68% $806 482 1.711%
 Calaveras | 24 24 $67 869 0.10% 10 0.00%
Colusa 1 35 35 $77.265 0.12% $0 (100
Contra Costa 2 74 74 $693,731 1.03% 30 0.00%
Fresno 5 . 476 476 $3,204 919 4.78% $0 0.00%
Imperial 1 . 80 _ 80 $452,305 0.67% £0 0.00%
Kemn 6 598 598 $3.624770 5.40% $2,698,730 5.72%
~ Lake 1 36 36 $107,524 0.16% g0 0.00%,
l.os Angeles 21 1735 1671 £15,157,350 22 58% 0 0.00%
Madera 2 135 135 "~ $705,873 1.05% $854,302 | Ri%
Marin 1 10 30 $363 763 0.54% $0 0.00%
Mariposa 1 34 34 396,757 0.14% $0 {0.00%,
Merced ] 110 110 $670,975 1.00% £0 0.00%
Monterey 9 155 355 $3,054 333 5 89% 0 000
Napa 1 50 50 £495271 0.74% £1,717,705 3 6d%
Nevada I 104 104 £1,050,600 1.57% $0 0.00%
Orange 4 463 442 £2,738,304 4 08% . 0 .004%
Placer | 88 BY $553,494 0.82% $1,250,00: 2.65%
Riverside 8 380 380 32,627,045 SR $4,649,5G5 PR
Sacramento 4 461 461 $2,763,226 4.12% $7,846377 [6.62%
San Benilo | 30 10 "£82,324 0.12% 10 0.00%,
Sen Bemardino i 88 88 $£1.358,996 2.02% $0 {(.00%,
San Diego 5 709 709 $£5,504,540 8:20% $0 0.00%,
San Francisco 8 412 412 $3.871653. 5.77% £1,316,570 2.79%
San Joaquin 3 J215 215 $1.559,99) 232% $5,114,536 1.R3%
San Luis Ohispo 4 93 923 $730,806 1.09% $352,495 0.75%:
San Maleo 1 24 24 $401,997 0.60% £0 0.00%,
Santa Barbara 3 127 127 £997 028 1.49% - $3.436,725 7.2%%
Santa Clara 4 595 595 $6,126,028 9.13%  $13,440,128 2K AGY%
Santa Cruz ! 15 13 216,948 0.32% $0 0.00%
Siskiyou 2 35 55 - 61,130 0.24% £0 0.00%,
Solano 1 32 32 $109.206 ~ 0.16% $345,521 0.71%
Sonoma k! 222 222 $2.663 533 3.9 o 0.00%,
Tehama ! 18 18 $103 755 045% $0 0.00%
Tulare 4 240 240 $1,7590 588 2.62% £841,950 1.7T8%
Ventura - | 13 13 $138.639 0.21% $480 830 1.02%
Yolo 2 115 115 $596,525 0.89% £2,068,876 4 I8%
121 8697 8,612 100% 1%



Chart A-2
CALIFORMNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE

Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total
Number Name Units Federal State City Counry Populauon Points
Allocations from the Farmer's Home Admin. Pool ' A
94-007 Huron Garden Apartments o 8 $111,593 . $0  Huron . Fresno FAM 335
94-090  Rose Va!lcy_Apanmems ) 36 $£94 526 $0 Wasco . Kem FAM 29
94091 Middletown Garden Apariments 36 . £107,524 . $0 Middletown Lake NON 30
94-092 - Murphys Senior Aparuments 24 $67,869 $0  Murphyvs Calaveras SEN 30
34093 Lake [sabella Senior II Apartments 40 $92,900 $£0  Lake [sabella Kemn SEN 30
94095 Prospect Villa Il Apartments 30 382,324 $0  Hollister San Benito SEN 30
94-096 Montague Apartments 28 £81,699 $0  Montague © Siskivon NON 29
94-122 Firebaugh Garden Apartments 40 $92.440 $0  Firebaugh Fresna FAM 36
94-127 Corning Garden Apartments 38 $103,755 $0  Coming Tehama FaM 29
94-128  Mariposa Apariments ' : 34 $96,757 $0  Mariposa Mariposa FAM 29
94-192  Creekview Apartments ) 33 $77,265 $0  Arbuckie Colusa FAM 57
94-214 Salmon Run Aparunents 27 . $79 431 - 50 Etna Siskivou FAM 48
Total of 12 projects ' 106 §1,088,083 0 '
Allocatigns from the Rural Pool
94-002  Truckee Pines Apariments 104 $1.050,609 $0  Truckee Nevada FAM 107
94-005 Oceanside Gardens ' ‘ 21 $134,511 S0 ' Morro Bav - San Luis Obispo SEN . - 100
934006 Villa San Migucl Parners, Lid. Part. 50 £491,009 $0  King City . Monterey FAM 103
94-023 Manning Family Apartments 148 $1,037,996 : $0  Parlier Fresno FAM 101
94035  Gotden Oak Manor 50 $431 616 T $0 Oakley Conta Costa SEN 100
94-054  Cawelti Court : 28 $186,529 $352,495  Arroyo Grande San Luis Obispo SEN 100
94064 Mountain View 60 $321.423 $0  Porenille Tulare - FAM 30
94-113 Mecca Apartments [] 60 $390,545 $1,303,924 Mecca ) Kem FAM 70
94-123 Cho\\'chjﬂ;“a Garden Apanmenis 54‘ $301,756 $854,502  Chowchilla Madera FAM 94
94-134  Tvler Park Townhomes IiI 31 $362,679 $0  Greenfield Manterey FAM 110



Chart A-2

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE

Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total
umber Name Units Federal State City County Papulation Points
1-135  Tyler Park Townhomes 32 $382,677 50  Greenfield Monterey FAM 110
1-137 Riverview Gardens 94 $1,031.345 S0 King City Monterey Fam 108
4-139 La Casa Grande ) [ $16,545 L0 Greenfield Monterey FAM . 99 -
4-140 Tyler Park Townhomes {1~ 32 $374,103 S0 Greenfield Monterey FAM 1g9
1-170 Mt Whitney Plaza 33 $235,964 $0 Lindsay Tulare SEN 90
H-176 Valle de Las Brisas 81 $404,117 $0  Madem Madera SEN S0

34-185 Jave Family Apartmenis 100 $750,024 £0  Portenville Tulare FAM 101
4-136 Seasons at [a Quinta 91 " $554,542 £0 La Quinta Kern SEN 100
34-198 Alejandro Rivera Senior Citizens 11 80 £452,305 $0  Calexico Imperial SEN 90
94-208 Valencia House 17 $252,177 $841,950 Woodlake Tulare SEN 90
94-210 QOak Creek Apantments &3 © §533,494 51,250,004 Linceoln Placer FAII\A 103
94-211 Blythe Apartments 53 $378,024 $1,265,398 Blythe Kern FAM 90
94-213 Mecea II1 58 430,328 $1,436,752  Mecca Kem FaM 90
Total of 23 projects 1,401 510,724,118 57,304,825

Allocations from the Nonprofit Pool )
94018 Holly Courts 10 $361,136 $1,252,566 West Sacramento Yolo FaM 100
94019 Hotel Woodland 75 5235369 $816,310 .Woodland Yola SRO ' {13
94-048 Casa Heiwa 100 £1,275,647 $0 ‘Las Angeles Los Angeles FAM ™ ‘146
94-036 Fruit and Ashlan Apariments 150 $1,078,970 50 Fresno Fresno FAM 191
94-030 Church Lane 24 $262,115 S0 San Pable Conta Costa FAM 104
94-082 553 Eilis St. Family Housing 38 $592,3 55 £0 San Francisco San Francisco FAM 115
94097 _ Sky Parkway Estates 79 $602,514  $2.089.647  Unicorporated, Sacto Sacramento FAM 103
94-107  Westgate Townhomes 19 $328,336 $1,133,808  Stockian San Joaquin FAM 125
94-109 MountainView Townhomes 36 £307.382 $1,066,065  Tracy' San leaquin FaM 106
91-153 We:st Block Studios 63 $230,3506 $642. 524 San Francisco San Francisco SRO 138




Chart A-2

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE

e T e e

Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total
Number Name Units Federal State City County Population Points
94-156 Lytic Hotel 59 $351,245 $0 San Francisco San Francisco SRO 123
93-161 1101 Howard Street Apartments 34 $530,365 $0  San Francisco San Francisco FAM 103
94-167 The Altamont Hotel 88 -$468,529 - 30 San Francisco San Francisco FAM 123
94.180 245 Cedar Road 40 $498,990 S0 Vista ’ San Diego FAM 105
Total of 14 projects 865 §7,123,499 §7,005,920
Allocations from the Small Development Pool
94-010 QM Affordable Housing Panners, Lid. Prt 9 $136,760 $0  Carmel Monterey FAM 109
94-081  Los Robles ’ 6 $40,202 50 Monterey Monterey SPN 100
94-129  Morgan Cournt 6 $50,850 $0 Merced Merced FaM 32
94-148 Avenida Terrace Apartments 8 $135,753 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 119
Total of 4 projects 29 $363,565 S0
Allocations from the General Pool _
94-020 Gabreila Apartments 29 $£580,817 50 San Francisco San Francisco FAM 122
94025  Los Esteros < 244 $2,297,271 $5,587,147  San Jose Santa Clara FAM 115
94026  Coit Apartment Building 107 $280,187 $0  Oakland Alameda SRO 100
94-030 Round Walk Village 129 $1,401,330 $0 ° Petaluma Sonoma - FAM 115
94-031 The Gardens Townhomes 20 $253,661 $0 Rohnen Park Sonoma FAM 118
94-032 Park Place Apartments 48 $897,493 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 100
94036  Hollywood El Centro Apariments . 87 $891,210 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles NON - 100
94-037 Villa Del None Village: 88 $1,358,996 £0  Rancho Cucamonga San Bernardino FAM 100
94-038  Normont Terrace 400 £2.479.740 $0  Harbor City District, LA Los Angeles FAM 102
94039  Mission/Broadway Apariments 150 $1,462,589 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 120
94040  La Terraza Apanments 344 $1,929,952 $0  Carlsbad San Diego FAM 100
94041  Doretha Mitchell Aparimens 30 $363,763 S0 Marin City Marsin FAM 101




Chart A-2

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE

. Allocated Tax Credits

1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE

Low Income Target Total

Number Name Units Federal State Ciry County Population Points
24042 Edward Hotel 46 $242,755 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 100
34044 Racheria Village Apartments 14 $133,455 $462,852  Santa Barbara Santa Barbara FAM i0
94-043 Rossmore Hotel 58 $280,728 S0 Los Angeles - Los Angeles SRO 119
94047  Courtyard Aparuments 108 $1.015,402 SO Fuilerton Orange FAM 104
94-051 -,Irvine Inn 192 $967,604 $0 [rvine Orange SRO 104
| 93052 El Patio Community Housing Partners 73 $493,477 $1,711,484 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara FAM i16
94-033 Carhpbell Commons ' 56 $232,535 $306,482 Chico Butte SRO i24
94-058 Maplewood 100 $883,920 - 50 Fresno Fresno FAM 'l(‘)S
94059  Pineview 110 ~ $870,372 S0  Bakersfield  Kern FAM 102
94-060 Huntington Hacienda Apartments 7 51,814 014 50 Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 11
94-063 Mark Twain Senior Community Center 106 $133,7063 50, Oak[;md . Alameda SRO [24
94-066  Walker Commons ' 56 $222,135 S0  Chico Butte SEN 100
94-067 Pioneer Street Apartments 112 $415,644 $0  Bakersfield Bakersfield FAM 100
94-068 Los Angeles City Lights 32 5463,160 50 Los Angeles ‘Los Angeles FAM 102
94070 Fullerton F.{esidemial Hotel i15 460,845 <0 Fullerton Crange SRO 110
. 94071 East Fullerton Villas 27 $294 453 50 Fullerton Orange FAM 106
94-072 Corena Ranch 73 £1,008 542 50 Petaluma Sonoma FAM i01
94-073 Eden Palms Apartments [30 $1,498,000 $5,195376  San Jose Santa Clara FAM a5
94079 Pensione K 130 $300,587 SO Sacramento Sacramento SRO 102
94-083  Vista Grande 24 $401,997 S0 Daly City San Mateo FAM . 103
94-1G0 Merrijl Road i3 £216,948 5a Aptos{unincorp area) Santa Cruz FAM 103
94-101 . Kennedy Court Rehabilitation Project 32 £109,296 $343,521  Fairfleld Solano FAM 134
94-102  Terracina Apartinents At Oceanside 30 $693,380 S0 Oceanside San Diego FAM 100
94-103 Terracina at Cathedral City 80 $688,067 50 Cathedral City Riverside FaM 160
94-106  Alamar 24 $122,050 S0 Merced Merced FAM . 1o
94.108  Mayacamas Village 50 $495271 $1,717,705  Napa Napa FAM 104
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Chart A-2
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
i 1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE
i
Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Total
| Number Name Units Federal State City County Population Points
94-117 Laure! Creek Aparuments 24 £210.273 $0  San Luis Obispa San Luis Obispo SEN 100,
i 194-121 The Terrace 190 $1.648,649 $0  Escondido San Diego FAM 102
] 94125 Alamar Phase Il 80 $498.075 $0  Merced ‘Merced FAM 104
21 94-130 El Patio Communiry Housing 40 $£370,096° $1,262,389 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara FAM 108
o 94-131 Midiown Gardens 141 £228,213 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 113
k 94-138 Gabilian Hills Apanments 100 $£1,119,013 $0 Salinas Monterey FAM 110
{ 94141  Harrison Hotel 81 $456,848 $0  Oakland Alameda SRO 112
94-143 Fourth Avenue Apanuments 25 ' $351,340 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 16
94-144 Gramercy Court 16 $88,805 50 Los Angeles Los Angeles SRO 149
94-146 Huff Avenue Family Housing 72 $766,276 $2,657,605 San Jose Santa Clara FAM 105
94-147 Villa Florentina 13 5154819 $0¢  Bell Los Angeles FAM 109
T 94-149  (Casa Velasquez i3 $138,639 $480,830  Camarillo Ventwra FAM 113
' 94-152  Hazeltine Apanments 37 $294,978 $0  Van Nuys Los Angeles FAM 104
1 94-153 Wyandotie Apartments 87 $695 881 30 Van Nuvs Los Angeles FAM 104
; 94-157 Poco Way Family Housing 129 $1,564,481 $0 San Jose Santa Clara FAM 1135
T 94-159 205 Jones Street Aparments 51 $224.628 $674,046  San Francisco San Francisco SRO 120
;& 94-160 1035 Folsom Street Family Apartments 30 $893,208 $0  San Francisco San Francisco FAM 107
94-162 White Oak-Lassen Apartimients 80  $695,053 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 113
94-165  Aubum Heights 160 $1,251,755 $0  Bakersfield Kem FAM 103
z 94-181 Miles Avenus Apartments 33 $185.539 $643,491 Indio Kem SRO 121
1 94-190 Antelope Apariments 140 $940.102 $£3.260,471 Antelope Sacramento FAM 105
§ 94196 11515 Budlong 51, $448,431 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 132
§ 94-197 1750 King Partners 4] £296.100 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 119
3 94-202 Librar_}' Village 88 £1.267,008 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles FAM 120
g 94-203 Adams-Congress Aparuments 16 £693.543 $0  Laos Angeles Los Angeies FAM 121
3 94205  Chevron Il . 140 $899.575 $2.698.730 ° Bakersfield Kemn FAM 104
3



Chart A-2
CALFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITIEE
1994 ALWARD LIST BY SETASIDE

) Low Income Allocated Tax Credits Target Tatal
Number Name Units Federa] State City County Population Points
94-207  Logan Avenue Development 535 $733,569 $0  San Diego San Diego FAM 105
94-209 Islay Hills 20 $199,693 . 50 San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo FAM 120
94-216 Cambridge Caurt 140 $£924,253 32,909,663' Stockton San Joaquin FaMm 104
94-220” Tarrigan Terrace 112 £720.023 £2,496,259 Sacramento Sacramento _FAM 105

Total of 68 projects

5,911 547,814,303 §32,910,051




CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number

Chart A-3

- Set- Construc- Market Low Income ALLOCATED CREDITS
Number Name aside  tion Tvpe  Units Units Federal State - City County
94-002  Truckee Pines Apantments RUR NC 0 104 £1,050,609 $0  Truckee Nevada
94-005 Oceanside Gardens ) RUR NC 0 21 $134,311 $0  Morro Bay San Luis Obispa
94006 Villa San Miguel Partners, Lid Part RUR ‘NC 0 50 $491,009 $0  King City Monterey
94-007 Huron Garden Aparniments FmtA NC 0 38 $111,593 $0  Huron Fresno
94-010 QM Affordable Housing Partners, Ltd . SD NC 0 9 £136,760 $0  Carmel Monterey
94-018  Holly Couirts NP NC 0 40 $361,156 $1,252.566  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 $1,037,996 $0  Parlier Fresno
94-025 Los Esteros ; GEN NC 0 244 $2,297.271 $5,587,147 San Jose Santa Clara
94-0626 Coit Apartment Building GEN RC 0 107 £280,187 $0  Oakland Alameda
$4-030 Round Walk Village NP NC 0 129 $1,401,330 £0 Petaluma Sonoma
94031 The Gardens Townhomes NF NC 0 20 £253,661 $0  Rohnert Park Sonoma
94-032  Park Place Aparuments NP NC 0 48 $897,493 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-035  Golden Oak Manor RUR NC 0 50 £431,616 $0  Qakley Contra Costa
94-036  Hollywood El Centro Apts GEN RC 0 87 $891,210 $0 - Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-037  Villa Del Nore Village " GEN NC 0 88 $1,358,996 $0  Rancho Cucamonga San Bernardino
94-038 Normont Terrace GEN NC 4] 400 $£2,479,740 $0  Harbor City Dist,, LA Los Angeles
91-03% Mission/Broadway Apls GEN HNC 0 150 $1,462,589 $0  Los Angeles 1os Angeles
94-040 La Terraza Apts NP NC 0 344 $1,929,932. $0  Carlsbad San Diego
94-041 Doretha Mitchell Apartments NP NC 0 30 $363,763 $0  Marn City Marin _
$4-042. Edward Hotel NP RC 0 16 $242,755 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
_94-044 Racheria Village Apartments GEN NC 0 - 14 $133,455 $462,852  Santa Barbara Santa Barbara
94-045 Rossmore Hotel NP RC 0 S8 $280,728 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-047 Courtvard Apartments GEN NC 0 108 $1.015,402 $0  Fullerton Orange
94-048 Casa Heiwa NP NC 0. 100 $1,275.647 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-051 Invine Inn GEN NC 0 192 $967 604 $0  Irvine Orange
94-052  El Patio Community Housing Partners GEN NC 0 73 $493.477 £1,711,484  Santa Barbara Santa Barbara
94053  Campbell Commons GEN NC 0 56 $232.535 $806,482  Chico Butte
594-054 Cawelti Counrt RUR NC 0 28 $186.529 $352. 495  Arrovo Grande - San Luis Obispo
9456 Fruit and Ashlan Apartmenis NP NC 0 -150 $1.078,970 $0  Fresno Fresno,
94-058 Maplewood GEN NC 0 100 $883.920 $0  Fresno Fresno
94-039  Pingview GEN NC 0 110 $870,372 $0  Bakersficld Kem
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CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number

Chart A-3

Set- Construc-  Market Low Income ALLOCATED CREDITS
Number Name aside tion Tvpe  Units Units Federal State Citv County
04-060 Huntington Hacidenda Apartments GEN NC 0 117 S1,814.014 0 Los Angeles Los Angeles
94.064 Mountain View RUR NC 0 &0 $§521,423 3¢ Porerville Tulare
94065  Mark Twain Senior Community Center  GEN RC 0 106 $133,703 $0  Qakland Alameda
94066 Walker Commons GEN NC 0 56 $222.135 $0  Chico Butte
§4:067 Pioneer Street Apartments GEN NC G 112 S+135,644 £0  Bakersfield Kern
94-068 Los Angeles City Lights GEN NC 0 32 . $163.160 S0 Los Angeles Los Angeles
94070 Fullerton Residential Hotel GEN NC 21 115 $460.845 $0  Fullerton Orange
94-071  East Fullerton Villas GEN NC ¢ 27 $294,433 %0  Fullerton Orange
94072 ' Corona Ranch GEN NC 0 73 $1,008,542 £0  Petaluma Sonoma
94073 Eden Palms Apartments NP NC 0- 150 $1,498,000 $5,195,376  San Jose Santa Clara
94-07% Pensione K GEN NC 0 130 - $500,387 SO Sacramento Sacramento
94-020 Church Lane NP NC 0 24 $262,115 30 San Pablo Contra Costa
94-081 Los Robles SD NC 0 6 $40.202 S0  Monterey Monterey
94082 5335 Ellis St. Family Housing NP NC 0 38 £592,333 $0  San Francisco San Francisco
94-083  Vista Grande GEN NC U] 24 $401,997 50 Daly City San Mateo
94.090 Rose Vallev Apartments FmHA NC 0 36 594,526 SO0 Wasco - Kem
94-09] Middletown Garden Apartments FmHA NC 0 36 $107,524 £0  Middletown Lake
94-092 Murphys Senior Apartments FmHA NC G 24 567,869 £0  Murphys Calaveras
94093  Lake Isabelia Senior {I Apartments FmHA NC 0 40 $92,900 £0 Lake Isabella Kemn
94-095  Prospect Villa Il Apantments FmHA NC 0. 30 $82,324 $0  Hollister San Benito
94096 Montague Apartments FmHA NC 0 28 $81,699 50  Montague Siskivou
94-097  Sky Parkway Estates NP NC 0 79 £602,514 $2,089,647  Unicorp., Sacramento Sacramento
94-100  Meérrill Road GEN NC 0 15 $216.948 S0 Aptos (unincarp.ares) Santa Cruz
94-101 Kennedy Court Rehabilitation Project GEN AR 0 iz $109,296 $345,521  Fairfield Solano
94-102  Terracina Apartments At Dceanside GEN NC 0 80 £693,330 50  QOceanside San Diega
94-103  Terracina at Cathedral City GEN NC 0 80 $688,067 S0  Cathedral City Riverside
94-106  Alamar GEN NC 0 24 122,050 SO Merced Merced
94-107  Wesigate Townhames NP NC ] 39 $£328,336 $1,138,808  Stockton San Joaquin -
94-108  Mavacamas Village NP NC -0 50 5495271 $1,717,705  Napa Napa
94-109  Mountain View Townhomes NP NC 0 36 $307,382 £1,066,065  Tracy San Joaquin
94-113  Mecca Apartmenis i RUR NC 0 60 $390,345 $1,303,924  Mecca Riverside
94-117 Laurel Creek ‘Apartments GEN NC 0 24 5210,273 $0  San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo
94-121  The Terrace : ' GEN NC 0 190 51,648,649 $0  Escondido San Diego




Chart A-3 .
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation by TCAC Project Number
Set- . Construc- Market Low Income ALLOCATED CREDITS
Number Name aside  .tion Tvpe  Units Units Federal State City County
94-122  Firebaugh Garden Apartments FmHA NC 0 40 $92,440 $0  Firebaugh Fresno
94-123  Chowchilla Garden Apartments: RUR NC 0. 54 £301,756 $854,302 Chowchilla Madera
94-125  Alamar Phase 11 Gen NC 0 80 - $498,075 $0  Merced Merced
94-127 Corning Gardens Apartments ' FmHA "NC 0 38 £103,755 $0  Comning Tehama
94-128 Mariposa Apariments FmHA NC 0 34 $96,757 $0  Mariposa Mariposa
94-129 Morgan Court . SD NC 0 6 $50,850 £0 Merced Merced
94-130  El Patio Community Housing GEN NC 0 40 $370,096 $£1,262,389 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara
94-131 Midtown Gardens GEN ~ RC 64 141 £228,213 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
*94-134  Tvler Park Townhomes I RUR NC O 31 £362,679 $0  Greenfield Monterey
94-135  Tyler Park Townhomes 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  Gabilian Hills Apariments NP’ NC 0 100 $1,119,013 $0  Salinas Moniterey
94-139  La Casa Grande RUR NC 0 )| $16,545 50 Greenfield Monierey
94-140  Tvler Park Townhomes [I RUR NC 0 a2 $374,103 $0  Greenfield Monierey
94-141 Harnson Hotel NP RC 0 81 © §$456,848 $0 Qakland Alameda
94-143  Fourth Avenue Apartments NP NC 0 25- $351,340 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-144  Gramercy Court GEN RC 0 16 $88,305 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-146 Huff Avenue Family Housing . GEN NC 0 72 £766,276 £2.657,605  San Jose Sania Clara
'94-147  Villa Florentina GEN NC 0 13 $154,819 $0  Bell Los Angeles
94-148  Avenida Terrace Apartments SD _ NC 0 8 .§$135,753 . $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-149  Casa Velasquez : NP NC o 7 13 $£138,639 $480,830  Camanllo Venura )
94-152  Hazeltine Apartments ~ GEN NC 0] 137 $294 978 $0  Van Nuns Los Angeles
94-153  Wyandotte Apartments GEN NC 0 27 $695,881 $0  Van Nuys Los Angeles
94-155  West Block Studios Np AR 0 63 $230,506 $642,524  San Francisco San Francisco
94-156 Lymic Hotel NP RC 0 59 $351,245 $0 San Francisco San Francisco
94-157  Poco Way Family Housing GEN - RC 0 129 51,564,481 $0  San Jose Santa Clara
94-159 205 Jones Street Apartments NP AR 0 51 $224 628 $674,046  San Francisco San Francisco
94-160 1035 Folsom Sureet Family Apartments NP NC 0 50 $893,208 $0  San Francisco San Francisco
94-161 1101 Howard Street Aparuments NP NC 0 34 $530,365 $0  San Francisco San Francisco
94-162  White Qak-Lassen Apartments GEN NC 0 80 $655,053 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-165  Auburn Heights GEN NC 0 160 $1.231.753 $0 Bakerfield Kemn
94-167 The Altamont Hotel NP AR 0 88 $468.329 $0  San Francisco San Francisco
94-17¢ Mt Whitney Plaza RUR RC 0 33 $235.964 0 Lindsay Tulare



Chart A-3

CALIFORNLA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTE

1994 Tax Credit Allocation bv TCAC Project Number

Market Low Income

S-S )OS O G

Set- Construc- ALLOCATED CREDITS
Number Name aside tion Tvpe Units Units . Federal State City County.
94-176  Valle de Las Brisas RUR NC 0 81 S$404,117 S0 Madera Madera
94-180 245 Cedar Road NP NC G 4G £498.990 £0 Vista San Diego
94-181 Miles Avenue Apartiments NP NC 0 33 5185,539 $643 191 {ndio Riverside
94.185  Jave Family Apartments RUR NC 0 100 £730.024 $0  'Porterville - Tulare
94-186  Seasons at la Quinta RUR NC 0 51 $534,342 S0 La Quinta Riverside
94-190  Antelope Apartments NP NC 0 140 $940,102 $3,260,471  Antelope Sacramento
94.192  Creekview Apartments FmHA NC 0 35 $77.265 ) S0 Asbuckle Colusa
94-196 11515 Budlong GEN NC - 0 51 $448,431 S0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-197 1750 King Partners . GEN NC 0 41 $296,100 $0  Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-198  Alejandro River Senior Citizens [l RUR- NC 0 . B0 $432,505 $0  Calexico Imperial
94.202 Library Village GEN NC 0 ., 88 $1.267,098 50 los Angeles Los Angeles
94-203 Adams Address Apartments GEN NC 0 46 5693,543 $0 Los Angeles Los Angeles
94-205  Chevron 111 GEN NC 0 140 $899,575 £2,698,730  Bakersfieid Kem
94-207  Logan Avenue Development GEN NC 0 35 $733,569 $0  San Diego San Diego
.94-208  Valencia House RUR NC 0 47 $252,177 $341,950  Woodlake Tulace
94-209  Islay Hills GEN NC 0 20 $199,693 $0  San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo
94-210  Qak Creek Apartments RUR NC "0 83 $553.494 $1,230.004  Lincoln Placer
94-211 Blythe Apartments RUR NC ¢ 38 5$378,02¢ $1.265,398  Blythe Riverside
94-213  Mecca III RUR - NC 0 58 $430,328 $1,436,752  Mecca Riverside
94-2114  Salmon Run Apanmenis FmHA NC 0 27 579,431 $0  Etma Siskivon
94-216 Cambridge Court GEN NC 0 140 $924,253 $2,909,663  Stockten San Joaquin
94-220 Tamigan Terrace GEN NC 0, 112 £720.023 $2,496,259  Sacramento Sacramento
Total of 121 projects - 85 8,612  S67,113,568  S47,120,79

=
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Chart A4
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County
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Low
_ Set- Construc- Total Income . Total
Number Name aside  tion Type Units Units Federal State City Points
“Allocation for Alameda County } '
94026  Coit Apartment Building GEN RC 107 107 £280,187 $0  Oakland 160
94-065  Mark Twain Senior Communirty Center GEN . RC - 106 106 $133,703 $0  Oakland 124
94-141  Harrison Hotel NP’ RC 81 81 " $456,848 $0  Qakland 112
Taotal of 3 projects 294 294 5$870,738 S0
Allocation for Butte County . , -
94-053 Campbell Commons GEN NC 56 56 $232,535 $806,482 Chico 124
94-066 Walker Commons GEN NC 56 56 - £222,135 $0 Chico 100
Total of 2 projects 112 112 $454,670 $806,482
Allocation for Calaveras County
94092  Murphys Senior Apartments FmHA NC 24 24 $67,869 $0  Murphys 30
Total of 1 projects 24 24 $67,869 s0
Allocation for Colusa County . :
94-192  Creckvieiv Apartments FmHA NC 35 .35 $77,265 S0 Arbuckle 57
Total of 1 projects 35 35 §77,265 S0
‘Allocation for Contra Costa County .
94035 Golden Oak Manor RUR NC 50 50 $431,616 $0  Qakley 100
94-080 Church Lane NP NC 24 24 $262,115 £0 San Pable 104
Total'of 2 projects 74 74 $693,731 S0
Allocation for Fresno County
94-007  Huron Garden Apartments FmHA NC 38 38 £111,593 $0  Huroo 35
.94-023  Manning Family Apartments RUR NC 148 148 $1,037,996 $0  Parlier 101
94-056  Fruit and Ashlan Aparuments NP NC 150 150 $1,078,970 $0  Fresno 101 -
94-058  Maplewood GEN NC 100 100 $883,920 $¢  Fresno 103
94-122  Firebaugh Gardén Apaniments FmHA NC 40 40 $92,440 $0  Firebaugh 36
Total of 5 projects 476 476 $3.204,919 S0 '
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CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County

Low

. Set- Canstruc- Total Income Total
Number Name aside  tion Twvpe Units Units Federal - State Citv Points
Allocation for Imperial County . , .
94-198  Alejandro Rivera Senior Citizens II " RUR NC ‘ g0 80 $452,305 $0  Calexico 90
Total of 1 projects 80 80 5452,305 50 :
Allocation for Kern County ‘
94-059 Pineview GEN NC 110 110 $870,372 £3  Bakersfield (02
94067  Pioneer Street Apartments GEN NC 12 112 S415,644 $0  Bakersfield 160
94-090 Rose Valley Apartments FmHA NC 36 36 $94,526 ‘ 56 Waseo 29
94-093  Lake Isabella Senior [1 Apartments FmHA NC 40 40 - $92,900 $0  Lake [sabella 30
94-163 Auburn Heights GEN NC 160 160 51,251,753 $0 - Bakersfield 103
94-2035 Chevron Il -GEN NC 140 - 140 $399.575 £2,698,730 Bakersfield 1G4
Total of 6 projects 598 598 $3,624,770 52,698,730
Allgeation for Lake County _
94-091 Middlietown Garden Apanments FmHA NC . 36 36 $107.524 £0 Middletown 30
Total of 1 projects . 36 36 5107524 $0
Allpcation for Los Angeles County
94032 Park Place Apartments NP NC 48 48 §397,493 $0  Los Angeles 100
94-036  Hollywoed El Centro Apartments GEN RC 87 87 $891,210 . 50 Los Angeles ° 160
94038 Normaont Terrace GEN NC 100 400 32,479,740 S0 Harbor City Dist, LA 102
94-039  Mission/Broadway Aparunents GEN  NC 130 150 $1.462.389 S0 Los Angeles 120
94042 Edward Hotel NP RC 16 16 $242.755 S0 Los Angeles 106
94043 Rossmore Hotel * NP RC 58 i8 £180,718 $0  Los Angeles 119"
94048  Casa Heiwa NP NC 100 100 $1,275,647 S0 Los Angeles 146
94-060 Huntington Hacienda Apariments GEN NC 117 117 SIRI40H4 - 8 Las Angeles 1t
94-068  Los Angeles City Lights GEN NC 32 12 $463,160 , © 'S0 Los Angeles 102
94-131 Midtown Gardens ‘ GEN RC 205 141 £228.213 S0 Los Angeles 113
94-143 Fourth Avenue Apartments NP NC 25 23 . £331,340 £0 Los Angeles ({6
94-144 Gramercy Court GEN RC 16 16 $88.803 S0 Los Angeles 49
94-147  Villa Florentina GEN NC 13 13 - $134.819 "$0  Bell 109
94-148 Avenida Termace Apartments SD NC 8 8 $135.753 £¢ Los Angeles 119

GEN NC 7 37 $254, 278 . 50 Van Nuys 104

- 94-1352 Hazeltine Apartments

LW
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_ Chart A4
CALTFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County

. Low )

Set- Construc- Total Income Total
Number - Name aside  tion Tvpe Units Units Federal State City Points
94-153 Wyandotie Apartments ' GEN NC 87 87 $695 881 $0  Van Nuys 104
94-162  White Oak-Lassen Apartments GEN NC BO - 80 $695,053 50 Los Angeles 113
94-196 11515 Budlong GEN NC 51 . 51 $448,431 . $0  Los Angeles 132
94-197 1750 King Partners . GEN NC 41 41 $296,100 30 Los Angeles 119
94-202  Library Village , GEN NC 38 88 $1,267,0938 $0  Los Angeles 120
94-203.  Adams-Congress Apariments GEN NC 46 46 $693,543 - %0 Los Angeles 121
Total of 21 projects 1,735 1,671 515,157,350 S0 e
Allocation for Madera County . .
94-123  Chowchilla Garden Apartments RUR NC 54 54 $301,756 $854,302  Chowchilla 94
94-176¢  Valle de Las Brisas RUR NC 81 81 $404,117 $0  Madera 90
Total of 2 projects . : 135 135 $705,873 $854,302
Allocation for Marin County
91-041 Doretha Mitchell Apartments NP NC 30 - 30 $363,763 30 Marin City 101
Total of 1 projects - 30 30 $363,763 Y]
Altocation for Maripoesa County ' -
94-128  Mariposa Apartments FmHA NC 34 34 $96,757 : $0  Mariposa 29
Total of 1 projects , 34 34 $96,757 50

" Allocation for Merced County )
94-106  Alamar GEN  NC 24 24 $122,050 S0 Merced 101
94-125  Alamar Phase ]I GEN NC | 80 80 $498,075 $0  Merced 104
94-129  Morgan Court SD NC 6 6 . $50,850 : $0  Merced _ 32
Total of 3 projects 110 110 $670,975 T S0
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Chart A-§
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
1994 Tax Credit Allocation Lisung by County

_ Low
Set- Construc- Total [ncome . Total

Number Name - aside tion Tvpe Units Units Federal State City Points
Allocation for Monterey County 7
94006 _ Villa San Miguel Paruners, Lid. Part. RUR NC 50 50 £491,009 S0 King City - 103
94-010 QM Affordable Housing Partners, Ltd. Prt SD NC 9 9 £136,760 £0  Carmel 109
94-081 Los Robles SD NC 6 6 £40,202 $0  Monterey 100
94-134  Tyler Park Townhomes I1I RUR NC 31 31 $362,679 $0  Greenfield Lo
94-135 Tvler Park Townhomes RUR nc 32 32 $382,677 50 Greenfield 110
94-137 Riverview Gardens RUR NC 94 94 $1,031,345 50 King City 108
94-138 Gabilian Hills Apartments NP NC 100 100 $1,119,013 $0  Salinas 110°
94-139 La Casa Grande RUR NC 1 1 516,543 <0 Greenfield .99
94-140 Tyler Park Townhomes I RUR NC 32 32 £374,103 50 Greenfield T'109
Total of 9 projects 355 355 §3,954,333 30
Altocation for Napa County
94-108 Mayacamas Village NP NC 50 50 $495271 $1,717,705  Napa 104
Total of 1 projects 50 30 §495,271 . 51,717,705
Allocation for Nevada County
94-002 Truckee Pines Apartments RUR NC 104 104 $1,030,609 50 Truckee 107
Total of 1 projects 104 104 $1,050,609 S0 ' :
Allocation for Orange County ‘ : :

‘34047 - Courtyard Apartments GEN NC 108 108 $1,015,402 so Fullerton 104
94-051 Irvine (nn ' GEN NC 192 192 $967,604 0 Irvine 104
94-070 Fullerton Residential Hotel GEN NC 136 115 $460,845 50 Fullerton 110
94-071 East Fullerton Villas GEN NC 27 27 $294.433 $0 Fullerton - © 106
Total of 4 projects 463 442 52,738,304 50 :
Allocation for Placer County _

94-210 Oak Creek Apartments RUR NC 33 38 . 8§333,4%4 51,250,004 Lincoin 103
Total of 1 projects 838 38 -5553,494 §1,250,004

Allocation for Riverside County .

94-103  Terracina at Cathedral City GEN NC 80 30 $688,067 ~ 80 Cathedral City 100
94-113  Mecca Apartments 1 RUR NC 60 60 $390,545 $1,303,924  Mecca 70



CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE

Chart A

1994 Tax Credit Allocation Listing by County

Low

. . Set- Construc- Total Income Total
Number Name aside tion Type  * Units Units. - Federal State City Foinis
94-181 Miles Avenue Apartments NP NC 33 33 5$185,539 $643,451 indio 121
94-186  Seasons at la Quinta RUR NC 91 9] £554,542 $0  La Quinta 100
94-211  Blythe Apartments RUR NC 58 58 $378,024 $1,265,398  Blythe 90
94-213  .Mecca III RUR NC 58 58 $430,328 $1436,752 Mecca 90
Total of 6 projects ' 380 330 52,627,045 $4,649,565
Allocation for Sacramento County .
94-079 Pensione K GEN NC 30 130 $£300,587 S0 Sacramento 102
94097  Sky Parkway Estates NP NC 79 79 $602,514 $2.089,647  Unicorp., Sacramento 103
94-190 Antelope Apartments NP NC - 140 0 £940.102 $3,260,471 Antelope 103
94-220 Tammgan Terrace GEN NC 112 112 $720,023 $2,496,259 Sacramento 103
Total of 4 projects 461 461 §2,763,226 §7,846,377

" Allocation for San Benito County :

94-095  Prospect Villa [lI Apartments FmHA NC 30 30 $82,524 $0  Hollister 30
Total of 1 projects ‘ 30 30 $82,324 S0
Allocation for San Berardino County ‘
94037 Villa Dei Norte Village GEN NC 88 38 £1,338.996 £0  Rancho Cucamonga 100
.Total of 1 projects 88 83 $1,358,996 50
Allocation for San Diego County
94-040  La Terraza Apartmenis NP NC 344 344 51,929,952 $0  Carlsbad 100
93-102 Terracina Apariments At Oceanside GEN NC R0 30 693,330 <0 Oceanside 100
94-12] The Terrace : GEN NC 190 190 $1,643,649 $0  Escondido 102
94-180 245 Cedar Road NP NC 10 3 $498,990 <0 Vista 103
94-207  Logan Avenue Development GEN NC 33 33 £733,569 £ San Diego 103
Total of 5 projects 709 709 §$5,504,540 S0
Allocation for San Fraacisco County
94-020  Gabreila Aparuments NP NC 29 29 580,817 S0 San Francisco 122
94-082 553 Ellis St. Family Housing WP NC 38 58 £592.3353 s0 San Francisco L3
94-133 West Block Studios NP AR 63 3 $230,506 $642 324 San Francisco 138
94-136 Lytic Hotel NP RC 59 59 $351,245 €0  San Francisco 123
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Number Name aside tion Tvpe = Units Units Federal State Citv Points
94-159 205 Jones Street Aparments NP AR 51 51 $£224.628 $674,046  San Francisco 120
94-160 1035 Folsom Streel Family Apartments NP NC 50 50 $893,208 £0 San Francisco 107
94-161 1101 Howard Street Apartments NP- NC 34 34 $530,365 $0°  San Francisco 103
94-167 The Altamont Hotgl NP AR 88 88 $468,529 $0 San Francisco 123
Total of 8 projects 412 412 $3,871,653 $1,316,570

Allocation for San Joaquin County .

94-107 Westgate Townhomes NP NC 39 39 $328,356 $1.138.808 Stockton 115
94-109 . MountainView Townhomes NP NC 36 36 $307,382 $1,066,065  Tracy 106
94-216  Cambridge Court GEN NC 140 140 §924,253 $2,909,663  Stockton 104
Total of 3 projects 215 215 §1,559,991 §$5,114,536
.Allocation for San Luis Obispe County

94-005 Oceanside Gardens RUR NC 21 21 $134,311 50 Maorro Bay 100
94-054 Cawelti Court - RUR NC 28 28 3186,529 $332.495 Arrove Grande 100
94-117 Laurel Creek Apaﬁmems GEN NC 24 24 . $210,273 $0 San Luts Obispo 100
94-209  Islay Hills ' GEN NC 20 20 $199,693 $0 - San Luis Obispo 120
Total of 4 projects ‘ 93 93 §730,806 §352,495 '
Allocation for San Mateo County

94-083 Vista Grande GEN NC 24 24 £401,997 $0  Daly City 105
Total of 1 projects 24 24 S0
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. Set- Construc- Total Income Total
Number Name aside _tion Type - Units Units Federal Siate Citv Points
Allocation for Santa Barbara County ) .

94-044  Racheria Village Apartments GEN NC 14 14 $133,4355 $462,852  Sama Barbara 110
G4-052 El Patioc Community Housing Partners GEN NC 73 73 $493 477 $1.711,484 Santa Barbara it
94-130 - El Patio Community Housing GEN NC 10 40 £370,096 51,262,389 Santa Barbara 108
Total of 3 projects ' 127 127 $997,028 53,436,725

Allocation for Santa Clara County

94025 Los Esteros GEN - NC 244 244 £2.297271 $5,387,147 San Jose 113
94-073  Eden Palms Aparuments NP NC 130 150 $1,498,000 £5,195,376  San Jose 103
94-146  Huff Avenue Famiily Housing GEN NC 72 72 £766.278 52,637,605 San Jose 103
94-157 Poco Way Family Housing GEN RC 129 129 $1,564.481 S0 San Jose 113
Total of 4 projects 595 595 56,126,028 $13,440,128

Allocation for Santa Cruz County

94-100  Merrill Road GEN NC 13 13 $216,948 $0  Apros(unincorp area) 105
Total of 1 projects 15 15 $216,948 50

Allocation for Siskivou County : ) o

94096  Montague Apartents FmHA  NC 28 .28, $81,699 S0 Montague 29
94-2i4  Salmon Run Apartments FmHA NC 27 27 $79,431 $0  Etha 8
Tatal of 2 projects ) 55 55 -5161,130 S0

-Allocation for Solano County

94-101  Kennedy Court Rehabilitation Project GEN AR 32 iz $109.2% $345,521  Fairfield i34
Tatal of 1 projects 32 - 32 5109,246 8345521

Allocation for Sonoma County

94-030 Round Walk Village - NP NC 129 129 $1.401.330 50 Petaluma 1i5
94031 The Gardens Townhomes NP NC 20 - 20 $233,66i SO Rohnert Park 118
93072 Carona Ranch GEN NC 73 73 £1.008 542 50 Petaluma 10l
Totaj of 3 projects 222 222 32,663,533 30

Allocation for Tehama County

94-127 Corning Garden Aparuments FmHA NC 38 38 103,755 ] Corning 29
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Total of 1 projects 38 38 5103,755 S0
Allocation for Tulare County .
94064  Mountain View RUR NC 60 60 $521,423 $0  Portenville ' 90
94-170 Mt Whitney Plaza RUR RC 33 33 $235,964 $0  Lindsav 50
94-185  Jave Familv Apartments RUR NC 100 160 $750,024 $¢  Portenville 101
94-208 Valencia House RUR NC 47 47 $252.177  $841,950 Woodlake 90
Total of 4 projects ‘ 240 240 51,759,588 $841,950 -
Allocation for Ventura County . ) '
94-149  Casa Velasquez NP NC 13 13 $138,639 $480,830  Camarillo 113
" "Total of 1 projects : 13 13 $138,639 $480,830
Allocation for Yolo County
S4-0]9 Hotel Woodland NP RC 75 75 £335,369 5816,310 Woodland 113
94-018 Holly Courts NP NC 410 40 - $361,156 $1,252,566  West Sacramento 100
Total of 2 projects 115 115 §596,525 _52,068,876
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. Chart -1 :
Percentage County Population vs. Percentage of County Tax Credit Units:

San Bernardino

[987-1994
Tax Credit
County Population % Total Units % Total
Alameda 1,352,000 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% 531 1.17%
Calaveras 38,300 0.12% 59 0.13%
Colusa 17,700 0.06% ol 0.13%
Contra Cosla 874,700 2.72% 869 1.91%
Del Norte 28,700 0.09% 33 0.08%
El Dorado 146,400 0.46% 144 0.32%
Fresno 757,100 2.36% 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% 597 1.31%
Inyo 18,900 0.06% 0 0.00%
Kern 622,900 i.94% 1,796 3.95%
Kings 115,700 0.30% 146 0.32%
Lake 57,300 0.18% 222 0.49%
Lassen 29,400 0.09% 58 0.13%
Los Angeles 9,237,500 28 74% 13,231 29.08%
Madera 108,200 0.34% 470 - 1.03%
Marin 244,100 0.76% 118 0.26%
Mariposa 16,400 0.05% 18 0.26%
Mendocino 85,600 0.27% 96 C021%
Merced 201,200 0.63% 574 1.26%
Modoc 10,500 0.03% 0 0.00%
Mono 11,300 0.04% 0 0.00%-
Monterey 369,000 I 15% 682 1.50%
Napa 119,000 0.37% 447 0.98%
Nevada 87,700 0.27% 320 0.70%
Orange 2,615,300 8. 14% 1,505 3.31%
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% 158 0.35%
1,608,300 5.00% 328 0.72% -



Chart B-1 :
Percentage County Population vs. Percentage of County Tax Credit Units:

1987-19%4
Tax Credit
County Population % Total Units % Total
San Diego 2,705,800 8.42% 1,959 431%
San Francisco 753,400 - 2.34% 1,900 4.18%
San Joaquin 526,600 1.64% 681 1.50%
San Luis Obispo 234,500 0.73% 113 0.25%
-San Mateo 689,900 2.15% 208 0.65%
Santa Barbara 394,400 1.23% 492 1.08%
Santa Clara 1,501,900  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 0.14% 9 0.20%
Solano 375,300 L 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 1.10% 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 1.18%
Yuba 63,800 0.20% 116 0.25%
TOTAL 32,140,000 1.00% 45,500 100,00%
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Chart B-2
Affordable Housing Projects and Units Produced With
Aliocations of Federal and State Tax Credits: 1987-1994

Annual Total Total Low Income -
County Federal Credits State Credits Projects Units
-Alameda. $14,037,140 512,211,416 74 2,449
Amador $70,423 30 l Cod44
Butte $3,210,225 $1,822,722 8 531
Calaveras S %120,137 . $475,904 2 59
Colusa $125,100 154367 2 61
Contra Costa $6,211,383 $661,200 15 869
Del Norte $106,517 30 i 38
El Dorado $811,182 32,931,368 3 144
Fresno $10,664,004 $11,872,269 49 2,505
Glenn $72,013 $248 970 | 40
Humbaoldt $295,765 51,944 494 .4 172
Imperial $2,101,841 $3,994,527 i5 567
Kern $7,111,179 $11,142,638 25 1,796
Kings $252,453 $0 2 146
Lake $468,883 $2,155,633 7 222
Lassen 5113423 3$435,387 2 58
Los Angeles $90,139,201 $36,291,064 217 13,231
Madera $2,046,717 $3,594.155 8 470
Marin 51,384 671 30 3 118
Mariposa $248,098 $853,999 4 118
Mendocino $192 244 $426,111 3 96
Merced $1,924 917 33,897,231 18 574
Monterey 35,831,509 $2,609,343 [5 082
Napa $3,617,686 $11,479,930 5 447
Nevada $1,870,187 $2.572.116 6 320
Orange $10,936,48} $1.415,704 17 1,505
~ Placer . $4,175,045 $5,774,081 6 © 668
Plumas $52 564 $409,588 ! 25
Riverside $11,690,904 39,087,898 51 2,118
Sacramento $11,707,373 326,829,164 22 2,080
San Benito $1,262,100 $196,916 5 158
San Bernardino $1,835,604 $792,715 5 328
San Dicgo $11,823,228 $6,367,177 31 1,959
San Francisco $22,547 856 $2,465,579 31 i,900
San Joaquin $2,840 834 38,647,321 12 081
San Luis Obispo $868.826 . $806,508 5 113
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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 3
San Mateo $1,156,639 $2.059 875 8 208
Santa Barbara $3,280,427 $5,065,576 12 492
Santa Clara $22,001,308 $43,412,786 34 2,564

Santa Cruz $2,842,664 f0 9 300 3

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 1 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
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Chart B-3

TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
Applications for Credits Compared to Projects Allocated Credits 1987-1994
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APPENDIX C ~
1987-1993 COMPLIANCE REPORTING DATA

(CHAPTER 166, STATUTES OF 1990)
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PROJECT INFORMATION FOR 1987-1993 PROJECTS

-Health and Safety Section 50199.15 requires the Committee to report certain infonnation on projects

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

identify ail projects which were allocated (ax credits in previous years, the total number of units i 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 incoine tenants.
In 1994, 69:71111itlcc staff conducted file inspections for a large sample of projects in the portfohio. Of the

945 files inspected, 940, or 99.5% were oceupied as intended by low incoime tenants. The inspection

findings for units with over-income tenants were reported Lo the Internal Revenue Service,

RESULTS FROM COMPLIANCE MONITORING FILE INSPECTIONS
CONDUCTED IN 1994

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993  Total

Number of Projects Inspected 7 24 23 22 19 11 3 109
Total # of Units : X 285 85 698 932 880 879 15 3917
Required Low-Income units 285 45 641 924 871 379 15 3,493
Files [nspected 58 177 [44 185 {74 170 31 945
Tuspceted units with low-income occupants 538 175 43 185 174 174 31 940
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TABLE C-1
[nformation for Prior Years Atlocations
1987 Projccts .
Units with Required Files Units wilh 60%

Praject Income of 6G% or less lnspectled or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income
87-001 Redwood Court Apts. 50 ' 500 0 0
§7-002  Rcdondo Apartments | 36 36 0 0
§7-003 Sunsct West Apartinents 50 . 50 0 0
87-004 Country QOaks Apts. 51 51 0 (}
87-005 LA Pro 1l Apts. ' 108 108 q 0
87-008 HDR Fund [ Apartrucuts 70 76 {} ]
§7-009 HDR Fund 11 Apartmems 49 49 0 0
37-011 Dos Palos Apts. 40 40 0 . 0
§7-013 'Kingsburg Apls. ) 38 38 0o )
87-014 Battle Creck Apts. 24 ) 21 0 0
87-016  Newport Scaside Apts. : 26 26 0 0.
87-017 Jose's Place 44 . 44 -0 0
87-018  Orchard Garden Apts. 34 ‘ 34 : 0 0
§7-01% Madison Arches Apls, 24 24 R 5
87-020  Collonivood Mcadows Apts. 47 47 0 U
87-021 ° Johanson Arms Apartments 104 104 21 21
87-022 Creckside Apt. ' 48 48 - 0 0
87-023 Sunol Terrace 14 14 0 0
87-025 Secley Valley Apt. 38 33 -0 0
87-026  The Willows ' 120 120 24 24
37-030 Bell Way Apts. ' {1 Il ) o - 0
§7-031 Thousand Palms : ' ! 1 ! !
§7-032 Oceanview Apts. 16 16 {1 0
87-033 Newhall Terrace ' 6O 66 { {)
87-034 Casa Sicrra . 44 44 ] )
87-036 Chamoune Ave Duplex Apts. 2 2 0 : {
87-039  108th Street Apls. ' ' 22 - 22 "4 4
87-040 Primrose Terrace Apts. .20 20 ( v
87-041  Leshnick and Pundyk 32 32 0 0
87-042 Villa Rose Apartments 12 12 0 ) 0
87-043 Mayten Manor Senior Apts. ‘ 42 ' 3t ] ]
87-044 2% Street Apls. 5 5 0 0
- 87045 Westwood Manor 40 _ 40 0 . ]
87-046 Cypress Glen 54 54 0 . 0
87-047 LIHP 44 17 17 O U
B7-048 Euclid/Logan Apls, 22 22 0 0
87-049 331-353 Smalley. Ave & 8 "0 0
87-050 7628 Macarthur Bivd. ' 4 4 0 ()
87051 9414 S, Central #1 3 3 0 0
87052 9418 5. Central #1 3 ’ 3 0, 0
87-053 Olive Court : 24 : 24 ) 0
87-055 Carson Ridge 1l Apts. © 36 ' 36 0 0
874056  Desert Qak Apls. 42 42 0 0
87057 Sclma Elderly 2] : 23 H 0
87-059 Gatto Constructlion ) 4 4 1 ]
87-060 Fresno Four-Plex 4 4 0 0
874061  SCA Houwes w Lo 2 2
87-062 Perris I : ) 4 > 1 0 {
87-063 Casa de Suisun - 52 ) 52 ] ' 0
87-004 MidCitics . 59 59 Y] 0
87-066 Burlington Partnership 28 ' 28 0 0
87-069 Saratoga Apts. 57 57 0 &
87-00 Prospect Park Village 300 : 300 0 0

87-072 Artesia Scnior Center 100 54 0 Y



- Information fur Prior Years

TABLE C-1

Allacations
1988 Projects

Units with Required Filcs Units wilh 60%
Project ' Income of 60% or less  Inspected or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income _ 1994 median income
'88-000 Harbor Tower 180 [80 D 0
88-001  Meredith Mauor 40 _ an v o
88-002 Madrone Hotel 32 32 0 0
 §8-003  Pico Union i 16 - 16 3 3
88-005 Villa Rosa Apts. 44 44 0 0
880006 Fealher River Apts, 34 34 0] {1
88-007 Sicrra Meadows 15 35 o 0
$8-008 Strathmore Villa Apts. 42 41 0 0
88-010  Conquistador Villa Apartincuts : 38 38 {1 0
38-013 Excter Apartincils 58 58 0 )]
88-015 7292 Fountain Avenue 28 28 0 0
_88-016 Cottouwaood Creck Apts, 32 32 ¢ Y
88017 Noble Creck Apts. 11 54 ‘ 54 0 0
88-018  Imperial Valley T Apts. 50 50 0 U
83-021 | Los Banos Garden Apts. 33 . 38 0 i
88-022 Pixley Apts. 40 40 0 -0
B8-024 - Anderson Court 36 36 0 : {
88-026 Weaver Creck-Apts. 20 26 0 ]
88-027 Garden Estates 44 44 0 0
88-028 Ridgcway Hotel ' 58 58 12 » 12
§8-029 Sonora Terrace : 40 46 Y Y
88-030  Quincy Street Apts, 33 33 0 0
38-031 2231 23ed Avenue 4 4 . 0 0
88-032 8290 and 8296 MacArthur Blvd, 20 : . piY 0 0.
88-033 296 Mather Street iz 12 U ¢
88-034 2373-2375 Foothil] Drive 4 4 . 0 0
88-0317 7801 MacArthur Bivd. 4 4 0 0
838-038 2648 Parker Strcet 4 4 Y 8
88-039 5338 Belvedere Sirect 4 4 0 |
B8-041 California Terrace Apts. 32 32 | ]
88-042 Riverland Apts, 75 75 0 ]
88-043 Visalia Garden Villas 6l 60 ] i\
88-044  Nice o 28 28 Y] 0
88-045  Olympic Villa Apts. 27 27 0 ' 0
88-040 1313 Castillo 3 3 0 0
BR-047 Kingswood Apartmients 43 43 0 (1
B8-148 SCA Homes 30 30 0 6
88-049  Bear Mountain Apts. 36 ' 36 o 0
$8-050 1800-1812 571h Avenue 8§ 8 0 0
88151 Ateium Apls. ' 12 (z U 0
$8-052 Hiliside | 37 37 B . Q0
B8-053 Hillside II 8L 81 Y 0
83054 Normandic Apts. 40 40 0 0
88-055 Pacific Oaks i3 103 D ' (3
88-056 Salton 11 Village Apts. 30 _ 30 4 0
88-057 Redwood Villas. 90 90 0 0
88-058  Recdley Elderly 23 ' 23 0 0
88-062 Magnoiia Plaza Apts, 124 124 f i}
B8-063 Sun Terrace 104 04 - .0 0
88-066 Vendome Apl, 43 41 0 ]
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TABLE C-1
Information for Priar Years Allocations
1988 Projects

‘ Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project Income of 60% or less  Inspected or less of !
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income i
88-067 5. Norton Avenue 20 20 0 0
B8-068 Woods Manor . B0 80 0 0
88-069 Virginia Avenue ' 32 12 0 0
88-070 Exeter Senior Villa 44 44 0 0
88-071 Arminta North and South 60 60 0 0
88-072 Magnolia Acres _ 40 . 40 0 .
88073 . Flores Apls. : 26 26 5 5 ]
88-074 10900 MacAnhur Blvd. , 12 12 0 0 1
88-075  -Harriet Tubman Terrace ' 91 91 . 0 0
88-076  Heather Ridge Apts. ' 56 56 0
BR-0R0 Tioga Apls. 90 90 ]
88-081  Citrus Ave, ' 6 6 0
88-082  26th Street Apts. . 8 8 0
8X-083 Flamingo Garden Senior Citizen Center 580 . . 58 0
88-084 Parkwood Meadows No. 2 (Duplexes) 2 2 0
88-085  Willowbrook . .2 2 0
R8-086 Huntwood Commaons 40 40 0
B8-087 1714-1716 Eleventh Street 2 2 0
£8-088 Riverview Plaza - 123 : 123 0
88089 Cherry Blossom 70 0 0
88-090  Grandview Apts. 27 o 27 0
B8-091 Date Tree Apartments 42 42 0
88-093  Prospect Villa Apts. , 14 14 0
B8-094 Glenhaven Park e 15 {5 0
84-095 Ventura Garden . 48 48 0
88096 3142 Coolidge Avenue 4 d 0
RE-097 2154 Dumbarton Ave. 1 | 0
B8-098 Poinsellia Street Apts. , _ 20 20 0
88-099 Bellflower Senior Center * 50 20 S0
88-100 49th Street Apts. 13 13 0
88-1001 1513 W, Pico Blvd. ' 32 2 6
B8-102 Ridgecrest Village Apartments 36 36 0
88-103 Alice Street Apts. 10 10 ' 0
RE-104 3613 Clay I l 0
88-105  Peter Claver Community 32 32 0
88-107 Peachbrook KE 38 0
BE-108 45th Streel 0 0 0
B88-109 Tyrrell Terrace 27 27 0
88-110 2210 Oakwood Ave. ! ] 0
88-117 Coleman Count 113 113 0
8%-119  Adcline St. Propeny 6 6 0
BR-121 Williams Streel 12 12 0
88-124 Vine Street Propenties 2 2 0
88-125 3105 MLK 2 2 0
88-126 3109 MLK 2 2 0
88-127 . 3311 MLK 2 2 0
B8-128 1112 62ud 2 2 4]
88-129 [118 62nd 2 2 0
88-130 9012 "B" Strect 1 i 0
#8-131 47th St Apts 15 25 5




TABLE C-1
Information for Prior'chrs Allocations
1988 Projccts

Units 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
§8-132 820 Milton Avenue 1 . 1 0 0
88-133 Bennett Apts. . : 24 14 5 4
88-134 Horison Apts. : 16 .16 ) 0
88-136  "Mary Ann Lane/Hidden Cove Apts. 84 ' ‘88 17 17
88-140  Clark Terrace 41 41 0 )
88-141 Evergreen Apts. 37 28 U 0
88-142 Hillsdale Apts : 4 4 1 |
88-145 1811 271th Avenue ‘ 42 17 4] 0
85-140 Peralta Apts _ 13 i3 0 0
88-147 2627 Inyo Ave. | ! 0 0
§8-150 Appleton Apartinents ' 48 48 0 0
88-151  New Hampshire Apts : 70 70 0 0
88-152 Picardy Aparticuts 36 36 ] ]
§8-153 - 728 South Berendo Apts 40 40 0 0
§8-154 Roscitn Apartinents . 55 ' 55 0 {}
88-150 1915 25th Avenue : 2 . 2 0 ¢!
88-157 1381 81st Avenue J. 2 2 0 ]
§8-159 Foothill Plaza 54 54 0 0
88-162 Midtown Apts 20 . 20 0 (
88-165 Haven Park Partners | 5 5 0 (0
88-106 2276 MacArthur Blvd, Y , 9 (} 0
88-167 Single Family House [ { g 0
88-168 Fresno Emerald Palins i8 . 18 0 0
88-169 Genesis 91 . 47 47 0 0
88-170 657 San Felipe ] l 0 {
" BB-171 Gallo Construction I 1 ! i
88-172 Minarets I l 1 1
88-173 230 West Fir { 1 i L
88-174 3126 E. llinois 1 | I L
B8-175 4746 E. Hamillon i i 0 ]
88-176 2525 Tenth Street I ! ! [
88-177 4826 E. Hedges 6 d 0 0
88-178 Clinton Avenue Apts. 10 ) 10 0 v
88-179  Dalc Apts. 2 74 0 0
88-181 Lagna Terrace . 0 0
88-182 925 Nortils Palm ] 0 0}
"88-183 Single Family Dwclling I ! 9] 0
88-184 Tricon | 9 9 ¥ ()
88-186 236 291h Street R ' 8 0 0
88-187 Scott Mitcheil 4 T4 0 o
B8-188 5318 Fairlax Ave., 5408 Bancrofl Ave. 20 . 20 0 (}
88-189  Wilshirc Place Apartments ' ' 60 60 0 0
88-190 1805 N. Wilcox : 50 50 9] U
88-191. 3715 W._ Ist Strect 55 557 0 0
88-192 Aloha Apartments : 74 l T4 0 {1
88-192 Camullia Apartimenis 40 : 40 0. {
88-194 1723-1725 W, 9th Street : 63 63 v 0
88-195 2017 N. Argyle 71 71 0 0
88-196  Bauncrofl Apls. ' 12 12 0 - 0
88-197 3106 Union Strect 2 2 ¥ ¥



TABLE C-1
Information for Prior Years Allocalions
1988 Projecls

164 ' 164

0

Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project Income of 60% or fess  Inspected ar less of .
Number Project Name Total Unils of median income 1994 median income
B8-198 Duplex 2 2 0
88-199 Washington Villa 12 12 0 0
88-200 1604 32nd Street 2 2 0 0
88-201 2816 Billings Street 1 . ! 0 0
88-203 Sojourner Apts 14 4 0 0
B8-204 Seashare Apts, 15 15 0 0
88-205  Mayfair Apts. 47 47 9 9
88-206 Monte Verde Apts. 320 320 0 0
88-207 Orchard Park Apts. 144 144 0 0
88-208 Somersel Apts, 156 [56 31 30
88-209 Hastings Park 242 242 0 0
88-210 Dunbar Holcl 73 3 0 0
88-212 Thousand Palims Phase 11 1 ! 1 1
88-213 73-050 Callita Bonnie 1 1 l 1
BR-214 73075 Callita Bell ! 1 1 1
88-215 31480 Arbol Real 1 1 1 !
88-216 30-130 Los Flores ! | i ]
§8-218 LA Prol Apts. 124 124 25 25
88-224 Mariposa Apls 13 33



TABLE C-1 ‘
Information for Prior Years Allocations
1989 Projecls

Units with Required Files Units wilh 60%
Project Incomc of 60% or Iess  Inspected or less of
Nuimnber Project Name Total Unifs of median income L4994 madinn ingome
89-000 MacArnhur Park Towers 183 183 0 0
%9-001 King's View Manot/King's Estatcs 222 222 0 0
89-004  Holel de Riviera -~ 30 30 0 0
89-005 Casa Guadalupe 22 22 4 4
89-006 Pershing Hotel 05 65 13 (3
89-008 Sanlord Hotel . 130 130 0 0
89-009 The Fountains 124 117 23 l 23
89-010 Genesis Hotel 33 33 7 7
89-015 Guadalupe Apts. 23 23 0 0
89016 DBear River Apts. 24 24 0 0
B9-017 Weaver Creek Senior Center Apts. 38 38 0 0
89-018 Grass Valley Scnier Conler Apts. 34 34 ] 0
89-019 Villa Parke Homes Y 9 2
89-020 New Palace Hotel 80 B0 S0 0
84-021 Gridley Springs 37 32 7 7
89-022 - Grove Park Housing, Ltd. 104 104 0 0
89023 Madrone Village 21 13 5 3
89-024 Country Way Apts. 41 41 0 Q
39-025 Potnt Arena Village Apts. 26 26 g 0
89-026 -~ Heber I Village Apts. 24 4 0 0
89-027 Calexico Village Apts, 36 36 ] 0
89-028 Canyon Crofl Residential Project 4 4 ] (1
89-029  Murray Apartments 30 50 0 )
§9-031 DcRosc Gardens 76 16 0 0
R9-032 Redwood Creck Apls. A8 48 ] 0
89-33 Ridgecrest Viilage Apts. 1] 12 iz U {
89-034 The Westwind 08 68 0 0
89-035 Woodlake Manor 44 4 . .0 v
89-036 Blythe Duplex #1 2 2 0 ]
89037 Blythe Duplex #2 2 2 ) 0
89-038 Blythe Duplex #3 2 2 - 0 0
89-039 Clearlake Village 35 35 0 0
89-040 Country Club Apts. 108 iog 0 g
89-041 Porlerville Hotel 70 70 0 0
89-043 Duane Heights 14 14 0 0
BY-044 Alta Visla Apls. 42 42 v
89-045  Maria Alicia tR0 - 20 © 4 4
89-046  Siskiyou Valley Apls. 36 36 0 0
89-047 Grant Square 14 14 Y 0
89048 Niland Ap(s. 38 18 0 «
89-049 Meeea Apis, 54 54 11 1]
89-050 Battle Creck Senior Apts. 40 40 0 {1
89-051 Hudson Park I 25 25 0 0
§9-052 Pinc Ridge Apts. 25 25 4] ]
89-053 Harper Avenue Parlners 17 17 0 0
§9-054  Rosenburg Building a2 32 15 15
89-055 East Garden Apariments 51 51 0O 0
39054 Woodlake Garden Apts. 48 48 Y 0
89-057  California Patk Apts. - 45 45 0 0
89-059 Qak Terrace 1 Apls 7 37 0} 0




TABLE C-1
Information for Pricr Years Allocalions
1989 Projects

Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project Income of 60% or less  Inspected or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income
89060  Bixel House : 77 L 0 0
89-064  Centennial Place ' 146 S 146 0 0
89-065  Mercy Family Plaza o 36 36 .0 0
89-066 Oroville Hotel 59 59 0 0
89-067 Redonde Apartnients il : 32 32 0 0
89-068 Blythe Duplexes ' 4 4 ] 0
89-0169 Los Alamos Senior Apartments 14 14 0 0
89-071 Mariposa Terrace I1 _ 36 16 0 0
89472 MacArthur Arms 2 2 0 0
R9-073 . Louise Apls _ ' 24 24 0 0
$9-074 Marengo Street Apts. 24 | 24 0 0
89-075  Terrace Gardens Scniors Apls. 150 150 0 0
89-077 Leandro Soto Apartments 48 48 10 i
‘89-078 2020-30 Cloverfield Boulevard 32 32 6 6
39-079 Rotary Haciendas Senior Housing 81 81 16 16
89-080  Californin Hotel 150 _ 133 0 0
89-081  Fresno Emerald Palms o 24 24 0 0
89-082 Fresno Emerald Palms - 33 33 0 0
89-083 Autumn Village 40 40 0 O
89-087  Dent Avenue Comimons 23 23 5 4
§9-088 Ridgeview Commons . 200 o 200 0 {
§9-089 Mariposa Terrace Apts. 32 32 0 0
89-090 Glenhaven Park . 12 12 0 0
89-091 Haven Park Partpers [l 15 15 0 0
890192 Cloverdale Garden Apts. 34 34 0 0
£9-093 Vista de Oro 22 22 V] 0
£9-094 San-Jacinto Villige Apts. 38 38 ] 0
B9-105 Otero Apantments : 7 : 7 0 )
89-108 Ward Villas : 12(} 126 a ]
$9-109  Villa Del Coleseo ' 137 137 0 0
89-111 Magnolia Villas Soutly 65 o T 65 0 ]
89-116  Durkee Lofts 17 17 0 0
§9-118 Baywood Apts. 82 ‘ 82 0 0
89-119 The Woodlands ‘ 23 23 5 5
RO-125 Slim Jenkins Coun : 32 : 13 0 n
89-126 San Antonio Terrace 23 1 0 ]
89-127 Rio Dell Terrace Apts. - 24 0 0
80-128 Tipton Terrace Apts. 34 34 0 0
80-129 Chowchilla Terrace Apts, 37 37 0 0
89-131 Thousand Palms Phase 3 Lot 98 20 . 20 4 4
89-133 Westminster Park Plaza Apartments 130 130 0. 0
Ru-137 Metro Hotel 136 136 0’ 0
8Y-138 Meiro Hotel 1! 57 : 57 0 0
89-140 Prentice Apartments o 45 45 0 {0
§9-141 Gardner Senior Apls. ) 17 17 &, 0
89-146 San Pedro Firm building 43 ' 43 0 0
£9-147 Neary Lagoon Cooperalive 96 96 ] 0
8Y-153 Coleridge Park Homes 49 49 0 0
RY-154 Struathern Park 145 185 0 0
BU-155 Lorne Park 72 72 0 4]
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TABLE C-1
Inforination for Prior Years Allocations
1989 Projects

) , Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project 7 . Incemic of 60% or less Inspected or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 “median income
p—————= = >
89-157 Frank G. Mar Comnmunity Housing i19 119 0 0
£9-158 Moura Scenior Housing 38 38 0 0
89-159 Vintage Apls 100 100 0 U
§9-160 Terracina Apts. . . 120 120 0 ]
89-162  Divine Inspiration Apls. 18 28 0 0
89-163 William Byron Rumford Plaza 43 19 0 G
$9-167  Ellis Hotel 56 56 .0 Q
89-169 Visalia Garden Villas 25 25 0 0
89-170 Larkspur Creckside 28 28 0 0
89171 San Pablo Senior Housing 35 55 0 a
89-174 Maidu Village 80 . 80 0 0
89-177°  Knights Landing Haibor 26 ‘ 24 0 0
89-183 Ukiah Terrace 32 32 0 0
89-185 Haven Park Partners i . ' i5 15 0 0
89-199 Hacienda Villa 120 120 0 0
89-200 Hillside Villa Apts. 124 S 124 0 {
89-212 Tehachapi Senior Manor 11 ' 44 44 0 0
89-223 Carmel Valley Overview 200 146 0 {
89-224 Van Dyck Estates 16 16 0 0
89-228 Cambridge Hotel ' 60 60 0 0
89-230  Glenwood Hotel : 36 36 0 0
§9-236 LE. Wall Victoria Manor 112 112 0 0
89-237  Maywood Apts, - 40 40 0 0
89-243 Grand Plaza . 302 o302 0 0
3Y-245 Whispering Pines Apts, 16 10 0 )
89-248 King City Elderly Housing : 44 : 44 0 0
89-250 Bartlett Hill Manor 65 63 0 0
§9-257, Ward Hotel 72 72 0 (1
'89-258 - Annex Hotel (Angelus Inn) i 31 ' 31 0’ 0
§9-259 Regal Hotcl 70 70 0 0
89-276 Thousand Palms Phase [1 - 1 ‘ ) l | |
89-279  Tres Palmas Village © 55 55 0 ]
89-287  Grass Valley Apts. | 8 ' 8 0 0
89-304 Midland Manor Apls. o 40 40 0 0
89-328 Thousand Palims Phase 111 1 | 0 ]
8Y-329 Thousand Palins Phase 3 lot 60 1 1 1 ']
89-330 Shangi La Palins 61 t I 1 i
89-331 . Shangi La Paims 98 ol 1 ! I
89-332 Thousand Palis ] ] 0 0
89-333 Thousand Palms Phasc 3 # 197 | ! ! [
§9-334 Thousand Palms Phase 3 Lot 241 1 | 1 I
89-335 ©  Thousand Palins Phase 3 Lot 242 1 ! l 1
89-340 Delta Vista Manor 39 39 0 ()
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TABLE C-1 ‘ .
Information for Prior Years Allocations
' 1990 Projects

Units with Required

Units with 60%

Project Income of 60% or lcss
Number Project Name Total Units ol median inconie median income
90-002 Newporl Village Apartmernits 41} 40 b
90-011 Villa Los Robies 8 8 2
90-012 Casa Loma Apartinents 110 110 22
90-114 San Pedro Gardeus 20 17 {)
90-018 Yucaipa Terrace ‘ 51 51 0
90019 Coronado Place 4] ) 41 0
9()-020 Meridian Apartments 236 : 236 0
50-030 The Willows ‘ 2] 21 {
90-031 The Redwoods 23 ) 23 f)
90-032 ', Whiecler House 109 109 ]
90-034 Dunuing Apartinents 26 24 5
90-035 Casa Esperanza 1o 10 2
90-036 The Las Americas Hotel o0 60 12
90-037 Simone Hotel i23 123 25
90-038 " Roberta Stevens Villas {and I 0 40 0
90-039 Harper Comnmunity Apartincnds 22 22

190043 Crescent Hotel 53 55 11
90-045 Si. Mark's Holtel " 91 18
90-046 Osage Apartinents 21 21 4
90-049 The Hart Hotel : 39 39 8
90-050  OQlympia Hotel 43 48 10
90-054 Watson Terrace Apartnicuts 12 12 2
90-057 Cocoran Garden Apartnents g 38 0
90-058 Valley Ridge Senior Apartinents - 38 38 U
9G-059 Crescent City Senior Apartments 38 38 0
9G-060 Nevada City Senior Apartments 60 60 12
90-061 Vintage West Apartments 55 55 0
90-062 San Jacintoe Senior Apartments 46 46 {1
90-066 Hendley Circle Apartments 27 27 5
Y0-068 Greemwvood-17th Strecl 7 ' 5 I
90-076 Foxcreek . 36 34 (
90-079 * Greenwood/Berkeley 7. 5

90-081 Heather Glen ) 62 . 62 0
90-086 Caulfield Lane Apartments 22 22 (}
90-094 Fourth Street Village Apartiments 44 44 1]
90-096  Greenwood/15th Strect oy 8 2
90-097  Greenwoad/19th Street 7 6 1
90-099 Green Valley Apartiicnls 28 28 ]
90-101-  Embarcadero Triangle 177 167 0
90-102 Las Casas [1I Apartinents 50 50 0
90-103 RolllT's Memorial Manor Phase Three 213 : 213 0
90-104 Woodliaven Scniar Residences A 104 102 0
90-107 Santana Apartiments 30 30 0
90-108 Dignily Housing West 26 20 . 5
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TABLE C-1
information.for Prior Years Allocalions
1990 Projects

) Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project . Income of 60% or Jess " Inspecied or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income
90-109 Lake Isabella Senior Apaniments . 46 o 46 0 0
90-110 Earlimant Senior Apartments is . 15 0 0
G90-111 San Joaquin Senior Apariments 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 I Apariments 42 42 0 0
90-123 Palmer House : 21 - 21 0 0
90-127 © Sunflower Norton Apartments 10 10 0 0
90-128 Central Avenue Villa 20 20 4 q
90-132 Drasnin Manor <26 26 4 0
90-136 Kenneth Henry Court 51 51 0 0
90-137 Yucca Warren Vista Apartments 50 50 0 0
90-138 Blackberry Oaks Apartiments 12 42 0 0
90-140 Almond Garden Family 30 30 0 ]
90-142  Rhyolile Apartments 70 ' 70 0 0
90-143 Bayless Garden Apartments 46 46 0 0
90-144  Qakwood Apartments I : F 54 0 0
90-147 Eucalyptus Garden Apanments 80 ' 38 0 0
90-148 Phoenix House 156 156 31 3i
90-149 Harmony Gate : 70 70 0 0
90-150 Susanne B. Wilson Residence at YWCA 63 63 0 ]
90-151 Cenlerlown Apartments 60 60 0 0
90-153 Connecticut Street Court ' 10 . 10 2 2
90-154 Steamboat Point Apartments 108 ‘ 108 0 0
90-156 164l and Chureh Strect Family Housing 18 18 D 0
90-157 Vitla Santa Clara 30 30 0 0
90-159 Hunt's Grave Apartments : 56 56 ¥ 0
90-1600  The Carquinez 36 .36 0 0
90-177  Rosewood Park/Willow Glen 36 S 36 0 0



TABLE C-1
Informaltion for Prier Years Allocations
1991 Projects

Raidt Strect Apartiments : 6 6

Units with Required Filcs Units with 60%

Praject ‘ Income of 60% or less  Inspected or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income
91-004-  Shaheew/Shehab ) L] 10 U )]
91-005 Villa La Posada : 42 41 0 (J
91-006 Thousand Palms, Phase IV 17 17 ] 3
91-009  Terracina Apartments Desert Hot Springs 96 96 0 0
91-010 Terracina Apartments San Jacinto 112 112 U Q
91-011 Richmond City Center Apartinents 63 63 0 ]
91-014 Stoney Creek “Apartments 69 69 4 ]
91-015 Washinglon Creck Apartmenls 32 32 0 0
91020 El Centro 44 44 0 0
91-022  The Sanborn Hotel 46 46 9 9
91-024 Leonide Apartments 06 00 0 0
91-025 Lorin Station Plaza i4 [4 { 0
91-026 East of Ealon 76 70 0 0
91-027 Caoyote Run Apartinents 140 140 . 28 28
91-028 Del Carlo Court Apartincats | 24 24 ' 5 5
91-029 201 Turk Streel Apartmcils 75 122 n 0
91-031 111 Jones Street Apartments 10y 108 ] ]
91-032 La Gema Dcl Barrio ' G 6 V ]
91-038  Eleventh Avenuc Apartiments 22 i3 3 3
91-046 Ticrra Del Vista Apartments 54 54 { 0
91-051  Village Park 50 50 0 0
91-058  Montgomery Oaks 21 21 0 0
91-059 Sultana Acres ‘ 30 36 0 0
91-060 Casa Gloria 46 40 0 ]
41-061 Henderson Howmes : - ‘ i Y 0
91-063 Robinson Villa - . C12 : 12 0 o
91-004 Greenview Apartinents . 48 . 48 0 0
91-078 Rancha Park 54 _ 54 0 ]
91-081 Santa Familia 79 79 16 16
91-082  Willow Court 6 ' 6 | |
91-083 The Farm 39 ‘ 39 8 B
91-084 Open Doors 64 64 13 13
91-085 The Paling 24 24 5 5
91-088 Tower Apartiments .+ ' 30 : 50 10 10
91-090 Stoncbridge A B0 - 80 { {
91-102 Daybreak Grove/Sunrisc Place P 21 { 0
91-103 Arlington Rodeo Apartments 29 29 6 0O
21-10d Karcan Youth and Community Cemter Apts 1 ‘ 16 3 3
91-107  Virginia Village _ 12 12 2 2
91-108 La Playa ' R 8 () 0
91-109 Santa Fe Townhomes 31 31 0 ]
91-128 Sage Wood Manor ‘ 05 65 () 0
91-133 Park Village Apartments 28 28 0 {
91-134 | 0 ¥



TABLE C-1
Information for Prior Years Allocations
1991 Projects

Units with Required

Files Unils with 60%
Project ' Income of 60% or less  Inspected or less of
Number Project Name Total Units of median income 1994 median income
91-137 San Felipe Homes _ 20 - 20 4 4
91-139 Terracina Aparuments at Elk Grove 124 124 24 24
91-150  Jamestown Terrace - 56 56 11 1
91-169 Dinuba Manor 24 24 0
91171 San Pablo Suites ~ , 43 43 0/
91-173 Nonvood Estates ' 44 44 0
91-175 Pinewood Manor Apartments 26° 26 0
91-177 Gridley Springs 11 24 24 5
91-178 Madera Ars 123 " 123 ]
91-179 Fresno Arms Apantments 120 120 0

18 !

91-180  Bakersfield Arms ) 3 88
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TABLE C-1
Information for Prior Years Allocations
1992 Projcets

Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project ) . ~ Income of 60% or less Inspected or lcss of
Nunber Project Name Total Unils of median income 1994 “median inconic
92-002 Calexico Senior Apts. 38 38 0 0
92-003 Mendota Village Apts. 44 44 0 O
42-004 Tuolumne City Scaior Apls. 30 10 0 0
92-005 Rohit Villas 16 7 U 0
92-006 Coulage Gardens Apts, ' 17 17 0 0
92-007 Monte Vista Apts. . 9 9 0 {
92-008 Sunshine Financial Group 5 -5 0 0
92-010  Kristing Apartincnts ' 60 60 ] t
92-012 Tegeler Holel 53 53 0 0
92-0i3 Twin Pines Apts. 39 39 Y {J
92-017 Cypress Cove 52 - 52 (} 0
92-018 Laurci/Norton Inter-generational Convn. 41 41 U {
92-019 Produce Place 97 97 L9 19
92-021 Senator Holtel _ 949 99 20 20
92-022 Villa Esperanza 33 33 7 7
92-023 Marion Hotei . 46 46 0 0
92-024 Sccond Street Cenler 44 44 ] (1
92-025 Parke Los Roblcs ) . 12 12 Y 0
92026 Hope West Apartinents 17 17 U {)
92-027  The Carlton Apartmients 24 24 0 o
92-028 Crescent Court 32 . 32 0 0
42-033 Grosman Apartincnts 13 13 o 0
92-034 Gray's Meadow 52 52 10 10
92-035 Forest Winds 48 48 Y] 10
92039 Navy Blue Apartinents . 14 14 ] U
92-040 Princeton and Marks Aptl. Coniplex LI 140 0 0
92-048 Sherwood Manor Apartinents 34 - 34 0 0
92-050 Jacob's Squarc 45 ' 45 ] b
92-052 Courtland Hotel _ 97 37 ¢ 0
92-057 San Pablo Hotel 144 144 9] 0
92-058 Hacienda Townlhomes 52 : 52 0 0
92-060 Nevada Woods ‘ 78 78 0 0
92-061 Nevada Mendows ' 36 36 7 7
92-0064 Berry Avenue 503 : 50 0 0
92-070 St Francis Terrace 48 48 U 0
92071 Pearl & Hillsdale Apts. - 144 144 0 0
924075  6th/Minna Street Development T4 24 0 0
92077 Walnut-Pixley 22 22 0 0
92-079 Silver Birch Apts. 34 : 34 7 7
92-089 Coachgella Community Honics 98 . G5 0 0
92490 - Thaquepague 76 76 15 15
92-092 Central Avenue Village Square © 45 .43 { ]
92093 One Wilkins Place 18 18 0 Y
92-097  Colden Oaks - 38 38 0 0
92-099 Terracina at Auburn <56 . 56 0 0
92-100  The Terraces at Capitol Park 60 60 12 i2
92-101 Le Grand Apartments , 35 - 35 U {
92-103 Canon Kip Comnmunity House 104 ) 104 O i)
92-107 Wilmer City Lights e 16 0 ]
92-108  Village Grove Apts, 47 47 0 0



TABLE C-1
Informaiion for Prior Years Allocations
1992 Projects '

. Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project Income of 60% or less Inspected or less of
Number Project Name : Total Units of median income 1994 median income
92-111 Fell Street Housing 82 - B2 0 0
92-112 Brannan Street Housing ' 48 48 0 0
92-113  Winficld Hill Apariments’ 144 144 0 0
92-119 - Wheatland Meadows . ' 92 . 92 0 0
92-128  Sequoia View Apts. 42 42 0 0
92-132 Mercado Apariments 144 144 0 0
92-135  Tuscany Villas Apartments 36 : 16 0 0
92-139 2509 East 14th Street Project 92 92 0 0
92-140  Larkin/Pine Senjor Housing 63 63 i\ 0
92-141 1028 Howard Street Apartments 30 30 0 0

~ 92-147 . Parker Holel 32 32 0 0
02-149 Norwood Avenue Family Hsg. Dem. Progra 28 28 0 0
Y2-150 Curry Senior Apts. : 48 48 0 0
92-151 Tierra Linda Apanments 18 : 18 n 0
92-152 Pajaronian Village 10 10 ] 0

" 92-153 Herttage Park Apariments 328 S 328 66 64
92-155  Corporation Yard Affordable Housing 16 o 16 3 3
92-156 Hatleld Homes 48 48 0 t
92-157 El Centro Family Housing 8 : 8 0 ]
92-161 Stock Ranch Senior Apts. 241 241 0 0
92-163  The Knox SRO 140 140 0 0
92-166 Marcus Garvey Commons 22 22 0 l 0
92-169  Esperanza Garden Apts. ‘ 10 i0 0 0
92-172 Elden Apartments T 9 9 0 0
92-175 Chice Commons : 72 72 0 {
92-176 Step Up On Second Street, Inc. . _ 36 36 0 0
92-178 Parkview Apartments . 198 . 198 0 .0
92-180  Vallejo Street Senior Apts. : : 45 45 0 0
92-183 Santa Paulan Senior Apts. 150 - 140 0 , 0
92-186 Las Brisas 30 30 0 0
92-148 ‘Windnere . 50. - 50 0 0
$2-190 Austin Manor Apartments ' 22 22 0 0
92-191 Plaza Hotel - 27 27 0 0
092-192 Bronx Holel , 70 70 0 0
92-193 Shady Lane Apartments , 34 34 0 0
92-194 The Shasta Hotel . 80 80 0 0
92-195 Riverhouse Hotel ' 75 75 S ! 0
92-198  Plaza det Sot ' 58 58 0 0
92-205 The Meadows Apantments 134 . 134 0 0
92-207 Sherwood Manor 38 N 38 0 0
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TABLE C-1]
Information for Prior Ycars Allocations
1993 Projects

Units with Required Files Units with 60%
Project Income of 60% or less Inspected or lcss of
Number . Project Name Totai Units of incdian income 1994 median income
93001 Winlets Senior Center Apts 38 38 Y u
43.005 Squaw Valley Apls 33 . 33 0 0
93-019 Soledad Senior Apts © 40 4 0 0
93-024 Summit Ridge Apts 304 304 { 0
93-032 Ginzton Terrace . 107 107 21 21
93-036 Hillview Village T 50 U 0
93045 Palin Garden Apartments ) 3y 89 () 0
93-066 ~  Weedpatch Country Apls 37 | 37 f o
93-074 Sunrise Terrace 52 52 0 0
93-075  'Parlier Garden Apts. 41 i - 41 0 )
93-076 Tahoc Pincs Apts. 28 - 28 ] ]
93-104  Dclta Plaza Apts. | , 29 29 0 0
93-108  Baldwin Apartments 44 40 0 0
93-113 Avenida Espana Gardens ) 83 83 0 {1
93-127 Florence Avenue Villa 20 20 4 4
93-138 Sea Ranch Apartinculs ‘ 3l 31 6 6
93-170  Casa Berendo 20 20 0 0
93-177 Beechwood Terrace : 25 25 U 0
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A DESCRIPTION OF THE CALIFORNIA
TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE PROGRAMS

California administers two low-income housing tax credit programs -- a federal program and a state
program. Both programs were authorized to encourage private investment in rental housing for low and
lower-income families and individuals.

The Federal Program

The federal program (“Creditl program™) was authorized by Congress in 1986. 1t replaced traditipnal
housing tax incentives, iike accelerated depreciation, with a tax credit that enables low-income housing
sponsors and developers to raise project eqguity through the sale of tax benefils to investors.

The Credit program is contmined in the federal tax code and is administered by the Internal Revenue
Service which is part of the ULS. Treasury Departiment. Internal Revenue Code Scction 42 specilics thal
in cach state the state l.cgisiaturc designale the “housing credit agency™ to admimister the Credit program.
In California, responsibility for administering the program was assigned to the California Tax Credit
Aflocation Committee (“Committee” or “TCAC™), first by a February 1987 gubernatorial proclaimation,
and later by enactmient of SB 113, Chapter 658, Statutes of 1987. ' '

The federal tax eredit was granted permanent status with passage of the Omnibus Budgel Reconciliation
Act of 1993, Prior Lo recelving permanent program status, Congress authorized the Credit program on
an annual basis. '

Annual Credits Availitble

Each state 1s allowed an annual housing credit cetling of $1.25 per capita. Additionally, a procala share
of credits available annually in a national pool comprised of states' unused credits may be availabie.
Also, any credits returned to a state can be allocated 1o new projects. From the total ceiling amount
available to California, the Commitlee allocates credits o projects based on an assessment of cligible
project costs, as defined by IRC Section 42, The one-time allocation is taken [rom that ycar's ceiling,
while the housing spousor uses or sells ten times this amount because the annual credit can be taken by
investors [or cach year for a ten-year period. [Cis also important (o understand that while the credit can
be taken over a ten-year period, the Internal Revenue Code requires that the project rematn in
commpliance for at lc"as_l t5 years. Thercfore, a third ol the credit claimed i the first ten years is the
accelerated portion of the final five years of the imtal compliance period and is subject to recapture,
with interest, should the project go out of compliance.

Eligible Projects

Ouly rental housing projecls arc efigible for lax credils in both the federal and state programs. Credits
can be allocated 1o new construction projects or projects undergoing substantial rehabilitation. Credits
must be atlocated on a competitive basis so that those mecting the highest housing prioritics as
determined by the state have first access (o credits. Those awarded tax credits must own the project for
which the credits are to be used. Tax credits are allocated based on the cost basis ol the project,
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including hard and soft 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 1989, 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 (o calculate rent regardless of the actual family size of the
household). Tor projects allocated credits from ceilings before 1990, rents must be at or below 30% of
the qualifying income of the househaold occupying a unit.

Initial incomes of households in tax credit units cannot exceed either 60% or 50% of the area median
income, adjusted for household size. When a project develaper or sponsor of a tax credit prolect applies
for tax credits, he or she irrevocably elects one of the following minimum {ederal set-aside requirements:

- aminimum of 40% of the units must be both rent-restricted and occupied by households whose
incomes are 6% or less of the area median gross income, adjusted for family size, or

»  20% of the units must be both rent-resiricted and accupied by households whose incomes are 50%
or less of the area median gross inceme, adjusted for family size.

Despite this minimuni set-aside election, project sponsors typically designate all of the units in a project
{or occupancy by low-income households since credits are allocated only for restricted units. (For
instance, il a developer builds a project in which half of the units are market-rate and half are affordable,
only half of the eligible project costs would be considered for determining how much credit can be
allocated). Additionally, as described later, sponsors generally target some number of their units to
incomes helow 60% or 50%-in order to score high enough in our program to be considered [or an '
allocation of credits.

Long Term Affordability

Under federal law, eredit projects must remain affordable for at least 15 to 30 years; however, California
law reguires a minimum of 30 years compliance. Further, in order to successfully cbmpele 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

As required under federal law, the Committee must perform feasibility analyses on every project to
ensure that allocations do not exceed the amount required for project feasibility, While a project's
qualified basis determines a maximum credit allocation, only the amount peeded to fill the financing
shortfal] can actually be allocated. The Committee ‘must consider the sources and uses of funds and the
total financing planned for the development, inc!ifding the proceeds expected o be generated by use of
the tax credits. The Committee must also make a determination of the reasonableness of estimated
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developmient, operational and intermediary costs. For cachy project, the credit need must be determined
atteast three times:"al application; at allocation: and, at the time the project is placed-in-service.

How Credit Amounts Are Calculated

As required by federal law, the maximum credit amount that can be allocated (o a project is based on the
project's qualificd basis. First, Wtal project cost is caleulated; then chigible basis is determined by
subtracting non-depreciable costs, such as tand, permanent {inancing costs, rent reserves and marketing
costs. If the development is {ocated in a HUID designated high cost arca (HCA), the cligible basis
recerves a 130% HCA adjustment. Finally, lo determine the qudliﬁcd basis, the cligible basis is
multiplied by the applicable fraction, which is the smailer of (1) the percentage of fow income units to
total Gnits vr (2) the pereentage of square {uotage ol the low income units to the square footage ol the
total units, to arrive at the qualified basis (as described cadicer, this percentage 1s most often 100%).

The qualilied basis is multiplicd by the federai tax credit rate Lo determine the maximum alowable tax
credit allocation; this rate is published monthly by the IRS. For projeets that are new cunstruction or
substantial rehabilitation, which are not financed with a federal subsidy, the rate is approximately 9% (it
has ranged from a high 009.27 to a low o 8.37). For projects involving a federal subsidy (including
projects linanced more than 50% with tax exempt bonds), the rate is approximately 4% (a range of 3.97
10'3.59). The 9% and 4% rales are uscd 1o determine a projeet’s initial tax credit reservation. A project's
final (placed-in-service) tax credit allocation is based on actual project sources and uses of funds, the
financing shortfall and the actual applicable (ederal rate, The rate applicable to a project is the rale
published for the month cach building is placed in service or in an carlier month clected by the sponsor
(generally al the time a carryover allocation is made), when a binding commitment is made. The
allocation cannot exceed the initial reservation amount and may be reduced if an anatysis deterntines that
the maximun allowable amount would generate excess cquity proceeds to the project.

: :
Raising Syndication rocceds

Most credits are sold to corporate or individual investors-through a public or private syndication. These
tnvestors benefit from the tax credit by purchasing an awnership inferest in a tax credit houstng project
or picces of multiple projects included in a syndication pool. In turn, such investors take an cquivalent
eredil against their tax liability over a ten-year period. “The partnership contributes equity to the project
which typically finances 30-50% of the capital costs of constructing the housing. Financing lor a typical
wrban development involves about 40% investor equity from credit syndication, 35% conventional loan
and 25% soft scecond loan(s). '

The amount ol net equity proceeds actually contributed to a project is based on the investor contributions
(as a present value of the ten-year ceredit) less the syndicator's overhead and fees, and any other
syndication-related costs. ‘The Commiliee uses'the net tax credit factor (net proceeds/the total 10 year
tax credit allocation) to determine the reasonableness of the pujhiﬂ and the credit need. This niet tax
credit factor typically ranges from 45 (0 .56 on every tax credil doltar,
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The State Program

Recognizing the high cost of developing housing in California, the legistature authorized a state low
income housing tax credit program to augment the federal tax credit. Authorized by Chapter 1138,
Statutes of 1987, the state credit is only available to a project which has previously received, or is
concurrently receiving, an ailocation of federal credits. The state program does not stand alone, but
instead, supplements the federal tax credit.l

State credits are particularly imporlant to projects not located in a HUD designated high cost area or
projects using federal HOME funds to finance eligible costs. These projects cannot take the 130%
increase to basis; state credits generate additional equity funds which - as they were intended to do, up to
a maximum cap - fill a financing gap that remains after maximum federal credits have been allocated.
(Projects docated in a “high cost area” are-eligible for additional federal credits based on the 130%
increase 1o basis.) Therefore, TCAC gives state credit priority to projects which are not'in a high cost
arca and those using HOME [unds to finance eligible costs. ‘

l)lI'fLanccs Between the State dnd Federal Programs -

California's tax credit program was structured to mirror the tuieml program with certain exceptions. In
addition to the state credit only being available to projects which receive a federal credit, other major
differences include:

« The annual state credit ceiling is currently sct at $1.25 per capita; however, the state ceiling
cannol exceed $35,000,000 per year {plus any unused or returned credits from previous years).

« The state credit is taken by investors over a four-year period in contrast to the ten-year {ederal
allocation period. The full four-year state credit project allocations are deducted from the ceiling,
while only the annual federal credit project allocations are deducted from the federal ceiling.

« The applicable percentage to be applied to the qualtiied basis for determining the amount of state
credits 1s 30% for projects which are not federally subsidized and 13% for projects with lederal
subsidies, in contrast to the 9% and 4% 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 hiditation. Any surplus revenues generated above the
. Iimitation must be used to reduce the rents.

Caleudation of State Credits in Designated High Cost Areas

When the slate tax credit program was established, the legisiation prohibited state credit allocations to
projects located in a federally designated high cost area (HCA) beeause the federal credit program

atlows additional federal credits to be awarded to projects in those areas. However, when HUD released -
the hist of high cost areas in California, a significant portion of the stale was deemed an HCA. In
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rcspohsc, the legisiature enacted Chapter 1485, Statutes of 1990 (AB 374), aliowing state credit
atlocations in high cost arcas but only if the lederal credit is not increased. Therefore projects located in
an HCA, which receive an allocation of state credits, cannot take the 130% adjustinent 1o basis; the
reduction in the high cost arca mmount of federal credits ailowable to a_project is offset by an amount ol
stale credits so that the total allocation does not exceed the amount of federal and state credits that swould
be allocated without the high cost arca adjustinent.

The Qualified Allocation Plan (QAD)

Scction 42 of the Internal Revenue Code governs the use of the federal tax credits. In 1989, the Code

" was revised Lo require that allocating agencies design and implement a Qualificd Allocation Plan (QAP)

that cstablishes prioritics v allocating the eredit based on state and local needs. Scction 42 requires
allocating agencies to hold public hearings, similar to the procedure for TEFRA hearings that must be
held belore issuing mortgage revenue bonds, to consider public input on the QALD.

Federal law delines a QAP as a document which:

1. Seis forth sclection criteria to be used to determine housing prioritics of the housing credil
agency which are appropriate to local conditions,

2. Gives preference in allocating housing credit dollar amounts among sclected projecets (o -
(a) projects serving the lowest income tenants, and
() projects obligated to serve qualificd tenants for the longest period, and

3. Provides a procedure that the apeney will follow in monitoring projects for noncompliance
according o the provisions of IRC Section 42 and i notifying the IRS ol such

noncompliance.
[

!

Scction 42 also requires that the QAP include the following selection criteria:

« project location

+ housing necd characteristics

« project characteristics

+ sponsor characteristics f
« participation of fuocal tax-exempt organizations .
« tenant populations with special needs

» public housing waiting lists.

Threshold Criteria

State law and the Commiltee's Qualificd AHocation Plan require that projects mect ¢ertain readiness
criteria at the time an application is filed. 1f these are not met, an application is rejected. These criteria
effectively dissuade applicants from applying oo soon before they arc ready (o build their project.
Federal law imposes unforgiving deadlines both for allocating agencies and project sponsors to meet,
Failing to meet these deadlines jeopardizes the Committec's ability to aliocate all eredits and could causce
sponsors Lo luse eredits after spending a great deal of money.
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Threshold eriteria require that the applicant show the following: _ oo

(a) a need for low-income housing in the community for which il is proposed;

(b) the proposed financing, including the tax credit proceeds, will be sufficient {o complete and
operate the project;

(¢} enlorceable financing c,ommltmenw for at least 50% of the total estimated financing need;

(dY control of the site;

{¢) the project complies with all applicable local land use and zoning ordinances;

(f) the development team has the experience and the linancial capacity (o ensure project
completion and operation [or 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
for a new allocation. By far the most common causes have been the lack of commitments for soft
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 10 mect
the federal requirement to be placed-in-service has caused several projects 1o 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 make
this impractical. The first cycle 1s generally held in early spring, with a second cycle following in the
fate summer.

Application Process

TCAC has cralted an application package that is intended to assist applicants in understanding the
program requirements and to thoroughly and clearly present the characteristics of their project. Staff
then can more easily and accurately determine the reasonableness d project's costs, its maximum

allowable tax credit allocation and the amount needed for financial feasibility. The process is as

{ollows:

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 are provided.

b) If the project is complete and eligible, a financial leasibility analysis is performexd.

c) I a project has met the above criterta, the project is ranked according to set-aside, if
applicable, and points achieved. .

d) Staff makes recommendations to the Committee which takes aclion to reserve lax credits at
a public meeting.

The process of apphication review after a cycle closes generally takes about seventy-five days to
complele,
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Stages of Tax Credit Reservation

irederal law has stringent requiremients for making allocations and placing projects in service. A slip m
(he timing can be disastrous to a sponsor and could cause the stale 1 tosc credits (o other states and not
be ablc to access credits unused by other states. 1t is for this very reason that the Commitiee cstablish,
and developers {ollow, progress requirements that ensure Califoraia is in compliance with lederal law.

1) Preliminary - While a project is eligible to be considered for credits up until the year the
project has been placed-in-scrvice, generalty, when an application is submitted to TCAC, the project is
not yet ready 1o begin construction and the applicant seeks a Preliminary Reservation. An applicant has
270 days [rom the date of reservation to micet specific conditions of the Preliminary Reservation Letter
andh must adhere to an individualized Preconstruction Pertod that brings it to the point of construction
slart.

2) Final - Project sponsors reecive a Final Reservation when all conditions of the Preliminary
Reservation have been met. All construction financing sources must be [unded, permanent financing
must be committed, inveslor commitments must be in process, and the land must be acquired. A sccond
feasibility analysis is completed. This rescrvation is in effect during the project’s construction period.

3) Carryover Altocation - An applicant may obtain a Carryover Atlocation prior to or after a
Final Reservation depending upon the time constraints imposed by federal law., Currently, federal law
|‘c&]uit'cé that a Carryover Allocation be obtained if a project will not be placed-in-scrvice in the same
year the project has reccived a reservation. To qualify for a Carryover Atlocation, an applicant must
incur more than 10% ol the project's anticipated cost by December 3 st ol the year of the Carryover
Allocation. TCAC generally imposes an earlicr deadline and requires applicant to purchase the land or
exceute a land lease. Once a Carryover Allocation is made, federal law allows project owners 24 months
from the 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 Catifornia's milestones or the credits must be
relurncd.

4) Issuance ol Tax Forms - This is accomplished when conditions of the Final Reservation have
been met. Al this point, the project is ready for occupancy and the IRS form 8609 (and the state credit
form I7TB 3521 A, il applicable) is exccuted after a final feasibility analysis is performed to determine
the requisite amount of tax credits needed, based on a cost certification submitted by the owner. A form
must be lSSULd for cach butldm;: th a project.

Before the tax fonms will be issucd, the applicant must enter into a regulatory agreement with TCAC.
This agreement is recorded against the land and holds the project owner to the specifications and
characteristics of the project on which the tax credit reservation was awarded {rent and income
restrictions, sclection criteria/preference poinls and other requirements).
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Program Administration

The Committee was originally established in 1981 as the agency to apportion the federal ceiling on
mortgage revenue bonds and in 1986 was assigned the tax credit program as well. The mortgage
revenue bond activities were later transferred 1o 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 are voting members and the remaining four serving as advisors. The voting members include
the State Treasurer, who serves as chair, the Stale Controller, and the Governor. At the Governor's
discretion, either the Governor or the Director of the Department of Finance serves on the Commiltee.

The non-voling advisors are the Directors of the California Housing Finance Agency and Department of
Housing and Community Development, and two representalives [rom local government. One local
representative must be associated with a city and is appointed 1o the Commitlee 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'fedcra\l and/or state tax
credits, Staff prepare reports on each complete application of eligible projects seeking credits, The
commitiee meels at a public meeting to evaluate staff's 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
Allocation Plan, regulations and application form. .
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