City of Oceanside
Neighborhood Services Department - Housing and Code Enforcement Division

MEMORANDUM
TEk Chair and Members of the Housing Commission
THROUGH: Margery M. Pierce, Neighborhood Services Director
FROM: David L. Manley, Neighborhood Services Division Manager%
DATE: October 15, 2010
RE: Mission Avenue Parcel RFQ — Development Team Selection

In response to the Mission Avenue Affordable Housing Mixed-Use Site RFQ, six submittals
were received by the established deadline. A professional panel comprised of staff from the
Development Services Department, Neighborhood Services Department, and the City
Manager’s Office reviewed the submittals based upon the criteria listed in the RFQ.

Listed in alphabetical order, the following three firms are recommended for consideration by
the Commission at its October 26, 2010 meeting:

* Bridge Housing
* National Community Renaissance/Community Housingworks
* Wasatch Advantage Group

The corresponding RFQ submittals for each applicant are attached for your review. These
firms have been invited to attend the October 26" Housing Commission meeting to answer
any specific questions from the Commission. Commissioners are also encouraged to use
the attached rating sheets when reviewing the submittals.

Enclosures RFQ
Vision Plan
(3) RFQ Submittals

RFQ Rating Sheets
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MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT
RFQ SUBMITTAL REVIEW - DEVELOPMENT TEAM RATING CRITERIA

Development Team: BRIDGE HOUSING

v RFQSectlonIX SelectronCrlterla -

Demonstrated capabllrty toentltle desrgn andconstruct prolects ofS|m|larS|ze and compIeX|ty to each
component area contemplated by the Vision Plan.

Demonstrated capability to manage or secure management of projects of similar size and complexity as
applicable to each component area contemplated by the Vision Plan.

Demonstrated capability with regard to service provision as applicable to each component area contemplated by
the Vision Plan.

Ability to bring together resources, experience, and capability to assure timely completion of proposed

[ Demonstrated ability to identify key issues relatedto rmplementatlon of the Crty sVrsronPlan T

Demonstrated reasonable approach of ensuring timely completion of each component area.

The degree to which the team demonstrates an appreciation of the potential problems associated with the
Project and a coherent and creative approach to solving them.

Depth of feedback in support of or refining the vision of the City for the Site development.

How likely wilt the Respondent be to provide enhanced support services to each component area?

Demonstrated capacrtyto frnanceach com ponentcontem plated by the Vrron Pla Capacrty |sbest ]
demonstrated by the successful financing of similar projects since the financial crisis of Fall 2008.

The amount and type of gap assistance requested of the City.

Demonstrated strategy for obtaining 9% Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and all other non-City financing
sources in a timely manner.

Rating scores:
1 - Unacceptable

2 - Marginal

3 - Fair

4 - Very Good
5 - Outstanding




MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT
RFQ SUBMITTAL REVIEW — DEVELOPMENT TEAM RATING CRITERIA

Development Team: NATIONAL COMMUNITY RENAISSANCE / COMMUNITY HOUSINGWORKS

RFQ Section IX: Selection Criteria | Rating

Demonstrated capability to entitie, design, and construct projects of similar size and complexity
component area contemplated by the Vision Plan.

Demonstrated capability to manage or secure management of projects of similar size and complexity as
applicable to each component area contempiated by the Vision Plan.

Demonstrated capability with regard to service provision as applicable to each component area contemplated by
the Vision Plan.

Ability to bring together resources, experience, and capability to assure timely completion of proposed
development.

emonstrated ability to itiy s related t entation ” City's Vis Plan.

Demonstrated reasonable approach of ensuring timely completion of each component area.

The degree to which the team demonstrates an appreciation of the potential problems associated with the
Project and a coherent and creative approach to solving them.

Depth of feedback in support of or refining the vision of the City for the Site development.

How likely will the Respondent be to provide enhanced support services to each component area?

Demonstra
demonstrated by the successful financing of similar projects since the financial crisis of Fall 2008.

The amount and type of gap assistance requested of the City.

Demonstrated strategy for obtaining 9% Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and all other non-City financing
sources in a timel manner.

IR A ” T

Rating scores:
1 - Unacceptable

2 - Marginal

3 - Fair

4 - Very Good
5 - Qutstanding




MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT
RFQ SUBMITTAL REVIEW — DEVELOPMENT TEAM RATING CRITERIA

Development Team: WASATCH ADVANTAGE GROUP
RFQ Section IX: Stion Critri -

Demonstrated capability to entitle, design, and construct projects of similar size and complexity to each
component area contemplated by the Vision Plan.

Demonstrated capability to manage or secure management of projects of similar size and complexity as
applicable to each component area contemplated by the Vision Plan.

Demonstrated capability with regard to service provision as applicable to each component area contemplated by
the Vision Plan.

Ability to bring together resources, experience, and capability to assure timely completion of proposed
development.

montrated abi to identify key issues related to implementatn of the ity’s Vision Plan.

Demonstrated reasonable approach of ensuring timely completion of each component area.

The degree to which the team demonstrates an appreciation of the potential problems associated with the
Project and a coherent and creative approach to solving them.
Depth of feedback in support of or refining the vision of the City for the Site development.

How likely will the Respondent be to provide enhanced support services to each component area?

Demonstrated capacity to finance each component contemplated by the Vision Plan. Capacity is be
demonstrated by the successful financing of similar projects since the financial crisis of Fall 2008.
The amount and type of gap assistance requested of the City.

Demonstrated strategy for obtaining 9% Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and all other non-City financing
sources in a timely manner.

Rating scores:
1 - Unacceptable

2 - Marginal

3 - Fair

4 - Very Good
5 - Outstanding




CITY OF OCEANSIDE
REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

ISSUANCE DATE: JULY 1, 2010

PRE-SUBMITTAL CONFERENCE (REQUIRED ATTENDANCE): JULY 22, 2010, 10:00a.m.

FINAL SUBMITTALS DUE BY: AUGUST 31, 2010, 5:00p.m.

City of Oceanside
Neighborhood Services Department
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054



CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

I. INTRODUCTION

On March 17, 2010, the City Council of the City of Oceanside (the City) approved a
Vision and Strategic Plan (the Vision Plan) to help shape future development of a
14.5-acre site owned by the City. The project site (the Site or Project) is currently
undeveloped and unentitled and is located in the 3200 block of Mission Avenue
along the south side.

The Vision Plan, which involved a series of public workshops and input from
community leaders and City staff, includes certain planning, design and
implementation strategies for the preferred development of the site as a
combination of affordable family apartment homes, senior/special needs housing, a
commercial/office plaza, a community center, pocket parks and active/passive open
space. The ideal senior/special needs housing project would incorporate both
seniors and special needs clients, but projects including only seniors, or only special
needs clients will be considered by the City.

The City seeks a qualified Developer or Development Team that is experienced,
financially creative and capable of developing, financing and managing a project
reflecting the City’s Vision Plan for the Site. Respondents must be able to
demonstrate development, management and service provision experience and be
able to work cooperatively with the community and City staff to design and
implement a successful affordable housing/mixed-use development.

As part of the selection process, developers will be required to submit a basic
Statement of Qualifications (SOQ). From these submittals, the City will select the
most qualified Developer or Development Team through a competitive process. The
City and the selected Developer or Development Team will negotiate and enter into
a Development Agreement.

IIl. DEVELOPMENT SITE

The Vision Plan summarizes existing conditions, opportunities and constraints at
the Site. Basic Site information includes the following:

Address 3200 block of Mission Avenue

Location The entire length of the Site runs along the south side of
Mission Avenue, approximately three-quarters of the distance
between Carolyn Circle to the southwest and Foussat Road to
the northeast.

Lot Size The Project Site is comprised of a semi-rectangular vacant
parcel of land, covering an area of 14.5 acres and spanning a
distance of approx.. 1,540 feet in length by 460 feet in width.

Current Zoning | The Site is currently designated as IL (Limited Industrial).

Land Use A General Plan amendment and zone change will be required.
Approvals The selected Developer or Development Team will complete
Required entitlement of the property.




CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)

MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

[ll. DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCIAL PARAMETERS

The Vision Plan established certain planning principles, development guidelines and
implementation strategies for the Site development. The Planning Principals
include the following:

Ensure compatibility with and minimize impacts to the adjacent residential
neighborhood and other nearby uses.

Provide a range of housing types for different community needs (such as for
families, seniors/special needs).

Apply Universal Design to allow residents to remain in place as they age and
circumstances change.

Incorporate sustainability measures and conservation of resources.
Design buildings, spaces and uses to create a sense of neighborhood.
Ensure the vision for site development is economically feasible.

Create flexibility in the plan to accommodate possible changes in market
conditions and community needs during the development period.

Provide a high quality development that the community will be proud of for
years to come.

The RFQ process is meant to select a Developer or Development Team most
capable of achieving the City’s vision for the Site within these Planning Principles.
The Preferred Option site plan includes three different housing types situated in the
following five development clusters:

Family Housing Portion:

Component A: 38 walk-up, townhome style units
Component B: 62 garden apartments

Component C: 22 walk-up, townhome style units
Component D: 28 walk-up, townhome style units

Senior/Special Needs Portion:

Component E: 138 senior/special needs units

Commercial Portion:

10,000 - 12,000 sq. ft. of neighborhood serving commercial-retail space

For purposes of the RFQ and subsequent Development Agreement, the following
are minimum parameters:

Site Control The City will retain ownership of the site through long-term

ground lease or leases.

Project Size The City seeks a minimum of 150 affordable family units and

138 senior/special needs units.

Unit Type The City seeks a mix of one, two, and three-bedroom units.

Tax credit and other financing considerations may impact the
precise mix .




CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Housing
Affordability
Requirements

The City’s preference is for 100% affordability. The City will
require annual rent increases for affordable units to be the
lesser of a) 5% or b) the maximum amount permitted by other
financing partners such as TCAC, CDLAC and other programs.

Minimum
Revenue Sharing

Any City participation shall be in the form of a secured loan with
a subordinate lien position determined by lender and tax credit
partner requirements. Repayment will be made from a portion
of residual receipts after debt service on amortized loans,
reserves, operating expenses and an agreed upon level of
developer return.

City Lien Position

The City of Oceanside shall be the issuer of any multifamily
revenue bonds for the Project, which are subject to an Issuer
Fee of 1/4 of 1% of Bond Par Amount at closing and 1/8 of 1%
per year for the term of the Regulatory Agreement.

Residual The following assumptions are typical and should be used when
Receipts preparing the financial pro forma, unless alternative funding
sources are subject to different and more restrictive terms:
e City loan: 55-year, 3% loan with residual receipts split
50% to City/50% to owner.
Proforma e Rentincreases: use 2.5% annually.
Assumptions e Expense increases, excluding operating and replacement

reserves: use 3.5% annually.

e First mortgage debt coverage ratio: not less than 1.2x-1.0.

e Estimate annual operating expenses, exclusive of property
taxes (assumes Welfare Exemption with 501(c)3 tax credit
general partner), depreciation or amortization expenses,
any special service costs, and replacement reserves.

e Replacement Reserves: not less than $400 per
residential unit per year.

e Construction estimates: Minimum vacancy rates for
residential units: assume 5% annually.

Project Funding

The Vision Plan identifies a variety of funding sources. Due to
State budget implications for redevelopment tax increment, the
City seeks a financing approach that minimizes the City’s gap
financing contribution.

Design

Consistent with the Planning Principles and Development
Guidelines contained in the Vision Plan.

Green Building/
Energy
Effeciency

The Vision Plan sets out that the development shall meet a
minimum LEED Silver rating, with higher rating levels
encouraged.

IV. SITE DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS

The Vision Plan sets out certain information and guidelines with regard to Site

development.




CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

V. REQ SUBMITTAL PROCESS

The Agency seeks to receive information about the qualifications and intent of those
responding to this solicitation. Interested Developers/Development Teams must
respond by submitting a basic Statement of Qualifications (“SOQ”). The SOQ will be
used to identify Developers or Development Teams with the requisite experience
and knowledge in implementing the City’s Vision Plan.

A. Pre-Submittal Conference

Prospective proposers are required to attend the Pre-Submittal Conference.
The purpose of the conference is to:

e Describe the purpose and objectives of the RFQ;
e Review selection criteria;
e Summarize the requirements and selection procedures; and

e Answer questions regarding the RFQ process.

The Pre-Submittal Conference has been scheduled as follows:
Date/Time: July 22, 2010, 10:00a.m.
Location: Oceanside City Civic Center, Community Rooms
300 N. Coast Hwy., Oceanside, CA 92054

Please send an Email to housingprojects@ci.oceanside.ca.us or call (760)435-3960
to confirm your attendance at the workshop no later than July 12, 2010.

B. SOQ Submittal Requirements

The SOQ shall include a description of the organizational structure, development
track record, and financial capability of the developer. The SOQ shall contain, at a
minimum, the following information:

1. Developer or Developer Team. Identify the proposed Developer or
Development Team members. For each member, provide a brief summary of
the firm, identify the chief executive and key staff members (including day-to-day
lead contact to the City) with brief bio (1-2 paragraphs). Include a narrative that
describes the proposed Developer or Development Team and roles related to
each component of the Project. Please include:

e A copy of the non-profit partner’s 501(c)3 Determination Letter from the IRS.

e A table which clearly defines each member of the Development Team, the
component of the Project for which the member is responsible, and what role
the member serves (e.g., development, management, service provision).

e A table which clearly defines other Project team members expected if
applicable to serve in a supporting role on the project such as architect,
contractor, planning consultant, etc.

5
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CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

. Developer Experience. Please prepare a table describing recent affordable
residential rental development and property management experience (last five
years) of each key Development Team member, with an emphasis on projects
similar to the proposed development project.

¢ Include for each project the following information: project name and type
(including photographs), project address, role of “Development Team”
member, other relevant development team members including project
architect and all associated consultants and professionals, unit count by type
and size, tenant mix (including any special needs served), affordability,
completed value, leveraging sources (including as applicable (a) name and
contact information for first mortgage lender; (b) name and contact information
for tax credit investor; and/or (c) name and contact information for public
agency partner), construction completion date and timeframe to complete
project from plans submittal date;

¢ Include a description of how previous projects were developed to compliment
surrounding neighborhoods and how community support was obtained.

e Senior/Special Needs Development Team Members must include specific
reference to experience developing senior and special needs housing.

. Einancing Plan and Development Capability. Because the City is concerned
with selecting a Developer or Development Team capable of carrying out the
Vision Plan, the City seeks feedback through the SOQ process about how
Developers/Development Teams would approach the Plan’s execution. The
purpose of this section is for the Developer/Development Team to demonstrate
thoughtful consideration of design, planning, market and financial considerations
for the Site development.

a) Development Program and Physical Plan

Based on a review of the Vision Plan, and the Development and Site
Parameters identified in this RFQ, provide the following information:

¢ |dentify key design issues and constraints for achieving or exceeding the
City development goals.

e How would you envision infrastructure, common areas, parking and
amenities developed in conjunction with the development components?
Who would bear financial responsibility for these if components are
developed among multiple partners?

e How would you envision project phasing? What would be your expected
dates to complete entitlements, submit construction plans, initiate
construction and complete construction for each component? What are
the key contingencies?

e What would be your target development program for each component
including unit mix, affordability and rents, target population, and square
footage of development?

e Describe in narrative form how the Developer or Development Team
would envision the Project would be designed and constructed to meet or
exceed the City’s Green Building and Energy Efficiency requirements.

6




CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

b) Financing Plan

Respondents should describe their financing plan, including a pro-forma,
development budget, funding sources, preliminary estimate of costs, how the
Developer or Development Team intends to minimize the funding gap, and
showing the funding gap under a preferred plan of finance.

e Provide in narrative form, a summary of your plan of finance. Each
funding source should be described in detail including target affordability
requirements, expected financing terms, and prospective availability of
funds. Describe any guarantees the Developer/Development Team may
provide relative to each component or phase. Provide the following
information in an Appendix:

— For the Family and any appropriate portion of the Senior/Special Needs
components components, provide financing gap estimates assuming
two different scenarios: (a) 9% tax credits; and (b) 4% tax credits and
bonds. Handicap TCAC and/or CDLAC scoring and tie breakers and the
timing of receipt of credits. Recommend a preferred strategy for
financing given tax credit allocation and timing constraints.

— Unit count by type and size, tenant mix and rents, square footages for
each component, and allocation of common area costs if shared among
component areas (including a detailed breakdown of parking spaces
required and allocated among component areas).

— Sources and Uses of funds at closing and permanent financing broken
down both by component area and aggregated.

— Pro-forma for the housing components (55 years). The pro-forma
should be consistent with estimated timeline under 3a).

— Estimated residual fees likely to be paid to the City.

— Estimated construction costs.

— Preliminary itemized estimate of entitlement costs and applicable
development fees.

— Gap financing request of the City pursuant to the repayment terms
described herein.

c) Narrative Discussion

e Address how the City and Developer/Development Team may trade off the
estimated gap cost to City and alternative levels of affordability.

e Describe in narrative form, as applicable, assuming multiple developers,
how the financial relationship will work among development partners. How
will common areas be constructed? How will financial and development
risks be shared and segregated? How will the City be assured that all
component areas will be built in a timely manner?

e Provide narrative, basis, timing, and preliminary expected amount and
method of compensation for each development component. Explain
amount and timing of developer fee and basis for how it might change
should the development project change.




CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

¢ Relate in narrative form, the Preliminary Financing Plan with the Developer
Experience summarized in Section 2 above, i.e., describe how the plan of
finance is similar to projects listed as prior experience with regard to
securing similar funding, achieving similar affordability, developing under
similar market dynamics.

e Describe in narrative form the types of supportive services and/or programs
envisioned for each applicable component area. ldentify potential service
providers that may provide such services and estimated costs and funding
sources. Describe relevant experience with securing funding and providing
such services, and prior relationships with service providers.

e From Section 2 above regarding prior development experience, the City
should be able to contact at least three (3) public agency partners, one (1)
first mortgage lender, and one (1) tax credit investor.

d) Community Participation

Describe the approach and methods your team will utilize to assure
meaningful participation by the community in the planning and
implementation of the Mission Avenue development.

C. SOQ Submissions

Submittals must include a signed original on 8-1/2” X 11”7 paper and an electronic
copy delivered by email. The original and the electronic copy must be complete
including appendicies and attachments. Packages must be organized and tabbed
consistent with the requirements outlined in Section B above and include a table of
contents and numbered pages.

All submittals are due by August 31, 2010, 5:00 p.m.
Submittals should be addressed to:

City of Oceanside Neighborhood Services Department

Attn : David Manley, Neighborhood Services Divison Manager
300 N. Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

The City, following review of initial submissions, may request additional information
from Respondents. Submissions received after the deadline will not be
considered.

. SELECTION CRITERIA

Upon receipt of submittals, the City will evaluate and determine which, if any,
developers will be invited for follow-up interviews. However, the City retains the
right to select a Developer or Development Team without interviews.

Submittals will be evaluated based on the following criteria as relates to each
component area of the Project as contemplated under the Vision Plan:

8




CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

A. Developer Experience

1. Demonstrated capability to entitle, design, and construct projects of
similar size and complexity as applicable to each component area
contemplated by the Vision Plan.

2. Demonstrated capability to manage or secure management of projects
of similar size and complexity as applicable to each component area
contemplated by the Vision Plan.

3. Demonstrated capability with regard to service provision as applicable
to each component area contemplated by the Vision Plan.

4. Ability to bring together resources, experience and capability to assure
timely completion of proposed development.

B. Demonstrated Developer Vision

1. Demonstrated ability to identify key issues related to implementation of
the City’s Vision Plan.

2. Demonstrated reasonable approach of ensuring timely completion of
each component area.

3. The degree to which the team demonstrates an appreciation of the
potential problems associated with the Project and a coherent and
creative approach to solving them.

4. Depth of feedback in support of or refining the vision of the City for the
Site development.

5. How likely will the Respondent be to provide enhanced support services
to each component area?

C. Financing Plan and Capability
Developer financial capacity will be evaluated based on the following:

1. Demonstrated capacity to finance each component contemplated by the
Vision Plan. Capacity is best demonstrated by the successful finaning of
similar projects since the financial crisis of Fall 2008.

2. The amount and type of gap assistance requested of the City. In
general, SOQs with smaller funding gaps will be considered more
favorably.

3. Demonstrated strategy for obtaining 9% LIH Tax Credits or Bonds and
4% LIT Tax Credits and all other non-City financing sources in a timely
manner.
The Agency may, at its discretion, request that developers modify, clarify or
supplement their submissions with additional information. Developers may also be
asked to make a formal presentation and/or attend an interview.




X.

XI.

XII.

CITY OF OCEANSIDE - REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFQ)
MISSION AVENUE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

DEVELOPMENT TEAM AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT SCHEDULE

The following is an estimated schedule for selecting a Developer or Development
Team and approving a Development Agreement:

Description Date

Release RFQ July 1, 2010
Pre-Submittal Conference July 22, 2010

Final Submittals Due August 31, 2010
Housing Commission Review September 2010 est.
City Council Selection of Developer October 2010 est.
Development Agreement Negotiation December 2010 est.
City Council Approval of Development Agreement January 2010 est.

Each Contractor and Developer members of proposed Development Teams must
be in good standing with the City, in full compliance with City requirements including
loan and lien payments, building permits and other applicable requirements. For
example, Contractors or Developers that have not obtained proper City building
permits in advance of starting construction will not be considered in good standing.

PROPERTY DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT

The City and the selected Developer will enter into a Development Agreement or
Disposition and Development Agreement establishing real estate, financing,
development, entitlement and affordability requirements for the Project.

DISCLAIMERS

All facts and opinions stated herein and in any additional information, whether
written or oral, provided by the City are based on available information and is
believed to be accurate. However, no representation or warranty is made with
respect thereto.

The City reserves the right to change the submission with or without written notice
should the City determine, that such changes are necessary.

Those submitting proposals assume all financial costs and risks of submission. No
reimbursement or remuneration will be made by the City to cover the costs of any
submittal, whether or not such submittal is selected.

The City reserves the right to reject any or all submittals at its sole and absolute
discretion and accepts no responsibility for any financial loss by such action. The
City reserves the right not to proceed with the Project, or to change Project
parameters.

Any agreement(s) that may be entered into between the Developer or Development
Team and the City are subject to approval by the City Council.

10




Xlll. ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION

The following documents are available for reference on the Mission Avenue
Affordable Housing webpage at : http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/MAAH/

Vision Plan

Site Map

Area Median Income (AMI) Schedule

City of Oceanside Utility Allowances Schedule

PowppE
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Introduction

1.1

o W — Tl e

PROJECT SITE

Introduction

The City of Oceanside/Redevelopment Agency/Community
Development Commission (jointly referred to as the “City”) initiated
the preparation of a Vision and Strategic Plan to help shape future
development for a 14.5-acre, Agency-owned site in the City of
Oceanside. The project site is currently undeveloped and is located
in the 3200 block of Mission Avenue and 3206 Carolyn Circle along
the south side of Mission Avenue. The Housing Task Force has
identified this site for potential affordable housing, and City funds
earmarked specifically for affordable housing purposes provide
resources for the project. The City intends that future development
on the site would include units of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit-
financed rental housing for families. A primary goal is to develop
affordable family rental housing compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood with connectivity to the historic San Luis Rey Mission
area.

City of Oceanside



Introduction

Engaging the community to help develop the vision for the site was a priority for the project.
The concept development process included three community workshops to identify issues,
evaluate alternates and define a preferred alternative. The process was intended to result in
creating a future vision and strategy for the site with implementing actions that describe a
community-supported plan that is also economically viable.

This document provides a summary of the planning process, preferred design alternative, and
recommended implementing actions, and is organized by the following chapters:

1. Introduction

Public Participation

Existing Conditions and Opportunities and Constraints
Vision and Planning Principles

Development Guidelines

o v~ W N

Implementation Strategies
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Public Participation

2.1 Introduction

A primary goal of the Vision and Strategic Plan project was

to create a community-based vision and future development
concept for the site. Public participation was a key component for
design development and included three community workshops.

The first community workshop introduced the project and
included issue identification and a visual preference survey.

The second community workshop presented three alternatives
developed from Workshop No. 1 community input and project
goals. The third community workshop presented a preliminary
preferred alternative based upon comments received at
Workshop No. 2. A number of notification methods were
employed including direct mail to property owners within 1,500
feet of the site, press releases to the North County Times and San
Diego Union-Tribune, and City website postings. Flyers distributed
to the surrounding neighborhoods as door hangers also were
used for the Workshop No. 3. All of the workshops were held in
the evening at the Best Western Marty’s Valley Inn Conference
Center at 3240 Mission Avenue in Oceanside which is located
directly north of the project site across Mission Avenue.

Through this iterative, community-based approach, the
preferred plan evolved for presentation to the Housing Advisory
Commission, Redevelopment Advisory Commission, and

City Council. This chapter provides a summary of the three
community workshops that were instrumental in shaping the
resulting vision and development concept.
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2.2 Community Workshop No. 1 - Project Introduction

The community was invited to an evening workshop held on April 27, 2009 to
receive an introduction to the visioning process and to help identify issues and
goals for potential future development of the project site. The purpose of the
workshop was to:

e To provide an overview of the proposed project process and issues related to
providing affordable housing and market rate housing with a potential mixed-
use/commercial component.

e To initiate the community-driven process intended to result in a vision and
strategic plan for the future development of the site.

¢ To welcome comments, suggestions, expectations, and visions from the
community at-large and stakeholders.

Project Overview and Opportunities and Constraints

RRM Design Group provided an overview of the project process and summarized
existing site conditions and opportunities and constraints affecting future

site development. Refer to Figures 3.1 and 3.2 which summarize existing site
conditions and opportunities and constraints, respectively.
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Issue Identification
Overall, the community participants expressed the desire for a future project that will be a
“good neighbor” by ensuring compatibility and providing desirable uses.

Context
e Good neighbor policies

e Create a sense of community where neighbors can get to know one
another

e Privacy considerations

e On-site detention and drainage is important

e Address potential noise issues

e Concerns with traffic downhill speed on Mission Avenue

e Cluster development (more dense) in order to provide more open space/
recreation

e Crime prevention is important

e Flood insurance impacts

Land Uses
e Affordable housing

e Neighborhood commercial

e Market-rate housing

e Provide adequate storage for residents

e Include a range of houses and types

e Consider live/work units

e Good example - San Marcos Ridgemark (low income)

e Provide gathering spots (example - Tan’s Donuts)

e Good example - Lomas Santa Fe shopping center — Solana Beach

e Fast food is undesirable
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Circulation and Parking
e Provide adequate parking — no overflow

e Adequate access to site

e Bus/transit opportunities

e Pedestrian improvements/links

e Safety for pedestrians — especially the disabled and seniors
e Traffic calming for Mission Avenue

e Consider more police patrols to address speeding

e Integrate walking trails

Amenities
e Recreation

e Green building

e Universal design

e Education

e Community center

e Consider garden plots

e Conserve water

e Provide a uniform wall treatment along the southern edge
e Park enhancements

e Consider creating surplus electricity

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan
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2.3

Visual Preference Survey

To help inform the architectural character for the site, a visual
preference survey was conducted. Sixty-one images were presented
and audience participants were asked if the image conveyed a

style that was generally appropriate or inappropriate. Results
indicated a preference for Mediterranean and/or Mission styles,
and a summary of preferred visual images is shown on page 2-7.
Workshop participants expressed the desire for quality architecture
on all sides of buildings (not just the front) and for minimizing
building heights and massing.

Community Workshop No. 2 - Alternatives

The community was invited to an evening open house held on

July 20, 2009 to review and comment on three preliminary land
use concepts for the site that were developed based on comments
received at the first workshop. The purpose of the second
workshop was to:

e To present three preliminary concepts for review and comment
to provide affordable housing and potential market-rate
housing and commercial component.

e To present draft planning principles for future development of
the site for review and comment and share a summary of visual
preference results from Workshop No. 1.

e To welcome comments, suggestions, expectations, and visions
from the community at-large and stakeholders.
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Planning Principles

Results of the visual preference survey were presented along with draft Planning Principles
for the project. Draft planning principles were developed based on public comments received
and project objectives. Comments were solicited and no changes were suggested. Refer to
Chapter 4 - Vision and Planning Principles to review the Planning Principles

Three Preliminary Land Use Concepts

Three preliminary land use concepts were developed based on input received at the first
workshop and project objectives for affordable housing. A poster of each alternative was
presented on the wall, and an overview was provided for each option and comments

were solicited. The three options presented at the workshop offered different ranges of
housing types, densities, and overall unit count. The options included varying locations and
orientations for potential land uses and amenities. Circulation and access points also varied
between options. Common elements of the three alternatives included:

e Effective transitioning/buffering with adjacent homes

e (Creating a neighborhood feel

e Incorporating on-site amenities — both passive and active

e Furnishing an adequate number of residential units to meet affordability needs
e Connecting with the existing Roymar Road intersection

e Providing a variety of housing types and an opportunity for some commercial/office uses

City of Oceanside
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Discussion of Options

During the discussion of the conceptual alternatives, participants shared the
following comments:

Concerns with construction noise/vibration (such as with La Mission
Apartments)

Ensure adequate parking is provided so there is not overflow into
surrounding streets and neighborhoods.

Provide a higher wall (above 6 feet) along the perimeter adjacent to
existing homes and consider anti-graffiti treatments

Optimize privacy for adjacent residents — look at landscaping, window
placement

Buffer the senior community

Use drought-tolerant landscaping

Senior housing is desirable — preference for eastern portion of site
Support the number of access points provided on Option |

Pedestrian connections are important, look at perimeter walkway/
exercise route

For site lighting, ensure safe paths, shield adjacent homes, and consider
solar lights

Paseos perpendicular to Mission Avenue included in Option Il are
desirable for providing “windows” into the site

Facilitate greater public participation

Compatible commercial use is desirable

Comments received were used to shape a preliminary preferred alternative
presented at the following community workshop.
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2.4 Community Workshop No. 3 - Preferred Option

The community was invited to an evening workshop held on September 14,
2009 to review and comment on a preliminary preferred land use conceptfor
the site that was developed based on comments received at the first and
second workshop. Goals during the design process were to:

e Ensure effective transitions/compatibility with surrounding uses
e Create a neighborhood feel
e Furnish onsite amenities

e Provide an adequate number of affordable units to meet affordability
goals

e Offer a variety of housing types
e Provide neighborhood-scale commercial uses

e Connect with the Roymar Road intersection

The initial portion of the workshop provided an overview of the process to
date and the comments received. The preliminary preferred concept (see
Figure 2-1) was then described and comments were solicited. The preliminary
concept included walk-up apartment homes, apartments, senior/special needs
housing along with the opportunity for neighborhood-serving commercial
uses. A total of 288 dwelling units would be provided within the plan
supported by a community center, neighborhood niche parks, commercial/
office space, active and passive open spaces. A central landscaped east-west
promenade would provide a community focal point and amenity that ties
together proposed uses on the site. The plan responded to previous comments
including:

e Include “paseos” perpendicular to Mission Avenue to provide views into
the site

e Building positioning and window design allows for improved privacy for
adjacent residents
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e Landscape buffering is provided along project edges by existing residences and
service station

e Establish senior/special needs housing at the eastern end away from family
housing

e Locate the commercial component more centrally on the site

e Provide extensive pedestrian connections throughout the site, including a
perimeter walkway/exercise route

e Adequate parking per city standards and provides more access points

e Use of drought tolerant landscaping

Public comments on the preliminary preferred plan
included:

e Provide a higher wall (approximately 8 feet) along the
project perimeter near existing residences

e Provide landscaping policies and narrative

e The most westerly park should be passive in nature
and CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design) principles should be applied throughout

e Concerned with sound and dust during construction
e Onsite security should be provided
e Capture drainage onsite as feasible

Overall, favorable comments were received supporting the
preliminary preferred plan.

Figure 2-1 - Preliminary Preferred Plan
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Existing Conditions and Opportunities and Constraints

3.1 Existing Conditions

Analysis of existing conditions was conducted at the beginning of the
planning process. This evaluation included the study of maps, aerial
photos, existing documentation, and tours of the site, where photos
were taken. Through these actions, important site features such as
surrounding land uses, circulation, and views into and from the site,
were identified. Figure 3.1 summarizes existing conditions for the
project site and surrounding area.
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Existing Conditions Photos
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3.2 Opportunities and Constraints

As a product of the site visits and resulting site analysis, a study of potential opportunities
and constraints was carried out. Figure 3-2 graphically summarizes opportunities and
constraints to be considered for future site development.

3.2.1 Project Site

The project site is comprised of a semi-rectangular vacant parcel of land,
covering an area of 14.6 acres and spanning a distance of approximately
1,540 feet in length by 460 feet in width. The entire length of the site runs
approximately three-quarters of the distance between Carolyn Circle to the
southwest and Foussat Road to the northeast.

3.2.2 Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is bordered by Mission Avenue to the northwest, with the
remaining edges of the site primarily encircled by fenced-off single-family
residential housing. A service station is situated adjacent to the southwest
corner of the site along Mission Avenue, while a small vacant space currently
used for neighborhood parking sits adjacent to the far northern corner.

Beyond the immediate site area, additional single-family residential housing
extends several blocks southeast of the project area, as well as to Foussat
Road to the northeast and adjacent to the southwest side of Carolyn Circle.
Retail and multi-family uses are located directly across Mission Avenue to the
northwest. Beyond this is approximately one and a half blocks of industrial
buildings bounded by Highway 76. Additional nearby facilities include a small
park space further southwest of Carolyn Circle, a fire station north of the
Foussat Road and Mission Avenue Intersection, and the Oceanside Municipal
Airport north of Highway 76. The San Luis Rey River flows directly north of
the airport.
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Figure 3-2 Opportunities and Constraints
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3.2.3

3.24

3.2.5

Existing Conditions and Opportunities and Constraints

Vehicular Circulation and Access

Two four-way signalized intersections exist along Mission Avenue at Airport
Road and Foussat Road. A three-way signalized intersection exists at Roymar
Road. This intersection could potentially be converted into a four-way
intersection, providing street access into the proposed site. Additional access
points into the site could occur adjacent to the gas station and further east
along the site frontage, providing looped vehicular access within the project
site itself.

Pedestrian Circulation

There is presently no pedestrian access within the project site. Both access
and safety may be improved through new or improved crosswalks at the
three signalized crossings along Mission Avenue. New sidewalks along the
southeast side of Mission Avenue would improve circulation, and landscaped
sidewalks within the project site will provide connections between each of
the new uses.

An existing bus route passes the site along Mission Avenue, with stops near
the Airport Road and Foussat Road intersections. These stops are located
relatively close to the project site corners, but a potential new bus stop at the
Roymar Road intersection may provide additional transit opportunities for
future site residents and commercial use customers.

Infrastructure

Above-ground utility lines currently run along the southeast edge of Mission
Avenue. It may be beneficial to place these lines underground as future
development occurs. Water and sewer lines also run beneath Mission
Avenue, which may be utilized by future development of the project site.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan
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3.2.6

3.2.7

3.2.8

Landscaping and Recreational Opportunities

The site is currently a vacant parcel devoid of any significant landscaping. New street trees
and site furnishing opportunities will be present as part of a new parkway with pedestrian
sidewalk along Mission Avenue. This landscaping would be continued along the various
streets and sidewalks within the project site as well. A landscape buffer may be necessary
along the site perimeter adjacent to existing residential uses.

Land Use

Several uses are proposed for the project site: Mixed-use commercial and residential would
potentially line Mission Avenue, potentially mirroring the retail uses on the opposite side of
the street. Medium to higher density residential uses could fill the center of the site, while
lower density residential elements could be located along the southern site perimeter to
provide a buffer between the existing single-family housing and the future development.

The City of Oceanside General Plan designates the site as LI (Light Industrial) and the City’s
Zoning Map designates the site as IL (Limited Industrial). To accommodate residential and
commercial uses, both a General Plan amendment and zone change would be required. In
addition, for mixed-use projects, the City requires approval of a Mixed-Use Development
Plan and Conditional Use Permit. Base district development standards would be used as
guidelines for mixed-used development.

Market Demand and Absorption

Interviews with City staff and various non-profit housing organizations identified the
following considerations for the Mission Avenue development:

e The City has previously supported a spectrum of affordable projects including new
construction, acquisition with rehab, for-sale, senior, and special needs housing. This
range of uses can be considered for the Mission Avenue site.

e Compatible uses for the site could include housing, park or community facilities, and
retail or commercial space that complements existing uses along Mission Avenue.

e The City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) goals include the provision of
2,496 residential units at or below 80% AMI.
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e Several service organizations are active in the North San Diego County
region focusing on the following special population groups: veterans,
transition aged youth, HIV/AIDS, older adults, and mental health issues.
All of these service providers reported a need for additional housing units
to serve their target populations.

e A cautious approach to commercial development was recommended
by brokers due to the soft market conditions for community retail and
office space along the Mission Avenue corridor. In recent years, older
commercial and retail space has been replaced by industrial uses due to
waning demand.

3.2.9 Hydrology and Drainage

Previous geotechnical work performed by Western Soil and Foundation
Engineering, Inc. discloses that groundwater may be encountered at depths
of 9% to 11 % feet below the surface. In addition, a Preliminary Soils
Investigation was previously prepared by Soil and Material Testing Laboratory
that identified the potential for liquefaction at the site. With implementation
of recommendations and specifications, both preliminary reports indicate
that the site may support development.

The topographic setting is roughly at elevation 30+/- feet (mean sea level)

on a generally flat landform of the San Luis Rey Valley. The property appears
to slope gently toward the northwest. Site drainage potentially could be
captured by improvements along Mission Avenue and /or conveyed through
the City-owned parcel located along the northwest border of the site. The site
also provides opportunities for on-site retention and filtration of stormwater.
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Vision Statement and Planning Principles

4.1 Vision Statement and Planning Principles Introduction

Through the community outreach and participation process, key planning principles and a
preliminary vision concept was developed for the site. The planning principles and vision
concept are summarized in this chapter and shaped the development guidelines contained in
Chapter 5.

4.2 Planning Principles

e Ensure compatibility with and minimize impacts to the adjacent residential neighborhood
and other nearby uses.

e Provide a range of housing types for different community needs (such as for families, special
needs and seniors).

e Apply universal design to allow residents to remain in place as they age and circumstances
change.
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e Incorporate sustainability measures and conservation of resources.
e Design buildings, spaces and uses to create a sense of neighborhood.
e Ensure the vision for site development is economically feasible.

e (Create flexibility in the plan to accommodate possible changes in market conditions and
community needs during the development period.

e Provide a high quality development that the community will be proud of for years to
come.

4.3 Vision Statement

Create a new neighborhood providing affordable housing to meet the needs of Oceanside with
possible supporting commercial uses.

The design intent and components of the preferred site development concept are
summarized on the following pages.

View Along Mission Avenue

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan
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Vision Statement and Planning Principles

4.3.1 Building Design

The architectural theme is intended to be Spanish Colonial. Attention to the scaling and
detailing of the buildings should be followed in an effort to create an appropriate scale as
the buildings interface with their environment. Window placement at upper levels shall be
situated to promote privacy for the project users as well as adjacent existing single-family
homes. Several design approaches can be employed to accomplish the goal of providing
well articulated buildings and avoid large stark facades.

Conceptual Site Elevations
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4.3.2 Landscape, Buffers, and Walls

A landscape buffer has been designed along the project’s perimeter. Along Mission Avenue
a landscape buffer separates the building edge and the back of sidewalk. A walking trail and
landscape buffer has been provided along the property line that separates the proposed
project and the existing single-family housing properties. Additionally a 6 to 8 foot high
solid wall should be provided along the property line with exception to the Mission Avenue
property line. This wall should be designed to be consistent with the overall architectural
theme and will vary in height depending on grade and context. The intent is to provide a
sound and privacy barrier between the proposed project and existing properties.

Landscape design should be of pedestrian scale and create a cohesive design with the
architectural style. Native and drought tolerant plant material should be emphasized. Trees
along the Mission Avenue corridor should be in the City’s approved tree palette. The design
provides approximately 28% of site area as landscape area. This area also includes the
several paseos that link the various housing types to the main trails and sidewalk system.

Park Area
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4.3.3 Parking and Circulation

The design intent is to provide a parking plan that meets the City’s current parking code and
provides adequate circulation without impacting the adjacent residential neighborhood.
Each building product type is intended to meet the City’s parking ratios on or adjacent to the
particular building and site component. Where appropriate, shared parking strategies may
be implemented. The proposed circulation design does not directly connect into the adjacent
neighborhood. The vehicular circulation allows for easy access through the site and three
main access points for the project on to Mission Avenue. Traffic calming is designed into the
circulation pattern by employing special pavements, landscape medians and bulbouts as well
as diagonal parking. Pedestrian circulation links the entire project along the sites perimeter as
well as traversing the site and connecting several of the site amenities.

View of Entry from Mission Avenue
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4.3.4 Site Amenities

The design intent is to link the pocket parks, community center and commercial plaza together through a
network of landscaped paseos. The community center is centrally located and visible from the street edge to
maximize access from the community. A landscaped trail design with decomposed granite and shielded lighting
shall flank the perimeter property line and connect to Mission Avenue. Site lighting and street lighting should
be provided and designed in such a manner that match the architectural theme, provide safe lighting at night

and minimize light pollution into the adjacent property owners’ yards. A uniform lighting standard should be
installed throughout the project.

4.3.5 Setbacks

The goal is to provide adequate distance between structures and other site improvements or adjacencies to
help create an appropriate scale throughout the project. Particular emphasis has been placed on the setback
between the proposed project and the existing single-family housing. A 65-foot set back has been provided
between the southerly property line and site buildings. Any setback that is proposed to be closer than this
must take into account a stepping of scale from one-story to two-story and finally three-story elements.

4.3.6 Heights

The maximum height is 36 feet. Design should
employ massing and scaling that helps to create
a pedestrian scale and minimize the height
impacts. Particular attention shall be given to
the height and scaling of buildings when in
proximity to the existing single-story housing.

Commercial at Senior Housing site
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SITE SUMMARY
*288 Dwelling Units
*Community Center
*Neighborhood Niche Parks
*Commercial/ Office Space
*Active/Passive Open Space

*Landscaped Paseo

COMMERCIAL PLAZA AT SENIOR HOUSING SITE

*Proximity to Community
Center & Commercial use

*3 stories

VIEW ALONG MISSION AVENUE

*Covered Parking N

*Paseo Path to Community Z
Homes

*3-Stories

*Universal Design

*Active/Passive

Open Space

*Paseo Connections Proximity to Community

Center PARK AREA
*3 stories
MISSION AVENUE ROW L “C"WALK UP APARTMENT HOMES NEW TREE LINED STREET “B”COURTYARD APARTMENTS 66'SET BACK EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

CROSS SECTION‘AA'THROUGH SITE DIAGONAL PARKING LANDSCAPED PASEQ PERIMETER TRAIL

Figure 4-1 Vision Plan

City of Oceanside



Development Guidelines

Chapter Contents
5.1 Development Guidelines Introduction
5.2 Spanish Colonial Style Architecture
5.3 Residential Design Guidelines
5.4 Special Needs Senior Housing Design Guidelines
5.5 Commercial Design Guidelines
5.6 Sustainability Guidelines
5.7 Universal Design Guidelines
5.8 Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design

5-3

5-5

5-15

5-19

5-25

5-32

5-44

City of Oceanside Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan

5-1



5-2

Development Guidelines

5.1 Development Guidelines Introduction
The following design guidelines describe the design intent and
neighborhood character for the Project Site. This chapter provides design
direction for the orientation and articulation of buildings, senior housing
design, sustainable design, and universal design guidelines.
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5.2 Spanish Colonial Style Architecture

The spanish colonial architectural style embodies the historic
building elements that have helped to create California’s
landscape and history. Through project public outreach and
participation, this architectural style was identified as preferred
and is also appropriate considering the nearby San Luis Rey
Mission. The mission revival style was in full swing from 1890s
through the 1920s and was used to create several public buildings
still existing today. They style takes its cues from the simple, but
""“%’j, ‘%. wgll designed, vernacular. useq by.th.e mission ar:chitects and
. i.-__i:u__rurg-rfﬂi f builders to create the California mission system in the 1700s.

RN

The major characteristic of this style is its simplicity to form.
This style employs simple wall planes, which are complemented

tl
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by a combination of simple, gable, shed, and
parapet roof forms. Often verandas or arcades
are integrated into the design to create covered
walkways and entries. Internal courtyards,
fountains, and entries are composed around the
major axis of the building or complex of buildings.
The massing and scale of elements are important
to make the Spanish Colonial style successful.
The use of mortar packed, barrreled clay tile
floors, recessed openings, verandas, accent
elements, and colors that have been used for
centuries make Spanish Colonial an architectural
style that has stood the test of time.
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5.3 Residential Design Guidelines

These design guidelines provide the foundation to develop a high-quality
project. Apartments, “walk-up” town homes, and senior/special needs flats
totaling 288 residential units are envisioned to be developed within the
project site. A mix of residential units will provide housing to a variety of
economic and social demographics.

Residential development within the project site should include desirable
design features such as units oriented toward the street, townhomes
designed with appropriate massing and scale, varied Spanish Colonial
architectural styles, and landscaped parkways between curbs and sidewalks.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan
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Development Guidelines

This section includes the following
guidelines:

e Lot Layout/Site Planning

e Building Form

e Roof Form

e Windows, Doors, and Entries

e Materials and Colors

e Trash and Mechanical Enclosures
e landscaping and Open Space

e Parking

5.3.1 Lot Layout/Site

Planning

Residential development within the
project site should unify the styles
and character of the surrounding
community. The location of
residential units should be in walking
distance to parks, commercial centers,
and public facilities.

a. Residential structures should be
designed with a Spanish Colonial
architectural style.

b. Avariety of one, two, and three
bedroom dwelling units should be
provided.

City of Oceanside

Units should front streets and common
open spaces to increase visual
surveillance.

The principal vehicular access into a
project should be through an entry
drive rather than a parking drive.
Colored, textured, and permeable
paving treatment at entry drives is
encouraged.

Each residential development should
provide open space with at least 400
square feet per unit, which may be
used in a shared open space area.

The site area adjacent to the street
should not be dominated with parking.
Parking should be concentrated in
areas behind buildings, and away from
the street when possible.

Pedestrian linkages to nearby
neighborhoods and other commercial
projects should be provided.

All residential structures shall be
located to minimize the distance
between parking areas and residential
units.

A Construction Management Plan shall
be prepared prior to construction and
shall provide measures to specifically
address potential noise and dust
issues.
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Development Guidelines

5.3.2 Building Form

The design of residential units should minimize large block housing and
encourage porches, articulated entries, and recessed garages to decrease
visual dominance along the street.

Multi-family units shall be designed and detailed to correlate with
the neighboring single-family detached and/or attached homes, and
commercial centers.

A variety of Spanish Colonial architectural elevations can create a vibrant
streetscape, allowing for deviation in building heights, massing, setbacks,
and floor plans.

Building facades should provide various setbacks utilizing different
materials to minimize singular planes on all sides of the building.

Architectural features such as courtyards, verandas, patios, balconies,
chimneys, door placement, window proportions, fencing, siding, and
color scheme shall be used to compliment the overall building design,
site and neighborhood context.

A variety of horizontal and vertical changes in the architectural treatment
help reduce monotony of dwelling units.

Orient building to incorporate a relationship between indoor and outdoor
spaces.

Attached units can uniquely provide varying architectural style and details
as to appear as separate units while still remaining part of the whole
building.

Simple, clean, bold projections of stairways should be used to
complement the architectural massing and form of multi-family
structures. Stairways should be constructed of smooth stucco, plaster,
or wood with accent trim of complimentary colors. Thin looking, open
metal, prefabricated stairs are discouraged.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan
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i. To the extent possible, each
unit should be individually
recognizable. Methods to break
up massing could include:

e Vary front setbacks within
same structure.

e Stagger and jog unit planes.

e Design a maximum of two
adjacent units with identical
wall and roof lines.

e Vary building orientations to
avoid the monotony and long
garage door corridors.
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5.3.3 Roof Form

A variety of roof planes and accent details increases the visual quality and
character of a building.

a. Varied roof pitches, balconies, porches, and overhangs provide visual
interest and increase the architectural character of the dwelling unit,
while reducing the bulk and size of the structure.

b. Avariety of roof tiles and colors consistent with the architectural style of
the home help enhance the diversity and character of the community.

c. Second and third stories should be set back with a variety of roof lines
and pitches throughout the project, including side-gabled, cross-gabled,
combined hipped-and-gabled or hipped roofs.

d. Roofs covering the entire building such as hips and gables are preferred
over mansard roofs. Segmented pitched roofs should be applied at the
building edge.

e. Roofing colors shall be soft earth tones to minimize reflective glare and
visual impacts.

2
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5.3.4 Windows, Doors, Entries,
and Lighting

Entries should be enhanced by the architectural
style and details of the building.

a.

Windows should be articulated with accent
trim, sills, kickers, shutters, window flower
boxes, balconies, awnings, or trellises
authentic to the architectural style of the
building.

Shutters should be proportional to the
window and complement the architectural
style of the building.

Awnings and overhangs may be appropriate
for some building styles.

Entries and porches should be inviting and
architecturally articulated at a pedestrian
scale.

Garage, windows, doors, and porches should
complement the architectural style of the
building.

During building design, strategic placement of
windows should be located to minimize direct
views into neighboring yards and windows.

Optimize privacy for adjacent residents
through thoughtful placement of windows.

For site lighting, ensure safe paths, shield
adjacent homes, and consider solar powered
lights.
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5.3.5 Materials and Colors

A variety of materials and colors help create a consistent style and character
for a neighborhood, while accentuating details and key features.

Stone, brick, or stucco finishes enhance the architectural expression of a
building, and changes in material should occur at intersecting planes to
enhance distinction of the facade.

Heavier and darker materials should be used at the base of the building,
allowing lighter materials to remain on top.

Material changes should occur at intersecting planes, preferably at inside
corners of changing wall planes or where architectural elements intersect
such as a chimney, pilaster, projection, or fence line.

Colors used on exterior facades should be harmonious. Contrasting colors
are encouraged to accentuate details such as trim, windows, doors, and
key architectural elements.

Simple color schemes involving a maximum of three colors are
recommended.

Materials and articulation used on the front fagade will be incorporated
into the sides and rear facades where visible from a street or paseo.

Exterior wall materials, trim and architectural details shall be provided
on all elevations. All elevations exposed to public right-of-way shall be
architecturally enhanced.

Coordinate color and finishes on exteriors of all elevations to provide
a total continuity of design. Colors should reflect the Spanish Colonial
character and theme.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan
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5.3.6 Trash, Mechanical Enclosures,

Mailboxes, and Storage

Landscaping, screens, or aesthetic walls should
minimize impact of trash cans and mechanical
enclosures.

a.

Any equipment, whether on the side of structure,
or ground, should be screened. The method of
screening should be architecturally compatible

in terms of materials, color, shape, and size. The
screening design should blend with the building
design, which may include a continuous screen.

Trash enclosure areas shall be screened by 6-foot
high walls constructed of materials consistent
with the architectural style of the units. Trash
enclosures shall be screened from upper level
unit views.

All utility and mechanical equipment shall
be screened from view. Roof mounted
air conditioners, coolers or antennas are
discouraged.

Common mailbox enclosures should be similarly
designed in form, materials, and color to the
surrounding buildings.

Common mailbox enclosures should be designed
similar or complementary in form, material, and
color to the surrounding residential buildings.

Mailboxes should be located away from the
streetscape.

Adequate secure storage should be provided for
each unit.
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5.3.7 Landscaping and Open Space

It is envisioned that streets within the project site will provide ample shade
for residents to enjoy walking to local parks and commercial uses. Each
dwelling unit shall have a minimum 400 square foot landscaped area for
outdoor living, unless provided in shared open space.

a. Within the right of way of local streets, a landscaped parkway and
street trees shall provide a separation between vehicle and pedestrian
circulation patterns.

b. Buildings and lots shall be oriented to increase accessibility to trails and
open space.

c. Private space should be enclosed with walls, landscaping, fences,
trellises, etc., but must be complementary to the architectural style of
the building.

d. Public spaces which require visibility shall use transparent or permeable
screens.

e. Street trees shall be provided along the street edge and along driveways
to reduce heat and provide shade for pedestrian thoroughfare.

f.  All community elements must complement the style and character of the
neighborhood.

g. Optimize privacy for adjacent residents through thoughful placement of
landscaping.

h. Provide a 6 foot to 8 foot high uniform wall treatment along the southern
edge of the project and consider anti-grafitti treatments.
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5.3.8 Parking

Parking shall be provided and
generally located behind residential
units to maintain the visual
appearance of the street character.
Appropriate screening shall be
provided if parking is in view of the
street.

a. Parking shall be landscaped and
screened from adjoining uses and
public streets.

b. Where feasible, parking should be
conveniently located in smaller
parking areas or parking courts
dispersed throughout the site.

c. Large parking areas should
be avoided to decrease their
dominance on the landscape.

d. Parking should be distributed and
in close proximity to individual
residential units.

e. Guest and unassigned parking
shall be provided.

ST, L
f.  Ensure adequate parking is m“:mmﬂ p1||l
provided so there is not overflow
into surrounding streets and

neighborhoods.
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5.4 Special Needs Senior Housing Design Guidelines

Special needs/ senior housing projects should preferably be located in

an area that provides convenient access (vehicular as well as pedestrian)

to community amenities including transit, shopping, services, (including
medical), parks and recreation, social, and educational activities. Adjacent
and surrounding walking routes in the immediate area should be assessed

by the developer to determine if there are any hazards such as non-existent
or narrow sidewalks, unmarked crosswalks, inadequate lighting or other
environmental factors which could be mitigated (either by the developer and/
or the City) to improve seniors’ independence and mobility.

5.4.1 Building Design

a. The building design should be residential (as opposed to institutional)
in character, density and scale, and should be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood.

b. The building design should be consistent with the goals of accessibility,
aging in place, and facilitate community.

c. The building design should be consistent with all City and applicable
design codes.

d. The project should be designed to emphasize durability and longevity of
materials and finishes.

e. The building design should incorporate “green” features to the extent
possible (e.g., solar water heaters, solar energy generation, use of recycled
materials, drought tolerant landscape design, etc.).

f.  The landscape design should emphasize aesthetics, safety, low
maintenance, and long-term cost efficiency and should be designed to
meet urban storm water mandates.

g. All buildings (including accessory structures, garages, and carports) should
be fully fire sprinklered.

h. Facilities should include fully protected and monitored fire alarm and
smoke/heat detection throughout with audible and visual annunciation.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan 5-15



Development Guidelines

5.4.2 Facility Access

a. Safe, convenient and comfortable access is required for pedestrian and vehicular
circulation between the building (s) and the street. Provisions are to include:

1) Automatic doors at key building entrances with security system including
monitoring capacity.

2) Weather protection at entrance to maintain comfort in the lobby and waiting
areas at the entrance.

3) Protected access to all units (e.g., via inside corridors, central hallways, or
covered walkways).

4) Seating within the building that allows visual surveillance of the entry area so
that residents can comfortably wait to be picked up by a car or taxi.

5) A covered portico at the passenger pick-up/drop off area. This area is to be
located at or near the front entrance if possible and be able to accommodate
paratransit vehicles.

6) A continuous and level (i.e., meeting accessibility standards) walkway, suitable
for walking, scooters and wheelchairs, from the building entrance to the public
sidewalk. The walkway is to be separated from vehicle circulation, or, as a
minimum alternative, be delineated as a defined walkway (for example, with
contrasting paving).

7) Lighting along pathways and at the approach and entrance to the building.

8) Designated wheelchair accessible short-term parking near the main building
entrance.

9) Wheelchair access near every main building entrance in conformance with ADA
requirements.

10) Consideration should be given to providing sufficient covered parking spaces on
site to enable covered parking for each resident who has a car (based on City and
developer experience).
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11) Stairways should be avoided, and if no other acceptable
access is available, a ramp is required adjacent to the
stairways, where feasible, to provide suitable alternative
access.

12) Entry phones and signage should have large-scale buttons
and large scale, high contrast lettering and numbering.
Entry phones are to be located to facilitate access and use
by persons in wheelchairs.

5.4.3 Common Areas

a. Provide common amenity areas, for the use of residents. Amenity
areas may include a central meeting area of adequate size to
accommodate a majority of residents, sitting rooms and social
areas. Other amenities that may be considered include a private
dining room for family visits, library, computer room, hair salon,
exercise facilities, guest suite, family kitchen, “spa” tub room or
other amenities for the use and enjoyment of residents.

b. Consideration should be given to space for on-site or visiting
health care professionals.

c. Provide single occupancy, wheelchair accessible washrooms in
common areas.
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d. Provide common laundry facilities for residents in sufficient quantity to reasonably
accommodate the projected resident population.

e. Adequate, accessible, outdoor landscaped area and patio space is required for
residents’ access and use. Outdoor amenities may also include space for gardens.

f.  Adequate wheelchair access to the parking area.

g. Adequate storage space both in private units and common areas (e.g., storage rooms or
sheds located near parking and/or elsewhere on site for use by all residents).
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5.5 Commercial Design Guidelines

The commercial component of the project area is intended to
provide a mix of neighborhood serving uses. The commercial
component also provides opportunity for potential healthcare
offices or other support services. As the commercial area is to be
designed as a pedestrian-oriented destination for the community,
a conventional, car-oriented “strip mall” design will not be
permitted. Pedestrian scaled buildings with interior parking away
from the street and out of view from the surrounding residential
community is a preferred design approach.
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5.5.1 Site Planning Design
Guidelines

a.

A mixture of neighborhood serving uses is
encouraged in the commercial location.

New structures shall be clustered to
create plazas or pedestrian malls, and
prevent long “barrack-like” rows of
structures.

Courtyards, covered walkways and
outdoor gathering / eating areas are
encouraged to create a personal, intimate
atmosphere.

Pedestrian walkways shall be provided
throughout the development to create
pedestrian scale.

Loading areas should be located at the
rear of a site as opposed to the front
where it would be difficult to adequately
screen them from view.

When residential properties are

located directly adjacent to commercial
properties, loading and delivery facilities
should be screened with mature
vegetation.

Parking areas shall be located behind the
building or behind a large landscaped
buffer when placed adjacent to the
street. Parking areas must be landscaped,
lighted, and provide for pedestrian
circulation.
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h. Site design, building orientation and placement shall carefully integrate
pedestrian connections to adjoining residential neighborhoods in ways
that maximize ease of access and ensure that safety and security of both
commercial and residential uses.

i.  Due to the high visibility of corner properties, extra care should be
given to building orientation and articulation. Significant buildings with
prominent architectural features should be located near corners and
intersections whenever possible.

j. Buildings shall be oriented toward the street.

k. Plazas, landscape fountains, public art, textured pavement, universally
accessible changes in pavement levels, and vertical building features
should be combined to create focal points and identity.

I.  Walls, signage, paving, and planting should be incorporated into a well
designed entry into the project site to visually link the site entry to the
buildings.

==
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5.5.2 Landscape Design Guidelines

a.

Landscaping should include 15 gallon,
24-inch, and 36-inch box trees; 5 and 15
gallon size shrubs; ground cover, and accent
plantings.

Accent planting should be used around
entries and key activity hubs.

Planting should be used to screen less
desirable areas from public view, i.e., trash
enclosures, parking areas, storage areas,
loading areas, public utilities, and mechanical
equipment.

Entry and edge features such as ornamental
landscaping, open space areas, natural and
water features, architectural monuments, and
enhanced paving should all be considered
when designing the project entry.
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5.5.3 Building Design Guidelines

Buildings located on block corners shall be more substantial, larger,
taller and more ornate than mid-block buildings. Elements that are
reflective of the Spanish Colonial style architectural character should
be featured.

Roofing colors shall be soft earth tones to minimize reflective glare
and visual impacts.

Elements such as arcades, arbors, and openings shall be incorporated
into the design to break-up expansive walls.

Varied roof forms and buildings offsets shall be used to soften to
massing effect. Offsets in wall lines reduce the mass of the building
wall, accent entry areas, and create architectural interest.

Building scale should be reduced through the proper use of window
patterns, structural bays, roof overhangs, siding, awnings moldings,
fixtures and other details.

All roof equipment shall be screened from public view. Service areas
are to be separate and screened from public areas by the use of walls
and landscaping as much as possible.

Trash enclosure shall be screened from view with a combination of
landscaping and wall treatments.

Restaurants and cafes should use sides of buildings for outdoor
seating.

Large areas of intense light colors should be avoided. Subdued colors
usually work best for overall building color while bright or accent
colors are typically appropriate for trim, windows, doors, and key
architectural elements.
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j. Permanent shading devices such as
awnings and canopies on south-facing
facades should be incorporated to be
aesthetically pleasing, while assisting in
cooling the building during the summer
months.

k. All sides of the building shall be
architecturally articulated and receive
appropriate enhancement through
landscape treatments and accent lighting.

I.  Innovative use of night lighting should
be used to minimize light and glare (i.e.
lighting of footpaths, fountains, and other
water elements, landscaping elements
and the buildings themselves).

m. Lighting fixtures should be selected to be
architectural compatible with the main
structure or theme of the building.

n. Spotlighting or glare from any site
lighting should be shielded from adjacent
properties and directed at a specific
object or target area. Exposed bulbs
should not be used. Cut-off lighting is
preferred.
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5.6 Sustainability Guidelines

Sustainable design refers to design and construction practices that significantly reduce or eliminate the
negative impacts of development on the environment and its inhabitants. A sustainable design approach can
be defined by a variety of green building practices and the availability of pedestrian-oriented amenities. The
essential components that make up a successful sustainable development have been identified by the US
Green Building Council through the emergence of their latest neighborhood program. LEED-ND (Leadership
for Energy and Environmental Design for Neighborhood Development) has been developed as a tool to gauge
the effectiveness of neighborhood design principles similar to those promoted through Smart Growth and
New Urbanism. The program recognizes that the layout and design of the built environment influences the
way residents and visitors experience a neighborhood, and it can impact their quality of life and sense of
community.

The following sustainable principles are derived from the LEED ND criteria developed by the USGBC, and were
customized to fit the project area. The guidelines in the following sections include more specific objectives
aimed at meeting the following criteria.
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Smart Location and Linkage

e Encourage development within and near existing neighborhoods or public transportation
infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and induce pedestrian activity.

e Promote neighborhoods that are physically connected to each other to foster community
and connectedness beyond one individual project.

e Minimize erosion to protect habitat and reduce stress on natural water systems.

e Design parking to increase the pedestrian orientation of projects and minimize the
adverse environmental effects of parking lots (locate parking lots at the side or rear of
buildings leaving building frontages and streetscapes free of parking lots).

Neighborhood Pattern and Design

e Incorporate high levels of internal connectivity and connections to surrounding
development to promote a variety of travel options.

e Provide direct and safe connections for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers to key
components of a project, local destinations, and neighborhood centers.

e Encourage the design and construction of buildings to utilize green building practices.

e Encourage the design and construction of energy efficient buildings to reduce air, water,
and land pollution and environmental impacts from energy production and consumption.

e Preserve existing tree canopy, native vegetation, and pervious surfaces.

Green Construction and Technology

e Reduce the impact of heat islands by providing shade structures and trees that can produce large canopies to provide shade. In
addition, choose roof and paving materials that possess a high level of solar reflectivity.

e Achieve enhanced energy efficiency by creating the optimum conditions for the use of passive and active solar strategies.
e Use recycled building materials whenever possible.

e Minimize light trespass from site, reduce sky-glow to increase night sky access, improve nighttime visibility through glare
reduction, and reduce development impact on nocturnal environment.
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5.6.1 Leadership in Engergy and Environmental Design (LEED)
LEED is a voluntary, consensus-based, market-driven green building rating
system and evaluates environmental performance from a “whole building”
perspective. LEED is a self-certifying system and contains prerequisites and
credits in five categories. There are four rating levels: Certified, Silver, Gold,
and Platinum. The intent of a LEED certified building is to create a great built
environment, providing the highest level possible of operational efficiency, as
well as comfort and support for building tenants and visitors.

LEED Project Requirements
a. The project shall meet at a minimum the LEED Silver rating, with higher
rating levels encouraged.

b. The project should integrate building materials and methods that promote
environmental quality, economic vitality, and social benefit through the
construction and operation of the built environment.

c. Sustainability should be incorporated into the earliest design discussions
with a sustainable design charette to kick-off the project to insure that all
design and construction team members are familiar with sustainability
concepts and basic sustainable building practices. The result shall be
utilized to develop a scheme describing the specific approach and method
to accomplish achieving a minimum “Silver” LEED rating (with higher ratings
sought if possible).

5.6.2 Sustainable Site Planning and Design Guidelines

An integral first step in the planning process for the project area was to perform
a site survey and constraints analysis to determine the existing conditions of
the site. Proximity between the site and surrounding uses, existing drainage
patterns, visual corridors, and other specific constraints and opportunities were
identified. It was determined to encourage a low impact development, building
footprints, location, and orientation should be designed efficiently.
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Potential Project Environmental Impacts Related to Site Planning

Site Disturbance
Impact to Surrounding Uses

Storm Water Drainage

Guidelines

a.

Reduce pollution from construction activities by controlling soil erosion, waterway
sedimentation and airborne dust generation.

Minimize the impact of light pollution through the use and placement of appropriate lighting
technology.

Building placement should be sensitive to site topography and should be integrated
seamlessly with minimal impact.

Through site and building design, consider the use of building roofs, parking lots, and other
horizontal surfaces to convey water to either distribute it into the ground or collect it for
reuse.

Site drainage should be designed integrating a decentralized system that distributes storm
water across a project site to replenish groundwater supplies. In addition, various devices
that filter water and infiltrate water into the ground should be considered.

The project site should be designed to maintain natural storm water flows by promoting
infiltration. Techniques and materials such as vegetated roofs, pervious paving, and other
measures to minimize impervious surfaces are encouraged. Storm water should be reused
for non-potable uses such as landscape irrigation.

Impervious paving should be minimized, increasing on-site infiltration, and reducing or
eliminating pollution from storm water runoff and contaminants.

Constructed surfaces on the site should be shaded with landscape features and utilize high-
reflectance materials and other materials to reduce the heat absorption of hardscape.
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Specific Measures

a. The lighting design guidelines of this document (pg. 5-24) are intended
to reduce light pollution by using the specified light bulbs and fixtures. In
addition, the use of appropriate colors and roof and building materials,
also specified in the Design Guidelines, will help reduce the impact from
glare.

b. Asite survey was performed early in the planning process to determine
the appropriate placement of structures. The layout of the vision plan
was designed to reduce the impact on existing drainage patterns, which
includes the drainage basin that is integrated into the southern edge of
the project area.

c. Pervious paving materials are encouraged throughout the project
area, particularly where special paving is specified at the intersections,
crosswalks, and parking areas.
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5.6.3 Sustainable Building and Streetscape/Landscape Design

The design of the built environment in the project area plays a key role in promoting the
sustainable components of the plan. The following principles were developed to guide the
construction of buildings in the plan area.

In addition, a soil analysis should be performed to determine the appropriate plant
material. The landscape should be designed with native or adapted plants to reduce
or eliminate irrigation requirements. Stormwater and/or greywater should be used for
irrigation.

Potential Project Impact Related to Building Design

e Material and Energy Consumption
e Impact on the City’s Water System
e Light Pollution

e Urban Heat Island Effect. Given the inherent nature of the built environment in
an urban setting the air temperature in those areas can often be hotter than in
surrounding areas. This phenomenon, commonly referred to as the Urban Heat Island
Effect, occurs when construction materials commonly used in urban areas, such as
concrete and asphalt (generally darker in color), absorb the sun’s energy instead of
reflecting it back into the atmosphere. This typically causes a change in temperature
in the area and leads to higher temperatures. Dark roofs also have a similar effect by
heating the air and contribute to the heat island effect by absorbing the sun’s energy.

Guidelines

a. ldentify opportunities to incorporate salvaged materials into building design and
research potential material suppliers. Consider salvaged materials such as beams and
posts, flooring, paneling, doors and frames, brick and decorative items.

b. Consider using rapidly renewable materials such as bamboo, wool, cotton insulation,
agrifiber, linoleum, wheatboard, strawboard and cork.

c. Design buildings to maximize interior daylighting and provide for a connection between
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indoor spaces and the outdoors. Strategies to consider include building
orientation, exterior and interior permanent shading devices, and high
performance glazing.

d. Limit the use of potable water, or other natural surface or subsurface
water resources available on or near the project site, for landscape
irrigation.

e. Drought tolerant landscaping is encouraged. Plant selection should
be based on the climate and environment of the area as well as
site characteristics such as exposure, light intensity, soil analysis,
site drainage, and irrigation. Proper plant selection based on site
characteristics should enhance the plants' likelihood of becoming
established in the site and reduce potential incidences of low vigor,
excessive maintenance, disease, or death. Native species are preferred
for natural landscapes.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan 5-31



5-32

Development Guidelines

5.7

Universal Design Guidelines

By definition, Universal Design is the creation of products and
environments meant to be usable by all people, to the greatest
extent possible, without the need for adaptation or specialization.
The intent of Universal Design is to simplify life for everyone by
making products, communications and the built environment
more usable by as many people as possible at little or no extra
cost. Universal Design benefits people of all ages and abilities.
This section of the project design guidelines summarizes Universal
Design concepts and principles and discusses applicability to the
proposed project.

In general, Universal design is the design and composition of an
environment so that it may be accessed, understood and used:

e to the greatest possible extent,
e inthe most independent and natural manner possible,
e inthe widest possible range of situations, and

e without the need for adaptation, modification, assistive
devices or specialized solutions, by any persons of any age or
size or having any particular physical, sensory, mental health
or intellectual ability or disability.

Universal design can be applied to a wide range of disciplines with
examples including:

e Smooth ground surfaces of entranceways, without stairs
e Wide interior doors and hallways
e Lever handles for opening doors rather than twisting knobs

e Light switches with large flat panels rather than small toggle
switches

e Buttons on control panels that can be distinguished by touch

e Bright and appropriate lighting, particularly task lighting
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e Auditory output redundant with information on visual displays
e Visual output redundant with information in auditory output

e Contrast controls on visual output

e Use of meaningful icons as well as text labels

e Clear lines of sight (to reduce dependence on sound)

e Volume controls on auditory output

e Speed controls on auditory output

e Choice of language on speech output

e Ramp access in swimming pools

e Closed captioning on television networks

The Center for Universal Design is a recognized and respected leader and resource regarding
Universal Design. Fundamental Principles of Universal Design were developed by The Center
for Universal Design in collaboration with a consortium of universal design researchers and
practitioners from across the United States. Funding was provided by The National Institute
on Disability and Rehabilitation Research, U.S. Department of Education. The Principles of
Universal Design with accompanying guidelines are provided below in accordance with the
Center’s reproduction standards.
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5.7.1 The Principles of Universal Design

Universal Design:
The design of products and environments to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent
possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized design.

The authors, a working group of architects, product designers, engineers and environmental
design researchers, collaborated to establish the following Principles of Universal Design

to guide a wide range of design disciplines including environments, products, and
communications. These seven principles may be applied to evaluate existing designs, guide
the design process and educate both designers and consumers about the characteristics of
more usable products and environments.

The Principles of Universal Design are presented here, in the following format: name of the
principle, intended to be a concise and easily remembered statement of the key concept
embodied in the principle; definition of the principle, a brief description of the principle’s
primary directive for design; and guidelines, a list of the key elements that should be
present in a design which adheres to the principle. (Note: all guidelines may not be relevant
to all designs.)

PRINCIPLE ONE: Equitable Use

The design is useful and marketable to people with diverse abilities.

e Provide the same means of use for all users: identical whenever possible; equivalent
when not.

e Avoid segregating or stigmatizing any users.
e Provisions for privacy, security, and safety should be equally available to all users.

e Make the design appealing to all users.
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PRINCIPLE TWO: Flexibility in Use

The design accommodates a wide range of individual preferences and abilities.

Provide choice in methods of use.
Accommodate right- or left-handed access and use.
Facilitate the user’s accuracy and precision.

Provide adaptability to the user’s pace.

PRINCIPLE THREE: Simple and Intuitive Use
Use of the design is easy to understand, regardless of the user’s experience, knowledge, language
skills, or current concentration level.

Eliminate unnecessary complexity.

Be consistent with user expectations and intuition.
Accommodate a wide range of literacy and language skills.
Arrange information consistent with its importance.

Provide effective prompting and feedback during and after task completion.

PRINCIPLE FOUR: Perceptible Information
The design communicates necessary information effectively to the user, regardless of ambient
conditions or the user’s sensory abilities.

Use different modes (pictorial, verbal, tactile) for redundant presentation of essential
information.

Provide adequate contrast between essential information and its surroundings.
Maximize “legibility” of essential information.

Differentiate elements in ways that can be described (i.e., make it easy to give instructions or
directions).

Provide compatibility with a variety of techniques or devices used by people with sensory
limitations.
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PRINCIPLE FIVE: Tolerance for Error

The design minimizes hazards and the adverse consequences of accidental or unintended
actions.

e Arrange elements to minimize hazards and errors: most used elements, most
accessible; hazardous elements eliminated, isolated, or shielded.

e Provide warnings of hazards and errors.
e Provide fail safe features.

e Discourage unconscious action in tasks that require vigilance.

PRINCIPLE SIX: Low Physical Effort

The design can be used efficiently and comfortably and with a minimum of fatigue.

e Allow user to maintain a neutral body position.
e Use reasonable operating forces.
e Minimize repetitive actions.

e Minimize sustained physical effort.

PRINCIPLE SEVEN: Size and Space for Approach and Use

Appropriate size and space is provided for approach, reach, manipulation, and use
regardless of user’s body size, posture, or mobility.

e Provide a clear line of sight to important elements for any seated or standing user.
e Make reach to all components comfortable for any seated or standing user.
e Accommodate variations in hand and grip size.

e Provide adequate space for the use of assistive devices or personal assistance.

5-36 City of Oceanside



5.7.2

Development Guidelines

Project Guidelines

The proposed concept for future development of the site incorporates Universal Design
strategies in the site plan development such as:

e Relatively flat grade for the project site.
e Walkway and perimeter trail accessibility
e No stairs or significant elevation changes for common areas.

Project accessibility will of course meet all California Building Code (CBC) including Title

24 and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. The greatest opportunities for
creating residences with Universal Design features are anticipated for the garden apartments
and senior/special needs project components. However, thoughtful project design for

many project-wide components can consider using Universal Design strategies. The U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development provides references and resources for
making homes more comfortable and accessible. Relevant suggestion and recommendations
for the proposed project are summarized below. Many elements are building details that
would be determined and identified at the construction document level and are generally
categorized as follows:

e Entrances

e Doors

e Kitchens

e Bathrooms

e Laundry Areas

e Clothes Closets

e Interior Stairs

e Windows

e Interior Floor Surfaces
e Controls and Signals
e Decks and Patios

e Parking and Walks
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Guidance for each of these categories is provided below. Additional resources, details and
ideas can be accessed through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Entrances
e House numbers are easily legible

e Focused lighting at lockset

e Lever handles are easy and convenient for most people
e Abrasive strips reduces risk of slipping on steps or ramps
e Easy to see lighted doorbell button

e Package shelf located near latch side of entrance

e Extended handrails offer stability

Doors

e Second, lower peep hole in front door increases usability by people who are shorter or
seated or children

e Threshold lowered to maximum of % inch for swinging doors and % inch for sliding glass
doors to provide gentle transitions

e Locks can be operated easily without tight pinching, fine finger manipulation, or
twisting of the wrist

e Direction of door swing should optimize maneuvering space on the latch side
e Adjust door closers to lessen door opening force
e Auxiliary handle helps in closing door

e Flooring surface should be non-skid or slip-resistant
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Kitchens

Lever faucets are used instead of turning knobs

Knee space under sink improves access for dishwasher and sink for seated user
Pull-down shelves make high wall cabinet usable

Revolving and pull-out shelves make difficult reach areas easier to use

Hanging racks can provide reachable storage

Side-by-side refrigerator design provides greater accessibility

Receptacles and switches are located in accessible locations

Front-mounted controls are provided for the cooking range

Cabinet hardware provides loop handles versus knob handles

Shelves installed under high wall cabinets provide additional reachable space

Bathrooms

Mirror/medicine cabinet at 40 inches maximum above floor

Lower towel hooks/bars are easier for people with limited reach and children
Hand-held shower head

Reinforcing fro grab bars and handles in shower and toilet areas

Door swings out to provide extra floor space

Slip-resistant floor surface

Door threshold is low or flush to allow the wheels of mobility aids to easily enter
Provide removable base cabinet under sink

Consider modifications for toilets, sinks and shower/bathtub doors
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Laundry Areas

Loop handles on cabinets are easier than conventional knobs

At least some storage shelves over work counters or appliances are located 48 inches
maximum from the floor, pull down shelves are also an option

Lowered or adjustable work counters are helpful to a wide range of users

Large print appliance operating instructions are east for everyone to read
Front-mounted appliance controls eliminate awkward reaching

Appliance doors have space to swing back and open wide allowing user access contents

Front-loading appliances can be set on a platform or storage cabinet to reduce the
need for stooping or bending

Rolling carts provide additional accessible storage space and can be stored in knees
spaces under counters or sinks when not in use

Adequate lighting improves the ease of using appliances

Clothes Closets

Light fixture in closet improves the ease of locating items
Adjustable hanging rod and shelf can be set at any convenient height

For most people, loop handles on closet doors are easier to use than conventional
knobs

Folding doors, sliders or swinging doors each with its own characteristics can be used
depending on the space logistics

Lowered part-span hanging rod is easy to reach and leaves room for long items

Swinging, bi-fold hardware increases clear opening, allows doors to swing out of user’s
way, and eliminates the need for tracks

Storage closets deeper than 18 inches should have clear openings of 32 inches
minimum to provide adequate room for entry and to store and retrieve items
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Interior Stairs

Handrails are shaped to provide a continuous easily gripped surface

Rail is set 1.5 inches from the wall to prevent an arm from becoming wedged in between
them

Railings have level extensions to help people with balance and gripping

An additional lower handrail is easier for children and shorter adults to use

A handrail extension can turn a corner at the top of stairs

Railings along both sides of stair give users the choice to use whichever arm is best

Risers are painted a dark color to contrast with treads making it easier to delineate
between them

Bevels are installed under protruding stair nosings

Light fixtures in dark stairways improve safety and usability

Windows

Sliding, casement or awning windows can be easier to use than single- or double-hung
windows

If single- and double-hung windows must be used, select high quality models with well
designed handles and locks

Avoid window models with recessed locks
Select slider models with loop, lever or blade handles

Casement windows are typically the easiest for most people to use, operated by a turn
crank

Windows need to be appropriately located to be fully accessible
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Interior Floor Surfaces

Select carpeting that is dense and tightly woven

Carpet should have a level or textured loop, or a level cut or level cut/uncut pile texture
with a maximum pile thickness of % inch

Securely attached carpet edges without any exposed areas
“Hard” surface materials should be stable, firm and slip-resistant
A broom finish on concrete surfaces will improve traction
Provide smooth transitions between different floor materials

For ramp surfaces, select a stable, firm and slip-resistant material

Any floor grills or grates should have %-inch maximum openings in the direction of
travel

Controls and Signals

Select light switch models that can be operated by a single touch using little force,
including rocker, toggle and touch sensitive models

Light switches should be mounted between 36 inches and 48 inches above the floor
surface

Electrical outlets should be mounted no lower than 15 inches above the floor surface
and no higher than 48 inches above the floor surface

Consider adding additional electrical outlets, use of a quadroplex outlet could increase
the number of outlets while minimizing installation costs

Install electrical outlets near telephone jacks, helpful for answering machines, cordless
phone bases, and text telephones (TTY’s or TDD’s)

Thermostat controls should be easy to use and require no pinching, gripping, twisting
or fine finger manipulation

Home alarms should use flashing lights as well as sound to alert residents
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Decks and Patios

Good overall lighting improves nighttime security and usability of deck and patio area
Provide focused light for lockset area

Inserts to sliding door tracks and raised patio level provide a gradual transition from
indoors to outside (ideally, the deck or patio surface should be set within % inch or less of
the interior floor levels)

Planters and benches can provide patio edge protection
For usable and access areas provide a slope of 1:20 or less

Handrails increase the usability of any steps

Parking and Walks

Provide accessible aisles, used mainly along parking areas, characterized by level areas of
pavement or other hard, compact and slip-resistant surface

Returned curb ramps should provide a slope of 1:12 or less

An uneven walkway or path, or one with spaces larger than % inch between even surfaces
is inappropriate for people who are unsteady on their feet

Steel trowel, smooth concrete and gravel and dirt surfaces should be avoided, while
broom finished concrete, asphalt and brick surfaces can be a good choice

Provide smooth transitions for changes in elevations and materials

Edge protection such as gently sloping level earth, benches, planters, railings or curbs
provides protection where areas drop away from the walkway

Bushes and trees that overhang sidewalks, block sunlight or artificial light, or other drop
seeds or other debris on walkways should be trimmed regularly or removed

Mailboxes, lamp posts, or signs near walkways should be placed to minimize overhang or
protrusion into walkways (as a general rule, objects that are between 27 inches and 80
inches above the walking surface should not project more than 4 inches onto walks)
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5.8

Additional Resources

e American National Standard for Buildings and Facilities — Providing Accessibility and
Usability for Physically Handicapped People (ANSI A117.1 1992)

e Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS)

e Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG)

e Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) strategies rely upon the ability
to influence offender decisions that precede criminal acts. The four most common built
environment strategies are natural surveillance, natural access control, natural territorial
reinforcement, and maintenance.

Natural surveillance and access control strategies limit the opportunity for crime. Territorial
reinforcement promotes social control through a variety of measures.

5.8.1 Natural surveillance

Natural surveillance increases the threat of apprehension by taking steps to increase the
perception that people can be seen. Natural surveillance occurs by designing the placement
of physical features, activities and people in such a way as to maximize visibility and foster
positive social interaction among legitimate users of private and public space. Potential
offenders feel increased scrutiny and limitations on their escape routes.

e Place windows overlooking sidewalks and parking lots.
e Leave window shades open.

e Use passing vehicular traffic as a surveillance asset.
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e Create landscape designs that provide surveillance, especially in proximity to
designated points of entry and opportunistic points of entry.

e Use the shortest, least sight-limiting fence appropriate for the situation.
e Use transparent weather vestibules at building entrances.

e When creating lighting design, avoid poorly placed lights that create blind-
spots for potential observers and miss critical areas. Ensure potential problem
areas are well-lit: pathways, stairs, entrances/exits, parking areas, ATMs,
phone kiosks, mailboxes, bus stops, children’s play areas, recreation areas,
pools, laundry rooms, storage areas, dumpster and recycling areas, etc.

e Avoid too-bright security lighting that creates blinding glare and/or deep
shadows, hindering the view for potential observers. Eyes adapt to night
lighting and have trouble adjusting to severe lighting disparities. Using lower
intensity lights often requires more fixtures.

e Use shielded or cut-off luminaires to control glare.

e Place lighting along pathways and other pedestrian-use areas at proper
heights for lighting the faces of the people in the space (and to identify the
faces of potential attackers).

5.8.2 Natural access control

Natural access control limits the opportunity for crime by taking steps to clearly
differentiate between public space and private space. By selectively placing
entrances and exits, fencing, lighting and landscape to limit access or control flow,
natural access control occurs.

e Use asingle, clearly identifiable, point of entry.
e Use structures to divert persons to reception areas.

e Incorporate maze entrances in public restrooms. This avoids the isolation that
is produced by an anteroom or double door entry system.

e Use low, thorny bushes beneath ground level windows.
e Eliminate design features that provide access to roofs or upper levels.

¢ Inthe front yard, use waist-level, picket-type fencing along residential property
lines to control access, encourage surveillance.

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan 5-45



Development Guidelines

e Use a locking gate between front and backyards.

e Use shoulder-level, open-type fencing along lateral residential property lines
between side yards and extending to between back yards. They should be sufficiently
unencumbered with landscaping to promote social interaction between neighbors.

e Use substantial, high, closed fencing (for example, masonry) between a backyard and a
public alley.

5.8.3 Natural territorial reinforcement

Territorial reinforcement promotes social control through increased definition of space and
improved proprietary concern. An environment designed to clearly delineate private space
does two things. First, it creates a sense of ownership. Owners have a vested interest and
are more likely to challenge intruders or report them to the police. Second, the sense of
owned space creates an environment where “strangers” or “intruders” stand out and are
more easily identified. By using buildings, fences, pavement, signs, lighting and landscape
to express ownership and define public, semi-public and private space, natural territorial
reinforcement occurs. Additionally, these objectives can be achieved by assignment of
space to designated users in previously unassigned locations.

e Maintained premises and landscaping such that it communicates an alert and active
presence occupying the space.

e Provide trees in residential areas. Research results indicate that, contrary to traditional
views within the law enforcement community, outdoor residential spaces with more
trees are seen as significantly more attractive, more safe, and more likely to be used
than similar spaces without trees.

e Restrict private activities to defined private areas. v TI.“S PRGPERTY -

i i -

e Display security system signage at access points. o lS UHDER
e Avoid cyclone fencing and razor-wire fence topping, as it communicates the absence of r
a physical presence and a reduced risk of being detected. 3 24 HOUE
e Placing amenities such as seating or refreshments in common areas in a commercial or - SU RVYEILLANCE .

institutional setting helps to attract larger numbers of desired users.

i
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e Scheduling activities in common areas increases proper use, attracts more
people and increases the perception that these areas are controlled.

5.8.4 Maintenance

Maintenance is an expression of ownership of property. Deterioration indicates
less control by the intended users of a site and indicate a greater tolerance

of disorder. The Broken Windows Theory is a valuable tool in understanding

the importance of maintenance in deterring crime. Broken Windows theory
proponents support a zero tolerance approach to property maintenance,
observing that the presence of a broken window will entice vandals to break more
windows in the vicinity. The sooner broken windows are fixed, the less likely it is
that such vandalism will occur in the future.
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6.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a discussion of “next steps” and strategies to implement the

identified future vision for the project site. Funding and financing strategies are also
discussed.
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6.2 Implementation Strategies

The Preferred Option site plan includes three different housing types situated in the following
five development clusters:

e Component A: 38 walk-up, townhome style units
e Component B: 62 garden apartments

e Component C: 22 walk-up, townhome style units
e Component D: 28 walk-up, townhome style units

e Component E: 138 senior/special needs units

The timing and implementation of the development plan will be guided by several constraints,
including market demand and absorption, physical site requirements, the entitlement
approval process, financing availability, and a developer selection process. Each of these
constraints is discussed in the following section followed by recommended implementation
actions.

Project Components
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6.3 Physical Site Requirements

A variety of site assessment reports have previously been prepared for the property that
identify planning issues which must be resolved prior to completing the project design and
construction documents. The resolution of these issues will impact the project timing,
construction phasing alternatives, predevelopment capital investment, and project cost
estimates.

Issues: Prior to finalizing the project design and selecting a development team, the
City should complete research on the following issues that relate to the Preferred Option:

Soils reports and soil conditioning requirements

Soil liquefaction

Cultural resources

Biological resources

Necessary utility infrastructure capacity, upgrades, and phasing

Storm Water Pollutant Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) requirements
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Entitlement Approval Process

The site zoning does not presently allow the proposed development and will
require a general plan amendment,zone change, and/or variances.

Issues: Development approvals will entail a lengthy process and will require
additional environmental studies to comply with CEQA. Thus, the selected
development team should begin the entitlement effort immediately so that future
development of the site is not delayed unnecessarily. All discretionary zoning
approvals must be complete before financing applications for other public funding
sources can be submitted. As any future development of the site will benefit from
a higher density zoning designation (rather than the existing Limited Industrial
zone), this effort adds value to the City’s current land investment regardless of
when or how the final development takes shape.

The City of Oceanside General Plan designates the site as LI (Light Industrial)

and the City’s Zoning Map designates the site as IL (Limited Industrial). To
accommodate residential and commercial uses, both a General Plan amendment
and zone change would be required. The site could be re-designated as Medium
Density C — Residential (MDC-R) and Medium-Density Residential C (RM-C) by
the City’s General Plan and Zoning Map, respectively. In addition, for mixed-

use projects, the City requires approval of a Mixed Use Development Plan

and Conditional Use Permit. Base district development standards are used as
guidelines for mixed-used development.
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6.5

Affordable Housing Demographic Considerations

Affordable rental housing is typically fully leased rapidly after completion and maintains stable
occupancy levels even in soft rental market conditions due to its below market rent structure. However,
the following factors are important considerations in the development planning component:

Financing plans typically require units to be reserved for households that meet varying AMI levels. A
market study is required to confirm that there is an adequate supply of income qualified households
in the market area which is appropriate to the size and quantity of proposed apartment units.

In order to ensure high quality rental operations and regulatory compliance, resident selection
criteria must be established to define an acceptable resident profile (e.g., credit standards, criminal
background check, occupancy standards, etc.) Given the residents’ responsibility to comply with
standards that may be higher than those prevalent in the open market, a meaningful differential
between restricted and comparable market rent levels (at least a 10% discount) is important.

Program designs that emphasize unique resident profiles such as senior housing or housing for
special needs populations require additional market research to confirm an adequate supply of
qualified applicants and confirm the applicants’ ability to afford the proposed rental rates. Further,
these populations often require specialized supportive services in order to live independently. This
requires that appropriate services, service providers, and a reliable revenue source be identified
during the planning phase (project revenue is often insufficient to fully fund the necessary service
component.)

Competing affordable housing developments should be surveyed to confirm rental structure,
occupancy levels, and waiting lists. If other projects are in the predevelopment phase concurrently
with Mission Avenue, this should be considered in the size and timing of the construction.

Target populations and unit mixes will in large part be limited by the competitive evaluation factors
imposed by project funders. Thus, the financing strategy options must be identified first, followed by
sufficient market research to confirm which options are viable and most competitive.
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Financing Availability

As is typical with all affordable rental housing developments, the imposition of rental restrictions
reduces project cashflow to a point where developments are not financially viable without

public assistance in the form of direct loans, grants, tax credits, and/or rental subsidy payments.
Financing plan alternatives have been prepared for each of the various components in the
Preferred Option in order to estimate the amount of public funding resources that may be required
to implement each component of development.

Commonly used funding programs include:

e Local funds such as redevelopment agency tax increment (“Housing Setaside”), city
Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu fees, and local allocations of federal HOME funds

e State funds including general obligation bond proceeds and specialty programs such as the
Mental Health Services Act and Farm Worker Housing funds

e Federal funds including the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program, Housing Opportunities
for People With AIDS (HOPWA), and HUD Section 811 and 202 capital grants for construction
of special needs and senior housing

The availability of each resource is limited by competitive demand, governmental budget
allocations, and project eligibility criteria. Many of these funds are awarded through a competitive
allocation process that shapes the features of the project components to maximize their chance of
success.

Funding Program Synopsis
The proposed project funding includes the following range of programs:

e Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credits (“LIHTC”): This program provides an annual federal
tax credit over a 10 year period to investors in properties that meet minimum federal and state
affordability criteria and are successful in a statewide application process (the supply of LIHTC
is rationed to states based on population.) Investors who desire LIHTC typically participate as
limited partners with a majority ownership of a partnership that holds title to the property,
but the partnership management is conducted by the development sponsor. Typical investors
are “Fortune 500” type industrial and financial services companies who have a predictable
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need for 10 year tax shelter and are willing to accept tax benefits as their primary return on investment. Return of capital and
future cash flow participation to these investors is usually modest or not required because tax benefits provide the necessary
investment yield. Tax credits come in two forms: the 9% credit, available only through a competitive award process, and the 4%
credit, available automatically to properties financed with tax-exempt bonds.

¢ The Preferred Option plans assume that LIHTC equity is generated by an award of 9% tax credits to each development
component. Credit awards are determined through a competitive process that depends on a variety of factors including a
geographic fund reservation for San Diego County, proximity to local service amenities (school, park, medical clinic, shopping,
etc.), development team experience, and housing type and affordability levels. Each component of the Preferred Option
appears to be competitive for an award based on current LIHTC selection criteria. However, as multiple applications often
receive a perfect score, award decisions typically hinge on tiebreaker criteria that benefits projects where local funding
assistance represents a large percentage of total sources. Program guidelines also limit the size of project components and
maximum credit awards per application cycle; the proposed project phasing has been designed to address these guidelines.
While projects may also obtain 4% tax credit in conjunction with tax-exempt bond financing, this structure typically requires
a significant increase in public agency funding. In consideration of the present limitation of available public funding due to
California’s state budget condition, a development strategy dependent upon 4% tax credits is not recommended.

e Rental Subsidies: Rental subsidies may be available for project units restricted to defined resident profiles such as homeless
housing, veterans, and special needs. These subsidies are most often provided under HUD’s Shelter Plus Care or Section 8
programs, and are typically administered by a local Housing Authority. Use of vouchers allows the project to receive a fixed level
of rental revenue for each unit, while the residents only pay 30% of their own monthly income toward rent (this is commonly
much less than the fixed rental rate, and varies by unit.
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Cash Flow Based Financing: The capital structure typically includes a component of debt that is
repaid from future project cash flow. Due to the often modest cash flows that are generated by
affordable housing developments where rents are below market and expenses may include the
additional cost of social services, the amount of debt that can be repaid is typically lower than that
found in comparable market rate developments. This financing takes one of two forms:

¢  Conventional Financing: Funds for construction and permanent needs are provided by
conventional lending sources such as banks, institutional investors, or through government-
enhanced debt programs by Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and HUD/FHA.

0 Tax-Exempt Bond Financing: Alternatively, projects may obtain construction and permanent
financing through the proceeds of tax-exempt revenue bonds issued by a public agency. The
agency acts only as a conduit issuer of the debt and is not liable for repayment, as the sole
repayment source is project cash flow. When at least 50% of total project costs are financed by
tax-exempt bonds, properties may receive an automatic allocation of 4% low income housing tax
credits thereby avoiding the need for the competitive 9% LIHTC application process.
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¢  Each component of the Preferred Option assumes conventional loans repaid from
projected cashflow. Due to the increased public subsidies required for 4% LIHTC
structures as previously discussed, tax-exempt bond financing is not assumed.

Public Agency Gap Financing Programs: The total cash flow based debt plus tax credit
equity is usually insufficient to fully fund project development, creating the need for

a supplemental source of funds. Such funds are typically provided through a range of
public agency programs which are subject to a variety of eligibility criteria and application
procedures. The benefit of such programs is that they usually provide funding that is repaid
only from a portion of future project cash flow, without a mandatory repayment schedule.

¢ HOME Funds: The City of Oceanside receives an allocation of federal HOME funds
that it can invest in local housing projects. These funds require the payment of Davis
Bacon prevailing wage rates to project construction workers if the project contains 12
or more units. Due to this restriction, it would be preferable to use HOME funds solely
for site acquisition costs, concentrate a HOME investment into a single component
(such as Component E, which may already be subject to prevailing wage if State funding
programs are used), or limit the subsidy to fewer than 12 units in each component.
By dividing the project into a series of independent components, the City could make
multiple small HOME investments without triggering payment of prevailing wages.

City Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fees: Fees previously collected to mitigate the housing
impacts of market rate development could be invested in the Mission Ave. development. In-
Lieu Fees were used as part of the site acquisition funding.

Housing Setaside Funds: Pursuant to California state law, city redevelopment agencies
receive a specified percentage of local property tax revenue (“tax increment funds” or
“TIF”) and must reinvest at least 20% of these funds in affordable housing. The 20% portion
is known as the “Housing Setaside”, which in Oceanside is managed by the Oceanside
Community Development Commission (“CDC”). CDC previously participated in funding

the site acquisition cost. Housing Setaside funds do not require the payment of prevailing
wages.
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¢  Each preliminary financing plan assumed that the site acquisition costs
were previously funded by the City and CDC and that the CDC will provide
an additional investment of Housing Setaside funds. The CDC can provide
funds from accumulated and current year tax receipts, or can issue bonds
to raise larger amounts of capital with future bond repayment from future
tax receipts. City staff has indicated the potential to issue bonds to augment
its annual $1.2M TIF receipts. It is assumed that a bond issuance will be
necessary to advance the project due to the large projected need for CDC
assistance to each component.

e State Funds: California maintains several statewide funding programs for
affordable housing, which are supported by the periodic issuance of state bonds
and a dedicated income tax surcharge. The Multifamily Housing Program (bond
funded) is available through a competitive process and includes a set-aside for
special needs housing. The Mental Health Services Act program (income tax
funded) is administered through a joint process with local county Departments of
Mental Health, and provides a combination of capital funds and 20 year operating
subsidy for units serving mentally ill residents.

¢ Units eligible for MHSA funding can potentially be included in Component E.
This would be a compatible use with seniors due to the physical configuration
of the building that emphasizes one bedroom units, controlled building
access, common areas appropriate for supportive services, etc. While the
state’s MHP funding program has been a good source of project capital in
prior years, the authorized limit on awards has been virtually exhausted and
the state’s budget situation is making it difficult or impossible to sell additional
general obligation bonds. Thus, MHSA is the only state funding source
assumed in the financial models.
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6.8

6.9

Funding Plan Summary

Preliminary financing plans were prepared for each of the project components. Due to the
small unit count in components C and D, these were combined into a single construction
phase. The ideal sequencing of the project components cannot be confirmed until the
development team gathers remaining site data, and will be proposed by developers
during the development team selection process. The following issues are likely to impact
development team phasing plans:

The tax credit program will limit maximum project size to no more than 150 units
constructed within a 12 month time period if 9% LIHTC is used.

Availability of specific funding programs such as MHSA and HUD Sec. 202 or 811 may
place the timing of Component E on an independent track from the remainder of the
site.

Site preparation costs and logistics can be managed most effectively if the entire site is
graded at one time regardless of the proposed phasing construction start dates.

Construction phases that begin at the interior edges of the site and withdraw toward
Mission Avenue may result in lowest impact on adjoining property owners and allow
some of the costly infrastructure upgrades to be incurred toward the end of the
development process.

The overall project will likely required City financial support of $15 - $16 million in addition
to the contribution of land and payment of all infrastructure upgrades and unusual site
preparation costs. This investment can be funded over a period of years as City funds
become available.

Developer Selection Process

Subsequent to approval of the Vision and Strategic Plan, the City will issue a Request for
Qualifications (RFQ) through which a qualified development team will be selected to

implement the project development. During the selection and negotiation process, the
City and development team will need to address various issues, including the following:

Confirm the time, process requirements, and cost of as many “Physical Site
Requirements” issues as possible to eliminate these as planning variables.

City of Oceanside



Implementation Plan

e Confirm the amount and timing availability of City financial assistance.

e Confirm the timing and procedures necessary to process all required
entitlement approvals.

e Further identify and interview prospective service organizations to confirm
their demand, commitment, and funding capacity to serve any targeted
special needs resident populations that will be included.

6.10 Implementation Action Plan
The following implementation timeline is anticipated and is contingent on a
number of factors:

March 2010 Review and Approval of the Vision and Strategic Plan

May 2010 Issue Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for Develoment Teams

July 2010 Deadline for RFQ Submittals

August 2010 RFQ Review and Evaluation

September 2010  Submit Development Team Recommendations to Council for
Approval

December 2010 Execute Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) with
Selected Development Team

Mission Avenue Affordable Housing/Mixed-Use Development Vision & Strategic Plan 6-13
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BRIDGE HOUSING
CORPORATION

BUILDING - SUSTAINING - LEADING BRIDGE PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT COMPANY

AugUSt 31' 2010 BAY AREA SENIOR SERVICES, INC
City of Oceanside Neighborhood Services Department BRIDGE ECONOMIC

Attn: David Manley, Neighborhood Services Division Manager PEVELOPMERT CORPORATION
300 N. Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

RE: Mission Avenue Affordable Housing Mixed-Use Development
Response to Request for Qualifications (RFQ)

Dear. Mr. Manley:

BRIDGE Housing Corporation (BRIDGE) is pleased to submit the enclosed response to the Request for
Qualifications for the Mission Avenue Affordable Housing Mixed-Use Development.

BRIDGE brings 27 years of experience developing large scale housing projects throughout California,
and has a proven track record of completing some of the most sophisticated affordable housing
developments in the State’s history. BRIDGE has had repeated success partnering with cities and
redevelopment agencies to create new communities that become a vibrant part of the fabric of their
surrounding neighborhood. BRIDGE has the financial depth and experience necessary to make a
project of this scale a success. Lastly, BRIDGE is a long-term owner and manager which means we
become a part of every community we build in.

The Vision Plan developed for the Mission Avenue site is well thought out and presents many
opportunities for success. Through further refinement of the site plan, based on collaboration with
the City and community, we strongly believe the vision of the City and community can be realized.
BRIDGE would utilize innovative design with sustainability as a fundamental theme, and would
provide comprehensive services and support programs to ensure quality of life and continued
success of our residents.

As part of our mission to provide housing opportunities for a broad range of ages, incomes, and
populations, BRIDGE has partnered with North County Solutions for Change to incorporate
Supportive Housing for formerly homeless families into the Mission Avenue site. Solutions for
Change has successfully developed both housing and the Solutions University campus in Vista where
residents live and receive support and training for a 500-day period before transitioning to off-
campus housing locations. The Mission Avenue project would become a key off-campus housing
community where these families can continue their path to indépendence.

345 SPEAR STREET, SUITE 700, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1673 TEL: 415 989.1111 FAX: 495.4898 BRIDGEHOUSING.COM
2202 30TH STREET, SAN DIEGO, CA 92104 TEL: 619.231.6300 FAX: 619.231.6301
%% 555 WEST 5TH STREET, SUITE3100, LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1010 TEL: 213.996.8415 FAX: 213.996.8414

100% pew BRIDGE HOUSING IS A NOT-FOR-PROFIT, PUBLIC-BENEFIT CORPORATION



August 31, 2010
Mr. David Manley
Page 2 of 2

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our qualifications and proposal for the Mission Avenue site.
We look forward to working with the City on this exciting project.

Please feel free to contact me at (619) 231-6300 x501 with any questions you may have regarding
this submittal.

Sincerely,

Projett Manager
BRIDGE Housing Corporation



Finding Our Way Home - a North San Diego County Community

A Tiing O‘% Initiative to Solve Family Homelessness

DR

An Initiative to Solve Family Homelessness

Community
Leadership Team

Chairman
Mark King, CEO

l.es Cross, CEC

Rev. Ted Hamilton, Pastor

Darrell Issa, Congressman

Chris Lischewski, CEO

Rev. Matthew Palm, Pastor

Lori Holt Pfeiler, Mayor

Rev. Michael Ratajczak, Pastor

Rev. Mike Reed, Pastor

Sandra Shuda, Vice President

Mike Simmons, Executive
Vice President

Morris Vance, Mayor

Jim Wood, Mayor

John G. Yphantides, Lawyer

1,000 Days to a Permanent Solution. One Family, One Community at a Time
Be Part of the Change - For Today, Tomorrow and Forever

August 30, 2010

Margery Pierce, Director

City of Oceanside

Housing and Neighborhood Services Department
321 North Nevada Street

Oceanside, CA 92054-2811

RE: Mission Avenue Affordable Housing Project RFQ Response with Bridge Housing
Dear Ms. Pierce:

North County Solutions for Change has recently partnered with BRIDGE Housing in
the RFQ for the Mission Avenue Affordable Housing Project (MAAH).

In considering the MAAH project, Chairman Mark King has asked me to convey that
should the City of Oceanside select Bridge Housing and Solutions for Change for the
MAAH project that the full fund development resources of the Finding Our Way
Home (FOWH) campaign be realigned to raising the $217,000 per unit for the 62
units proposed in the RFQ response.

The $13,500,000 ($217,000 per unit) required to develop the MAAH/Solutions
project is similar to the existing FOWH funding goal of $16,000,000 ($200,000 per
unit) that was established in the FOWH plan. I think that connecting FOWH and
MAAH makes good sense. Obviously there is much to consider, but after your
review of the proposal from Bridge Housing and additional clarifying information as
needed, we hope that the City Council can see a way to make this partnership work.

Sincerely,

Chris Megison
President and Executive Director

NORTH COUNTY SOLUTIONS FOR CHANGE, INC.

Finding Our Way Home, a North County Initiative led by North County Solutions for Change
722 W. California Ave. Vista CA 92083 « 760.941.6545 « www.solutionsforchange.org
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1. Developer Team

BRIDGE Housing Corporation (BRIDGE) will serve as the developer of the Mission Avenue affordable

housing/mixed-use site.

The Mission Avenue site presents a number of exciting opportunities and

BRIDGE has assembled a well-qualified team to design, construct, and operate this development.

The Mission Avenue team will include the following members:

Team Member

Project Component

Role

BRIDGE Housing Corporation

Affordable Family Rental Housing
Affordable Senior Rental Housing
Affordable Family Supportive Housing

Developer & Owner
Developer & Owner
Developer

BRIDGE Property Management

Affordable Family Rental Housing

Property Management Agent

Company Affordable Senior Rental Housing Property Management Agent
North County Solutions for | Affordable Family Supportive Housing Owner, Property Management
Change Agent, and Service Provider

Studio E Architects

Entire development

Master Architect

Lightfoot Planning Group

Entire development

Planning & CEQA Consultant

Additional Team Members

TBD

Designers, General Contractor

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010

Page 1
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BRIDGE Housing Corporation
Established in 1983, BRIDGE has become the largest affordable housing developer in California. Based in

San Francisco, with branch offices in San Diego and Los Angeles, BRIDGE has participated in the
development of over 13,000 homes.

BRIDGE is a California nonprofit public benefit corporation and is governed by a Board of Directors. The
organization is led by an Executive Officer team consisting of Cynthia Parker, Susan Johnson, and
D. Valentine.

BRIDGE pursues an ambitious goal of “quality, quantity and affordability” while meeting the growing
demand for affordable housing in high-cost California. BRIDGE provides well-designed housing for
working families and seniors in many settings and forms, from large-scale, mixed-use developments to
low-rise apartment buildings, all designed to blend into their surrounding neighborhoods.

BRIDGE’s definition of quality livable housing encompasses a range of services and amenities that
support residents and their communities, such as play areas, green space, educational resources, child
care facilities, and new community services. BRIDGE also looks at the big picture and advances
innovative solutions to larger challenges that face urban and high-cost areas throughout the State.
BRIDGE’s expanded development efforts bring jobs, economic activity, access to transportation, efficient
land use, community connectivity, and an enhanced environment. From large scale, mixed-use urban
infill developments to green building expertise, from senior services to after school programs; BRIDGE
enriches the fabric of every community.

To date, BRIDGE has:

. built over 13,000 affordable homes for more than 35,000 Californians

o helped one-fourth of residents advance to homeownership

o provided more than 550,000 square feet of commercial space, providing hundreds of
construction and permanent jobs for local residents

o launched a number of innovative financing strategies, including the BUILD initiative working
with California Public Employees' Retirement System (CalPERS)

o extended reach beyond the Bay Area to Southern California and the Central Valley, serving fast
growing communities with ever-increasing housing needs

. won more than 50 State, national and international awards

BRIDGE will develop all housing components and community facilities at Mission Avenue, including 138
units of senior housing, 88 units of family housing, and 62 units of special needs housing. In addition,
BRIDGE will form a single-asset affiliate entity to own the senior and family housing components.
BRIDGE has a project management team that can provide the creativity, expertise, and capacity needed
to plan and execute the Mission Avenue development. The team consists of Jeff Williams and Aruna
Doddapaneni as the Project Managers and Vanessa Ng as the Assistant Project Manager, with guidance
and oversight from Brad Wiblin and Cynthia Parker. Profiles of the project management team members
are provided on the following page.

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010 Page 2 BRIDG d—[nusing



Cynthia Parker, President and CEO

Cynthia A. Parker is President and CEO of BRIDGE Housing Corporation, one of the largest nonprofit
developers of affordable apartments and homes in California. Ms. Parker is responsible for the overall
direction of the company’s real estate development, property and asset management, and corporate
administration, as well as its major affiliates such as BUILD, an investment advisor to CalPERS under the
California Urban Real Estate Program, and BASS, a licensed life care provider. Ms. Parker joined BRIDGE
in February 2010.

Ms. Parker has an extensive background in all phases of development and finance of affordable housing
and real estate. Previously, Ms. Parker was the Northwest Regional President of Mercy Housing, a
national nonprofit affordable housing developer. Prior to joining Mercy Housing, she was the Senior Vice
President in charge of Real Estate and Tax Credit Syndications for Seattle Northwest Securities, a
regional public finance firm. Her practice included underwriting and placing both debt and equity for
affordable housing groups and public agencies. Ms. Parker established the Housing Office of the City of
Seattle and served as the City’s Director of Housing under two separate mayors. The office was
responsible for the City’s housing investment strategies, $100 million annual capital budget and $824
million loan portfolio. Ms. Parker previously developed over 3,500 units in Oregon and Alaska with
mixed financing. She assisted the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation with the design of both taxable
and tax-exempt housing bond programs and has provided syndication services for tax-credit
placements.

Brad Wiblin, Vice President

Mr. Wiblin joined BRIDGE in 1994 and opened the BRIDGE San Diego office in 1998. Since joining
BRIDGE, Mr. Wiblin has overseen the development of over 1,300 affordable and market-rate housing in
San Jose, Irvine, Carlsbad, San Marcos and San Diego. Currently Mr. Wiblin is managing BRIDGE's
statewide business development and acquisition activities. Mr. Wiblin holds a Bachelor of Science in
Design from Arizona State University and a Master of City Planning from the University of California
Berkeley.

Jeff Williams, Project Manager

Mr. Williams joined BRIDGE in 2010. Previously he was the Director of Development, San Diego, for LNR
Property Corporation, a national real estate development company. During his nine years at LNR, Mr.
Williams directed the entitlement, design, construction, and leasing of 1,400,000 sf of retail, office, and
industrial projects and 300 apartment units in San Diego and the Inland Empire. Mr. Williams has an
additional seven years of consulting experience in structural engineering and property evaluation. Mr.
Williams holds a Master of Engineering in Civil/Structural Engineering and Bachelor of Science in
Mechanical Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley.

Aruna Doddapaneni, Project Manager

Ms. Doddapaneni joined BRIDGE in 2010 as a project manager in the San Diego office. Prior to joining
BRIDGE, Ms. Doddapaneni worked as a senior project developer with Mercy Housing, Inc.’s National
Development Services division. During her 6 years at Mercy Housing, Ms. Doddapaneni acquired,
restructure, developed and/or rehabilitated over 1,000 units of senior and family housing nationally. In
addition to her role as a senior project developer at Mercy Housing, Ms. Doddapaneni also served as a
housing and development consultant to other non profits and women religious organizations. Ms.
Doddapaneni holds a Bachelor in Business Administration in Finance from the University of New Mexico,
a Master in Business Administration in Real Estate Finance from the University of Denver and an
Executive Certificate in Real Estate Construction Management from the University of Denver.

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010 Page 3 BRIDG d—[nusing



Vanessa Ng, Assistant Project Manager

Ms. Ng joined BRIDGE in November 2006 and works directly with the Vice President and Project
Managers on various aspects of all development activities in Southern California. Ms. Ng has extensive
experience performing site feasibility analyses and securing entitlement approvals and project financing.
Prior to joining BRIDGE, Ms. Ng worked as a land use consultant for the County of Riverside, where she
managed the entitlement process for over 100 major residential, commercial, and industrial
development applications. Ms. Ng’s prior experience also includes internships with the City of Chula
Vista, City of Manhattan Beach, and Caltrans. Ms. Ng earned a Bachelor of Science in Public Policy,
Management, and Planning from the University of Southern California.

Mission Avenue RFQ

August 2010 Page 4 BRIDG d—[nusing



Internal Revenue Servize
District Director

P 0 BOX 36001 STOP SF-4-4-45 -
~ - SAN' FRANCISCD,” CA ~ 94102
Date: NAY 13, 1988
BRIDGE HOUSING CORPORATION

150 CALIFDRNIA STREET SUITE 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

Dear fApplicant:

Department of the Treasury

Enpioyer Identirication Nunbar:
94-2827309
Case Nunber:
958092017
Contact Pearson:
DANIEL STEVENS
Contact Telephone Nunbar:
{415) 556-0319

Our Letter Dated:
Jan. 20, 1983

Caveat Applies:
Yeas

This modifies our letter of the above date in which me stated that you
would be treated as an organization which is not a private foundation until
the axpiration of your advance ruling period.

Based on the infaormation you submitted, we have determined that you are
not a3 private foundation within the meaning of section 509(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code, because you are an organization of the type described in saction
S039¢a) {1} and L70¢b) (1) (A) (vi) . Your exempt status under section 501 (c) {3) of
the code is still in effect.

Grantors and contributors may rely on this deternination until the
Internal Ravenue Service publishes a notice to the contrary. Hownaver, a
grantor or a contributor may not rely on this determination if he or she wasg
in part responsible for, or was amare of, the act or failure to act that
resulted in your loss of section 509 (a) (1) atatus, or acquired knowu ledgse
that the Internal Revenue Service had given notice that you would be removed

~ from classification as a section 509(a) (1) organization. e

Because this letter could help resolve any questions about your private
foundation stqtus, please keep it in your pPermanent records.

[f the heading of this letter indicates that a caveat applies, the caveat
below or on the enclosure is an integral part of this lettar.

1f you have any questions, please contact the person whose name and
telephone number aras shown above,

Sincerely yours,

Frederick C. Nielsen
District Diractor

Page 5
Lettar 1050(CG)



BRIDGE Property Management Company
In 1987, BRIDGE formed a financially independent but affiliated non-profit, tax exempt, property

management company to ensure that the award-winning quality of its developments would be
maintained over time. Revenues from the company, in excess of costs, are devoted to aid residents, to
provide supportive services, and to support BRIDGE’s development activities. BRIDGE Property
Management Company (BPMC) currently manages or asset manages nearly 8,000 rental and
condominium units in its portfolio.

BPMC has developed a proven track record in managing complex projects involving various financing
structures, rental tiers, and subsidy programs. In addition to the low income housing tax credit
program, BPMC also has extensive experience managing properties utilizing tax exempt bonds, HOME,
CDBG, HOPWA, Section 8, Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable Housing Program, Redevelopment
Agency Tax Increment and other sources. Along with typical property management functions, BPMC’s
property and asset management activities include a significant compliance function, which ensures that
properties follow the various regulatory requirements and other use restrictions that are unique to
affordable housing.

BPMC is overseen by Susan Johnson, one of BRIDGE’s Executive Vice Presidents. BPMC employs more
than 150 people, including both site staff and staff at BRIDGE’s central office in San Francisco. While the
precise ratio of staff to residents at each of property that BPMC manages varies depending on size, each
property has a full-time on-site Resident Manager reporting to a Property Supervisor who oversees
multiple properties, and at least one full-time maintenance staff person. A resident administrator,
additional maintenance staff, and outside contractors are employed as needed or on a part-time or full-
time basis depending on the size of the property.

BPMC will manage all BRIDGE-owned housing components at Mission Avenue. Key staff members from
BPMC will include:

Susan Johnson, Executive Vice President

Ms. Johnson oversees the property, resident programs and asset management activities of BRIDGE and
BASS, including a portfolio of nearly 8,000 units of rental and ownership housing. She joined BRIDGE in
1983 and was promoted to Vice President in 1989. Ms. Johnson is an expert in marketing and lease-up
strategies for affordable and mixed income communities and sought —after expert in tax compliance and
fair housing. She holds a B.S. in Sociology from U.C. Santa Cruz and has prior business and management
experience.

James Valva, Director

Mr. Valva, who has been with BRIDGE since 1995, has over 20 years experience in commercial and
residential property management. As Director of Property Management, Mr. Valva directly supervises all
Property Supervisors for BRIDGE Property Management Company (BPMC). Prior to his work at BRIDGE,
Mr. Valva was a Real Estate Property Manager for Western Management Properties, Inc. He holds a
from B.A. St. Mary’s College, Moraga, California.

Lara Sdo Pedro, Programs Director

Ms. Sdo Pedro is responsible for designing, coordinating, and monitoring programs and services that
enhance access to education and home-ownership for BRIDGE residents and administering the Alan &
Ruth Stein Educational Assistance Program, a scholarship program offered to BRIDGE residents. She
joined BRIDGE in 1999, and has more than 17 years of experience working with non-profits in the San

Mission Avenue RFQ
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Francisco Bay Area. While at BRIDGE, Ms. Sdo Pedro has developed and coordinated programming at 43
different properties in 12 different counties across northern and southern California.

Prior to her work at BRIDGE, she worked as an editor and grants administrator for the Gallo Clinic and
Research Center at UCSF, an actress and HIV Awareness Trainer for the New Conservatory Theatre, a
volunteer coordinator for the 7, 8", and 9" Annual Bay Area Book Festivals, and a Resident Assistant at
Hampshire College.

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010 Page 7 BRIDG d—[nusing



North County Solutions for Change
North County Solutions for Change (Solutions) is organized under IRS code 501(c)3 as a tax exempt

public benefit not for-profit charity corporation. Solutions was founded in 1999 by social entrepreneurs
to assist the community of northern San Diego County (pop. 1.1M) in addressing the rapid increase in
the number of homeless children and families seeking shelter. The purpose of North County Solutions
for Change is to solve family homelessness for kids and communities one family, one community at a
time. The organization defines solve as: more, better and faster access to permanent solutions.

Since its inception, Solutions has led three regional initiatives developing over 80,000 sq. ft. of real
estate at several locations throughout San Diego County, California. Combined, these assets now
underpin an innovative world-class model called the Solutions University. Solutions University takes the
best of both transitional housing and permanent affordable housing and blends it together around a
vision and plan to solve family homelessness in 1,000 days. In this model, a family lives “on-campus” for
the first 500 days. In this transitional housing setting, a family is equipped with the skills, knowledge,
and resources needed to solve homelessness, permanently. A family will then move into an “off-
campus” setting for the remaining 500 days. During the remaining 500 days, a family moves into their
own home and receives ongoing coaching from Solutions. Additional information regarding the
Solutions University model is provided as Appendix A.

The University provides over 70 homeless families (130 children) with a unique blending of housing,
employment training, educational and health related solutions all within one cohesive strategic
partnership. This new approach equips parents and children with the skills, knowledge and resources
needed to solve family homelessness, permanently.

The University engages families and the whole community in a strategy to confront and defeat the
impacts of homelessness on families, children and the community. The cost to put one family through
the 1000 day university is $22,500 per year and is equally shared three ways between the private sector,
government and the family being helped. This unique approach has lead to over 550 families solving
their homelessness permanently. Using this model, Solutions has demonstrated a public sector cost
savings of $28,000,000.

The organization’s $1.3M annual operating budget reflects a commitment to solve tough social
problems while managing costs. In keeping with its charitable purpose, the cost per person assisted is
recognized by investors and funders as the most value driven and cost effective in the industry. The
budget has been carefully crafted to reflect an equal balance between public and private sector
investments. The organization owns $9.2 million in real estate assets.

On April 22, 2010 Solutions launched its largest initiative ever. A $20,000,000 campaign called Finding
Our Way Home which when complete doubles the size of the Solutions University. The priorities of the
campaign are to develop 200 homes for 200 homeless families in 1000 days, together rebuilding lives for
400 homeless children. The strategy calls not only for placing families in homes but, most importantly,
equipping each family so that they will stay housed.

Solutions will own and operate 62 units of supportive housing at the Mission Avenue site as an
extension of the Solutions University. The Mission Avenue site would be for families who have
completed the 500 day on-campus (transitional housing) portion of the Solutions University. While on-
campus, families are equipped with the skills, knowledge, and resources needed to solve homelessness
permanently. These units will add to the “off-campus” housing stock for the Solutions University and

Mission Avenue RFQ
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will provide a significant number of homes towards the overall goal of the Finding Our Way Home
campaign.

Solutions has an extraordinary team with the knowledge and capacity to serve homeless families in
North San Diego County. The Solutions team is led by Chris Megison:

Chris Megison, President and Executive Director

Mr. Megison is the Chief Executive responsible for fund development, planning and tactical
implementation of 14 different/unique special needs affordable housing developments totaling
$57,000,000. Mr. Megison’s experience includes directing all phases of fund and project development
of a new construction 33-unit multi-family supportive housing development for homeless families,
raising $10,500,000 while leading the Futures for Families Initiative, engaging seven local government
agencies (the cities of Oceanside, Vista, Carlsbad, San Marcos, Escondido, Encinitas and the County of
San Diego) in approving $3,100,000 in public sector investments, leading all phases of a fund and project
development of an acquisition/rehab of a 12 unit transitional housing complex for homeless families,
negotiating five year master-leases for twelve scattered site multi-family housing units for special needs
disabled homeless families, acquiring a $685,000 federal grant to fund, and partnering with the County
of San Diego HCD under a new federal program called Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) and
lead the development of ten single family affordable housing acquisition/rehabs totaling over
$2,400,000.

Mr. Megison is also responsible for the fund development, planning and operational responsibilities for
the Solutions for Change Property Management and Support Services divisions. Prior to establishing
Solutions, Mr. Megison was the Regional Director for the Alpha Project and served for the United States
Marine Corps.

Mission Avenue RFQ
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INTERNEL REVENUE SERVICE
P. 0. BOX 2508
CINCINNATI, CH 45201

sace. APR 13 2004

NORTH COUNTY SOLUTIONS FOR CHANGE

InC
850 E VISTA WAY
VISTA, C& 22084

Dear Applicant:

Our letter dated Juns 2000,

income tax under section 501 (¢} (3)

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Employer Identification Number:
33-0502617

DI : .
17053087745074

Contact Person:

THOMAS C KOESTER

Contact Telephone Number:
(877) 829-5500

Public Charity Status:
170 (b) (1) {B) (vi)

ID# 31116

stated you would be exempt from Federal
of the Internal Revenue Code,

and vou would

be treated as a public charity during an advance ruling pericd.

Based on our records and on the information yvou submitted, we are pleased to
confirm that you are exempt under section 501(c) (3} of the Code, and you are
classified as a public charity under the Code section listed in the heading of

this letter.

Publication BS7,

Tax-Exempt Status for Your Organization, provides detailed

information about your rights and responsibilities as an exempt organization,
You may reguest a copy by calling the toll-free number for forms,

{(800Q) 829-3676.
WwW.1¥rs.gov.

Information iz also available on our Internet Web Site at

If you have general questions about exempt organizations, please call our

toll-fres number shown in the heading between 8:00 a.m.

Lime,

- 6:30 p.m. Eastern

Please keep this letter in your permanent records.

Sincerely vours,

Lois G. lLerner
Director, Exempt Organizations
Rulings and Agreements

Letter 1050 {(D0O/CG)
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Studio E Architects

Studio E Architects is a fourteen-person design collaborative led by principals Eric Naslund and John
Sheehan. Practicing throughout the Southwestern United States, the firm’s varied body of work—private
residences, housing, mixed-use, civic, institutional, and urban planning projects—has been recognized
with numerous design awards, including three National Honor Awards from the American Institute of
Architects. The firm’s projects have appeared in national and international design journals and
publications. In February 2004, the National Building Museum in Washington, DC, chose to feature the
firm’s work in a major design exhibition.

The work of Studio E Architects recognizes that buildings occupy specific settings and that the meaning
and utility of architecture is necessarily grounded in their context. The conditions present at any site
inspire solutions that connect people to the places they inhabit. This focus on both physical and cultural
context produces an architecture that is responsive to the natural environment, embraces everyday
phenomena and rituals, and expresses a richer understanding of its place.

Since its founding in 1987, Studio E Architects has provided outstanding service to public agencies,
institutional clients, non-profit organizations, private developers and individuals. The firm’s efforts have
been rewarded with a strong repeat client base. Current projects include mixed use developments in
downtown San Diego, and at University of California, Davis, two charter high schools, an administrative
building at University of California, San Diego and numerous multifamily housing developments
throughout California.

Much of the firm’s success can be traced to its commitment to a participatory approach to problem
solving. Studio E works to build consensus among stakeholder groups ensuring creative solutions that
are embraced by the community while satisfying the goals of the sponsors.

Studio E will serve as the master architect for the Mission Avenue development, leading site planning
and overall design efforts. Key members from Studio E include:

Eric Naslund

Eric Naslund, FAIA is a Principal and Partner in Studio E Architects. He has led the design effort on many
of the firm’s award-winning projects, serving as Principal-in-Charge and designer on numerous housing,
urban infill and community plans throughout the Southwestern United States. He is currently engaged in
the design of projects in downtown San Diego and Davis, California. His sensitivity to the design of
humane places rooted in their location has helped earn the firm a reputation for innovative and people-
focused architecture.

Mr. Naslund, a Fellow of the American Institute of Architects, earned a Bachelor of Architecture degree
with Honors from California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo. He speaks frequently on
architecture and affordable housing, and currently chairs the City of San Diego Planning Commission.

John Sheehan

Mr. Sheehan was born in 1960 in San Francisco. He received a Bachelor of Architecture from California
Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo in 1984 and pursued a Graduate Design Diploma from the
Architectural Association in London, England. He has lectured at USC, Woodbury University, San Diego’s
New School of Architecture and the Monterey Design Conference. His current projects include a 472
acre mixed-use master plan, two San Diego County charter schools, an eco-tourism center on the San
Diego Bay and a pair of workforce housing developments in Desert Hot Springs and San Jose.

Mission Avenue RFQ
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Lightfoot Planning Group
The Lightfoot Planning Group is an acknowledged and reputable expert on land use planning, zoning,

entitlement processing, and landscape architecture throughout Southern California. Located In
Carlsbad, California, Lightfoot has assisted hundreds of public and private clients for over 30 years.
Lightfoot specializes in conducting all aspects of comprehensive planning, project design, site evaluation,
and approvals. Services for public sector clients regularly include the preparation of General Plan and
Zoning Code amendments, development of Design Guidelines, Specific Plans and Master Plans.

The firm brings experience and resources together from many disciplines and perspectives. Key staff
involved in the Mission Avenue development will include:

Ann Gunter, AICP, Vice President Planning

Ms. Gunter joined The Lightfoot Planning Group in 1985 and is a key staff member with management
responsibilities of major projects for private land use and development clients as well as public agencies.
She coordinates development teams, interfaces with public agency staffs, and coordinates community
participation programs for outreach to people affected by land use decisions. Ms. Gunter’s
communications skills are valuable in working with many types of groups to clarify complex issues and
meld divergent viewpoints into effective policy documentation. Ms. Gunter's previous experience
includes six years of environmental planning work with a firm in San Diego, serving as manager of the
Urban Environmental Services Department, responsible for preparing Environmental Impact Reports for
public and private projects throughout California. She has continued to keep current on CEQA
regulations to facilitate coordination and management of the environmental issues associated with
project processing and implementation.

James L. Taylor, ASLA, Vice President, Landscape Architecture

Since joining the firm in 1986, Mr. Taylor has provided project management and preparation of site
plans, restoration plans, recreation plans, view analysis, and landscape construction documents for a
wide variety of public and private development projects, including several large residential and
commercial development projects, public and private recreational facilities and educational facilities in
San Diego and Riverside Counties. Mr. Taylor manages the firm's landscape architecture division and is
responsible for all site design concepts, and the preparation of landscape construction documents.

Daniel Niebaum, AICP, Senior Planner

Mr. Niebaum’s responsibilities at The Lightfoot Planning Group include project management, urban
design, site and land use analysis. His professional background includes extensive public and private
sector experience with master planning, urban design, land use analysis, project feasibility, community
facilitation, site analysis and design. He has had significant responsibilities in the development of
municipal comprehensive plans and specific plan documents as a municipal official and as a private
consultant. He also has a great deal of experience related to public involvement in plan development
and local neighborhood facilitation as part of master planning efforts. His background in urban design,
architecture, and community planning will allow him to serve as a strong asset to the project team. His
recent project experience includes significant senior housing and mixed-use developments. He managed
the entitlement process for a 235-unit senior housing project located on the Mission San Luis Rey
grounds in the City of Oceanside. The project features sustainable building and site elements and is
designed to obtain LEED Gold Certification. Approved in 2009, the project is designed to complement its
sensitive historic surroundings with minimal environmental impacts.
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Additional Team Members

Design Team
BRIDGE has long-standing relationships with reputable design firms throughout Southern California.

Given the size and multi-phased concept for Mission Avenue, BRIDGE sees an opportunity to incorporate
additional team members to provide specific design concepts for each project phase/component. While
Studio E will provide master architectural and site-planning guidance, BRIDGE may engage additional
architectural firms, such as Public and KTGY Group, Inc., to design specific components.

Public

Public maintains a studio environment with two principal architects, James E. Brown and James F. Gates
involved in every project. The firm’s studio setting allows project teams to work together, stay current
and manage projects through every stage to completion. Of particular importance is timeliness and
success in designing and delivering architecturally compelling projects that meet the client’s program,
schedule, budget and technical requirements. Public is committed to meeting the challenge of
incorporating the principles of sustainability into the basic assumptions, the site and technology choices
of its projects. Public has worked successfully with a wide variety of clients and project types while
keeping an eye toward challenging, creative design within budgetary constraints.

Public has been a long been an advocate and practitioner of sustainable design and the firm holds
membership in the US Green Building Council with one full-time LEED Accredited Professional on staff.
In their early projects, this interest was defined in part by the use of recycled materials in buildings, such
as doors and windows. For Public’s more recent work on Lofts at 655 Sixth Avenue with Oliver McMillan
in San Diego’s Gaslamp area, they utilized LEED equivalent criteria for the design and construction of
new multi-unit rentals, as for construction of a new and revitalized student center at the University of
California, San Diego. Public is presently in the process of achieving USGBC LEED Silver for their newest
UCSD project — Media Center/Communication Building Addition.

Public has a strong working background in designing high quality, affordable, low income multi-unit
housing for working families and seniors. Recent projects have included a project with one of the leading
affordable housing developers in California, BRIDGE Housing Corporation. With challenging projects in
some of San Diego’s oldest neighborhoods, Public has designed spaces that speak to the needs of the
community, including one of Barrio Logan’s first community banks. The BRIDGE Housing project is
designed to fit comfortably into the surroundings and to encourage revitalization of the community. The
Bridgeview Lofts project reflects the light industrial quality manifested in the social fabric of Barrio
Logan with fourteen market rate condominiums. It is only two blocks from a dense urban core; large
steel windows and high ceilings front the street and provide ample opportunities for pedestrian
exchange.

James E. Brown, AIA - Principal/Design Team

California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo Bachelor of Architecture, 1984

Licensed Architect, 1990 California, #C21882

Selected for participation in architectural design program, Florence, Italy, 1983

Loeb Fellow 2008

USGBC Member

James Brown has over 23 years of experience in architecture and design. Since establishing Public in
1989 as Principal, Jim has been the designing architect for a wide range of private, public and
institutional clients including several high profile award winning residences, local government entities,
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schools and businesses. Jim takes the lead in developing conceptual sketches and articulating design
goals for every project. Recent projects include the AIA recognized student center for University of
California, Phases | and Il, and the 100 unit Lofts at 655 Sixth Avenue for developer Oliver McMillan. Jim
has a background in fine arts and sculpture and maintains a connection to the arts world. He keeps one
foot planted firmly in his roots of design and values the hands on experience. Public is known for their
studio designed and built contributions of both interior and exterior details. Jim maintains a presence in
the educational community with participation in current lecture series and proudly claims past teaching
experience at both Woodbury School of Architecture and the New School of Architecture & Design in
San Diego. He is an artist who has chosen architecture as his medium.

James F. Gates - Principal/Design Team

California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo Bachelor of Architecture, 1987

Licensed Architect, 1990 California, #C21875

USGBC Member

James Gates joined James Brown in 1989 with the formation of Public and has more than 20 years
experience as an architect, designer and builder. Gates and Brown work together collecting preferences
of clients, analyzing budget and use, and setting a tone for the function and style of the project. As one
of the two Principals at Public, Jim has established himself as the Principal project lead and uses his
building and project management experience to work closely with design team engineers and project
management members to identify and address code, cost and technical issues. Since Public was
established as a design-build firm, James Gates’ professional contractor experience was crucial to
several award winning projects including the Dutra-Brown Building in Little Italy and the Su Mei Yu
residence in La Jolla. Public project teams have come to rely on Jim’s expertise in all aspects of project
management and his ability to unify efforts toward client satisfaction and successful project completion.
He has successfully led Public through a variety of project types while consistently maintaining creative
solutions within budgetary constraints. Jim has long been an advocate and practitioner of sustainable
design and as an active member of the architectural community, he has encouraged this approach as a
past design instructor at Woodbury University in San Diego, California. Jim applies material and energy
efficient solutions to every design challenge and looks to the LEED standard to maintain the firm’s
sustainable design efforts. He continues to lead Public in delivering finely detailed, intelligent, cost
effective and stimulating projects.

KTGY Group, Inc.

KTGY Group, Inc. was founded in 1991 by professionals who shared a common belief in creating a design
firm that would perpetuate its success by investing in superior, productive people with positive attitudes
and encouraging a team philosophy. This philosophy fosters an environment of support, training,
listening and artistry, which has attracted the best and brightest young people, as well as some of the
industry’s top seasoned professionals. KTGY is headquartered in Irvine, California, with offices in Santa
Monica, Oakland and Denver.

Providing planning and architectural design services for residential communities, retail developments,
hospitality and related specialty projects worldwide, KTGY translates the client’s needs and desires into
an aesthetic, workable product that leads to financially successful and award-winning designs. KTGY’s
goal is simple, create good designs that are well accepted in the marketplace, appropriate for the end
user, and attains the client’s profitability goal.

Each team is led by a Principal/Shareholder who is involved from the initial conceptual phase through
the construction phase. The teams, planners, designers and architects are dedicated to a seamless
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process. Each client is partnered with a particular team based upon product type and/or region. This
allows KTGY to better serve each client’s needs by providing a focused team who really knows the local
market/product and is current in new technologies. KTGY is focused on helping clients have financially
successful projects. The team philosophy has created an exceptional organization built around the
success of the builder/clients.

David Obitz, Principal

Having accumulated over 25 years of experience in the industry, David Obitz has been a Principal at
KTGY since 2003. His leadership and knowledge has helped his team to design award winning projects
that have gained local and national recognition. He is adamant about ensuring that each project has
clear direction and communication between all parties including consultants, clients and relevant
jurisdictions. By bringing vision and a story to each project, Mr. Obitz lays out a clear road through the
many phases of development. He is also responsible for the design integrity from conceptual planning
and schematic architecture to construction details on various multi-family and mixed-use projects
throughout California.

General Contractor

BRIDGE works with qualified general contractors who are well versed in multi-family housing and the
building products proposed at Mission Avenue. BRIDGE has obtained hard cost pricing from two local
general contractors, Wermers Multifamily Corporation and Sun Country Builders. The following sections
contain cost assumptions based on feedback from both firms.

While BRIDGE has not yet selected a specific contractor for the Mission Avenue development team, both
Wermers and Sun Country have experience building affordable housing throughout San Diego County
and have provided valuable feedback through the RFQ process. Once selected as Developer, BRIDGE
would select a contractor using a competitive process to ensure the best contractor for the project and
would involve that contractor early in the design process to benefit from the contractor’s input on
pricing, schedule, constructability and completeness of drawings. BRIDGE has successfully used this
approach on nearly all of its projects with excellent results.

Sun Country Builders

Sun Country Builders was founded in 1978, and incorporated in 1979, by John Ahlswede, who remains
the company’s president. From 1978 until the early 1980’s, Sun Country was primarily a framing
contractor, and was quickly developing a specific focus on multi-family housing. In 1983, a close
relationship developed between Sun Country Builders and a developer involved in Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA) projects, and through the 1980’s Sun Country acted as general contractor in a
series of remote multi-family and agricultural housing projects, from Twenty-Nine Palms to Imperial. A
foundation had been built, on which Sun Country would grow and thrive. An important milestone was
reached in 1987, when the developer Sun Country Builders was working for made a successful
application to the first-ever TCAC round. Sun Country subsequently built the Redondo Apartments
project in Westmorland, Imperial County, TCAC project 1987-002. Sun Country Builders became an
affordable housing specialist, and never looked back. Today, many thousands of Southern Californians
live in housing which was constructed or rehabilitated by Sun Country Builders and the affordable
housing developers which have become Sun Country’s repeat clients. The staff of Sun Country Builders
is grateful to have the opportunity to contribute to the lives of so many people.
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John Ahlswede, LEED AP - President

John Ahlswede is responsible for the day to day management of the company, with his main focus on
forward planning, pre-construction services and financial management. A LEED Accredited Professional,
John has focused Sun Country Builders on the construction and rehabilitation of affordable multi-family
housing since the early 1980’s, and, at the helm of Sun Country, he has completed thirty three
affordable apartment developments. In 1989 John undertook his first real estate development and he
continues to be active in this field, developing affordable housing projects when the time allows and the
opportunity presents itself. He owns and manages a senior citizen affordable housing development
located in the city of Vista. John believes in contributing to his community, and he has served as a Board
Member for the San Diego Housing Federation, the Vista Pony Baseball League and the Vista Economic
Development Association.

Daryl McFarland - Director of Operations

Daryl is responsible for the day-to-day oversight of both new construction projects, and rehabilitation
projects, including the supervision of project managers and superintendents. He is also responsible for
coordination and communications with project owners and consultants. Daryl also is responsible for
Sun Country’s warranty service, and his commitment to the client and to the project, long after
construction is complete, has help Sun Country to earn its strong reputation. Prior to joining Sun
Country in 1997, Daryl was an independent real estate investor, focused on distressed properties. From
1985 to 1995, he developed and operated high-technology medical imaging facilities as co-owner and
vice-president of MR Imaging, Inc. From 1981 to 1985, Daryl owned and operated a Los Angeles-based
patrol and alarm services company which worked in Hollywood, West Hollywood, and Beverly Hills. He
adheres to the philosophy that virtually all businesses require the same basic skills, and that success in
any business is rooted in professionalism, honesty, fairness, common sense, and good communication.
Before entering the private sector, Daryl served for ten years as a law enforcement officer with the San
Diego Sheriff’s Department. Daryl is active in his community, active in Rotary, and has served in various
leadership positions including president of Optimist and Rotary clubs.

Peter Bridge, LEED AP - Project Manager

Peter Bridge has been a construction project manager for Sun Country Builders since 2005, and he also
acts as SCB’s primary point of contact for bidding and estimating efforts. In 1991, he left a career on
Wall Street to return to real estate and construction. He began developing, building, and rehabbing
both single-family and multi-family residential projects in 1992, and he completed his first urban multi-
family project in 1994, in a historic district in Capitol Hill, Denver. In 2002, he established his focus on
green construction, with a particular interest in efficient envelopes and other cost-effective energy
strategies. He became LEED-Accredited in 2004.  Peter has a J.D. from the University of Colorado, and
he qualified for admission to the California Bar in 1991. He is or has been associated with the Urban
Land Institute, the United States Green Building Council, the National Institute of Building Sciences, the
California Redevelopment Association, and the San Diego Housing Federation.

Wermers

When James J. Wermers founded Wermers Construction in 1957 he dreamed of being the best. He
believed integrity, reliability and a hard days work would help him achieve his goal. Fifty years later, the
winning streak Mr. Wermers began continues as a lasting legacy of honest craftsmanship and well-
earned success. Today in the capable and dynamic hands of Mr. Wermers son, Tom Wermers, the
company continues to serve as one of the top multi- family contractors in the southwestern United
States. Now, as is 1957, strong values and a solid commitment to quality are an integral part of
Wermers reputation. With over 150 years of combined experience in the building industry, our family of
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companies now constructs projects with budgets ranging from $10 million to over $100 million and has
built over 20,000 units valued at over a billion dollars since 1990. Since its inception, Wermers’ focus has
been one of relationships- with its clients, its team members and its associates. This relationship-based
philosophy, coupled with firm, fair and competitive business values, allows Wermers to continue its
success year after year. With a strong presence and proven track record throughout the southwest,
Wermers is poised to work with clients on construction projects anywhere in the southwest United
States.

Tom Wermers, CEO

Tom Wermers is Chief Executive Officer and owner of the Wermers group of companies. A seasoned
real estate executive and entrepreneur, Tom has been responsible for the construction of approximately
30,000 apartment units in California, Texas, Nevada, and Arizona. Wermers primary focus is on large,
wood-frame multi-family apartments, renovations, hotels and professional cost estimating. Wermers
produces well over $100 million in annual revenues and continues to grow each year. In 2005, Tom
founded Wermers Properties, a real estate development company which currently has over 6,000 units
under development. He serves as President and oversees land purchase, joint venture opportunities,
entitlements, and all aspects of the day to day business.

Jeff Bunker, President

Jeff Bunker is responsible for leading Wermers day to day field operations, tactical corporate planning,
team development, and budgeting. Mr. Bunker joined Wermers in 1992 as an assistant superintendent
and progressed through the ranks to become the company’s first non-family President. During his 25-
year career, Mr. Bunker has completed 10,500 new units including schools, churches, police stations and
a vast number of multi-family projects. He has spearheaded over 100 multi-family projects which
include 10 underground parking structures throughout California and the Southwest. In 2008, Mr.
Bunker successfully landed Wermers Troubled Assets Division, which has already helped lenders turn
around troubled projects in San Diego, Orange County, and the Bay Area.

Barry Weber, Vice President

Barry Weber is responsible for new business development and all on-site project management for
multiple multi-family projects. Mr. Weber joined Wermers in 2001 and brought with him well over 20
years experience in multi-family and hotel construction. Mr. Weber has an extensive background in
commercial and hotel development, with direct involvement in completing over 5,000 units. Mr. Weber
has worked throughout California and Arizona building multi-family housing, hotels, and commercial
projects.
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2. Developer Experience

BRIDGE Housing Corporation

Residential development demands a certain expertise; building affordable housing is a unique
specialization. Over the years, BRIDGE has forged strong working relationships with communities and
elected officials throughout the state who know BRIDGE’s demonstrated track record for quality and
integrity.

Experience and reputation make BRIDGE both an important development partner and an effective
advocate when influencing decision makers. BRIDGE has developed over 100 rental and
homeownership projects over the last 27 years. While BRIDGE builds a range of housing types to
respond to the needs of the communities we work in, below are some specific examples of BRIDGE’s
experience with relevant family, senior, and special needs housing.

Ingenuity in Financing: Copper Creek

204 Units / San Marcos, CA

Copper Creek is a 100% affordable rental development
located within the San Elijo Hills master-planned community.
The project was completed in 2005 and features 204
apartment units available to families earning 25 to 55 percent
of the area median income.

With 204 units, Copper Creek was initially at a disadvantage in
competing for financing under the state’s existing 9% tax
credit program, which favored smaller urban infill projects
over inclusionary  components of  master-planned
communities. BRIDGE ultimately lobbied for the California
Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to create a “Balanced
Communities” category within the tax credit application
process, giving inclusionary and other suburban
developments the ability to compete head to head with the
“Revitalization” category which urban infill developments
scored well under.

To address the size impediment in the tax credit allocation process, BRIDGE split the development into
two phases, making each one a distinct legal entity. Both project phases received tax credit allocations
from the state (Phase 1 received 9% credits and Phase 2 received 4% credits), producing a total of $16.7
million in equity from tax credit investors. BRIDGE combined the tax credit equity with a blend of State,
County, Redevelopment Agency, and private loans, plus allocations by the Affordable Housing Program
of the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco.

Copper Creek includes a 2,634 square foot community building with leasing offices, a computer tutoring
room, a full kitchen, storage, and a multi-purpose community room. An 812-square foot pool house
includes a laundry room, pool equipment room and restrooms. Three tot-lots, barbeque areas and a
pool also contribute as site amenities.
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Transforming a Community: North Beach Place e |
341 Units / San Francisco, CA

“A transformation” is the best way to describe what has
happened at the gateway to San Francisco’s Fisherman’s
Wharf district. What used to be public housing rife with
rodents, sewage problems, and constant complaints of
criminal activity is now the centerpiece of a rejuvenated
neighborhood. A vibrant mixed-use development of
handsome, fully equipped apartments and 20,000
square feet of retail space replaced a dilapidated
concrete-box public housing project from the 1950s.

North Beach Place provides 341 affordable family and
senior apartments, along with tree-studded courtyards,
children’s play areas, a childcare center, a teen center, a
community room and retail businesses at street level.
On the west block, there is a four-story senior building
that houses a childcare center. The development is designed to foster intergenerational activity. Opened
in October 2004, North Beach Place was the result of many years of planning, community involvement,
creative financing, City support and steadfast partnerships.

North Beach Place is a success story in many ways. First, it had to overcome the size and complexity of
the multiple layers of financing. The initial funding commitment that made this project possible was a
$23.2 million HUD HOPE VI Revitalization and Demolition Grant secured by the San Francisco Housing
Authority (SFHA). This initial commitment leveraged a significant amount of additional public and private
financing to reach its $108-million development cost. In this process, the project had one of the largest
tax credit allocations in U.S. history, approximately $55 million in federal and state tax credits.

Secondly, the civic and neighborhood leaders wanted to leverage North Beach Place to retain working
families who have been fleeing the city due to lack of affordable housing. The team exceeded
expectations by increasing the number of affordable housing units by 50%. Then, the team worked
together to manage both the temporary relocation of hundreds of former residents and their return
once North Beach Place was completed. Today, many of the original tenants have moved back, and all
341 homes are affordable to very low-income families and households.

Thirdly, the partners created a mixed-use development that would benefit not only the residents but
also the surrounding community. North Beach Place spans two city blocks and borders Fisherman’s
Wharf, a main tourist destination, and North Beach and Chinatown neighborhoods. The team
strengthened the development’s connection to the public transit routes by coordinating with San
Francisco Municipal Railway to upgrade bus and cable cars amenities adjacent to the development.

Additionally, the development is providing economic growth and neighborhood services. North Beach
Place’s retail space has attracted retailers such as Trader Joe’s grocery store, Tower Tours and a souvenir
store. Several North Beach Place residents are employed by these retailers.

North Beach Place and its impact on residents and the city are serving as a national model for successful
community revitalization. As Gregg Fortner, SFHA Executive Director, shared at the grand opening
ceremony, “This is what happens when you dare to dream and dream big.”
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An Innovative Solution for Seniors: Mabuhay Court and Northside Community Center
96 units / San Jose, CA

In a model public-private partnership, BRIDGE
worked with the City of San Jose to deliver
Mabuhay Court and Northside Community
Center, an innovative mixed-use project that
successfully integrates affordable housing with
a public community center.

The project began taking shape when the City
of San Jose wanted to expand an existing
neighborhood senior center and use the
adjacent land for senior housing. The project
was initially planned as two separate projects,
with the City of San Jose building the
community center and BRIDGE building the
senior housing component. After reviewing the initial plan, it became apparent that the synergy
between the two uses would be strengthened if the development was conceived as one project rather
than two. BRIDGE spearheaded the effort and served as master developer, creating a visionary plan to
expand the housing site into the air rights over the community center property.

The project was a complete departure from how housing and community centers had been built in the
past, and called for a new partnership model. The partnership was arranged in an innovative air rights
ownership; so while the two uses were joint, Mabuhay Court (senior housing) was owned and managed
by BRIDGE and Northside Community Center was owned and managed by the City. This partnership
required both sides to break new ground in structuring this unique partnership, financing an integrated
project, and coordinating the numerous stakeholders from the various City departments and community
groups.

In order to develop Mabuhay Court/Northside Community Center, BRIDGE accessed several financing
sources. The project’s partnership and financing structure posed a challenge to the City’s internal
coordination and communication systems, which caused some delays in putting together the financing.
This was ultimately overcome through persistence and cooperation. The project was financed with
below market rate loans from the City of San Jose and Federal Home Loan Bank, a grant from the City,
and an allocation of federal tax credits from the State that was sold for private equity.

Beyond the organizational challenges, the development team had to employ an outreach plan with the
local community to gain input on design and program needs. The Filipino American Senior
Opportunities Development Council (FASODC), a local non-profit service organization, was an active part
of the development process and acted on behalf of the end users. The FASODC now rents the Northside
Community Center from the City and is responsible for daily operations and programming.

Today, Mabuhay Court and Northside Community Center is a thriving community which enhances the
quality of senior living. Seniors living in the 96-unit Mabuhay Court Apartments have easy access to
meals, nutrition programs, social programs, and a large senior social network offered through the
Northside Community Center. Services provided by the community center are available to all seniors of
the greater San Jose community.
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A Model for Community Revitalization: COMM22
252 units / San Diego, CA

COMM22 brings an exciting urban infill
development opportunity to Logan Heights,
a community which has not witnessed
development in over 30 years. COMM22 is
a mixed-use, transit-oriented development
which combines affordable family and
senior rental housing with child care
facilities, office space, live-work lofts, for-
sale row homes, and community-serving
commercial and retail space.

The site is currently owned by the San Diego Unified School District (District) and was used as the
District’s Maintenance and Operations Center until 1988. The District identified the site as surplus
property and issued a RFP in 2003. BRIDGE, MAAC Project, and Bronze were selected as the
development team and the three organizations formed COMM22, LLC as a formal legal entity.

The District and COMM22, LLC have laid the ground work for COMM22 to become truly successful in the
eyes of the community and within the framework of the partnership structure. The COMM?22
development team recognized that any development activity would affect change in this community
and looked to the community and local leaders for direction. The COMM22 development team held
community meetings and workshops for a period of two years, prior to submitting an entitlement
application to the City, to understand the community’s concerns and priorities and to solicit input on the
overall project.

After witnessing the influx of development in the neighboring Downtown East Village, residents of Logan
Heights had growing fears of gentrification and sought solutions to preserve the existing community
fabric. BRIDGE and its partners recognized that the most profound way to address this concern was to
preserve and promote affordable rents in order to keep the current residents from being priced out of
their community. As a result, COMM22 will include 197 affordable rental units which will be made
available to seniors and families earning between 30% - 60% of the median income.

Beyond issues of gentrification and affordability, residents of Logan Heights identified a need for
homeownership units. Since the site is controlled by a ground lease between the District and COMM22,
LLC (development entity created by BRIDGE, MAAC Project, and Bronze Triangle), developing
homeownership units initially posed a challenge to the COMM22 team. Understanding the importance
of a homeownership component, the COMM 22 team devised a plan to vacate a portion of an adjacent
street and utilize the additional land gained through the street closure for a homeownership
component.

Only after the community issues and concerns were addressed within the development program did the
COMM22 team move forward with an entitlement application package to the City of San Diego. The ten
month entitlement process included two review cycles with City staff and public hearings before the
Southeastern San Diego Planning Committee, Planning Commission and City Council. While City staff
and elected officials were already widely supportive of the idea of affordable housing, the COMM?22
team worked to educate the City on various funding and regulatory issues which required flexibility on
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the City’s part (i.e. parking requirements, timing of entitlement approvals, etc.). During the public
hearing process, COMM22 was unanimously supported by the City’s elected officials.

COMM22 has truly been accepted and embraced by the City of San Diego and the residents of Logan
Heights. BRIDGE and its partners have included the local community in every step of the planning
process and have created a development which uniquely responds to their needs. In turn, the City of
San Diego has recognized the need for such a project and is fully supportive of this project moving
forward.

In 2008, COMM?22, LLC partnered with the City of San Diego to apply for Prop 1C financing administered
by the State Department of Housing and Community Development. This effort led to the award of over
$26M in state dollars for the project.

The COMM?22 team continues to work with the City of San Diego and other public partners to bring this
catalytic development to fruition.
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Solutions for Supportive Housing: 9" & Broadway
250 Units / San Diego, CA

9" & Broadway is a high-rise affordable rental
development in downtown San Diego which will be
completed through a collaborative relationship with
the local redevelopment agency, Centre City
Development Corporation (CCDC). BRIDGE was
selected by CCDC through a competitive RFQ
process to develop 250 units of affordable housing,
including a 35% supportive housing component
which will serve both transition age youth and
persons with AIDS/HIV.

Given the size of the development, BRIDGE will be
combining 4% and 9% tax credit financing, therefore
splitting the building into two separate
developments for financing purposes. Floors 2-6 are
anticipated to be the 9% tax credit development (115 units) and floors 7-17 will be the 4% tax credit
development (135 units).

The 4% component will include 25 units for transition age youth who are eligible for services under the
Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) Housing Program. An additional 63 supportive housing units will be
spread throughout the building for persons with AIDS/HIV. BRIDGE understands that the long term
success of special needs residents relies on stable housing and the provision of supportive services.
BRIDGE has partnered with two local service providers to provide comprehensive supportive services to
the special needs residents at 9" & Broadway. Services will be offered on a voluntary basis and are
intended to improve mental wellness and move towards a meaningful, self-sufficient future for these
residents.

BRIDGE continues to work with key stakeholders to ensure the building design meets the needs of
future residents. As part of this process, BRIDGE participated in a focus group with transition age youth
to discuss building features that would enhance their living environment. Input received through
community outreach has led to the incorporation of critical features such as a 24-hour security desk and
designated office and meeting space for supportive service providers.

BRIDGE is excited to bring this project to fruition and looks forward to housing San Diego’s most
vulnerable.

A summary of BRIDGE’s recently completed developments (between 2005 to 2010) and a list of
properties managed by BPMC is included at the end of this section.
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BRIDGE Housing Corporation - Completed Developments 2005-2010

Project Team

Unit Count

Contact Info:

Contact Info:

Contact Info:

Construction

Timeframe to Complete Project from

Project Name (Architect, Contractor) # of Units (by type and size) Affordability Levels Project Value Funding Sources 1st Mortgage Lender Tax Credit Investor Public Agency Partner(s) Completion Date Plans Submittal
(Phone and Email) (Phone and Email) (Phone and Email)
4% tax credits
66units @ 25% AMI 9% tax credits
Copper Creek 3 units @ 30% AMI City of San Marcos Redevelopment Agency CalHFA Union Bank City of San Marcos
pr 56 1 bedroom /1 bath units @ 40% AMI CalHFA| Laura Whittall-Scherfee Brian Frankel Harry Williams
1730 Elfin Forest Road KTGY Group, Inc. . . . ) . . . .
San Marcos, CA 92078 Wermers Corporation 204 70 2 bedroom /1 bath 1unit @ 45% AMI| $ 42,000,000 Union Bank Housing Finance Chief Vice President Housing Programs Manager Apr-05 22 months
’ P 78 3 bedroom/2 bath 71 units @ 50% AMI Federal Home Loan Bank AHP (916) 327-2588 (925) 947-2479 (760) 744-1050
52units @ 55% AMI County of San Diego LWhittall-Scherfee@CalHFA.ca.gov Brian.Frankel@unionbank.com hwilliams@san-marcos.net
2 manager units Department of Housing and Community Development
MHP|
o . .
875 Cinnabar Street Levy Design Partners 112 1 bedroom /1 bath ° Barry Roberson, VP ) ) )
San Jose, CA 95126 Nibbi Brothers 245 89 2 bedroom /1 bath 41 @ 50% AMI| $ 60,500,000 CAf’ .Mark (615) 372-6153 Hall.ee (303) 294-3304 Housing Finance Manager Jan-06 28 months
283 bedroom/2 bath 163 @ 60% AMI Citibank barry.roberson@citi.com Christopher.Hallee@capmark.com (408)535-8236
2 manager units Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation e . Kristen.Clements@sanjoseca.gov
4% tax credits| CalHFA The Irvine Company City of Irvine
Laguna Canyon . The Irvine Company 3 Rick Lamprecht (now with REL Consulting) Mark Asturias
. 26 1 bedroom /1 bath 12 units @ 30% AMI ) Laura Whittall-Scherfee .
400 Limestone KTGY Group 120 50 2 bedroom /1 bath 106 @ 50% AMI| § 18,100,000 Bank of America Housing Finance Chief (949) 233.2753 Housing and Redevelopment Manager Mar-06 25 months
Irvine, CA 92603 Portrait Homes . e CalHFA| 8 Rick.lamprecht@gmail.com (949) 724-7448
44 3 bedroom/2 bath 2 manager units| . . . (916) 327-2588 . L
Orange County Housing and Community Services B masturias@cityofirvine.org
y © LWhittall-Scherfee@CalHFA.ca.gov
City of Irvine
N The Irvine Company City of Irvine
4% tax credits CalHFA
. . " . . . N
300 Trbuco osd (v Group, nc 18 1 bedroom /1 bath L0 @ 455 A COMFAL - Loura Whital Sherfee ety | ousing nd edeveapment Mansger
o o anton W o 9% 492 bedroom /1 bath 75 s @ 50% ntl| S 15,800,000 Wells Fargo| Housing Finance Chief Rick lamprecht@amai.com € 949) 724 P € May-06 16 months (construction period)
! P 29 3 bedroom/2 bath 1 mana e: unit County of Orange (916) 327-2588 amp gmat masturias@cityofirvine.on
8 City of Irvine LWhittall-Scherfee@CalHFA.ca.gov ¥ 018
4% tax credits
The City of Vallejo Housi d C ity
© Clty of Vallelo Housing an omn?\n.mAl " Union Bank Union Bank City of Vallejo
Development Division Jonathan Klein Jonathan Klein Guy Ricca
Marina Tower TWM Architects and Planners 136 units @50% AMI Redevelopment Agency of the City of Vallejo Vice President Community Development Vice President Community Development Housing and Com‘r’nuni( Development
i
601 Sacramento Street Portrait Homes 155 155 1 bedroom /1 bath 18 units @ 57% AMI| $ 20,863,000 Union Bank mmunity Develop mmunity Develop € Y Develop Dec-06 16 months
5 . N Finance Finance (707) 648-4507
Vallejo, CA 94590 1 manager unit| Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco
. 925-947-2461 925-947-2461
World Savings Bank Jonathan Klein@unionbank Jonathan.Klein@unionbank
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban onathan.Klein@unionbank.com lonathan.Klein@unionbank.com
Development|
Sone Camvon 44 units @ 50% AMI 4% tax credits Bﬁz:’a::e"r:s NEF City of San Marcos
8 V 14 1 bedroom /1 bath 20 units @ 30% AMI City of San Marcos Redevelopment Agency . . Todd Fabian Harry Williams
1020 Stephanie Court KTGY Group . . Real Estate Credit Officer N . .
San Marcos, CA 92078 Wermers Corporation 72 28 2 bedroom /1 bath 7 units @ 25% AMI| S 18,100,000 Union Bank (619) 230-3449 Vice President/West Housing Programs Manager Dec-06 13 months
" P 30 3 bedroom/2 bath 1 manager unit| State of California - MHP . ) 213-240-3144 (760) 744-1050
. . brian.roberts@unionbank.com . - -
National Equity Fund tfabian@nefinc.org hwilliams@san-marcos.net
4% tax credits MMA Financial
ity of ) N
) C!ty of Fremont ! ) ) ) Bernard P. Husser (now with Richman City of Fremont Office of Housing &
rvington Terrace 20 units @ 30% AMI Redevelopment Agency of the City of Fremont California Community Reinvestment Group) Redevelopment
251 bedroom /1 bath 20 units @ 35% AMI Callifornia Department of Housing & Community Corporation Executive Vice President . P
4109 Broadmoor Common MVE & Partners . . N Bill Cooper
Fremont, CA 94538 L & D Construction 100 35 2 bedroom /1 bath 38 units @ 45% AMI| $ 31,800,000 Development| Mark Rasmussen The Richman Group Affordable Housing Redevelopment & Housing Project Manager May-07 24 months
' 403 bedroom/2 bath 21 units @ 50 % AMI Housing Authority of the County of Alameda 818-550-9807 Corporation P (510) 294 ot &
1 manager unit| Wells Fargo Bank| mark.rasmussen@e-ccrc.org (TEL) 617-305-2025
MMA Financial
California Community Reinvestment Corporation
MMA Financial
4% tax credits Bernard P. Husser (now with Richman
Grand Oak 15 units @ 20% AMI City of South San Francisco Group) City of South San Francisco
99 Oak Avenue, Suite 201 Van Meter Williams Pollack 51 bedroom /1 bath 8 units @ an; AMI County of San Mateo Silicon Valley Bank Executive Vice President v Norma Fragoso
4 . 43 23 2 bedroom /1 bath . S 13,500,000 California Department of Housing and Community Christine Carr The Richman Group Affordable Housing 8 Jun-07 18 months
South SF, CA 94080 Segue Construction 19 units @ 45% AMI ) (650) 829-6620
15 3 bedroom/2 bath 1 manager unit| Development| ccarr@svb.com Corporation Norma.Fragoso@ssf.net
8 Silicon Valley Bank (TEL) 617-305-2025 FTag :
MMA Financial
MMA Financial
4% t: dit: Bernard P. Husser (now with Richman
! 25 units @30% AMI o tax crectts " G )
Arroyo Point ) Citibank Citibank roup) City of Santa Rosa
. - 17 1 bedroom /1 bath 28 units @50% AMI ) 13 tive Vice President .
1090 Jennings Avenue Van Meter Williams Pollack 70 25 2 bedroom /1 bath 12 units @ 55% AMI| $ 20,400,000 City of Santa Rosa Merle Malakoff xecutive Vice Presiden Nancy Gornowicz Aug-07 13 months (construction period)
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 Segue Construction ) ; e California Department of Housing and Community (415) 658-4309 The Richman Group Affordable Housing (707) 543-3303 € s
28 3 bedroom/2 bath 4 units @60% AMI - c ti N )
1 it Development| merle.d.malakoff@citi.com orporation ngornowicz@ci.santa-rosa.ca.us
manager un! MMA Financial (TEL) 617-305-2025
MMA Financial
N Bernard P. Husser (now with Richman ) .
9% tax credits| CCRE Group) City of Irvine
. " § . N
39 Tatsman, 1100 oo bt U Counyer Onge Renee ooks pcute i pesdent Housingand Redeelopment Warager
g P 150 742 bedroom /1 bath i I 34,800,000 v & Loan Administrator The Richman Group Affordable Housing € P € Oct-07 18 months

Irvine, CA 92620

Wermers Corporation

46 3 bedroom/2 bath

118 units @ 50% AMI
2 manager units

Wells Fargo Bank
California Community Reinvestment Corporation
MMA Financial

(818) 550-9812

Corporation
(TEL) 617-305-2025

(949) 724-7448
masturias@cityofirvine.org
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BRIDGE Housing Corporation - Completed Developments 2005-2010

Project Team

Unit Count

Contact Info:

Contact Info:

Contact Info:

Construction

Timeframe to Complete Project from

Project Name (Architect, Contractor) # of Units (by type and size) Affordability Levels Project Value Funding Sources 1st Mortgage Lender Tax Credit Investor Public Agency Partner(s) Completion Date Plans Submittal
(Phone and Email) (Phone and Email) (Phone and Email)
Oakland Housing Authority )
City of Oakland Clt_‘rlr:;?‘zl;ll?:d
Mandela Gateway Townhomes Michael Willis Architects, Inc 18 1 bedroom /1 bath Redevelopment Agency of the City of Oakland Community Development Program
1411 8th Street o 14 49 2 bedroom /1 bath Homeownership| $ 6,000,000 Mechanics Bank| n/a n/a Y ) P! 8! Jan-08 21 months
James E. Roberts-Obayashi Corporation Coordinator
Oakland, CA 29 3 bedroom/2 bath Federal Home Loan Bank
. (510) 238-6182
Bank of America TLewis2@oaklandnet.com
BRIDGE Housing Corporation )
Union Bank
o " -
Cottonwood Creek 16 1 bedroom /1 bath 33 units @ 30% AMI City of Suisun City Redeveloj Ar:e(:tx/:gr::‘c‘s S'“é::;:;:':é:::”k Jonathan Klein City of Suisun
202 Railroad Avenue KTGY Group 9% 432 bedroom /1 bath 12 units @ 0% AW ¢ 27,500,000 ! Y et ofCallforia| Commnity Develapment Finance Manager | VI8 President Commurity Development Jason Garben May-08 21 months
Suisun City, CA 94585 Segue Construction 48 units @ 50% AMI et > ¥ P 8 Finance 707-421-7347 ¥
35 3 bedroom/2 bath ) Silicon Valley Bank 415-512-4272 . .
1 manager unit, . 925-947-2461 jgarben@suisun.com
Union Bank ccarr@svb.com : "
Jonathan.Klein@unionbank.com
City of P it City of Pl it
The Parkview Steinberg Architects 181 bedroom /1 bath 9 units @ 25% AMI o] citi Community Capitol Merle D. e baemon
100 Junipero Street Segue Construction 105 49 2 bedroom /1 bath 22 units @ 50% AMI| $ 26,000,000 : " N N Malakoff (415) 658- n/a Jul-08 13 months (construction period)
GMAC Commercial Holding Capital Corporation - (925) 931-5005
Pleasanton, CA 29 3 bedroom/2 bath 74 Market Rate| 4309 merle.d.malakoff@citi.com ; :
CalHFA| sbocian@ci.pleasanton.ca.us
4% t: dit: Bank of A i Bank of Al i City of Stockt
Kentfield Apartments Saida + Sullivan Design Partners 16 1 bedroom /1.bath 35 units @ 50% AMI ity of tockton Redevelopment Agency ‘Mike Greene “SusanMoro sob Bressant |
4545 Kentfield " Desig %0 49 2 bedroom /1 bath 55 units @ 60% AMI| $ 15,800,000) Y P sency Sep-09 13 months (construction period)
Stockton, CA 95207 Portrait Homes 29 3 bedroom/2 bath Citibank (415) 913-3212 (646) 743-0542 (209) 937-5010
’ S. H. Cowell Foundation mike.greene@bankofamerica.com susan.moro@baml.com Robert.Bressani@ci.stockton.ca.us
San F isco Redevel t A
Armstrong Place Townhomes David Baker + Partners 18 1 bedroom /1 bath San Francisco Redevelopment Agency an Francisco P:mezﬁnospmen gency
5600 Third Street James E. Roberts-Obayashi Corporation 124 49 2 bedroom /1 bath Homeownership| $ 60,500,000 Bank of America n/a n/a (415) 749-2417 Sep-09 22 months
San Francisco, CA : v P 293 bedroom/2 bath BRIDGE Mortgage Assistance Program )
pam.sims@sfgov.org
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
Mission Walk . 18 1 bedroom /1 bath Wells Fargo Bank N.A, Wells Fargo San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
Leddy Maytum Stacy Architects . ’ . N ) . . .
330 & 335 Berry Street James E. Roberts-Obayashi Corporation 131 49 2 bedroom /1 bath Homeownership| $ 63,500,000 California Department of Housing and Community Jeff Bennett n/a Jeff White Oct-09 23 months (construction period)
San Francisco, CA : v P 29 3 bedroom/2 bath Development| (415) 396-0966 (415) 749-2429
BRIDGE Mortgage Assistance Program
4% tax credits| Redevelopment Agency of the City of
29 units @30% AMI The Redevelopment Agency of the City of Oakland . o Oakland
Ironhorse at Central Station 11 units @ 35% AMI The California Department of Housing and Community Union Bank of California Us Bancorp Jeff Angell
28 1 bed 1 bath Fi H: Lisa Flahert:
1801 14th Street David Baker + Partners edroom /1 ba 9 units @ 40% AMI Development ona T sa tanerty (510) 238-6158 S
) . 99 30 2 bedroom /1 bath . S 39,900,000 Oakland Housing Authorit: Vice President Asset Manager JAngell Klandnet Nov-09 24 months (construction period)
Oakland, CA 94607 J.H. Fitzmaurice, Inc 21 units @ 45% AMI akland Housing Authority ngell@oaklandnet.com
413 bedroom/2 bath 28 units @ 50% AMI Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco (925) 947-2449 (303) 585-4344
Union Bank Fiona.Hsu@unionbank.com lisa.flaherty@usbank.com California HCD
US Bancorp Community Development Corporation Bizzou Gervais
4% tax credits
BUILD, LLC]
State of California Department of Housing &
. Community Development - Union Bank of California ’ .
. . 26 units @ 25% AMI Silicon Valley Bank . California HCD
Alta Torre Steinberg Architects 55 1 bedroom /1 bath 4 units @ 30% AMI County of Santa Ctara Judy Graboyes Fiona Hsu Bizzou Gervais
3895 Fabian Way Segue Construction 56 3 S 23,400,000 City of Palo Alto ¥ 4 Vice President Jun-10 21 months (construction period)
12 bedroom /1 bath 25 units @ 40% AMI " (415) 764-3126 (916) 322-1949
Palo Alto, CA 94303 1 manager unit| Silicon Valley Bank igraboyes@svb.com (925) 947-2449 bgervais@hcd.ca.gov
8 Union Bank 8! v . Fiona.Hsu@unionbank.com B 2B
Opportunity Fund
Sobrato Family Foundation
Housing Trust of Santa Clara County
4% tax credits
County of San Mateo Department of Housing
The California Department of Housing & Community
35 units @ 20% AMI Development|
Trestle Gl 8 unit: 25% AMI Citi Ce ity Capital California HCD
370 FStret KTGY 281 bedroom /1 bath 17 units g 40% AMI Housing Endowment and Re |I0Inalo'lrr|"umsl:rl‘:-|\éA:$; of| G Community Capito Merle D. Union Bank Deborah Koski Bran fohmston
119 44 2 bedroom /1 bath ” S 46,100,000 8 8 Malakoff (415) 658- (925) 947-2412 Jun-10 23 months (construction period)

Colma, CA 94014

Segue Construction

47 3 bedroom/2 bath

21 units @ 45% AMI
38 units @ 50% AMI

San Mateo County

Wachovia Affordable Housing Community
Development Corp, a Wells Fargo Company/|

Union Bank

Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco

US Department of Housing and Urban Development

4309 merle.d.malakoff@citi.com

deborah.koski@unionbank.com

(916) 324-1437
bjohnston@hcd.ca.gov
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BRIDGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT COMPANY

RENTAL PROPERTIES

ST RV NO. OF UNITS ADDRESS

TYPE
Almaden Lake Apts 144 978 Almaden Lake Drive
Winfield Hill Associates Family San Jose, CA 95123
Alta Torre 56 3895 Fabian Way
Fabian Way Senior Senior Palo Alto CA 94303-4604
Alto Station Apts. 17 290 Camino Alto Court
Alto Station Inc Family Mill Valley, CA 94941
The Arbors Apts 60 100 Civic Drive
Hercules Sr Housing Ass Senior Hercules, CA 94547
Arroyo Point Apts 70 1090 Jennings Avenue
Jennings Avenue Assoc Family Santa Rosa, CA 95401
Belvedere Place Apts. 26 162 Belvedere Street
Canal Housing Assoc Family San Rafael, CA 94901
Carquinez Sr. Apts. 36 400 Harbour Way
Carquinez Assoc. LP Senior Richmond, CA 94801
Chelsea Gardens Apts 120 1220 McMinn Avenue
Chelsea Gardens Assoc. Family/Sr Santa Rosa, CA 95407-7210
Chestnut Creek Sr Apts 40 65 Chestnut Avenue
Chestnut creek Inc Senior South SF, CA 94080
Church Street Apts 93 One Church Street
Church St Housing Asso family San Francisco, CA 94114
Cinnabar Commons 245 875 Cinnabar Street
Cinn Comm II, LP Family San Jose, CA 95126
Coggins Square Apts. 87 1316 Las Juntas Way #108
Coggins Square Assoc Family Walnut Creek, CA 94597
Coleridge Park Homes 49 190 Coleridge Street
Bernal Sr. Hsing Partners Senior San Francisco, CA 94110
Copper Creek Apts. 204 1730 Elfin Forest Road
CC 4%/9% Hsing Ass LP Family San Marcos, CA 92078
Cottonwood Creek Apts 94 202 Railroad Avenue
CC Housing Assoc LP. Family Suisun City, CA 94585
Dolores Lia 27 1275 El Camino Real
BRIDGE Home Inc Family Millbrae CA 94030
Doretha Mitchell 30 141 Donohue Street

Senior Sausalito, CA 94965
Dove Canyon Apts 120 16507 Dove Canyon Rd #1000
White DC Hsing Ass LP Family San Diego CA 92127
Emeryvilla Apts 50 4320 San Pablo Avenue
Emeryville Sr hsing inc Senior Emeryville, CA 94608
Fairfax 40 55 Fairfax Street #27
Alto Station Inc Family San Rafael, CA 94901
Fell Street Apts 82 333 Fell Street
Fell St. Hsing Assoc Family San Francisco, CA 94102
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Geraldine Johnson Manor 54 5545 Third Street
Bayview Sr Hsing Inc Senior San Francisco, CA 94124
Grand Oak Apts 43 99 Oak Avenue, Suite 201
Grand Oak Associates Family South SF, CA 94080
Grayson Creek Apts 70 100 Chilpancingo Parkway
BRIDGE Grayson C Ass Family Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
Hunt’s Grove Apts. 56 548 Hunt Avenue

Hunt Avenue Associates Family St. Helena, CA 94574
Ironhorse at Central Stat. 99 1801 14th Street

14" Street Apts. Family Oakland, CA 94607
Irvington Terrace 100 4109 Broadmoor Common
| Development Group, LP Family Fremont, CA 94538

La Pradera Apts. 48 38 Brannan Street
Calistoga Brannon Hsg A Family Calistoga, CA 94515
Laguna Canyon Apts. 120 400 Limestone

Laguna Canyon hsg Ass Family Irvine, CA 92603
Mabuhay Court 96 270 E. Empire St. (6"/ 7" st.)
Northside Hsg Associates Senior San Jose, CA 95112

Metro Center Sr. Apts 60 100 Village Lane

Metro Senior Associates. Senior Foster City, CA 94404
Montevista Apts 306 1001 South Main Street
Milpitas Housing Assoc Mixed Use Milpitas, CA 95035
Northpoint Village Apts 110 2145 Stony Point Road
Npt _ Il Housing Assoc Family Santa Rosa, CA 95407

Oak Circle Apts 100 1410 Roberts Avenue
Roberts Ave Sr. Hsg LP Senior San Jose, CA 95122-3839
Ohlone Court Apts 135 5225 Terner Way

Ohlone Housing Assoc Family San Jose, CA 95136
Peninsula Park Apts. 129 1977 Tate

Nairobi Housing Assoc Mixed East Palo Alto, CA 94303
Pickleweed Apts. 32 651 Miller Avenue

Alto Station Inc Family Mill Valley, CA 94941
Pinole Grove 70 800 John Street

Pinole Grove Assoc Ltd Senior Pinole, CA 94564
Poinsettia Station Apts. 92 6811 Embarcadero Lane
Poinsettia Hsg Asoc Family Carlsbad, CA 92009
Redwood Shores Senior 120 400 Redwood Street
Housing Inc Senior Vallejo, CA 94590
Richmond City Ctr. Apts 64 1000 Mac Donald Ave. #109
Richmond CC Assoc. Family Richmond, CA 94801
Rotary Valley Snr. Hsg. 80 10 Jeannette Prandi Way
Rotary Valley Assoc Senior San Rafael, CA 94903-1100
Sage Canyon Apts. 72 1020 Stephanie Court
Area F1 Hsing Assoc LP Family San Marcos, CA 92078
Santa Alicia Apts. Famil 100 Santorini

SA Family Hsg Assoc v Irvine, CA 92606
Steamboat Point Apts. 108 800 The Embarcadero
South Beach Fam Assoc. Family San Francisco, CA 94107
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Strobridge Court Apts. 96 21000 Wilbeam Avenue
Strobridge Hsing Assoc Low In/Sr Castro Valley, CA 94546
Susanne B. Wilson 63 350 South 2nd Street #504
YWCA Villa Nueva Ptnrs Family San Jose, CA 95113
Sycamore Place Apts. 74 35 Laurel Drive

Danville Sr Hsing Assoc Senior Danville, CA 94526
Terra Cotta Apts 168 523 Rush Drive

Terra Cotta Hsing Assoc Family San Marcos, CA 92078
Torrey del Mar 112 13875 Carmel Valley Road
Carmel Valley Hsing Assoc Family San Diego, CA 92130
Trestle Glen 119 370 F Street

Trestle Glen Associates Family Colma, CA 94014

Villa Loma Apts 344 6421 Tobria Terrace

La Terraza Associates. Family Carlsbad, CA 92011
Visitacion Gardens Apts. 14 8 Visitacion Ave., V-7
Brisbane Sr. Housing Inc Senior Brisbane, CA 94005
Windrow Apartments 96 5300 Trabuco Road
Northwood Hsng Assoc LP Family Irvine, CA 92620
Woodbury Walk Apts 150 99 Talisman, #100
Wdbry partners, a CA LP Family Irvine, CA 92620
Woods Grove 80 850 E. Leland Road
BRIDGE regional Ptnrs Inc Family Pittsburgh, CA 94565
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Solutions for Change

Solutions has developed 70 units of special needs affordable housing over the last ten years and

continues to own and operate these units.

These units are part of the Solutions University, a model

which blends transitional and permanent housing with an array of educational, employment, and health
related solutions to solve family homelessness, permanently. Since its inception, Solutions University
has assisted 550 families out of homelessness.

TOTALS
Number of special needs affordable housing units developed: 70
Number of persons provided supportive services daily: 230
Number of affordable housing unit’s property managed:

70

(22 currently in development)

Description/Activities

Real Estate Development

Supportive Services

Property Management

Intake / Access Center
890 E Vista Way, Vista
2000-present

Major Funding Sources
State HCD EHAP

Vista, Oceanside, Carlsbad
CDBG

County ESG

Howard Foundation
Parker Foundation
Nordson Foundation

Acquisition/Rehab of 5,000
sq ft. 12 unit transitional
housing

Role: Developer

Total Funded: $1,480,000

Other Team Members:
Architect: DiDanato and
Associates

GC: Habitat for Humanity

Unit Type/Size: Congregate
living in 300 sq.ft semi
private dorm style rooms

Tenant Mix: Homeless
Families/children

Affordability: Rents set at
30% AMI per HUD funding

Completed Value:
$1,500,000

Construction timeframe:
8 months

Community Outreach Plan:
-3 community meetings
-door to door canvassing
-engaged local business
-won CUP

Manage day-day
program operations for
40 people in 12 unit THP

Role: Service Provider

Total Funded:
$2,310,000

Activity: Developed
program and run
transitional housing and
support services for 40
homeless family
program participants.

Manage 12 units of
transitional housing.

Role: Property Manager

Total Funded: $545,000

Activity: Select tenants,
collect rent, notice
tenants, maintain
property

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010
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Description/Activities

Real Estate Development

Supportive Services

Property Management

Solutions Family Center
722 W. California Ave.
2001-present

Major Funding Sources
Federal: SHP/HOME/EDI
State HCD: MHP, EHAP and
FESG

AHP

Local: County, Vista,
Carlsbad Oceanside,
Escondido

Numerous Private
Foundations

New Construction of 32,000
sq.ft 33 unit supportive
housing development

Role: Developer

Total Funded: $6,480,000

Role: Co-Developer
Other Team Members:

Developer: Community
Housing Works
Architect: DiDanato and
Associates

Engineer:

GC: Sun Country Builders
Construction Financing:
Bank of America

Unit Type/Size: 2br/1ba
550sf

Tenant Mix: Homeless
Families/children

Affordability: Rents set at
20% AMI per HCD funding

Completed Value:
$6,500,000

Construction timeframe:
22 months

Community Outreach Plan:

-2 community meetings
-door to door canvassing
-engaged local business

-6 city governments engaged

Manage day-day
program operations for
120 homeless people.

Role: Service Provider

Total Funded:
$3,120,000

Activity: Developed
program and run family
center operations for
120 homeless persons in
families.

Manage 33 units of
supportive housing.

Role: Property Manager

Total Funded:
$1,420,000

Activity: tenants
selection, collect rent,
notice tenants, maintain
property

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010
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Description/Activities

Real Estate Development

Supportive Services

Property Management

New Solutions —
Scattered Sites
2005 — present

Major Funding Sources

HUD SHP
County HCD

Acquisition/Leasing of 14
units of perm. Affordable
housing. Rehab of 2 units.

Role: Developer

Total Funded: $685,000
Other Team Members:

Unit Type:

10 — 2brm/1ba 850 sf
multifamily housing

4- 3br/2ba 1200 sf single
family detached

Tenant Mix: Homeless
Families/children

Affordability: Rents set at
30% AMI per HUD funding

Completed Value: N/A

Construction timeframe:
6 months

Community Outreach Plan:

-negotiate long term lease
options/community
partnerships with existing
landlords.

Activity: Master lease and
purchase options. Develop
and lead major rehab work

Manage services for 40
formerly homeless
parents and children.

Role: Service Provider
Total Funded: $230,000
Activity: Provide ongoing

support / accountability
for families

Manage 14 units of
perm. affordable
housing

Role: Property Manager

Total Funded: $160,000

Activity: Select tenants,
collect rent.

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010

Page 31

-
Bnlbod—[nusmg




Description/Activities

Real Estate Development

Supportive Services

Property Management

New Solutions Expansion
2009 — present

Major Funding Sources

County of San Diego HUD-
NSP

Acquisition/Rehab of 11 units
of affordable housing.

Role: Developer

Total Funded: $2,300,000

Other Team Members:
SCS Engineering
McFarland Construction

Unit Type:

10 — 2brm/1ba 850 sf
multifamily housing

4- 3br/2ba 1200 sf single
family detached

Tenant Mix: Homeless
Families/children

Affordability: Rents set at
30% AMI per HUD funding

Completed Value: N/A

Construction timeframe:
6 months

Community Outreach Plan:

-negotiate long term lease
options/community
partnerships with existing
landlords.

Activity: Developed 10
unique properties through
NSP program. These were
ten separate foreclosed
single family property
purchases with ten separate
closings, Phase 1’s, Scope of
Works, Bid Packages, and Set
of loan docs, regulatory
agreements and then
managing the rehab
processes for each one
separately per prevailing
wage req’s.

Manage program
operations for 30
parents and children.

Role: Service Provider
Total Funded: $180,000
Activity: Provide ongoing

supportive service for
families.

Manage 11 units of
perm. affordable
housing

Role: Property Manager

Total Funded: $160,000

Activity: tenants
selection, collect rent,
notice tenants, maintain
property

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010
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Description/Activities

Real Estate Development

Supportive Services

Property Management

2240-2260 Primrose
2010 - In Development

Major Funding Sources
Finding Our Way Home
Initiative

County of San Diego

Acquisition/Rehab of 22 units

of affordable housing.

Role: Developer

Total Budget: $4,300,000

In development — TBD

In development - TBD

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010

Page 33 Bklbod-[()usmg



3. Financing Plan and Development Capability
a) Development Program and Physical Plan

Overall Project Concept

Components A, C, D:
88 Units Component Ez..
Affordable Family Housing 10,0005F Retail

/ MISSION AVENUE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM \— Component EL:
138 Units
Senior Affordable Housing

Component B:
62 Units
Family Affordable

Supportive Housing

BRIDGE is excited to further the City’s Vision Plan for the Mission Avenue project by proposing a new
community with four main components - 88 family affordable units (Family), 62 family affordable
supportive housing units (Supportive), 138 senior affordable units (Senior), and 10,000 square feet of
community-serving retail space (Retail).

The Vision Plan contemplates a combination of a special needs component and a senior component at
the eastern end of the site. BRIDGE and Solutions for Change propose a slightly revised development
program which has a stand-alone Senior component at the eastern end and a stand-alone Supportive
family component as part of the family portion of the site. In this model, Component B is reserved for
Supportive family housing and Component E is reserved for Senior housing. This model expands the
number of populations that can be served at Mission Avenue and provides an independent space for
families who have successfully completed the first 500-day phase of the Solutions University training
model to live and succeed while receiving ongoing training and support from the second phase of the
Solutions University program (refer to Section 1 for more details on the Solutions University program).

BRIDGE believes that a subset of the Senior housing component may incorporate a special needs
population, including homeless veterans or older adults who may qualify for services under the Mental
Health Services Act. This option may be explored with the City as part of the further refinement of the
development plan.

In this development program, BRIDGE would design and build all the housing components and would
own and manage the Family and Senior components long term. The Supportive component would be

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010 Page 34 BRIDG d—[ousing



developed by BRIDGE on a turnkey basis for Solutions, and Solutions would own, operate and manage
these units on a permanent basis.

The incorporation of traditional Family and Senior affordable units along with Family Supportive Housing
furthers both BRIDGE’s and the City’s goals of providing high quality affordable housing to a variety of
ages, incomes, and populations in the community.

BRIDGE views the ultimate development program as a collaboration between BRIDGE, the City, and the
local community, and as such BRIDGE is open to an evolution of the development program elements.
For example, if desired by the City, BRIDGE would evaluate ways to integrate Family Supportive Housing
units into the Component E area of the site as opposed to Component B. This could be accomplished
using two separate buildings, but would likely result in fewer than 138 units being produced.

In addition, BRIDGE would be open to working together with another developer on the project if the City
elected to select one developer for the Family components and one developer for the Senior
component. BRIDGE is confident that with careful coordination, this joint development effort could be
well executed.

Vision Plan Review — Design issues and Constraints

> Identify key design issues and constraints for achieving or exceeding the City development goals.

The City’s Vision Plan is a comprehensive road map for how the Mission Avenue site should be
developed. To the extent possible, the development team will build upon the components laid out in
the Vision Plan and execute a final design which responds to the goals of the City and local community.

BRIDGE is highly supportive of diverse communities, where there are a range of populations, income
levels, housing types, and mixed uses. BRIDGE proposes a development program which incorporates a
range of resident populations, including seniors, working families, and families transitioning out of
homelessness. Through design principles laid out in the Vision Plan, such as extensive pedestrian
connections, paseos, and park space, the residents at Mission Avenue can successfully come together
and live as one cohesive community.

Comments on the Vision Plan

A fundamental design constraint for an infill site is maintaining privacy for the adjacent existing
residents. The Vision Plan strategy of placing a parking buffer between existing units effectively moves
new structures further away, enhancing privacy to both new and existing residents. Aligning buildings
along Mission Avenue as shown in the Vision Plan will contribute to making a friendly and walkable
neighborhood, particularly with the intersecting driveways and paseos providing views deep into the site
while breaking down the overall scale into smaller components.

The architectural character of the Vision Plan seems very fitting to this portion of Oceanside. The
language of Spanish Colonial offers many opportunities to effectively scale and transition between
disparate areas of the site while communicating a sense of neighborhood or community. This language
will be embraced in the design of each housing component.
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Opportunities/Constraints/Solutions
In reviewing the Vision Plan, BRIDGE found certain elements that could be refined to better suit the
future residents at Mission Avenue. The following are opportunities to enhance the design:

e Open Space Network: The present site plan has many situations where buildings are surrounded on
all sides by driveways and/or parking. There may be a way to reduce drive aisles and get units to
face directly onto paseos without losing parking, which could produce more useable open space and
enhance the livability of those units. One possible strategy could be the incorporation of tandem
parking in some of its communities to efficiently address parking space requirements. BRIDGE has
successfully used this approach in other communities.

e Scale of Townhome Buildings: The preferred design calls for several smaller townhome buildings as
Components A, C, and D. As currently envisioned, there are 12 buildings occupying a large area of
the site, which increases hard costs on a per unit basis and reduces open space opportunities. By
combining some the townhome buildings and altering the building design to accommodate a slightly
more compact design, costs could be reduced and additional site area may be set aside for open
space and community uses.

e Provide Separate Buildings for Seniors and Special Needs: BRIDGE has proposed a development
program where the special needs population (formerly homeless families participating in the
Solutions University) is housed on the southwest corner of the site. This provides an opportunity for
these families to have larger units and a separate space for amenities targeted for children and
families.

Beyond these design enhancements, BRIDGE has identified additional issues or constraints which would
need to be addressed through further refinement of the site plan:

e Size of Senior Component: There is some question as to whether there is adequate market demand
for 138 Senior units at this location. A market study would be recommended to establish the
relative demand for senior and family units in the community. If the senior demand was determined
to be lower than 138 units, the senior and family unit counts could be adjusted through adjustments
to building type and layout.

e Geotechnical conditions: Based on the existing geotechnical report for the site, extensive measures
will be required beneath buildings and drive areas. These conditions add significantly to the cost of
improving the site. Given the extraordinary costs involved, a peer review of this geotechnical report
is recommended. Assuming that the design parameters are confirmed, the site would be designed
to meet the requirements. The combination of smaller townhome buildings into slightly larger
buildings (as discussed above) could result in some cost savings due to the simplification of grading
and soil stabilization efforts.

e Site Drainage/Stormwater requirements: The site is relatively flat and on permeable soils. With
further civil engineering study, an appropriate drainage system would be designed. The proposed
construction costs include provision for an underground stormwater retention system. Permeable
paving and bioswales would be part of the solution. If underground detention and discharge was
not acceptable, opportunities for at grade detention basins would have to be found, which could
result in some revisions to the building and parking layout.
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Development Plan

> What would be your target development program for each component including unit mix,
affordability and rents, target population, and square footage of development?

» How would you envision infrastructure, common areas, parking and amenities developed in
conjunction with the development components? Who would bear financial responsibility for these
if components are developed among multiple partners?

Phase 1:
Components A, C, D, entry drives,
community center, and parks

Phase 4:
Component E2
Retail Buildings

HEFRELFENAA] .
_.i. 'AEZRELEENAL A
J ?'/.m'T ~ .

Noa g et

Phase 3:
Component E1,
community park,
and retail parking

J MISSION AVENUE CONSTRUCTION PHASING

Phase 2:
Component B and
community park

The project is envisioned to be built as four separate phases, as shown above. Phases 1, 2, and 3 will be
built by BRIDGE and Phase 4 will be sold to a retail developer and built separately by that developer.

Phase/Component Target Population | Unit Mix Affordability/ | Square Footage
Rents
Phase 1 — 88 units Family 1BR-20% 50-60% AMI 86,800 sf (net
(Components A, C, D) 2BR - 50% (4% tax rentable)
3BR - 30% credits) Approx. 106,000 GSF
Phase 2 — 62 units Supportive Family | 2BR -80% 30-50% AMI 53,150 sf (net
(Component B) Housing 3BR - 20% rentable)
Approx. 63,000 GSF
Phase 3 — 138 units Senior Studio —20% | 30-60% AMI 80,280 sf (net
(Component E2) 1BR-75% (9% tax rentable)
2BR-5% credits) Approx. 102,800 GSF
Phase 4 - 10,000 sf N/A N/A N/A 10,000 sf
(Component E1 - retail)
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Parking:

A fundamental assumption of BRIDGE’s proposed Development Plan and related costs is that all
components will be surfaced parked and one tuck-under parking space per unit is assumed in the 88-
unit Family component. No structured parking/podium has been assumed. Based on a review of
parking shown on the Vision Plan site plan and City parking requirements, it appears that the surface
parking is adequate for all residential units but may be slightly deficient for visitor parking. See unit
count and parking space tabulation provided in Appendix D, Table 1. BRIDGE believes that a parking
analysis could be performed and that the City and BRIDGE would find a solution to this slight shortage.
Even if it was determined that the total unit count of the project had to be reduced by a few units, the
cost savings of avoiding structured parking would be a very worthwhile tradeoff.

Infrastructure/Common Area Facilities:

Each housing component has a corresponding site area and associated parking. However, there are
common area facilities such as parks, entry drives, and the community center. These elements would be
completed with the phase shown in the Phasing Plan, and the common area costs reallocated as
appropriate to the various components on a pro-rata basis. It is anticipated that the infrastructure
would be built as follows:

e Phase 1: Family Housing component (88 units) and directly related sitework, plus
general infrastructure work required to get utility service to site. Three
entry drives, two community parks , and community center would be

completed.

e Phase 2: Supportive Housing (62 units), one community park, and related sitework

e Phase 3: Senior Housing (138 units) and related sitework, plus one community park and
parking and circulation for retail

e Phase 4: Retail buildings (by others)

As noted above, the construction of Phase 1 includes several common site features that benefit the
entire project. BRIDGE would oversee the design and construction of this sitework to ensure
coordination with future phases. Sitework not directly tied to Phase 1 could not be considered basis
eligible for tax credits on Phase 1, but would be eligible on future phases. These costs could be
segregated and short term City funding could provided to fund these specific improvements. This
temporary City funding could then be repaid by the subsequent phases once they were built.
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Anticipated Phasing Schedule

> How would you envision project phasing? What would be your expected dates to complete
entitlements, submit construction plans, initiate construction and complete construction for each
component? What are the key contingencies?

The first step of development of the Mission Avenue site will be to achieve overall project entitlement
including a General Plan Amendment, zone change, subdivision map, and development plan. The
entitlement process including a full EIR is estimated to take at least 18 months to complete assuming
close cooperation between the City and the Development Team. Once entitlements are in place,
development plans for each housing component would be submitted to the City for a conformance
check against approved entitlement site plans, elevations, architecture, etc. and the construction plans
would then be processed for building permit approval. With close cooperation from the City, the
schedule could be tightened by designing and processing construction plans in parallel with the
conformance check submittal. Grading would commence first and graded pads would be required
before building permits could be issued.

The construction of Phase 1 and 2 could be completed in parallel if financing for both was in place.
Because Phase 1 is proposed as a 4% tax credit project, this phase could move forward quickly after
entitlements. Phase 3 (Senior) would likely be built later due to the application cycle for 9% tax credits.

e Overall Project - Components A-E
O Begin entitlement process January 2011

0 Entitlements Completed June 2012

e Phase 1 - Family Housing (88 units) — Components A, C, D

O Submit Site Dev. Plan for Conformance check July 2012

0 Site Plan Approval August 2012

O Submit Construction Plans (ASMEP + civil) October 2012

0 Tax Credit Application (4%) December 2012
0 Construction Commencement (site + bldgs) May 2013

0 Construction Completion July 2014

e Phase 2 - Permanent Supportive Family Housing (62 units) — Component B

0 Finalize Funding - local cities, County, private July 2012

O Submit Site Dev. Plan for Conformance check July 2012

0 Site Plan Approval August 2012
0 Submit Construction Plans (ASMEP + civil) October 2012
0 Construction Commencement (tie to Phase 1) May 2013

0 Construction Completion July 2014

e Phase 3 - Senior Housing (138 units) - Component E1

O Submit Site Dev. Plan for Conformance check August 2012

0 Site Plan Approval September 2012
0 Tax Credit Application (9%) March 2013

O Submit Construction Plans (ASMEP + civil) July 2013

0 Construction Commencement (site + bldg.) November 2013
O Construction Completion November 2014
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Green Building and Energy Efficiency

> Describe in narrative form how the Developer or Development Team would envision the Project
would be designed and constructed to meet or exceed the City’s Green Building and Energy
Efficiency requirements.

Building a responsible and resource-efficient development is a matter of environmental commitment
and social justice. Individuals and families that require help in affording a place to live have no wiggle
room to be wasteful of energy and any effort to lighten this load is helpful to them and the
environment.

BRIDGE was an early adopter of green building technologies, and is always appreciative of public
agencies that share they company’s view of the importance of green building, for the environment, for
the long term quality of a project, and especially for the benefits it provides residents.

BRIDGE has substantial in-house green experience, with LEED accredited professionals on staff, and an
internal committee that sets green standards on all BRIDGE projects. BRIDGE’s Green Building
Committee was launched in 2001 to study current and emerging green practices in all areas of
development and property management. Its goals are to increase the energy efficiency of all BRIDGE
buildings, and improve the sustainability of our methods, the health of our residents and employees.
The committee focuses on all areas of BRIDGE’s work including design, construction, furnishings,
equipment, maintenance and management of our properties. The committee has created set of green
building standards to be implemented in all new BRIDGE developments, including the use of energy-
efficient appliances, energy- and water-efficient washing machines, dual-paned windows, and use of
recycled content materials for applications such as play area surfaces. A copy of BRIDGE’s Green
Building Standards is included as Appendix C.

As a result, BRIDGE properties have won numerous green building awards including:

o 2005 AIA Award for Sustainable Development

o 2005 Green Roof Award of Excellence

o 2005 US EPA's Energy Star for Homes Outstanding Achievement Award

o 2004 Pacific Coast Builders Conference Gold Nugget Award for Best Sustainable/Green
Residential Project of the Year

o 2004 US EPA's Energy Star for Homes Outstanding Achievement Award

o 2003 Flex Your Power Energy Award

As a benchmark for green building standards at Mission Avenue, BRIDGE is following the criteria for
LEED ND Silver standards from the US Green Building Council (USGBC). Based on LEED Silver criteria
and BRIDGE’s Green Building Standards, the Mission Avenue development will include sustainability
measures such as:

BUILDINGS
o Photovoltaic panels for common area and site electrical needs.
J Enhanced window glazing package
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o Enhanced insulation

o High SEER HVAC systems

o Sustainably harvested wood products

o Energy star lighting and appliances

o Passive cooling through cross ventilation

o Appropriately shaded openings

J Cool roof materials where possible

. Appropriately sized roof overhangs

o Linoleum flooring

J Recycled content carpeting

o High efficiency lighting

° High efficiency showers, faucets, and toilets
SITE

o Bioswales and retention systems for site water cleaning and control
o Appropriate building orientation

o Pervious paving materials

o High efficiency site lighting

. Limited conventional turf

. Drought tolerant plants

. High efficiency irrigation systems

With these design elements, the project will be a wonderful example of smart, environmentally
sustainable design with responsive architectural design and effective urban design; a great place to call
home.

While BRIDGE plans to achieve the requirements outlined in this standard, there are fairly high costs for
certification by USGBC, and in order to minimize the subsidy required from the City, certification costs
have not been incorporated into the development budgets. In the event the City of Oceanside wishes to
pursue LEED certification, the project budget will be updated to include these costs.
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3. Financing Plan and Development Capability
b) Financing Plan

Summary of Financing Plan

> Provide in narrative form, a summary of your plan of finance. Each funding source should be
described in detail including target affordability requirements, expected financing terms, and
prospective availability of funds. Describe any guarantees the Developer/Development Team may
provide relative to each component or phase.

General Discussions on Tax Credit Financing — 4% and 9% credits

Historically, the amount of tax credits that would be assumed using 9% tax credits would be much
higher than could be assumed for the same project using 4% tax credits for obvious reasons. However,
the current competitive nature of the 9% tax credit program requires a very high tiebreaker score to
achieve an allocation of credits. The current tie-breaker calculation is essentially based on ratio of
committed public funds to total development costs, favoring projects with larger local subsidies. In the
first round of 2010, the winning 9% tie-breaker scores for San Diego County were 104% and 85.9%.
Therefore in developing 9% tax credit proformas for the Senior and Family components, a tiebreaker of
approximately 90% was targeted to represent what BRIDGE believes is required to secure a tax credit
allocation.

Given fixed development costs, high tiebreaker scores are achieved by shifting the relative values of the
local subsidy and the tax credit equity. Instead of determining the local agency financing gap assuming
the maximum tax credit equity that can be achieved, tax credit applicants are having to make a
voluntary reduction in requested tax credits and assume a higher local subsidy to make up for the
reduction in tax credit equity. As a result of this current dynamic, the local agency subsidy required for a
given project using 9% credits, although still lower than required for a 4% scenario, is not as different
from the subsidy required for a 4% scenario as it has been in the past. Given the project size limitations
and limited funding cycles for 9% deals, the decisions for which type of credits to assume should be
carefully considered when comparing the two tax credit types.

Components A, C, D and Component E1: Family and Senior Projects

The 88-unit Family and 138-unit Senior projects will be financed with a combination of conventional
permanent debt, City funds, and tax credit equity. Three scenarios have been evaluated for these
components:

e Scenario 1: 4% tax credits on Family and Senior components

e Scenario 2: 4% tax credits on the Family component and 9% tax credits on the
Senior component

e Scenario 3: 9% tax credits on Family and Senior components

Note that for Scenario 3, a 12-month waiting period would be required between the two 9% tax credit
application for the Senior and Family components due to project size limitations (TCAC regulations
10325) of 150-units maximum on a single site. Given the relatively small reduction in City funding gap
versus Scenario 2 (see table below), this constraint was considered to be too restrictive given that it
appears that the first opportunity for a 9% tax credit application is approximately March 2013 (based on
entitlement timeframe, see Section 3a), and therefore the second 9% tax credit application would be
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delayed until March 2014. However, if this waiting period was deemed acceptable to the City, this
scenario (#3) could be implemented.

Component B: Family Supportive Housing — Solutions for Change
The 62-unit Family Supportive Housing will be financed through the following sources:

e Local Cities — Oceanside, Vista, Carlsbad, San Marcos — as a multi-jurisdictional approach to
funding local solutions to homelessness. Based on Solutions for Change’s model, the City of
Oceanside’s share is assumed to be 31% of this funding pool.

e County of San Diego (HOME/CHDO) 2011/2012/2013

e HUD (RCCC/SHP) 2011/12

e Federal Economic Development Initiative — Neighborhood Initiative (EDI, Congressional funds)
2011/12

e Private Foundations/Corporations

Development Team member Solutions for Change has successfully financed their 33-unit supportive
housing project in Vista using a similar financing plan. See attached information in Appendix B for
further information on the Solutions for Change proposed funding sources for this project.

Note that this financing approach will be the same regardless of the funding Scenario chosen for
Components A, C, D and E above.

The expected operating income and expenses for the Supportive Housing are not expected to be able to
support permanent debt, therefore no debt is assumed.

Component E2: Retail

The retail component would be parcelized and sold by BRIDGE on behalf of the City, and the revenue
from this sale used as a slight offset to the City’s overall subsidy on the project. BRIDGE requested input
from a local senior retail broker as to the expected value of this parcel. Based on a preliminary residual
land analysis using current expected rents and costs, a valuation of $150,000 has been assumed for the
retail land. The retail market in the immediate area of the site is somewhat weak, and would have to
compete with a much larger retail presence at the intersection of Mission Avenue and El Camino Real.

Recommended Financing Scenario

Financing Scenario 2 is recommended due to a lower overall subsidy requirement versus Scenario 1 and
due to its increased flexibility relative to phasing versus Scenario 3. Using Scenario 2, there is no timing
restriction between the three components, so tax credit applications can be pursued in parallel as much
as possible and the components could developed as closely together as possible. Please see the table
below for a comparison of subsidy amounts for the two scenarios.

Using Financing Scenario 2, the total City Gap Funding Requirement for all components is $18,523,648.

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010 Page 43 BRIDG d—[()using



Comparison of City Gap Funding Required for Financing Scenarios 1, 2, and 3

City Gap Funding Requirement

Scenario #1 Scenario #2 Scenario #3

Development Plan Component 4% tax credits Family|4% tax credits Family| 9% tax credits Family

4% tax credits Senior|9% tax credits Senior| 9% tax credits Senior

(Oceanside funding amount is 31% of local cities subsidy
amount - see proforma)

Components A, C, D - 88 Units Affordable Family S 8,845,517 | S 8,845,517 | $ 8,173,538
Component B - 62 units Affordable Family Supportive S 1,272,931 | $ 1,272,931 | $ 1,272,931

Component E1 - 138 units Senior Housing S 9,818,547 | S 8,555,200 | $ 8,555,200
Revenue from sale of Retail site S (150,000)| S (150,000)| $ (150,000)
Total Required City Subsidy| $ 19,786,996 | $ 18,523,648 | S 17,851,669
(per unit, 288 units)| $ 68,705 | S 64,318 | S 61,985
Recommended
Scenario

Note: For Component B, Oceanside's share of local city funding pool is 31%

based on Solutions for Change's multi-jurisdictional funding model.
See Appendix A and B for additional information.

Financing Assumptions:

Tax credit rate: $0.82
Construction loan: 6.0% simple interest
Permanent debt: 30-year, 6.25% interest rate

Affordability requirements: 30%-60% AMI for 9% tax credit financing, with AMI allocation
per TCAC scoring requirements
40%-60% AMI for 4% tax credit financing
30%-50% AMI for Supportive Housing component

Financing Notes:

For the 9% credit scenarios, a significant voluntary credit basis reduction was taken to yield a
tiebreaker above 90% so that the project would be a competitive application. If future
application rounds are less competitive, a lower tiebreaker may be acceptable and a smaller
credit reduction could be taken, resulting in a lower City subsidy amount.

Future financing through the MHP program does not appear feasible, so no MHP funding has
been assumed.

BRIDGE believes that a subset of the Senior housing component may incorporate a special needs
population, including homeless veterans or older adults who may qualify for services under the
Mental Health Services Act. This option may be explored with the City as part of the further
refinement of the development plan, and if these components were included, associated capital
and operating subsidies would be incorporated into the current financing plan.
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e The cash flow for the Senior component turns negative after Year 50, however this issue can be
addressed as part of the further refinement of the project after developer selection.

e The Supportive Housing units will require an operating subsidy. The exact funding structure
(capitalized reserve or annual cash donations) has not been determined, but this aspect can be
refined during the DDA negotiation process. It is important to note that the existing Solutions
for Change campus in Vista has successfully met operating shortfalls through an operating
subsidy funded by private and public sources and a similar approach would be used for this
proposed project.

Guarantees
BRIDGE is willing to provide a completion guarantee on the construction loans for each component.

Predevelopment Costs

Given the expected significant costs for entitlement efforts, BRIDGE requests that the City share in
predevelopment funding. BRIDGE proposes that predevelopment costs be split 50-50 between BRIDGE
and the City to the extent the City has predevelopment funding. After City funds are exhausted, BRIDGE
would assume payment of all subsequent predevelopment costs. An estimate of
predevelopment/entitlement costs is shown in Appendix D, Table 7.

Construction Costs

BRIDGE obtained hard cost estimates for sitework and building costs from two qualified general
contractors, Wermers Multifamily Corporation and Sun Country Builders. Pricing for the different
product types was based on extensive experience with townhome style units, flats, and senior projects.
Sitework construction costs were grouped by Phase (see Section 3a) for simplicity, with the knowledge
that reallocations would have to be made to reallocate specific common area elements (parks, entry
drives) to the appropriate project component. Note that extraordinary site costs such as extensive
remedial grading and a complete on-site stormwater retention system are included in these budgets.

Construction pricing includes various sustainability measures consistent with the City’s target of LEED
Silver design standard and as further described in Section 3a. BRIDGE is open to pursuing a higher LEED
standard as budgets and goals are further defined.

Construction costs are summarized in the Appendix D, Table 6 and are included in the attached
proformas.

Proformas:

Three proformas corresponding to Financing Scenario 2 are included at the end of Appendix D.
e 4% tax credit proforma for the 88-unit Family Components A, C, D

e 9% tax credit proforma for the 138-unit Senior Component E

e Proforma for the 62-unit Family Supportive Housing Component B
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3.  Financing Plan and Development Capability
¢) Narrative Discussion

» Address how the City and Developer/Development Team may trade off the estimated gap cost to
City and alternative levels of affordability.

9% tax credits are awarded on a competitive basis and typically result in a tie-breaker calculation to
determine final awardees. The current tie-breaker calculation is essentially based on ratio of committed
public funds to total development costs, favoring projects with larger local subsidies. In the first round
of 2010, the winning 9% tie-breaker scores for San Diego County were 104% and 85.9%. The current 9%
Senior component assumes a tiebreaker above 90% to represent what BRIDGE believes is required to
secure a tax credit allocation. However, should the TCAC tiebreaker system change in future tax credit
years, this assumption could be revisited and the City subsidy could be reduced.

The City has indicated that all units must be at 60% AMI or below. Given this, and using the BRIDGE’s
recommended financing Scenario of 4% credits on the 88 Family units, 9% credits on the 138 Senior
units, and the proposed funding for the 62 Supportive units, the City funding requirement is optimized.

> Describe in narrative form, as applicable, assuming multiple developers, how the financial
relationship will work among development partners. How will common areas be constructed?
How will financial and development risks be shared and segregated? How will the City be assured
that all component areas will be built in a timely manner?

BRIDGE will manage the design and construction of all housing components on the site. Assuming tax
credit and City financing can be secured for Components A, C, D and E, BRIDGE will be able to move
forward with these components as planned and will not be dependent on other development partners.
Common areas and infrastructure will be constructed as discussed in the response in Section 3a. The
financing plan for Component B (Solutions for Change) is not dependent on tax credits, and has been
well thought out and successful on a previous project. BRIDGE will act as turnkey developer. This
financing will be arranged by Solutions for Change taking the lead and BRIDGE providing support. Given
the required timeframes for entitlement of the site, Solutions for Change is confident that the required
financing package can be put in place in time to allow design and construction to proceed.

The retail component land would be sold by the City and constructed by a separate developer. To allow
some control over the development of this site, outside dates can be put into the purchase and sale
agreement that give the City the right to repurchase the site if certain development milestones (plan
submittal, construction start, etc.) are not achieved.

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010 Page 46 BRIDG d—[()using



Developer Compensation

> Provide narrative, basis, timing, and preliminary expected amount and method of compensation
for each development component. Explain amount and timing of developer fee and basis for how
it might change should the development project change.

The project is divided into three components, two of which are funded by tax credits. The proposed net
developer fees for the three project phases are as follows:

e Components A, C, D (88 units): $ 1,200,000
e Component B (62 units): S 800,000
e Component E1 (138 units): $ 1,200,000

For each project, we have assumed the following developer fee payment timeline:
e 20% paid at construction closing
e 20% paid at 50% construction completion
e 20% paid at construction completion
e 20% paid at permanent conversion
o 20% paid at submittal of 8609 forms

The developer fee amounts used for underwriting have been increased for tax credit basis purposes in
the Family and Senior proformas, but the increased amount is also included as an offsetting funding
source in the form of GP Equity. No deferred fee amounts have been assumed.

Management Fees
e Anasset management fee of $5,000 per year per project will be paid to the limited partner
e The property management fee paid to BRIDGE is $37/unit/month, with a minimum of $25,000
annually per project

Revenue/Cash Flow Sharing — Family and Senior Projects
e 50% of net cash flow paid to the City
e 50% of net cash flow paid to BRIDGE as an incentive payment

No net cash flow distribution is expected on the Supportive Housing Component B.

Financing Experience

> Relate in narrative form, the Preliminary Financing Plan with the Developer Experience
summarized in Section 2 above, i.e., describe how the plan of finance is similar to projects listed as
prior experience with regard to securing similar funding, achieving similar affordability,
developing under similar market dynamics.

BRIDGE is the largest affordable housing developer in the State of California, with extensive experience
securing 4% and 9% low income housing tax credits. BRIDGE has been using the low income housing tax
credit program since its creation in 1986 and has successfully built 27 projects using the 9% tax credit
program and many more using the 4% tax credit / tax exempt bond program. Section 2 includes a table
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of BRIDGE’s recently completed developments (between 2005 and 2010). Of the 19 developments
listed in this table, 15 are rental developments financed with either 9% or 4% tax credits.

Given the size of the Mission Avenue site, BRIDGE has proposed a phased plan of development, with
three stand-alone housing developments. As described in Section 3b, the preferred method of financing
would be 9% tax credits for the Senior component, 4% tax credits for the Family component, and a
unique blend of local, state, federal, and private funds for the Supportive component.

BRIDGE has direct experience structuring large developments as two stand-alone tax credit projects.
Copper Creek, completed in 2005, was developed as a 4%-9% project. In this example, BRIDGE had to
split the development due to size limitations for 9% tax credit projects.  During this time, suburban
sites such as Copper Creek were also at a disadvantage in the tax credit scoring system, as the scoring
system favored urban development sites. BRIDGE worked with the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC) to add a new category to the scoring system which would balance this effect. As
with Copper Creek, BRIDGE is committed to promoting regulatory and policy changes which may aid
efforts at Mission Avenue.

BRIDGE finds ways to move forward, despite any challenges that may come about. While there has
been significant disruption in the capital markets and the number of tax credit investors (and the
amount of tax credit equity available) has shrunk considerably, BRIDGE has been the beneficiary of a
“flight to quality”. As lenders and investors more carefully review their opportunities, they are focused
on quality sponsors with balance sheets that can back up the needed guarantees. BRIDGE has
unparalleled liquidity, combined with an excellent track record that has allowed the company to move
forward with projects even during this disruption. Specifically BRIDGE has constructed four tax credit
financed projects in the past two years:

e Trestle Glen: 119 units, Colma, CA
$46,100,000 TDC / $13,398,920 tax credit equity

e Alta Torre: 56 units, Palo Alto, CA
$23,400,000 TDC / $7,049,155 tax credit equity

e Ironhorse at Central Station: 99 units, Oakland, CA
$39,900,000 TDC / $17,013,061 tax credit equity

e Kentfield (acq/rehab): 90 units, Stockton, CA
$15,800,000 TDC / $3,351,080 tax credit equity

The proposed affordability levels of 30-60% AMI for the Family and Senior components are in line with
BRIDGE’s recently completed tax credit developments. The proposed rent structure allows the
developments to be competitive for tax credit scoring purposes, while maintaining adequate operating
income to cover necessary expenses. As a nonprofit, BRIDGE is committed to the mission of quantity,
quality, and affordability, and strives to maintain lower rents for all residents.
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Resident Services

» Describe in narrative form the types of supportive services and/or programs envisioned for each
applicable component area. Identify potential service providers that may provide such services
and estimated costs and funding sources. Describe relevant experience with securing funding and
providing such services, and prior relationships with service providers.

Family and Senior Components
BRIDGE has established a Resident Services Program Department to provide educational opportunities
that help families and individuals build a foundation of knowledge upon which to build careers, better
manage their finances, tap in to community resources, open-up greater opportunities for their children,
and step into home ownership.

BRIDGE launched educational programming at properties in 2001. The program was launched after a
detailed survey of residents, Who Lives in BRIDGE Housing, was conducted throughout the state of
California where BRIDGE residents described how moving to a BRIDGE property had improved their quality
of life and given them breathing room to take further steps to improve their careers and financial stability.
In particular, the residents indicated interest in employment training, home buyer education, ESL, tutoring
programs for children and more. BRIDGE tailors the service programs at each property based on the
resident profile and their needs. This method impacts how often or which programs are offered at each
property.

In response BRIDGE has developed a menu of programs that includes: English-as-a-Second Language; a
range of computer skills classes, soft skills (i.e. resume writing, interview skills, and professionalism);
after school tutoring, arts, and nutrition programs for kids; literacy programs for multiple age groups;
nutritional programming geared towards adults, seniors, and teens; financial management education;
home ownership counseling; Volunteer Income Tax Assistance Program (free tax prep); an academic
readiness program; the Stein Scholarship; health and safety talks; fraud prevention and Medicare
information talks for seniors; information and referrals and more.

BRIDGE offers these programs by partnering with the best providers in these educational fields to bring
programs to the residents for free in their own community rooms. This allows BRIDGE to tailor programs
directly to resident needs and to coordinate classes and workshops from a central location, keeping
staffing costs lower. A few of the partnerships BRIDGE has built so far include: Annuvia/Master CPR,
Azure Computing, the Boys & Girls Club of San Marcos, The Black Nurses Association, Catholic Charities of
San Francisco and Silicon Valley, Citibank-Community Relations Department, The English Center, Girl
Scouts of Napa Solano, Hands-On Bay Area, the Institute on Aging, Jewish Vocational Services, Job Corps,
John F. Kennedy University Elder Law Clinic, Leah’s Pantry, Lender’s for Community Development, Meals
on Wheels Senior Outreach Services, the Napa Valley Arts Council, Mindful Messages, On-Lok of San
Francisco and Santa Clara counties, OTX-West, the People’s Community Partnership Federal Credit Union,
Planning for Elders in the Central City, Poway Adult School, Project Access, Project Read, Recreation Plus,
San Diego Saves, San Francisco State Gerontology Department, Streetside Stories, and the Women's
Center of St. Helena, among others.

To ensure sustainability, BRIDGE builds the cost for these programs into the operating budgets of each
property during the development period and then adjust them as needed annually during operations. To
keep operating expenses lower, BRIDGE also connects into free services through local Housing
Authorities, Departments of Human Services, Area Agencies on Aging, etc. to fulfill specific resident needs.
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All residents at family properties also have access to BRIDGE's bi-annual scholarship program, the Alan &
Ruth Stein Educational Assistance Program, a $1,000- $6,000 award given to 18-20 BRIDGE residents
annually for their continuing education, which is funded by donations from BRIDGE partners and currently
has a corpus of more than 3 million dollars. In addition, Stein Scholarship funds help support ongoing
academic readiness programs across BRIDGE properties.

Supportive Housing Component

Solving family homelessness requires much more than just giving a family a cheap place to live.
Solutions for Change has developed an innovative approach to addressing the root causative factors of
family homelessness using a model called the Solutions University. The model integrates a continuum of
affordable housing, educational opportunities, employment related training/placement and access to
health services all within one cohesive partnership. The partnership takes the form of a multiyear
commitment over about three years and currently involves 45 families participating for 500 days on the
main Solutions Intake Center and Solutions Family Center campus’ in Vista and an additional 20 families
enrolled in the 500 day off campus rental homes that we call New Solutions.

The Solutions University at the Solutions Family Center

All residents of the Supportive component at Mission Avenue will have successfully completed the first
500 days “on campus” at the Solutions University located at the main Solutions Family Center campus in
Vista. The Solutions University engages the family in a strategic process, and together with the Solutions
Coaching team, crafts a partnership plan around three goal areas: 1) Housing Stability, 2) Income, and 3)
Health. When a family completes the first 500 days they have a one year history of the following:

e A full time job or a combination of employment and attendance in a community college or higher
educational program such as a certification program
e Paying rent, on time, every month
e Saving a portion of their paycheck in a savings account for a minimum of $2,000 saved
e Satisfactorily complete 80% of the curriculum (the coursework) provided:
- 220 hours in employment related training
- 300 hours of educational courses presenting topics ranging from parenting effectiveness to
anger management to problem solving
- 75 hours of youth development through tutoring and mentoring programs
- 150 hours of access to community based resources (existing resources that the parents and kids
are involved in).
- 20 “pay it forward” activities

Once the family meets all the requirements and is approved for a rental unit at Mission Avenue, a formal
Commencement Ceremony is held and the family then begins the second phase of the Solutions
University in the New Solutions program.

The Solutions University at New Solutions

Sixty-two units at Mission Avenue will be set aside to provide the signature brand of permanent
supportive housing that Solutions for Change calls “New Solutions”. Families live in the housing just like
any family would live in rental housing. Instead of families being involved in the heavier, more intensive
supportive services offered at the on campus SU, a Solutions Coach visits the family in their home at
scheduled times (normally bi-weekly at first) and parents and children return to the main campus in
Vista for scheduled functions and monthly classes.
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This proposed project will provide a Solutions University family with permanent supportive housing for
the 500 days of off campus and then will allow the family to remain in this housing and “transition in
place” following the completion of the Solutions University.

The Mission Avenue project will be implemented as part of the New Solutions supportive housing
program that the County of San Diego and other local jurisdictions have invested in to help homeless
families in crisis obtain and remain in affordable housing and stable living. The New Solutions program
provides families exiting from transitional housing with affordable housing and services targeted to keep
the family equipped with the skills, knowledge and resources needed to be successful. The services that
are provided the client are given within an integrated service package called Stepping Higher. The
services provided include: 1) Solutions Coaching, provided bi-weekly visits between the tenant and the
Solutions Coach (case manager), 2) Off site Team Meetings and Support Groups with the tenant and
other formerly homeless families provided monthly, 3) Counseling services provided on an as needed
basis. 4) Full access to the employment, education, youth programs, counseling and other resources that
are available to all of the participants in the Solutions for Change programs.

References
> From Section 2 above regarding prior development experience, the City should be able to contact
at least three (3) public agency partners, one (1) first mortgage lender, and one (1) tax credit

investor.

Noted. Contact information for public agency partners, lenders, and tax credit investors are provided
for each development in Section 2.
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3.  Financing Plan and Development Capability
d) Community Participation

> Described the approach and methods your team will utilize to assure meaningful participation by
the community in the planning and development of the Mission Avenue development.

A sound working relationship between BRIDGE and local communities underlies the approval and
success of all BRIDGE's past developments. BRIDGE relies on neighborhood and local political support to
ensure that each development meets the needs of the community it serves. BRIDGE’s community
outreach strategies often include hosting community meetings at key points during the design phase.
The community meetings will provide an occasion to further public awareness and education of the
larger goals of the development. The meetings also provide an opportunity to reach out not only to the
directly impacted neighborhood or businesses, but outlying areas as well. Cultural sensitivity and
appropriateness is integrated into the outreach component. Each meeting is carefully facilitated to
insure the goals of the meeting are met.

These meetings occur at important points in the programming and design process:

o Initial meetings with individuals, small groups and a community wide town hall meeting to
introduce the development team, and discuss opportunities and constraints of the development site
and program. This is a chance for the team to get early feedback about community concerns that can
then be incorporated into the final design proposal;

o Interim review of site plan and program: Results of physical due diligence, and initial
stakeholder meetings will be reviewed in the context of presenting site plan alternatives to the
community and elicit feedback.

J Presentation of design proposal will occur prior to submittal to the city of our formal planning
application. This will be a final opportunity for the community to review our proposal and provide
feedback.

In addition to these milestone meetings, the team will continue to meet with key stakeholders on an
ongoing basis throughout the process to ensure a high level of communication with key decision makers,
potential supporters and opposition. BRIDGE’s goal is to identify and address as many concerns as
reasonably possible so that the final decision makers can feel assured that the community has been
considered in the final proposal.

The development team has a proven track record in successful public outreach in a variety of
development types and community settings. In developing homes for low-income residents, BRIDGE
frequently faces neighborhood opposition to its developments. However, through a thorough and
effective outreach program, BRIDGE has been successful in reaching out to those opponents and
diffusing their concerns through education, tours of completed developments, and extensive dialogue
and resolution of their concerns.
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APPENDIX A: Solutions for Change Programmatic Information

Over five thousand North San Diego County children (1 in 50 of our neighbor’s kids) will experience the
loss of their housing and will not have an immediate solution or safe harbor to call home. For many of
these children, their families will rebound quickly after getting rehoused within a few weeks or a couple
of months. But for over 1,600 children (750 families) the impacts of homelessness will be prolonged and
harsh. These children will typically be forced to live in cars, tents or other unsafe conditions; having
short stints in a motel, stays in emergency shelters designed for single adults or temporarily residing in
overcrowded living situations. These are the families who are unable or incapable of exiting
homelessness without a strong intervention and engagement strategy and a partnership with a
nonprofit capable of providing access to the permanent solutions needed to not only help the family
obtain affordable housing, but keep it. The City of Oceanside Mission Avenue project will solve family
homelessness for hundreds of these kids thereby providing a long term permanent solution for families
and the entire Oceanside community.

For Oceanside and the surrounding North County, there are resources such as Rapid Rehousing vouchers
that target a subgroup who demonstrates the ability to quickly recover from homelessness. However,
very few options exist for the hundreds of homeless children and their families described above.
Permanent supportive housing is a proven model with strong outcomes being demonstrated in other
communities. It is the type of solution that Oceanside needs for families exiting prolonged
homelessness.

The opportunity being proposed herein is an expansion of the Solutions University, a tested and proven
local strategy that uses an innovative blending of supportive housing, education and health related
solutions that engage families in a purposeful long term plan that addresses the causative factors of
homelessness. Families are equipped with the skills, knowledge and resources needed to get rehoused
and restaked back into the Oceanside and North County community as employed, healthy and
productive families.

Due to a lack of reasonably priced housing options, access to affordable housing is challenging to most
families earning under the area medium income of $75,500 per year. But for a homeless family who
makes at or below 50% AMI or who has a disabled parent or child with special needs it is next to
impossible. The City of Oceanside Mission Avenue project can change that.

Because of the demand for the housing type being offered at the Solutions University, the program has
been at 100% capacity for five consecutive years with a long waiting list. And because of the dearth of
affordable housing options for this specific population of family recovering from homelessness, the
university is severely bottlenecked. Of the forty families enrolled in the first phase of the university now,
one-third are ready to move on into the off-campus housing component (the second phase called New
Solutions) but are stuck. This is a huge problem for the community of Oceanside and for the entire North
County region. If the City of Oceanside decides to get behind this initiative, not only would families have
the access to the permanent supportive housing they need at Mission Avenue, but this project could
eliminate the bottleneck issue thereby freeing up precious resources in the on-campus section of the
Solutions University and allowing homeless children and families immediate access to a home.
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The Solutions University
The Solutions University is comprised of three main clusters each with their own unique housing,
educational programs, employment training and health related solutions.

Solutions Intake and Access Center (IAC)

- 14 semi-private dorm room style units for families

- Pay 30% of income for rent

- Sign a program contract

- Shared bathroom and shower facilities

- Separate area for single fathers and older boys

- Dining Room. Churches/Groups prepare and serve meals

- Very large outdoor fenced in family picnic, BBQ and play area

Here at the Solutions Intake and Access Center (IAC) the goal is to provide immediate housing, support
and comprehensive assessment for Solutions University applicants awaiting the move into the main on-
campus Solutions Family Center. The IAC also acts as a regional resource for other local programs
whereas a family can stay for a short time while they await an opening. The Intake and Access Center is
INTERIM HOUSING, designed to be a very time limited stay of three months or less, however due to the
affordable housing crisis families get “stuck” here and spend more time then desired. This is why the
new community initiative called Finding Our Way Home is so important. By acquiring more affordable
homes, families can move off campus and into the New Solutions permanent housing, thus opening up
more space in the on-campus units which in turn will allow Solutions for Change to solve more family
homelessness.

Solutions Family Center

- 32 apartment units in a campus style setting for families

- Pay 30% of income for rent

- 10% of all rent is held in a set-aside fund and then given back to the family when they
successfully complete the on-campus programs and move into New Solutions

- Sign a lease contract and a program contract

- The university has very clear partnership goals. Just like any learning institution you must work
hard to achieve your goals. The Solutions University is no different.

- Private units with own bathroom and bedroom for parents and children

- Fully furnished

- Large community support center with rec area, computer lab, childcare co-op, classrooms

- Outdoor Playground, ample space for kids and onsite laundry room

Here at the Solutions University the Solutions Family Center (SFC) is at the heart of the partnership with
the family and the community around solving family homelessness. The Solutions Family Center is
comprised of five buildings on two acres. Four buildings house thirty-two 2br/1ba apartments. The fifth
building is a 7600 sq.ft support center offering a variety of educational and work training spaces.
Upstairs provides offices for the university staff referred to as Solutions Coaches. The Solutions Coaches
are trained professionals with degrees and certifications relevant to the social services field but have
extensive secondary training around the university model.
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New Solutions

- 10 affordable rental apartments (operated as permanent supportive housing - PSH)

- 9single family detached homes set at affordable rents (most operated as PSH)

- An additional 70-100 homes in the pre-development stages through the Finding Our Way Home
Community Initiative to Solve Family Homelessness

- Families pay between $450 and $1,000 per month rent, depending on HUD guidelines

New Solutions is just what the name sounds like. This is permanent affordable housing for families
enrolled in the Solutions University who have completed the first 500 days on campus. Because of the
severity of the foreclosure crisis and the economic downturn which continues to impact the well being
of many lower income families, Solutions for Change is rapidly increasing the stock of New Solutions off
campus affordable housing units. As of early 2010 Solutions for Change has purchased seven new units
of housing bringing the total inventory of New Solutions homes to nineteen. As part of the new
community initiative, Solutions for Change has plans to acquire additional 70-100 homes.
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The Solutions University Model - by Solutions for Change

1000 days to a permanent solution: solving family
homelessness, one family - one community at a time.
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The Solutions University model to solve family homelessness

Solutions Intake and Access Center

A 3-6 month short term service enhanced intake and assessment interim living center. Provides 40 beds for homeless families. Meets basic and immediate
needs of housing and nutrition while quickly and accurately assessing the family’s intermediate and long term needs for housing, income and health.

Solutions Family Center

500 days of on-campus housing in the Solutions University. Provides 28-2/bdrm transitional homes for homeless families within a 550 sq.ft. private apartment
unit situated on a two acre 32,000 sq.ft. University style complex. Meets intermediate needs of housing, employment, income and health in a comprehensive
program.

New Solutions

500 days of off-campus housing in the Solutions University using a permagggt sgpportive housing model. Provides 20 units of permanent supportive housing
for homeless families. Meets long term needs of housing, employment, income and health in a supportive home environment.
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Mayor Jim Wood
Oceanside City Council
300 North Coast Hwy
Oceanside, CA 92054

Dear Mayor Wood and Honorable Council Members,

At the request of North County Solutions for Change (NCSC), I ask that you consider collaborating with
NCSC on their project “Finding Our Way Home.”

NCSC is a not for-profit charity corporation that has been at the forefront of defeating homelessness for
North County families for over a decade. Founded in 1999 by social entrepreneurs Chris and Tammy Megison,
NCSC has serviced northern San Diego County by addressing the rapid increase in the number of homeless
children and families seeking shelter. Their mission has been steadfast — to solve family homelessness for kids
and communities one family, one community at a time.

Since its inception, NCSC has led two regional initiatives developing over 52,000 square feet of real
estate at several locations throughout San Diego County. Combined, these assets now provide the foundation
for an innovative teaching model called the Solutions University. The university provides over 60 homeless
families — approximately120 children — with a unique blend of housing, employment, educational and health
related solutions, all within one cohesive strategic partnership. This new approach equips parents and children
with the skills, knowledge and resources to succeed.

On April 22, 2010, NCSC launched its biggest and boldest initiative ever, a 1,000 day, $20,000,000
campaign called Finding Our Way Home, which will double the size of the Solutions University. Finding Our
Way Home is 2010’s largest privately led social initiative for northern San Diego County. Once completed it
will assist 400 homeless children and 200 homeless families.

As a member of the Finding Our Way Home Leadership Team, I respectfully ask for your highest
consideration of this project. If you have any further questions regarding NCSC or this recommendation, please
do not hesitate to contact me in my District Office at (760) 599-5000.

Sincerely,

LM

Darrell E. Issa
Member of Congress
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DAV!D_ESTRELLA Tel.: (858) 694-4801
Director s DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Fax. (858) 6944871
TODD HENDERSON ) :
Asslstant Direclot 3989 RUFFIN ROAD, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1815 Toltes: ) (orr s 8678
August 4, 2010

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ELIGIBILITY FOR FUNDING AND DEVELOPER EXPERIENCE

North County Solutions for Change (Solutions for Change) is an eligible organization to receive
funding from the County of San Diego Department of Housing and Community Development
through the 2010/2011 Federal HOME/CDBG Programs.

The County of San Diego has approved and administered several affordable housing loans and
homeless assistance grants for programs managed by Solutions for Change:

o Solutions for Change was awarded $957,000 in CDBG Program funding for the
development of a new. multi-family 32-unit housing complex (Solutions Family Center)
in Vista, California,

¢ 1n2009-2010, North County Solutions for Change was awarded approximately $2 million
through the federal Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) for the acquisition and
rehabilitation of real estate owned (REO) foreclosed homes. Multiple-year funding
commitments totaling over $1 million have also been provided through the Continuum of
Care, Supportive Housing Program, Shelter Plus Care, and ESG Programs for which the
County of San Diego administers U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
funds.

Most recently, the County of San Diego has worked with solutions for Change on eight different
REO acquisition/rehabilitation deals. Solutions for Change has a 100% success rate in putting
these deals together and carrying out the developer activities required to successfully complete
these projects.

If you have any questions about eligibility for funding or developer experience related to the
Solutions for Change organization, please contact Mike Dececchi, Housing Program Chief at
858-694-4802. '

Sincerely,

DAVID ESTRELLA, Director

Department of Housing and Community Development
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APPENDIX B: Solutions for Change Financing Model

North County Solutions for Change
Mission Avenue Affordable Housing Project- Supportive Family Units

Sources of Funds

Number of Units: 62
Est. Total Needed: $12,800,000
Est Cost Per Unit: $206,452

(based on proforma, and allowing for some sitework reallocation

to the Component B costs)

Proposed funding sources for the MAAH

Local Governments $4,050,000

Oceanside 31%  $1,255,500
Vista 26%  $1,053,000
Escondido 18% $729,000
San Marcos 8% $324,000
Carlsbad 7% $283,500
Encinitas 4% $162,000
Other Local Gov. 6% $243,000
Local Funds $4,050,000
Federal/State/County  $6,750,000

County of San Diego HOME/CHDO $3,000,000
Federal HUD/EDI/Congressional $2,500,000
Federal HUD SHP $400,000
AHP $350,000
Fed/State/County Funds $6,250,000
Private Sector $2,700,000

Home Depot Foundation $1,500,000
Taylor Made $400,000
Howard Foundation $200,000
Private Funds $2,100,000

TOTAL FUNDS
Estimated Need
GAP

Mission Avenue RFQ
August 2010

$12,400,000
$12,800,000
$400,000
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Successful funding history
5820,000

51,650,000

5$350,000

$300,000

51,100,000

$250,000

n/a

52,000,000
$3,200,000
$498,000
$280,000

520,000
$300,000
$500,000

This gap would be addressed based on
further refinement of funding sources
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APPENDIX C: BRIDGE Green Building Standards
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BRIDGE Green Building Standards

The Green Building Committee (GBC) has compiled the following list of standard,
encouraged, and wish list green and sustainable building measures for all new
construction projects. Acquisition/rehab projects are not required to comply with all
standards, but project teams are encouraged to consider all applicable measures.
These specific measures apply in addition to threshold requirements outlined in the
Green Screen Process. GBC members are ready and willing to provide more information
about the measures and to review your project.

STANDARDS: To be implemented at all BRIDGE new construction projects.
General Construction
e Vent range hoods to exterior. (TCAC basis increase list).

o 25+% recycled (post-consumer preferred) content carpets in units and
common areas, provided no cost premium is associated. (Measure is
elective if cost premium exists in project region.)

e | ow-emitting carpets and pads compliant with any of three rating systems:
Green Label, Green Guard, or CA Section 01350, provided no cost premium
is associated. (Measure is elective if cost premium exists in project region.)

e Non-arsenic dependent alternatives to traditional pressure treated wood
used in exterior decks, stairs, etc.

e Composite lumber/plastic lumber (i.e.Trex) for non-structural uses
(balconies, decks).

e Recycled-content resilient play area surfaces instead of wood chips/fiber.
Poured surface recommended over tiles.

e Radiant heat barrier (attached to roofing OSB) on sloped roofs in hot
climates.
e |n hot climates, flat roofs should be light colored.

e Units individually metered for electricity (and gas where gas is supplied to
units). Allows residents to control their own apartment climate, utility costs,
and energy savings.

e | ow-e coating on windows and glass doors in non-coastal climates. (LEED
point if Solar Heat Gain < 0.4, and U-value < 0.4) South and west facing
windows and doors prioritized. Cost is $200 per unit at most.

e On-site bike parking at family projects, in a secured location when possible.
Design to be determined by project layout. LEED-NC point if at least 15
bike spaces per 100 units.

e |nsulate podium where residences are above.

Common Areas

e (Occupancy sensors/timers for lights: storage rooms--motion sensor,
community room bathrooms--timer, trash--motion sensor, laundry--motion
sensor, and maintenance rooms--motion sensor. Also consider putting
corridor lights on a separate circuit with photocell.

e Recycling chutes, provided they are permitted by the locality. If not
permissable, recycling bins on all floors (near trash chute) and/or in all trash
rooms/enclosures.

-
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Front loading washing machines. Web Laundry supplies front loading
machines standard to BRIDGE. Laundry rooms should be built wide enough
for front loaders. Machines purchased for units can be top loading if
budget is tight (but encourage front loading). When hookups only are
provided, encourage front loading through literature, etc.

Low mercury fluorescent lights. (Fluorescents represent typical measure to
meet Title 24, TCAC, and CMFNH Rebate Programs.)

LED exit signs.

Insulation to be installed per HERS rater High Quality Insulation Installation
Guidelines. Construction Manager to inspect.

Utilize the California Multifamily New Homes program, including design
charettes in jurisdictions where these are offered, provided that the program
continues to offer technical assistance free of charge.

Resident Manuals to be distributed at all new properties (collaborative effort
with BPMC).

Units
e Energy Star appliances (or maximum efficiency models if no Energy Star
rating).

Low mercury fluorescent lights (with replacement bulbs provided by
management if necessary). Kitchen/Bath: electronic ballast with T-8 lamp.
Corridors/closets: PL 13 lamps with warm light (3000-3500K). In senior
properties, fluorescent fixtures installed in unit hallways only if replacement
bulbs are cost effective for residents. Updated light specifications for living
rooms are pending BRIDGE Standards Committee review.

Single-switch fan-light in bathroom with setback timer. Motion sensors may
be a viable alternative; please discuss with the GBC if you are interested in
using motion sensors for bath fans.

Low-flow faucets and showerheads (1.5 gallons per minute or less).

ENCOURAGED: Non-standard measures that are encouraged by the GBC.

Fly Ash Concrete for sidewalks and outdoor flatwork. Consider for
foundations and footings.

Engineered wood used for |-beams, trusses, glulams, TJI's for 2x12's,
possibly for 2x10's.

Densglas exterior sheathing. (May remove, pending input from BRIDGE
Standards Committee.)

Energy star rated roofs. (TCAC basis boost item.)

Increased insulation.
Greener Insulation - recycled content, non-formaldehyde batts.

Humidistat fans / timer for fan in bathrooms. (TCAC basis increase list
includes humidistat.)

Low or no VOC paints for "white" and light colors. No-VOC not
recommended for bold colors. (TCAC requires no VOC paint in combination
with low VOC carpeting for sustainability point.)

-
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e Linoleum, marmoleum, or other green substitutes for vinyl flooring in
common areas.
e Spaces for carshare vehicles when appropriate at development.

e (Construction waste recycling program. Many jurisdictions have programs,
some now require. (50% minimum diversion for LEED credit, more credit
for 75%.)

e Photovoltaic solar panels to provide house electricity, and solar thermal (hot
water) for domestic hot water heating

e Consult the Bay-Friendly Landscaping Checklist (work with landscape
architect to determine appropriate measures to consider on a project by
project basis.)

e Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan. Refer to LEED credit EQ
3.1 and TCAC point system for guidance.

WISH LIST: Not yet tested at a BRIDGE project or not feasible for every project.

e Cradle-to-cradle carpet systems where carpet can be recycled after useful
life into the same product by manufacturer.

e Light gauge steel framing in lieu of wood frame.

e FSC certified wood (framing lumber, casework, site lumber). Has not been
reliably available as of yet but gaining acceptance.

e Alternatives to particle board in cabinetry, countertops. Wheatboard,
DuraCane, and others are renewable resources. Also look for lower or no
formaldehyde.

e Hydronic Heat System. Hydronic baseboard chosen for Armstrong
Townhomes. Hydronic Fan Coil for Mission Bay.

e Resident gardens. Danville and Cinnabar have; planned for Armstrong
Townhomes.

e Permeable paving for parking areas. May be more appropriate for
homeownership.

e Commissioning. (Prerequisite for LEED projects.)

-
BripGcE i GREEN GUIDE Page 64



Green Guiding Principles for Landscape Design & Installation
These Green Guiding Principles for Landscape Design and Installation are intended to
provide a list of achievable measures that balance sustainability, livability and ongoing
maintenance costs. As each project is uniquely nuanced, some of these measures may
not be appropriate. Accordingly, items that may not be feasible for every project are
noted as such.
Guiding Principle: Plan for sustainability
How can this be achieved?

o Use the GreenPoint and Bay-Friendly Checklists for programmatic guidance

e Engage landscape architect services early in the development process

e Develop a program for site performance goals with property management and
design consultants who may be impacted by landscape design decisions

e Review lessons learned from previous sites
Guiding Principle: Reduce stormwater runoff
How can this be achieved?
e Evaluate and implement appropriate pervious paving materials
e |nvestigate on-site stormwater retention and treatment methods, e.g., bioswales
e Evaluate installation of a green roof if appropriate
Guiding Principle: Reduce water use
How can this be achieved?

e Avoid over-sizing and evaluate most efficient irrigation systems, e.g., weather-
based irrigation controllers

e Construct resource efficient landscapes, e.g., grouping plants by water needs
creating irrigation zones (hydrozoning)

e Consider recycled water for irrigation system
e Reduce turf where appropriate

e Plant native and/or drought-tolerant species
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Guiding Principle: Minimize long-term maintenance

How can this be achieved?
e (Obtain an accurate estimate of maintenance costs up front
e Avoid fruit-bearing trees
e Install plants and trees that require minimal pruning

e Be mindful of tree location installation, particularly in relationship to buildings,
and utilize root obstructers

e Prepare landscape maintenance information to be delivered to management at the

time of the punch walk. The information should include details on special
features and be user-friendly.

Guiding Principle: Enhance community livability

How can this be achieved?

e Reduce paving and consider high-reflectivity pavement to diminish the heat island

effect
e Create a pedestrian-friendly environment
e Consider providing community garden space where appropriate
e Ensure design promotes good sightlines to entrances and access connections

o Use integrated pest management principles and practices focusing on prevention
using least toxic methods, e.g., selecting pest-resistant species

e Include landscape features in green information for residents
Guiding Principle: Encourage healthy soil and plants
How can this be achieved?
o Use organic fertilizers, pesticides and mulch where possible
e Mulch all planting beds to a depth of 2 inches or greater for soil protection

e Consider organic compost as a soil amendment where appropriate to promote a
healthy drought resistant top soil

-
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Guiding Principle: Reduce use of resources
How can this be achieved?

o Use salvaged or recycled-content materials for landscape elements, e.g., Trex
instead of wood, recycled-content for play structure surfaces

e Plant trees to provide shade to walls, windows, and paved areas in order to reduce
building cooling load

-
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APPENDIX D: Financing Plan

Financing Plan

>

For the Family and any appropriate portion of the Senior/Special Needs components, provide
financing gap estimates assuming two different scenarios: (a) 9% tax credits; and (b) 4% tax
credits and bonds. Handicap TCAC and/or CDLAC scoring and tie breakers and the timing of receipt
of credits. Recommend a preferred strategy for financing given tax credit allocation and timing
constraints.

See Financing Plan discussion provided in Section 3b.

Unit count by type and size, tenant mix and rents, square footages for each component, and
allocation of common area costs if shared among component areas (including a detailed
breakdown of parking spaces required and allocated among component areas).

Unit counts, unit sizes, and rents for each component are shown on the fourth page of each of the
attached proformas. In addition, Table 1 shows the unit mix, square footages, and a breakdown of
parking spaces.

Sources and Uses of funds at closing and permanent financing broken down both by component
area and aggregated.

Sources and uses for each component are shown on the front sheet of the attached proformas.
Tabulations by component and aggregated are attached as Tables 2-5.

Pro-forma for the housing components (55 years). The pro-forma should be consistent with
estimated timeline under 3a).

See attached proformas for the three housing components.

Estimated residual fees likely to be paid to the City.

Residual fees are shown at the bottom of the cash flow portion of the attached proformas.
Estimated construction costs.

Estimated construction costs are included in the proformas and are summarized in Table 6.
Preliminary itemized estimate of entitlement costs and applicable development fees.

An estimate of entitlement costs is attached as Table 7.

Gap financing request of the City pursuant to the repayment terms described herein.

See Recommended Financing Scenario in Section 3b for recommended scenario and Gap Financing
Request.
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Table 1: Summary of Unit Mix, Square Footage, and Parking Requirements

Parking Spaces Parking Spaces

Unit Type # of Units Area Total SF Required Provided
Component E1 Studio (25%) 35 550 19,250 26
Senior Affordable 1BR (70%) 97 650 63,050 73
2BR (5%) 6 750 4,500 5
138 86,800 104 105
Components A, C, D 1BR (20%) 18 700 12,600 27
Family Affordable 2BR (50%) 44 900 39,600 88
3BR (30%) 26 1080 28,080 52
88 80,280 167 170
Component B 1BR (20%) 12 650 7,800 18
Family Supportive 2BR (50%) 31 850 26,350 62
3BR (30%) 19 1000 19,000 38
62 53,150 118 125
Component E2 2 10,000 10,000 50 50
Retail
Guest Parking at 20% of total unit count 58 10

Notes:

Conclusion:

Total Required Total Provided
496 460

1. Parking requirement at Senior units is assumed to be 0.75 spaces per unit.
This is based on a compromise between what would be required for a typical multifamily
unit and what is required for group housing in the City's parking ordinance. The final
parking requirement would be a result of discussions with the City and parking data
gathered from existing senior projects.

2. Guest spaces requirement is 20% of the total unit count; may be negotiable at Senior site

3. Retail parking requirement is 5 spaces per 1,000 sf of building area.

Although there appears to be a slight shortage of overall parking, this is

primarily in the guest parking requirement. With refinement to the site plan, it appears
that structured parking can be avoided and all components adequately parked.

The final requirement for guest parking and parking at the Senior component

would be worked out through the design process.
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Table 2: Aggregate Sources and Uses

Construction Permanent
Sources of Funds Period Period
TBD (Const) S 49,389,031
TBD (Perm) S S
City of Oceanside S S 18,673,648
Other Local Cities S S 2,833,299
County of San Diego S - S 3,000,000

S S

$ $

S

S

$

- 8,400,000

Private Sources 2,100,000
HUD/Federal Nbrhd. 3,250,000
Agency Const Int - -
Investor Equity (20% at construction)
GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-in)

3,570,243 S 17,851,215
- S 1,500,000

TOTAL SOURCES § 52,959,274 S 57,608,162

Uses of Funds

Acquisition / Demolition S - S -

Construction S 38,303,090 S 38,303,090
A/E, Permits S 9,184,169 S 9,184,169
Indirect Expenses S 1,181,679 S 1,181,679
Financing and Carry Costs S 2,874,728 S 2,874,728
Other S 515,608 $ 1,080,279
Developer Fee S 900,000 $ 4,984,218
TOTAL USES S 52,959,274 S 57,608,162

Note: Forthe Aggregate City of Oceanside gap financing, a credit of $150,000 for
sale of the retail land (Component E) would be included, bringing
the net Gap Financing down to $18,523,648.
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Table 3: Sources and Uses for 88-unit Family Affordable (Components A, C, and D)

Construction Permanent
Sources of Funds Period Period
TBD (Const) $ 18,668,577
TBD (Perm) S - S 4,800,000
City of Oceanside S - S 8,845,517
Agency Const Int S - -
Investor Equity (20% at construction) S 1,565,613 S 7,828,065
GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-in) $ - ¢ 1,300,000
TOTAL SOURCES S 20,234,190 S 22,773,583
Uses of Funds
Acquisition / Demolition S - S -
Construction S 15,213,360 S 15,213,360
A/E, Permits S 3,045,795 S 3,045,795
Indirect Expenses S 410,892 S 410,892
Financing and Carry Costs S 1,093,103 §$ 1,093,103
Other S 171,040 S 372,074
Developer Fee S 300,000 $ 2,638,359
TOTAL USES S 20,234,190 S 22,773,583
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Table 4: Sources and Uses for 62-unit Family Supportive Affordable (Component B)

TOTAL SOURCES

Uses of Funds
Acquisition / Demolition
Construction

A/E, Permits

Indirect Expenses
Financing and Carry Costs
Other

Developer Fee

TOTAL USES

S 11,819,984

S

S 8,003,700
S 2,421,129
S 282,949
S 675,999
S 136,206
S 300,000

S 11,819,984

Construction Permanent
Sources of Funds Period Period
TBD (Const) $ 11,819,984
TBD (Perm) S - S -
Local Cities (Oceanside is 31%) S - S 4,106,230
County of San Diego S - S 3,000,000
Private Sources 2,100,000
HUD/Federal Nbrhd. S - 3,250,000

S 12,456,230

S

S 8,003,700
S 2,421,129
S 282,949
S 675,999
S 264,952
S 807,500

S 12,456,230
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Table 5: Sources and Uses for 139-unit Senior Affordable (Component E1)

Construction Permanent
Sources of Funds Period Period
TBD (Const) $ 18,900,470
TBD (Perm) S - S 3,600,000
City of Oceanside S - S 8,555,200
Agency Const Int S - -
Investor Equity (20% at construction) $ 2,004,630 S 10,023,150
GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-in) S - S 200,000
TOTAL SOURCES S 20,905,100 $ 22,378,350
Uses of Funds
Acquisition / Demolition S - S -
Construction S 15,086,030 S 15,086,030
A/E, Permits S 3,717,245 S 3,717,245
Indirect Expenses S 487,838 S 487,838
Financing and Carry Costs S 1,105,625 S 1,105,625
Other S 208,362 $ 443,253
Developer Fee S 300,000 S 1,538,359
TOTAL USES S 20,905,100 S 22,378,350
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Table 6: Estimated Construction Costs

Based on construction budgets from Wermers Multifamily Corp. and Sun Country Builders

Phase 1- Components A, C, D - Family Affordable - 88 units

Sitework - all Phase 1 site costs S 3,400,000
Remedial Grading "s 1,166,000
Buildings S 8,278,538
Fee/GCs/Insurance S 1,303,462
[$ 14,148,000
Phase 2 - Component B - Supportive Family Affordable - 62 units
Sitework S 1,337,975
Remedial Grading "$ 409,000
Buildings S 4,902,708
Fee/GCs/Insurance S 760,768
[ $ 7,410,450

Phase 3 - Component E1 - Senior - 138 units
Sitework (incl. retail parking) S 2,115,500
Remedial Grading ’S 469,000
Buildings S 10,096,792
Fee/GCs/Insurance S 1,348,273
[s 14,029,565
Total S 35,588,015

Construction Cost Notes:

1. Sitework costs for Retail site are

included in Senior Site costs for simplicity. This cost burden would be

reallocated to the retail site. The retail developer would reimburse these costs to City as part of purchase

agreement.

2.

The following common area components are included in above costs.

Ultimately these costs would be

grouped and then allocated to the four project components on a pro-rata basis. This reallocation was not
done at this early RFQ stage but would be done as further refinement of the Development Program occurred.

Cost Component:

Estimated Cost

Cost Currently Included In:

Community Center Building S 500,000 Phase 1

Entry Drive (west) S 80,000 Phase 1

Entry Drive (middle) S 240,000 Phase 1

Entry Drive (east) S 240,000 Phase 1

Community Park (west) S 60,000 Phase 2

Community Parks (by Comm. Center) S 150,000 Phase 1

Community Park (east) S 60,000 Phase 3

S 1,330,000
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3. Stormwater retention: An underground site drainage and retention system has been included to address site
drainage and stormwater permit requirements.

4. Remedial grading: Based on a review of the existing geotechnical report for the site, extensive grading and soil
stabilization measures such as deep overexcavation, rock fill and geofabric stabilization are required under
each building slab. In addition, overexcavation and soil stabilization is required under drive areas. A total of
nearly $2,000,000 in remedial grading costs are included to address these extensive measures. These costs
would are assumed on a phase basis and would require reallocations similar to the common area components.
Further study would be performed to determine if alternate measures could be used to reduce costs.
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Table 7: Estimated Entitlement Costs

The first step of development of the Mission Avenue site will be to achieve overall project entitlement
including a General Plan Amendment, zone change, subdivision map, and development plan. The
entitlement process including a full EIR is estimated to take at least 18 months to complete assuming
close cooperation between the City and the Development Team. Estimated costs for the entitlement
effort are as follows:

e Preliminary Architectural Design and Site Planning $ 150,000
e Preliminary Civil Design $ 125,000
e Planning Consultant S 90,000
e EIR Consultants — technical studies $ 200,000
e City Application Fees for Entitlement Process $ 100,000

Total $ 665,000

These costs have been included in the proformas for the three housing components and are split equally
to each component. Note that the City application fees are included in the permit fee line item for each
component.
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Summary Printed: 8/31/2010

Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family Townhome 88 units - Components A, C, D - 4% tax credits

Assumptions Credits: 4% INPUT
County: San Diego INPUT
Site Area (Acres) - - s.f. Density (Units per Acre): DUAC Gross Building Area 89,578
Number of Units 88 Construction Type: 3 stories wood frame Net Rentable Bldg. Area
Number of Parking Spaces - spaces per unit Footprint 22,394
A. DEVELOPMENT BUDGET SUMMARY C. FINANCING ASSUMPTIONS D. FIVE YEAR CASH FLOW
Total per per per
Description Amount Resid. Unit Resid. NSF Resid GSF 0 CONSTRUCTION LOAN Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
---------------------------------------- Lender: TBD (Const)
Acquisition & Related $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan Amount: $ 18,668,577 Affordable Rents 2.50% $918,610 $941,575 $965,114 $989,242 $1,013,973 $1,039,322
Land related Costs $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan Term: 6.00% Misc. Income (Laundry) 2.50% $8,448 $8,659 $8,876 $9,098 $9,325 $9,558
subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan/Bond To Value: 92.26%
Construction Site Work + Hard Costs  $ 14,148,000 $ 160,773 $ 176 ¢ 158 Gross Potential Income $927,058 $950,234 $973,990 $998,340 $1,023,298 $1,048,881
General Conditions $ - $ - $ - $ - 1 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 1 less Vacancy/Collection Loss ($45,930) ($47,079) ($48,256) ($49,462) ($50,699) ($51,966)
Contractor Fee $ - $ - $ - $ - Lender: TBD (Perm)
Furnishings and Equipment $ 75,000 $ 852 ¢ 1 $ 1 Loan Amount: $4,800,000 Effective Gross Income $881,127 $903,155 $925,734 $948,878 $972,599 $996,914
Hard Cost Contingency $ 990,360 $ 11,254 $ 12 ¢ 11 Loan Term: 30 less Operating Expenses 3.50% ($414,282) ($428,782) ($443,790) ($459,322) ($475,399) ($492,038)
subtotal $ 15,213,360 $ 172,879 $ 189 $ 170 Note Rate: 6.25% less Replacement Reserves 0.00% ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200)
Architecture/Engineering $ 1,321,300 $ 15,015 $ 16 $ 15 Payment (annual): ($354,653) less Ground Lease Payment $0 ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200)
Permits and Fees $ 1,724,495 $ 19,597 $ 21§ 19 DCR: 1.22 less Interconnect Fees $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Construction Loan Interest/Fees $ 1,008,103 $ 11,456 $ 13 ¢ 11 Loan/Bond To Value:
Permanent Loan Fees/Costs $ 85,000 $ 966 $ 1 3 1 2 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 2 Net Operating Income $431,645 $439,173 $446,744 $454,355 $462,001 $469,677
Legal $ 40,000 $ 455 ¢ 0 $ 0 Lender: City of Oceanside Total Hard Debt Payments ($354,653) ($354,653) ($354,653) ($354,653) ($354,653) ($354,653)
Appraisal/Market Study $ 30,000 $ 341§ 0 $ 0 Loan Amount: $8,845,517 DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW $76,992 $84,520 $92,091 $99,702 $107,348 $115,024
Marketing/Lease-up $ 162,000 $ 1,841 2 3 2 Loan Term: 55 less PM, AM Fees & Add'l Rep Reserve ($30,000) ($30,750) ($31,519) ($32,307) ($33,114) ($33,942)
Title/Audit/Cost Certification $ 68,000 $ 773 % 1 3 1 Note Rate: 3.00% Net Cash Flow $46,992 $53,770 $60,573 $67,395 $74,233 $81,082
Insurance $ 110,892 $ 1,260 $ 1 $ 1 Payment (annual): ($265,366) 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Property Taxes $ - $ - $ - $ - DCR: 1.22 Cash Flow Distribution
Soft Cost Contingency and Reserves $ 372,074 $ 4,228 $ 5 $ 4 City of Oceanside 50.0% $23,496 $26,885 $30,286 $33,698 $37,117 $40,541
subtotal $ 4,921,864 $ 55,930 $ 61 $ 55 3 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 3 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Syndication Costs and Developer Fee  $ 2,638,359 $ 29,981 ¢ 33 §$ 29 Lender: Seller Carryback - 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Loan Amount: $0 Incentive Management Fee to GP 50.0% $23,496 $26,885 $30,286 $33,698 $37,117 $40,541
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 22,773,583 $ 258,791 $ 283 $ 254 Loan Term: 55 100.0% ========= ========= ========= =========
========= ========= ========= ========= Note Rate: 0.00% Net Cash Flow $46,992 $53,770 $60,573 $67,395 $74,233 $81,082
$22,7735583  (check) Payment (annual): $0 1. TBD (Perm) Debt Coverage Ratio 1.22 1.24 1.26 1.28 1.30 1.32
DCR: 0.00 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.22 1.24 1.26 1.28 1.30 1.32
B. SOURCES AND USES
Construction Permanent 4 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 4
Sources of Funds Per Unit: Period Period Lender: o
21.1% TBD (Const) $ 18,668,577 Loan Amount: o
TBD (Perm) $ - $ 4,800,000 Loan Term: 5500%
City of Oceanside 100,517 $ - $ 8,845,517 Note Rate: 0.00% E. ANNUAL OPERATING EXPENSES ( /UNIT) $4,740 per unit per year
0.0% Seller Carryback 0 $ - $ - Payment (annual): $0 $417,152 per year
Agency Const Int $ - - DCR: 0.00
Land Donation $ - - F. UNIT MIX AND RENTS
0.0% Deferred Developer Fee $ - $ - 5 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 5
34.4% Investor Equity (20% at construction) $ 1,565,613 $ 7,828,065 Lender: - 0 0 0: bed
5.7% GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-in) $ - $ 1,300,000 Loan Amount: 1] 0%
Loan Term: - 30% 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL SOURCES $ 20,234,190 $ 22,773,583 Note Rate: - 35% 0 0 0 0 0
Payment (annual): - 40% 0 0 0 0 0
Uses of Funds DCR: 0.00 45% 0 0 0 0 0
Acquisition / Demolition 0 $ - $ - 50% 0 9 20 14 43
Construction $ 15,213,360 $ 15,213,360 6 Investor Equity - Federal Credit 60% 0 9 20 14 43
A/E, Permits $ 3,045,795 $ 3,045,795 Net Rate $0.82 0 18 40 30 88
Indirect Expenses $ 410,892 $ 410,892 Net Pay-in $ 7,828,065 0% 20% 45% 34%
Financing and Carry Costs $ 1,093,103 $ 1,093,103 Initial Pay-in $ 1,565,613
Other $ 171,040 $ 372,074 Credit Rate (August 2010) 3.38%
Developer Fee $ 300,000 $ 2,638,359 Investor Equity - State Credit
Net Rate $0.000
TOTAL USES $ 20,234,190 $ 22,773,583 Net Pay-in $ -
NET SURPLUS(SHORTFALL) $ 0 $ -

8/31/2010 13:54 ========= —========
page 77 Oceanside Mission Ave RFQ.FamilyTownhome.88 units.4% .xIsx



Development

O\ Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family Townhome 88 units - Components A, C, D - 4% tax credits

Development Budget Assumptions
Construction Period

Prevailing Wage/Davis Bacon
Bond Interest During Const

Draw Down Rate (Const [period)
Lease up Period

Months to Perm. Close

Permanent Loan Fees
Construction Loan Fees

Description

12
No
N/A
50%
4.0
4.0
0.00%
1.00%

Subtotal

$45,918

$4,557,000
$4,606,000

Total

A. LAND COST

B. LAND RELATED COSTS

Demolition
Remediation
Open
Open
Open
TOTAL LAND RELATED COSTS

C. DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Building Vertical
Construction Costs - site, buildings

Contractor Contingency
Open
Open

Total Building Vertical

Off Site Improvements
Per RFQ, assume no offsite work
Open
Open
Open
Total Off Site Improvements

On Site Improvements
In Tract costs
On Site Costs
Extraordinary Grading/Compaction/Import
Open
Total On Site Improvements

Total Direct Construction Costs Hard Cost

Contractor General Conditions, Profit, Overhead
General Conditions
Contractor Fee
Bond
Liability Insurance
Total Contractor GCs, Profit, Overhead

Cost Escalation & Design Contingency
Hard Cost Contingency
Prevailing Wage Cost

Ground Lease - no cost

$176 PSF
0 square feet

acres (NET)
psf

of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs

0.0% of Hard Costs
7.0% of Hard Costs
0.0% of Hard Costs

Total Escalation, Prevaling Wage and Contingency

R A T

14,148,000

@ o

$ 14,148,000

$ 990,360
$ R

©
'

#DIV/O!

Included above
Included above

$ 14,148,000

Included above
Included above
Included above
Included above
$ -

$990,360

|TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

$ 172,027

Per Unit

$15,138,360]

D. INDIRECT DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Architect (DD, CD, CA) MPE, Strc
A/E Reimb.
Interior designer fee
Landscape
Contingency

Entitlement consultants - Arch, civil, planning - EIR

(assume 1/3 to each housing component)
Open
Total Architecture

Survey/Civil Engineer Office
Geotechnical: Investigation
Geotechnical: Construction
Phase |
Permit Expeditor
Fire Consultant
Acoustical Engineering
Title 24, follow Itr for TCAC
Utility Consultant
Color Consultant
Construction Consultant (estimate)
Construction staking
Signage
Permit Expeditor, addt'l services
Testing & Inspection
Perry rendering
Open
Open
Open
Open
Contingency
Total Civil and Other Consultants

500,000
50,000
10,000
40,000
40,000

200,000

840,000

R A R

200,000
8,000
90,000
5,000

5,000
20,000
5,000
45,000

R R R R

30,800
45,000
2,500

25,000
481,300

R e R

Incl. in hard costs

|Total Architecture and Engineering

9.34%

$1,321,300]

Page 78

per unit
per sf land

$0

Printed: 8/31/2010

TCAC Basis

Not in TCAC Basis

$0

14,148,000
$ -

$0

$0

$0

$0

990,360

840,000

$220

$481,300
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Development Printed: 8/31/2010

Legal
Legal, Acquisition $ 15,000 $15,000
Legal, Construction $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Legal, Conversion $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Total Legal $ 40,000
Appraisal/Market Study
Market Study $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Appraisal $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Other $ -
Total Appraisal/Audit $ 30,000
Marketing/Lease-up
Marketing & Lease Up $ 132,000 $ 132,000
Leaseup startup expenses $ 30,000 $30,000
Startup Cost of Bifurcated Rent Structure $0
Total Marketing/Lease-up $ 162,000
Audit
CIP, TCAC Audit $ 18,000 $ 18,000
Cost Cert, first yr tax return $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Total Audit/Cost Certification $ 33,000
Title
Title (Construction) $ 20,000 $ 20,000
Title (Permanent) $ 15,000 $ -8 15,000
Total Title $ 35,000
Furnishings & Equipment
Common Area Furnishings $ 75,000 $75,000
Other $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Total Furnishings and Equip. $ 75,000
Development Impact Fees
$0
Dev. Impact Fees (incl. water, sewer, traffic, school) $ 1,574,796 $1,574,796
$0
Total Impoact Fees $ 1,574,796
Municipal Fees/Permits
Entitlements $ 26,606 $ 26,606
Permits $ 40,974 $ 40,974
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Total Municipal Fees/Permits $ 67,580
Fee Contingency 5.0% $ 82,119 $ 82,119
Total All Permits and Fees $1,724,495
|TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS $ 3,420,795 |
E. CONTINGENCY & RESERVES
Soft Cost Contingency 5.00% $ 171,040 $171,040
Operating Resrv (Oprt'ng + DS) $3 $ 201,034 Capitalized and held $ 201,034
Other: Owner Contingency $ -
Other $ -
|TOTAL CONTINGENCY & RESERVES $ 372,074 |
F. CARRYING CHARGES AND FINANCING
Insurance
BR - Const @ 100% $68,910
Open - $ -
General Liability 2.10 /$1000 hard costs $ 31,791
Umbrella Liability 0.6732 /$1000 hard costs $ 10,191
Total insurance $ 110,892 $ 110,892
Property Taxes $ - $ -
Construction Financing
Fees 1.00% $ 186,686 $186,686
Lender Expenses / Issuance Costs $ - $0
Interest During Construction 12 40% $ 448,046 $448,046
Interest During Lease-Up 4 100% $ 373,372 $ 373,372
Other: City deferred interest 1.75% applicable rate $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Total Construction Financing $ 1,008,103
Permanent Financing
Loan Fees (None: Conversion) 0.00% $ -
Lender Expenses $ 25,000
Other: Extension Fee $ 60,000
Other: City Monitoring Set-Up Fee
Total Permanent Financing Costs $ 85,000 $85,000
|TOTAL CARRYING CHARGES/FINANCING $ 1,203,995 |
G. SYNDICATION COSTS/DEVELOPER FEE
Syndication - Consultant $ 40,000 $ 40,000
Syndication - Legal $ 30,000 $ 30,000
TCAC App & Allocation Fees est: $47,626 $ 60,859 $ 60,859
Investor Cost Reimbursement $ o $ -
Organizational Expenses $ 7,500 $ 7,500
Developer Fee $ 2,500,000 3,258,906 = 15% of basis $ 2,500,000
|TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS/DEVELOPER FEE COSTS $ 2,638,359 |
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT BUDGET $ 22,773,583 $21,726,038 $1,047,764
per Unit $ 258,791
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Rental Mix Printed: 8/31/2010
O( Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family Townhome 88 units - Components A, C, D - 4% tax credits
A. TCAC AND MHP POINT SCORING
RENTS: San Diego County (TCAC 2009)
include 3
bed
manager
Studio One Two Three Total TCAC points
100% AMI Rent 1,374 1,472 1,766 2,040
100% AMI Rent/sf 3 2.18 1.96 1.89
Utility Allowance 46 71 92 119
NRST/Unit 500 675 900 1,080
20% - 0.0%
25% - 0.0%
30% - 0.0% 0
35% - 0.0% 0
40% - 0.0% 0
45% - 0.0% 0
50% 9 20 14 43 48.9% 20
55% - 0.0% 0
60% 9 20 14 43 48.9% 0
80% -
Manager 2 2 2.3% 0
2 pts if at least 10% of units at 30% 0
- 18 40 30 88 Total 20
0.0% 20.5% 45.5% 34.1%
18 40 30 Max credit is 52 pts
B. UNIT MIX & RENTS
9% Median 100% AMI Utility Net NRSF per Monthly MHP Loan Loan
Unit Description Income Rent  Allowance Rent Unit Qty Units Total NRSF Income | Annual Income |Rent per SF Limits Limits
1 Bed 20% 1,472 71 223 675 - - - - 0.33 130,276 -
1 Bed 25% 1,472 71 297 675 - - - - 0.44 119,617 -
1 Bed 30% 1,472 71 371 675 - - - - 0.55 108,957 -
1 Bed 35% 1,472 71 444 675 - - - - 0.66 98,298 -
1 Bed 40% 1,472 71 518 675 - - - - 0.77 87,638 -
1 Bed 45% 1,472 71 591 675 - - - - 0.88 76,979 -
1 Bed 50% 1,472 71 665 675 9 6,075 5,985 71,820 0.99 66,319 596,871
1 Bed redev 50% 1,472 71 675 - - - - #DIV/O! 55,660 -
1 Bed 55% 1,472 71 739 675 - - - - 1.09 55,660 -
1 Bed 60% 1,472 71 812 675 9 6,075 7,310 87,718 1.20 45,000 405,000
1 Bed 80% 1,472 71 1,107 675 - - - - 1.64 -
2 Bed 20% 1,766 92 261 900 - - - - 0.29 147,418 -
2 Bed 25% 1,766 92 350 900 - - - - 0.39 134,597 -
2 Bed 30% 1,766 92 438 900 - - - - 0.49 121,777 -
2 Bed 35% 1,766 92 526 900 - - - - 0.58 108,957 -
2 Bed 40% 1,766 92 614 900 - - - - 0.68 96,137 -
2 Bed 45% 1,766 92 703 900 - - - - 0.78 83,461 -
2 Bed 50% 1,766 92 791 900 20 18,000 15,820 189,840 0.88 70,640 1,412,800
2 Bed redev 50% 1,766 92 900 - - - - #DIV/O! 57,820 -
2 Bed 55% 1,766 92 879 900 - - - - 0.98 57,820 -
2 Bed 60% 1,766 92 968 900 20 18,000 19,352 232,224 1.08 45,000 900,000
2 Bed 80% 1,766 92 1,321 900 - - - - 1.47 -
3 Bed 20% 2,040 119 289 1,080 - - - - 0.27 163,407 -
3 Bed 25% 2,040 119 391 1,080 - - - - 0.36 148,570 -
3 Bed 30% 2,040 119 493 1,080 - - - - 0.46 133,733 -
3 Bed 35% 2,040 119 595 1,080 - - - - 0.55 119,040 -
3 Bed 40% 2,040 119 697 1,080 - - - - 0.65 104,203 -
3 Bed 45% 2,040 119 799 1,080 - - - - 0.74 89,367 -
3 Bed 50% 2,040 119 901 1,080 14 15,120 12,614 151,368 0.83 74,674 1,045,436
3 Bed redev 50% 2,040 119 1,080 - - - - #DIV/0! 59,837 -
3 Bed 55% 2,040 119 1,003 1,080 - - - - 0.93 59,837 -
3 Bed 60% 2,040 119 1,105 1,080 14 15,120 15,470 185,640 1.02 45,000 630,000
3 Bed 80% 2,040 119 1,513 1,080 - - - - 1.40 -
MGR 3 Bed 60% - - - 1,080 2 2,160 - - #DIV/O! 45,000 90,000
TOTALS 88 80,550 918,610 5,080,107
Mgmt office, comm rm. 5,000 (45,930) Vacancy (5%)
Common Areas 5% 4,028 (35,200) RR deposits
--------------------- 8,448 Misc Income
Residential GSF 89,578 (414,282) Operating expenses
Retail/Commercial 0 431,645 NOI
--------------------- 354,653 Debt Service
Gross Building Area 89,578 SF
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Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
oceanside Mission Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family Townhome 88 units - Components A, C, D - 4% tax credits

Assumptions LIH Property Tax Rate 0.00%
Annual Rental Income Increase  2.50% Taxes Incr. 2.00%
Annual Misc. Income Increase 2.50% Vacancy/Collection Loss 5.00%
Annual Expense Increase 3.50% Replacement Reserve 400 (per unit Reserve Study Req'd)
$25,000 - (per unit supplemental)
Asset Mangement Fee $5,000 Operating Reserve 0.00% (of annual oper expense)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Affordable Rents 918,610 941,575 965,114 989,242 1,013,973 1,039,322 1,065,306 1,091,938 1,119,237 1,147,218 1,175,898 1,205,295 1,235,428 1,266,313 1,297,971
Misc. Income (Laundry) 8,448 8,659 8,876 9,098 9,325 9,558 9,797 10,042 10,293 10,550 10,814 11,085 11,362 11,646 11,937
Gross Potential Income 927,058 950,234 973,990 998,340 1,023,298 1,048,881 1,075,103 1,101,980 1,129,530 1,157,768 1,186,712 1,216,380 1,246,789 1,277,959 1,309,908
ncy/Collection Loss (45,930) (47,079) (48,256) (49,462) (50,699) (51,966) (53,265) (54,597) (55,962) (57,361) (58,795) (60,265) (61,771) (63,316) (64,899)
881,127 903,155 925,734 948,878 972,599 996,914 1,021,837 1,047,383 1,073,568 1,100,407 1,127,917 1,156,115 1,185,018 1,214,643 1,245,010
less Operating Expenses (414,282) (428,782) (443,790) (459,322) (475,399) (492,038) (509,259) (527,083) (545,531) (564,624) (584,386) (604,840) (626,009) (647,920) (670,597)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
less Ground Lease Payment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income 431,645 439,173 446,744 454,355 462,001 469,677 477,378 485,100 492,837 500,583 508,331 516,075 523,809 531,524 539,213
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653)
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.217 1.238 1.260 1.281 1.303 1.324 1.346 1.368 1.390 1411 1.433 1.455 1.477 1.499 1.520
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.217 1.238 1.260 1.281 1.303 1.324 1.346 1.368 1.390 1411 1.433 1.455 1.477 1.499 1.520
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW 76,992 84,520 92,091 99,702 107,348 115,024 122,725 130,447 138,184 145,929 153,678 161,422 169,156 176,871 184,560
less Partnership Management Fee 2.5% (25,000) (25,625) (26,266) (26,922) (27,595) (28,285) (28,992) (29,717) (30,460) (31,222) (32,002) (32,802) (33,622) (34,463) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (5,000) (5,125) (5,253) (5,384) (5,519) (5,657) (5,798) (5,943) (6,092) (6,244) (6,400) (6,560) (6,724) (6,893) (7,065)
Additional Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Cash Flow 46,992 53,770 60,573 67,395 74,233 81,082 87,935 94,787 101,632 108,464 115,275 122,060 128,809 135,516 142,171
Bge_rFe_d_ l_:;e Owed 0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cash Flow Distribution
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
City of Oceanside 50% 23,496 26,885 30,286 33,698 37,117 40,541 43,967 47,393 50,816 54,232 57,638 61,030 64,405 67,758 71,085
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- 0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50% 23,496 26,885 30,286 33,698 37,117 40,541 43,967 47,393 50,816 54,232 57,638 61,030 64,405 67,758 71,085
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Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
ncy/Collection Loss

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio

3.

Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW

less Partnership Management Fee
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Additional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution

City of Oceanside

Incentive Management Fee to GP

Oceanside Mission

0.0%

2.5%
2.5%
0.0%

0%

0%
50%
0%
0%
50%

Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043
1,330,421 1,363,681 1,397,773 1,432,717 1,468,535 1,505,249 1,542,880 1,581,452 1,620,988 1,661,513 1,703,051 1,745,627 1,789,268 1,833,999 1,879,849
12,235 12,541 12,855 13,176 13,505 13,843 14,189 14,544 14,907 15,280 15,662 16,054 16,455 16,866 17,288
1,342,656 1,376,222 1,410,628 1,445,893 1,482,041 1,519,092 1,557,069 1,595,996 1,635,896 1,676,793 1,718,713 1,761,681 1,805,723 1,850,866 1,897,138
(66,521) (68,184) (69,889) (71,636) (73,427) (75,262) (77,144) (79,073) (81,049) (83,076) (85,153) (87,281) (89,463) (91,700) (93,992)
1,276,135 1,308,038 1,340,739 1,374,258 1,408,614 1,443,829 1,479,925 1,516,923 1,554,846 1,593,717 1,633,560 1,674,399 1,716,259 1,759,166 1,803,145
(694,068) (718,360) (743,503) (769,525) (796,459) (824,335) (853,186) (883,048) (913,954) (945,943) (979,051) (1,013,318) (1,048,784) (1,085,491) (1,123,483)
(35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
546,867 554,478 562,037 569,532 576,956 584,295 591,539 598,675 605,692 612,575 619,310 625,882 632,276 638,475 644,462
(354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653) (354,653)
1.542 1.563 1.585 1.606 1.627 1.648 1.668 1.688 1.708 1.727 1.746 1.765 1.783 1.800 1.817
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1.542 1.563 1.585 1.606 1.627 1.648 1.668 1.688 1.708 1.727 1.746 1.765 1.783 1.800 1.817
192,214 199,825 207,383 214,879 222,302 229,642 236,886 244,022 251,039 257,921 264,656 271,229 277,623 283,822 289,809
(35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
(7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
149,825 157,436 164,994 172,490 179,913 187,252 194,497 201,633 208,650 215,532 222,267 228,839 235,233 241,432 247,419
74,912 78,718 82,497 86,245 89,957 93,626 97,248 100,817 104,325 107,766 111,134 114,420 117,617 120,716 123,710
74,912 78,718 82,497 86,245 89,957 93,626 97,248 100,817 104,325 107,766 111,134 114,420 117,617 120,716 123,710
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Oceanside Mission

Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
cy/Collection Loss

less Operating Expenses

less Replacement Reserves 0.0%
less Ground Lease Payment

less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio

DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW

less Partnership Management Fee 2.5%
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5%
Additional Replacement Reserve 0.0%

Deferred Fee Owed 0%

Cash Flow Distribution
0%
City of Oceanside 50%
0%
- 0%
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50%

Printed: 8/31/2010

Cash Flow
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060
1,926,846 1,975,017 2,024,392 2,075,002 2,126,877 2,180,049 2,234,550 2,290,414 2,347,674 2,406,366 2,466,525 2,528,189 2,591,393 2,656,178 2,722,583 2,790,647 2,860,413
17,720 18,163 18,617 19,083 19,560 20,049 20,550 21,064 21,590 22,130 22,683 23,251 23,832 24,428 25,038 25,664 26,306
1,944,566 1,993,180 2,043,010 2,094,085 2,146,437 2,200,098 2,255,100 2,311,478 2,369,265 2,428,496 2,489,209 2,551,439 2,615,225 2,680,606 2,747,621 2,816,311 2,886,719
(96,342) (98,751) (101,220) (103,750) (106,344) (109,002) (111,728) (114,521) (117,384) (120,318) (123,326) (126,409) (129,570) (132,809) (136,129) (139,532) (143,021)
1,848224 1,894,429 1,941,790 1,990,335 2,040,093 2,091,095 2143373 2,196,957 2,251,881 2,308,178 2,365,883 2425030 2485655 2,547,797 2,611,492 2,676,779 2,743,698
(1,162,805)  (1,203,504)  (1,245,626)  (1,289,223)  (1,334,346)  (1,381,048)  (1,429,385)  (1,479,413) (1,531,193) (1,584,784) (1,640,252) (1,697,661) (1,757,079) (1,818,576) (1,882,227) (1,948,105) (2,016,288)
(35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
650,218 655,726 660,964 665,912 670,547 674,847 678,788 682,344 685,489 688,194 690,431 692,169 693,377 694,020 694,065 693,474 692,210
650,218 655,726 660,964 665,912 670,547 674,847 678,788 682,344 685,489 688,194 690,431 692,169 693,377 694,020 694,065 693,474 692,210
(35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
(7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
607,829 613,337 618,575 623,522 628,158 632,458 636,399 639,955 643,099 645,805 648,042 649,780 650,987 651,631 651,676 651,085 649,821
303,915 306,668 309,287 311,761 314,079 316,229 318,199 319,977 321,550 322,902 324,021 324,890 325,494 325,816 325,838 325,543 324,911
303,915 306,668 309,287 311,761 314,079 316,229 318,199 319,977 321,550 322,902 324,021 324,890 325,494 325,816 325,838 325,543 324,911
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Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
Oceanside Mission

48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55
Description 2061 2062 2063 2064 2065 2066 2067 2068
Affordable Rents 2,931,924 3,005,222 3,080,352 3,157,361 3,236,295 3,317,202 3,400,133 3,485,136
Misc. Income (Laundry) 26,963 27,638 28,328 29,037 29,763 30,507 31,269 32,051
Gross Potential Income 2,958,887 3,032,859 3,108,681 3,186,398 3,266,058 3,347,709 3,431,402 3,517,187
less V: y/Collection Loss (146,596) (150,261) (154,018) (157,868) (161,815) (165,860) (170,007) (174,257)
Effective Gross Income 2,812,291 2,882,598 2,954,663 3,028,530 3,104,243 3,181,849 3,261,395 3,342,930
less Operating Expenses (2,086,858)  (2,159,898)  (2,235,495) (2,313,737) (2,394,718) (2,478,533) (2,565,282) (2,655,067)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
less Ground Lease Payment - - - - - - R R
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income 690,233 687,500 683,968 679,593 674,325 668,116 660,914 652,664
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio
Debt Coverage Ratio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW 690,233 687,500 683,968 679,593 674,325 668,116 660,914 652,664
less Partnership Management Fee 2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
Additional Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - -
Net Cash Flow 647,843 645,111 641,579 637,203 631,936 625,727 618,524 610,274
Deferred Fee Owed 0% - - - - - - - -
Cash Flow Distribution
0% - - - - - - - -
City of Oceanside 50% 323,922 322,555 320,790 318,602 315,968 312,863 309,262 305,137
0% - - - - - - - -
- 0% - - - - - - - -
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50% 323,922 322,555 320,790 318,602 315,968 312,863 309,262 305,137
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. .. . Tax Credi .
Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family Townhomé %8 units - Components A, C, D
TAX CREDIT ANALYSIS AND PREDEVELOPMENT BUDGET
B. SYNDICATION PROCEEDS
Description Amount Limit
Eligible Tax Credit Basis $ 21,726,038 $ 21,917,491
Credit Reduction $ - $ -
High Cost Area Multiplier 1.30 1.00
(2008 - Orange County is DDA) ~ ==-mmmmmmmmmemee e
Adjusted Basis $ 28,243,849 $ 21,917,491
Applicable Fraction 100% 1.00
Total Qualified Basis $ 28,243,849 $ 21,917,491
Credit Rate (August 2010) 3.38% 3.38%
Annual Federal Credits $ 954,642 $ 740,811
x10 10 10
Total Credits $ 9,546,421 $ 7,408,112
Gross Pay-In with Load 0.0%
Gross Pay-In $ 9,546,421 $ 7,408,112
Net Pay-in 0.820 $ 7,828,065 $ 6,074,652 0.00
TCAC BASIS ANALYSIS: THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT
C. Prev wage (20%) 0%
Basis Adjustment Underground parking (not tuck-under) (7%) 0%
*Only Valid for 4% deals |Day Care Center (2%) 0%
Special Needs Population (2%) 0%
Elevator (10%) 0%
Exceed Title 24 by 35% or 3 energy efficiency items (4%) 4%
Seismic Upgrade of Existing Structures (15%) 0%
Distributive Energy Technology (5%) 0%
*1% for each 1% of units targeted at 50% to 36% AMI 0%
*2% for each 1% of units targeted at 35% AMI or below 0%
Total Adjustment 4%
|2010 9% Basis Limits San Diego County
Unit Type # of Units Basis Limit Basis Adjustment Basis Allowed
4%
Studio - $ 150,702 $ - 104% $ -
One 18 $ 173,758 $ 3,127,644 104% $ 3,252,750
Two 40 $ 209,600 $ 8,384,000 104% $ 8,719,360
Three 30 $ 268,288 $ 8,048,640 104% $ 8,370,586
88 Allowed $ 20,342,695

ADJUSTED THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT
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Impact Fees

1,574,796

$21,917,491

Printed: 8/31/2010

- 4% tax
State
$ 21,726,038
$ -
NA
$ 21,726,038
1.00
$ 21,726,038
13.00%
$ 2,824,385
1
$ 2,824,385
$ 2,824,385
$ -



Oceanside Mission Ave RFQ.Family Townhome,88 unils. 8%

Summary
Oceansitle Mission Ave. - Family Townhome 88 units - Components A, C, D - 9% tax credits
Assumptions Credits: % INPUT
County: San Diego INPUT
Site Area (Acres) - sk Density {Units per Acre): DUAC Gross Building Area 89,578
Number of Units 88 Construction Type; 3 stories wood frame Net Rentable Bidg, Area
Number of Parking Spaces - spaces per unit Footprint 22,394
A, DEVELOPMENT BUDGET SUMMARY FINANCING ASSUMPTIONS D. FIVE YEAR CASH FLOW
Total per per per '
Description Amount Resld. Unit Resld. NSF Rasid GSF 0 CONSTRUCTION LOAN Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
e —_— Lender: TBD (Const)
Acqulsition & Related $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan Amount: $ 18,312,685 Affordable Rents 2.50% $818,962 $839,436 $860,422 $881,932 $903,980 $926,580
Land related Costs $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan Term: 6.00% Misc. Income (Laundry) 2.50% $8,448 $8,659 $8,876 $9,098 $9,325 $9,558
subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan/Bond To Value: 90,59%
Construction Site Work + Hard Costs ~ $ 14,148,000 $ 160,773 § 176 158 Gross Potential Income $827,410 $848,095 $869,297 $891,030 $913,305 $936,138
General Conditions $ - H - $ - § - 1 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 1 less Vacancy/Collection Loss (440,948) (441,972) ($43,021) ($44,097) ($45,199) (446,329)
Contractor Fee $ - $ - 3 - H - Lender: TBD (Perm)
Fumishings and Equipment $ 75,000 § 852 § 14 1 Loan Amount; $3,750,000 Effective Gross Income $786,462 $806,123 $826,276 $846,933 $868,106 $889,809
Hard Cost Contingency $ 990,360 ¢ 11,254 § 2 s 1 Laan Term: 30 less Operating Expenses 3,50% ($414,282) (4428,782) ($443,790) ($459,322) ($475,399) ($492,038)
subtotal § 15,213,360 $ 172,879 $ 189 $ 170 Nate Rate; 6.25% less Replacement Reserves 0.00% ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) ($35,200) {$35,200) ($35,200)
Architecture/Englneering $ 1,321,300 $ i5015 ¢ 16 $ 15 Payment (annual): ($277,073) less Ground Lease Payment $0 ($35,200) (435,200) ($35,200) {$35,200) ($35,200)
Permits and Fees $ 1,724,995 $ 19,597 $ A s 19 DCR: 1,22 less Interconnect Fees $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Construction Loan Interest/Fees $ 088,885 & 11,237 ¢ 12 $ 11 Loan/Bond To Value:
Permanent Loan Fees/Costs $ 85,000 $ 966 § 1% 1 2 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 2 Net Operating Income $336,979 $342,141 $347,286 $352,411 $357,508 $362,571
Legal 5 40,000 $ 455 $ [ [ Lender: City of Qcaanside Total Hard Debt Payments ($277,073) ($277,073) (3277,073) ($277,073) ($277,073) ($277,073)
Appraisal/Market Study $ 30,000 $ 341 8 0% 0 Loan Amount: $8,173,538 DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW $59,906 $65,068 $70,214 $75,338 $80,435 $85,499
Marketing/Lease-up $ 162,000 ¢ 1,841 § 2 % 2 Loan Term: 55 less PM, AM Fees & Add'l Rep Reserve ($30,000) ($36,750) ($31,519) ($32,307) ($33,114) ($33,942)
Title/Audit/Cost Certification $ 63,000 $ $ 1% i Note Rate: 3.00% Nat Cash Flow $29,906 $34,318 $38,695 $43,031 $47,321 $51,556
Insurance $ 110,892 $ 1,260 $ 1% 1 Payment (annual): ($245,206) 0 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0
Praperty Taxes $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 122 Cash Flow Distribution
Soft Cost Cantingency and Reserves _ § 352,679 % 4,008 % 4 % 4 City of Oceanside §0.0% $14,953 $17,159 $19,347 321,516 $23,660 $25,778
subtotal $ 4,883,25¢ % 55491 § 61 % 55 3 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 3 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30
Syndication Costs and Developer Fee  § 1,538,359 4 17,481 3% 19 % 17 Lender: Seller Carryback - 0.0% $0 $0 $¢ $0 $0 $0
Loan Amount; $0 Incentive Management Fee to GP 20.0% $14,953 $17,159 $19,347 $21,516 $23,660 425,778
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 3 21,634,969 % 245,852 $ 269 % 282 Loan Term: 55 100.0%
Note Rate; 0,00% Net Cash Flow $29,906 $34,318 $38,695 $43,031 $47,321 $51,556
$21634988  (check) Payment (annual): 30 1, TBD (Perm) Debit Coverage Ratio 1.22 1.23 1.25 1.27 1.29 131
DCR: 0.00 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.22 1.23 1.25 1.27 1.29 1,31
B, SOURCES AND USES
Construction Permanent 4 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 4
Sources of Funds Per Unit: Perlod Perlod Lender: o
17.3% TBD {Const) $ 18,312,685 Loan Amount: L
TBD (Perm) $ - $ 3,750,000 Loan Term: 5500%
City of Oceanside 92,881 % - $ 8,173,538 Nate Rate: 0.00% E. ANNUAL OPERATING EXPENSES ( /UNIT) $4,740 per unit per year
00% Seller Camyback 0% - $ - Payment (annual): $417,152 per year
Agency Const Int $ - - DCR: 0.00
Land Donation $ - - F. UNIT MIX AND RENTS
00% Deferred Developer Fee $ - $ - 5 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 5
a40% Investor Equity (20% at construction) $ 1,902,286 $ 9,511,432 Lender: - 0 [ 0:bed manager
09% GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-In) $ - $ 200,000 Loan Amount: o 0%
R Loan Term: - 30% 4 2 6 1 9
TOTAL SOURCES $ 20,214,971 $ 21,634,969 Note Rate; - 35% 4 0 ¢ 0| 4
Payment (annual): - 40% [ 2 3 1 9
Uses of Funds DCR: 0.00 45% 0 2 6 1 9
Acquisition / Demolition [/ - $ - 50% 0 4 15 13| 32
Construction $ 15213360 $ 15,213,360 6 Investor Equity - Federal CredIt 60% 0 8 7 12| 27
A/E, Permits $ 3,045,795 § 3,045,795 Net Rate $0.82 [} 18 40 30 88
Indirect Expenses $ 410892 $ 410,892 Net Pay-in $ 9,511,432 0% 20% 45% 34%
Finaning and Carry Costs $ 1,073,885 § 11,073,885 Initial Pay-in $ 1,902,286
Gther $ 171,040 $ 352,679 Credit Rate (April 2010) 9.00%
Developer Fee $ 300,000 $ 1,538,359 Investor Equity - State Credit
——— ———— Net Rate $0.000
TOTAL USES $ 20,214,972 $ 21,634,969 Net Pay-in $ -
NET SURPLUS(SHORTFALL) $ 2010 1st Round TB % Score 91.96%
10/13/2010 18:32




Development
O\ Geeanside Mission Ave. - Family To 88 units - C: A, C, D - 9% credits

D Budget i

Construction Period 12

Prevailing Wage/Davis Bacon No

Bond Interest During Const N/A 3 stories
Draw Down Rate (Const [period)} 50% $45,918
Lease up Period 4.0 :

Months to Perm. Close 40 $4,557,000
Permanent Loan Fees 0.00% $4,606,000
Construction Loan Fees 1.00%

Description Subtotal Total TCACBasis  Notin TCAC Basis

A. LAND COST Ground Lease - no cost $ - $ -8 -
$ - perunit
#DIV/O! per sf land

B. LAND RELATED COSTS

Demolition

Remediation

Open

Open

Open
TOTAL LAND RELATED COSTS $ - $0

RN R RN
'

C. DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Building Vertical
[¢ ion Costs - site,

ing $176 PSF $ 14,148,000 $ 14,148,000
0 square feet $ - $ -
Contractor Contingency . $ -
Open
Open
Total Building Vertical $ 14,148,000 $0

Off Site Improvements
Per RFQ, assume no offsite work $ -
Open
Open
Open:
Total Off Site Improvements $ - $0

On Site Improvements acres (NET) Assume 5.6 acres for components A, C, D
in Tract costs psf
On Site Costs Included above
Extraordinary Grading/Compaction/lmport Included above
Open
Total On Site Improvements $ - $0

Total Direct Construction Costs Hard Cost $ 14,148,000

Contractor General Conditions, Profit, Overhead
General Conditions of Hard Costs Included above
Contractor Fee of Hard Costs Included above
Bond of Hard Costs Included above
Liability Insurance of Hard Costs Included above
Total Contractor GCs, Profil, Overhead $ - $0 $0

Cost Escalation & Design Conti 0.0% of Hard Costs $ -
Hard Cost Contingency 70% of Hard Costs $ 980,360
Prevailing Wage Cost 0.0% of Hard Costs $ -
Total Escalation, Prevaling Wage and Contingency $990,360 $ 990,360

ITOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST S 172,027 Peor Unit $15,138,360

D. INDIRECT DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Architect (DD, CD, CA) MPE, Strc
AJE Reimb.
interior designer fee
L andscape
Contingency
Entitlement - Arch, civil, ing - EIR
{assume 1/3 to each housing component)
Open
Total Architecture

500,000
50,000
10,000
40,000
40,000

200,000

840,000 $ 840,000

Survey/Civil Engineer Office
Geotechnical: Investigation
Geotechnical: Construction
Phase |
Permit Expeditor
Fire Consultant
Acoustical Engineering
Title 24, follow Htr for TCAC
Utility Consuttant
Color Consuitant 5,000 $220
c ion C ( 45,000
Construction staking Incl. in hard costs
Signage 30,800
Permit Expeditor, addt' services -
Testing & Inspection 45,000
Perry rendering 2,500
Open -
Open
Open
Open
Contingency
Total Civil and Other Consultants

200,000
8,000
90,000
5,000

5,000
20,000

DOPANPADADY BHPDADBBG

25,000
481,300 $481,300

LY R R R R R R R )

[Total Architecture and Engineering 9.34% $1,321,300)
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Development

Legal
Legal, Acquisition $ 15,000 $15,000
Legal, Construction $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Legal, Conversion $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Total Legal $ 40,000
Appraisal/Market Study
Market Study $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Appraisal $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Other $ -
Total Appraisal/Audit $ 30,000
Marketing/Lease-up
Marketing & Lease Up $ 132,000 $ 132,000
Leaseup startup expenses $ 30,000 $30,000
Startup Cost of Bifurcated Rent Structure $0
Total Markeling/Lease-up $ 162,000
Audit
CIP, TCAC Audit $ 18,000 $ 18,000
Cost Cent, first yr tax return $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Total Audit/Cost Certification $ 33,000
Title
Title (Construction) $ 20,000 $ 20,000
Title (Permanent) $ 15,000 $ -8 15,000
Total Title $ 35,000
Furnishings & Equipment
Common Area Furmnishings $ 75,000 $75,000
Cther $ - $0
Cther $ - $0
Total Furnishings and Equip. $ 75,000
Development Impact Fees
$0
Dev. Impact Fees (incl. water, sewer, fraffic, school) $ 1,574,796 $1,5674,796
$0
Total impoact Fees $ 1,574,796
Municipal Fees/Permits
Entitements $ 26,606 $ 26,806
Permits $ 40,974 $ 40,974
Cther: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Total Municipal Fees/Permits $ 67,580
Fee Contingency 5.0% $ 82,119 - $ 819
Total All Permits and Fees $1,724,495
ITOTAL INDIRECT COSTS 3 3,420,795 I
E. CONTINGENCY & RESERVES
Soft Cost Contingency 5.00% $ 171,040 $171,040
Operating Resrv (Opitng + DS) $3 $ 181,639 Capitalized and held $ 181,639
Other: Owner Contingency $ -
Other $ -
ITOTAL CONTINGENCY & RESERVES $ 352,679 l
F. CARRYING CHARGES AND FINANCING
Insurance
BR - Const @ 100% $68,910
Open - $ -
General Liability 2.10 /31000 hard costs $ 31,791
Umbrella Liabilty 0.6732 r$1000 hard costs $ 10,191
Total insurance 3 110,892 $ 110,892
Property Taxes $ - $ -

Construction Financing

Fees 1.00% $ 183,127 $183,127
Lender Expenses / lssuance Costs $ - $0
Interest During Construction 12 40% $ 439,504 $439,504
Interest During Lease-Up 4 100% $ 366,254 $ 366,264
Other: City defermed interest 1.75% applicable rate $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Other $ - 50
Total Construction Financing $ 988,885

Permanent Financing
Loan Fees (None: Conversion) 0.00% $ -
Lender Expenses $ 25,000
Other; Extension Fee $ 60,000
Other: City Monitoring Set-Up Fes

Total Permanent Financing Costs 3 85,000 $85,000
ITOTAL CARRYING CHARGES/FINANCING $ 1,184,777
G. SYNDICATION COSTS/DEVELOPER FEE

Syndication - Consultant $ 40,000 $ 40,000
Syndication - Legal $ 30,000 $ 30,000
TCAC App & Allocation Fees ast $49,679 $ 60,859 $ 60,859
Investor Cost Reimbursement $ - $ -
Organizational Expenses $ 7.500 $ 7,500
Developer Fee $ 1,400,000 3,092,091 =15%ofbasis § 1,400,000

JTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS/DEVELOPER FEE COSTS $ 1,538,359 I

[TOTAL DEVELOPMENT BUDGET $ 21,634,969 $20,613,938 $1,021,251
per Unit $ 245,852
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Oco:

Mission Ave. - Family T

88 units - ©

A, C, D - 9% credits

Rental Mix

A.TCAC AND MHP POINT SCORING

mw

Applicable Fraction:

100%

RENTS: San Diego County (TCAC 2009) 3 stories
include 3
bed
manager
Studio One Two Three Total TCAC paints
100% AM! Rent 1,374 1472 1,766 2,040
100% AMI Rent/sf 3 218 1.96 1.80
Utility Allowance 48 7 02 119
NRST/Unit 500 675 900 1.080
20% - 0.0%
25% - 0.0%
30% 2 6 1 9 10.2% 15
35% - 0.0% 0
40% 2 6 1 9 10.2% 10
45% 2 6 1 9 10.2% 5
50% 4 15 13 32 36.4% 175
55% - 0.0% 0
60% 8 7 12 27 30.7% 0
80% -
Manager 2 2 2.3% 0
2 pts if at least 10% of units at 30% 2
- 138 40 30 88 Total 52
0.0% 20.5% 45.5% 34.1% ~
3 bedroom count OK
18 40 30 Max credit is 52 pts
. UNIT MIX & RENTS
% Median [100% AMI  Utility Net NRSF per Monthly MHP Loan Loan
Unit Description Income Rent___ Allowance Rent Unit Qty Units Total NRSF income | Annual Income {Rent per SF Limits Limits
Studio| 20" 1,374 4 229 500 - - - - - 124,658 -
Studio| 25 1,374 4 208 500 - - - - - 114,718 -
Studia 30 1,374 4 366 500 - - - - - 104,780 -
Studio! 35 1,374 4 435 500 - - - - - 94.840 -
Studio 40% 1,374 4 504 500 - = - - - 84,757 -
Studio 45% 1,374 4 5§72 500 - - - - - 74.818 -
Studio 50% 1,374, 46 641 500 - - - - - 64,879 -
Studio redev 50% 1,000 46 954 500 - - - - - 54,939 -
Studio 55% 1.374 46 710 500 - - - - - 54,939 -
Studio 60% 1,374 46 778 500 - - - - - 45,000 -
Studio 80% 1,374 46 1,083 500 - - - - - -
20% 1.47. 1 223 875 - - - - 033 130,276 -
25% 1.47. 1 297 875 - - - - 044 119,817 -
30% 1.47. 1 71 875 2 1,350 741 8,804 0.55 108,857 217,914
35% 1,47 1 444 675 - - - - 0.66 98,298 -
40% 1,472 7 518 675 2 1,350 1,036 12,427 077 87,638 175,276
45% 1472 bal S91 675 2 1,350 1,183 14,184 0.88 76,979 153,958
50% 1472 71 665 675 4 2,700 2,660 31,820 0.9 66,310 265,276
redev 50% 1472 il 875 - - - - #DIV/o! 55,660 -
55% 1472 7 739 875 - - - - 1.08 55,660 -
60% 1472 71 812 675 8 5,400 6,498 77,871 1.20 45,000 360,000
80% 1472 71 1107 675 - - - - 1.64 -
20% 1,766 92 261 200 - - - - 0.2¢ 147,418 -
25% 1,766 92 350 800 - - - - 03¢ 134,587 -
30% 1,766 92 438 800 [ 5400 2,627 31,522 0.49 121,777 730,662
35% 1,766 92 526 800 - - - - 0.58 108,957 -
40% 1,766 92 614 900 [} 5,400 3.686 44,237 0.68 86,137 576,822
45% 1,766 82 703 900 6 5,400 4,216 50,594 0.78 83.461 500,766
50% 1,766 92 791 900 15 13,500 11,865 142,380 0.88 70.640 1,058,600
redev 50% 1,766 92 900 - - - - H#DIVIO! 57,820 -
55% 1,766 92 879 900 - - - - 0.98 57,820 -
80% 1,766 92 968 900 7 6,300 6,773 81.278 1.08 45,000 315,000
80% 1,766 92 1,321 900 - - - - 1.47 -
20" 040 118 289 1,080 - - - - 0.27 163,407 -
25! ,04C 1198 391 1,080 - - - - 036 148,570 -
30 ,040 119 493 1,080 1 1.080 493 5.916 048 133,733 133.733
3|Bed 35! 040 118 595 1,080 - - - - 0.55 118.040 -
3|Bed 40" 2,04C 119 697 1,080 1 1,080 897 8,364 0.65 104,203 104,203
3|Bed 45! 2,040 11 799 1,080 1 1,080 799 9,588 0.74 89,367 89,367
3[Bed 50 2,040 11 901 1,080 13 14.040 11,713 140,556 0.83 74.674 970,762
3{Bed redev 50% 2,040 11 1,080 - - - - #DIV/0! 59,837 -
3;Bed 55% 2,040 11 1.003 1,080 - - - - 0.83 59,837 -
3iBed 60% 2,040 19 1,108 1,080 12 12,860 13,260 159,120 1.02 45,000 540,000
3{Bed 80% 2,040 19 1,813 1,080 - - - - 1.40 -
MGR|3 Bed 60% - - - 1,080 2 2,160 - - #DIVA! 45,000 90.000
80,550 818,962 | 6,263,339
Mgmt office, comm rm. 5,000 (40,948) Vacancy (5%)
Common Areas 5% 4,028 (35.200) RR deposits
-  — 8,448 Misc Income
Residential GSF 89,578 (414,282) Operating expenses
Retall/Commercial o 336,979 NOI
— mamnanas 277,073 Debt Service
Gross Building Area 89,578 SF

Oceanside Mission Ave RFQ.FamlyTownhome 88 units 8%




. - . . Cash Flow N
Oceanside Mission. OC@anside Mission Ave. - Family Townhome 88 units - Components A, C, D - 9% tax credits
Assumptions LH Property Tax Rate 0.00%
Annual Rentsl Income Increase  2.50% Taxes Incr. 2.00%
Annual Mise. Income Increase  2.50% Vacancy/Callection Loss 5.00%
Annual Expense Increase 3.50% Replacement Reserve 400 (per unit Reserve 3 stories
$25,000 - (per unit supplemental}
Asset Mangement Fee $5,000 QOperating Reserve 0.00% (of annual oper expense)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 " T2 13 14 15
Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Affordable Renls 818,962 839,436 860,422 881,932 903,980 926,580 949,744 973,488 897,825 1,022,771 1,048,340 1,074,549 1,101,412 1,128,948 1,157,171
Misc. Income (Laundry) 8,448 8,859 8,876 9,008 9,325 9,558 9,797 10,042 10,293 10,550 10,814 11,085 11,362 11,646 11,837
Gross Potential Income 827,410 848,095 889,207 891,030 913,305 936,138 959,541 983,530 1,008,118 1,033,321 1,059,154 1,085,833 1,112,774 1,140,593 1,169,108
fess Vacancy/Collection Loss (40,948) 41,972) (43,021) (44,007) (45,199) (46,329) (47,487) (48,674) (49,891) (51,139) (52,417) (53,727) (55,071) (56,447) (57.859)
Effective Gross Income 786,462 806,123 826,276 846,933 868,106 889,809 912,054 934,856 958,227 982,183 1,006,737 1,031,908 1,057,703 1,084,148 1,111,250
lass Operating Expenses {414,282) (428,782) (443,790) (4598,322) (475,399) (492,038) (509,259) (527,083) (545,531) (564,624) (584,386) (604,840) (626,009) (647,920) (670,597)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (35,200) (35,200) (35,200 (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
less Ground Lease Payment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - . . - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income 336,979 34214 347,286 352,411 357,508 362,571 367,595 372,573 377,496 382,358 387,151 391,866 396,494 401,028 405,453
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. T8D (Perm) (277,073) (277,073) 277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073)
Debt Coverage Ratio 1216 1.235 1.253 1272 1.290 1.309 1.327 1345 1362 1.380 1,397 1414 1431 1447 1463
0 ] 0 4] 0 ¢ Y g "] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.216 1235 1.253 1272 1.2%0 1309 1,327 1.345 1362 1.380 1397 1414 1431 1447 1.463
3. 0 4] 0 [ 0 0 4] 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW 59,908 65,068 70,214 75,338 80,435 85,499 90,523 95,500 100,423 108,285 110,078 114,793 119,421 123,954 128,380
less Parinership Management Fee 2.5% (25,000) (25,825) (26,266) (26,922) (27,5985) (28,285) (28,992) 9.717) (30,460) {31,222) (32,002) (32,802) (33,622) (34,483) (35,324)
lsss Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (5,000) (5,125} (5.253) (5,384) (5,519) (5.857) (5,798) (5.943) (6,002) 8,244) (6,400) (6,560) (6,724) (8,893) (7,085)
Add | Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Cash Flow 29,906 34,318 38,695 43,031 47,321 51,556 55,732 59,839 63,871 67,820 71,676 75,431 79,075 82,598 85,991
Deferred Fee Oved 0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cash Flow Distribution
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
City of Oceanside 50% 14,853 17,159 18,347 21,516 23,860 25,778 27,868 29,920 31,838 33,910 35,838 37,715 39,537 41,299 42,985
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- 0% - - - - - - - - - - - “ - - -
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50% 14,853 17,159 19,347 21,516 23,660 25,778 27,866 29,920 31,938 33,910 35,838 37,715 38,537 41,289 42,995
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QOceanside Mission.

Cash Flow

Description

Affordable Renls
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
less Vacancy/Collection Loss

Effective Gross Income

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

Net Operating Income

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Deht Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio

DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW

less Parinership Management Fes
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Addilional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution
City of Oceanside

Incentive Management Fee to GP

N

0.0%

2.5%
2.5%
0.0%

0%

18 17 18 19 %0 21 22 23 2 25 26 27 28 29 30
2028 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043
1,186,101 1,215,753 1,246,147 1,277,301 1,309,233 1,341,984 1,375,513 1,409,901 1,445,148 1,481,277 1,518,309 1,558,267 1,595,173 1,635,053 1,875,929
12,235 12,541 12,856 13,176 13,505 13,843 14,189 14,544 14,907 15,280 15,662 16,054 16,455 16,866 17,288
1,198,336 1,228,294 1,259,002 1,290,477 1,322,739 1,355,807 1,389,702 1,424,445 1,460,056 1,496,557 1,533,971 1,572,320 1,611,628 1,651,919 1,693,217
(59,305) (60,788) (62,307) (63,865) (65,462) (67,028) (68,776) (70,495) (72,257) (74,084) (75.915) (77,813) (79,759) (81,753) (83,796)
1,139,031 1,167,507 1,196,694 1,226,612 1,257,277 1,288,709 1,320,926 1,353,950 1,387,798 1,422,493 1,458,056 1,494,507 1,531,870 1,570,167 1,608,421
(694,088) (718,360) (743,503) (769,525) (796,459) (824,335) (853,186) (883,048) (913,954) (945,943) (978,051)  (1.013,318)  (1,048,784)  (1,085481)  (1,1230483)
(35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200 (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35:200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
409,763 213,937 417,992 421,886 425,618 429,174 432,540 435,702 438,644 441,350 443,805 445,989 447,886 449,475 450,737
(277,073) (277,073) (277.073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277,073) (277.073) (277,073)
1479 1.494 1.509 1523 1,536 1,549 1.561 1573 1.583 1593 1.602 1610 1616 1622 1.627
0 [ [} [} 0 [ [} 0 [ 0 o 0 0 0 0
1479 1.494 1509 1523 1.536 1.549 1561 1573 1.543 1.593 1602 L610 1616 1622 1627
132,690 136,874 140,919 144,814 148,546 152,101 155,467 158,629 161,571 164,278 166,732 168,917 170,813 172,403 173,865
(35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35.324) (35,324)
(7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) {7.085) (7,065) (7,085) (7,065) (7,065) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085)
90,301 94,485 98,530 102,424 106,156 109,712 113,078 116,240 119,182 121,889 124,343 126,527 128,424 130,013 131,275
45,151 47,242 49,265 51,212 53,078 54,856 56,539 58,120 59,591 60,044 62,171 63,264 84,212 85,007 65,638
45,151 47,242 49,265 51,212 53,078 54,856 56,539 58,120 59,591 60,944 62,171 63,264 84,212 5,007 65,638

Qceansida Missian Ave RFQ.FamilyTownhiome.88 units.9%




N .
Cash Flow
Oceanside Mission.
3 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 48 a7
Description 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 . 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060
Affordable Rents 1,717,827 1,760,773 1,804,792 1,849,912 1,896,160 1,943,564 1,992,153 2,041,957 2,093,008 2,145,331 2,198,984 2,253,938 2,310,287 2,368,044 2,427,245 2,487,928 2,550,124
Misc, Income (Laundry) 17,720 18,163 18,617 19,083 19,560 20,049 20,550 21,064 21,590 22,130 22,683 23,251 23,832 24,428 25,038 25,664 26,306
Gross Polential income 1,735,548 1,778,936 1,823,410 1,868,995 1,915,720 1,963,613 2,012,703 2,083,021 2,114,596 2,167,461 2,221,648 2,277,189 2,334,119 2,392,471 2,452,283 2,513,590 2,576,430
less Vacancy/Callection Loss (85,891) (88,039) (90,240) (92,496) (94,808) 97,178) (99,608) (102,008) (104,850} (107,267) (108,948) (112,897) (115,514) (118,402) (121,362) (124,396) (127,508)
Effsctive Gross Income 1,649,656 1,690,898 1,733,170 1,776,498 1,820,912 1,866,435 1,913,095 1,960,923 2,009,946 2,080,195 2,111,699 2,164,492 2,218,604 2,274,069 2,330,921 2,389,194 2,348,924
less Operating Expanses (1.162,805)  (1,203,504) (1,245626)  (1,289,223)  (1,334,346)  (1,381,048) (1,428,385) (1,479413) (1,531,193) (1,584,784) (1,640,252) (1,697.861) (1,757,079) (1.818,576) (1,882,227)  (1,848,105)  (2,016,288)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) {35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
less Ground Lease Payment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - -
Net Opsrating Income 451,851 452,194 452,344 452,076 451,366 450,187 448,511 446,310 443,553 440,210 436,248 431,631 428,325 420,293 413,494 405,389 397,436
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. 78D (Penm)
Deht Coverage Ratin
Debt Coverage Ratin
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE GASH FLOW 451,651 452,194 452,344 452,076 451,366 450,187 448,511 448,310 443,553 440,210 438,248 431,631 426,325 420,293 413,494 405,889 397,436
less Partnership Management Fee 2,5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) 35,324) (35,324) (35,329) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (7,085) (7,085) (7,065) (7,065) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7.065) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,065) (7,085) (7,085) (7,085) (7,065)
0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
409,262 409,805 409,955 409,687 408,977 407,797 406,122 403,920 401,164 397,821 393,858 389,242 383,936 377,904 371,108 363,500 355,046
Deferred Fee Owed 0% - - - - - - - - - - . - - . - - -
Cash Flow Distribution
0% - - - - - - - - - To- B - - - - - -
City of Oceanside 50% 204,631 204,902 204,977 204,844 204,488 203,899 203,081 201,960 200,582 198,911 196,928 194,621 191,868 188,952 185,553 181,750 177,523
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- 0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50% 204,631 204,902 204,977 204,844 204,488 203,899 203,081 201,960 200,582 198,911 196,928 194,621 191,968 188,952 185,553 181,750 177,523
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QOceanside Mission,

Cash Flow

48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55
Description 2061 2062 2063 2064 2065 2066 2067 2068
Affordable Rents 2,613,877 2,679,224 2,748,208 2,814,880 2,885,232 2,957,362 3,031,298 3,107,079
Misc. Income (Laundry) 26,963 27,638 28,328 29,037 20,763 30,507 31,269 32,051
Gross Potential Income 2,640,841 2,708,862 2,774,533 2,843,897 2,914,994 2,987,869 3,082,568 3,139,130
less Vacancy/Collection Lass (130,694) (133,961) (137,310) (140,743) (144 262) (147,868) (151,565) (155,354)
Effective Gross Income 2,510,147 2,572,901 2,637,223 2,703,154 2,770,733 2,840,001 2,911,001 2,983,776
less Operaling Expenses .(2,086,858)  (2,159,808)  (2,235495)  (2,313,737) (2,394,718) (2478,533) (2,565282) (2,655,067)
less Replacemenl Reserves 0.0% (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200) (35,200)
less Ground Lease Payment - - - - - - - -
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income 388,089 377,802 366,528 354,217 340,315 326,268 310,519 293,509
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1.TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio
Debt Coverage Rutio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratin
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW 388,089 377,802 366,528 354,217 340,815 326,268 310,519 293,509
less Parinership Management Fee 2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,329) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (7,085) (7,065) (7,085) {7,065} (7.085) (7,085) (7.085) (7,085)
Additi Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - -
Net Cash Flow 345,699 335,413 324,139 311,827 298,426 283,879 268,130 251,120
Deferred Fee Owed 0% - - - - - - - -
Cash Flow Distribution
0% - - - - - - . -
City of Oceanside 50% 172,850 167,707 162,070 155,914 149,213 141,939 134,085 125,560
% . - - - - - - -
- 0% - - - - - - - -
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50% 172,850 167,707 162,070 155,814 149,213 141,939 134,085 125,560
Oceanside Mission Ave RFQ.FamilyTownhome.88 units.9%




Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family Towgﬁ)&%eedﬁs units - Components A, C, D - 9% cre:

TAX CREDIT ANALY SIS AND PREDEVELOPMENT BUDGET

' B. SYNDICATION PROCEEDS

Description Amount Limit State
Eligible Tax Credit Basis $ 20,613,938 $ 21,917,491 $ 20613938
Credit Reduction $ (10,700,000) $ - THEHRHEHHEHE
High Cost Area Multiplier 1.30 1.00 NA
(2008 - Orange County is DDA) ~  ————eeeeeeee e e
Adjusted Basis $ 12,888,119 $ 21,917,491 $ 20613938
Applicable Fraction 100% 1.00 1.00
Total Qualified Basis $ 12,888,119 $ 21,917,491 $ 20613938
Credit Rate (April 2010) 9.00% 9.00% 13.00%
Annual Federal Credits $ 1,159,931 $ 1,972,574 $ 2,679,812
x10 10 10 1
Total Credits $ 11,599,307 $ 19,725,742 $ 2,679,812
Gross Pay-In with Load 0.0%
Gross Pay-In $ 11,599,307 $ 19,725742 $ 2679812
Net Pay-in 0.820 $ 9,511,432 $ 16,175,108 0.00 § -
2010 1st Round Tie Breaker % Score 91.96%

TCAC BASIS ANALYSIS: THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT

C. Prev wage (20%) 0%
Basis Adjustment Underground parking (not tuck-under) (7%) 0%
*Only Valid for 4% deals |Day Care Center (2%) 0%

Special Needs Population (2%) 0%
Elevator (10%) 0%
Exceed Title 24 by 35% or 3 energy efficiency items (4%) 4%
Seismic Upgrade of Existing Structures (15%) 0%
Distributive Energy Technology (5%) 0%
*1% for each 1% of units targeted at 50% to 36% AMI 0%
*2% for each 1% of units targeted at 35% AM! or below 0%
Total Adjustment 4%
[‘2’010 9% Basis Limits San Diego County
Unit Type # of Units Basis Limit Basis Adjustment Basis Allowed
9%

Studio - $ 150,702 § - 104% $ -
One . 18 $ 173,758 § 3,127,644 104% $ 3,252,750
Two 40 $ 209,600 $ 8,384,000 104% $ 8,719,360

Three 30 $§ 268,288 § 8,048,640 104% $ 8,370,586

88 Allowed $ 20,342,695
Impact Fees 1,574,796

ADJUSTED THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT $21,917,491




Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family 62 units - Solutions for Change - Component B

o

[y

N

w

»

w

)

Assumptions Credits: INPUT
County: San Diego INPUT
Site Area (Acres) - - s.f. Density (Units per Acre):
Number of Units 62 Construction Type:
Number of Parking Spaces - spaces per unit
A. DEVELOPMENT BUDGET SUMMARY C.
Total per per per
Description Amount Resid. Unit Resid. NSF Resid GSF
Acquisition & Related $ - $ - $ - $ -
Land related Costs $ - $ - $ - $ -
subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ -
Construction Site Work + Hard Costs $ 7,410,000 $ 119,516 $ 138 $ 120
General Conditions $ - $ - $ - $ -
Contractor Fee $ - $ - $ - $ -
Furnishings and Equipment $ 75,000 $ 1,210 $ 1 4 1
Hard Cost Contingency $ 518,700 $ 8,366 $ 10 $ 8
subtotal $ 8,003,700 $ 129,092 $ 149 $ 130
Architecture/Engineering $ 1,077,200 $ 17,374 $ 20 $ 18
Permits and Fees $ 1,343,929 $ 21,676 $ 25 $ 22
Construction Loan Interest/Fees $ 590,999 $ 9,532 $ 1 ¢ 10
Permanent Loan Fees/Costs $ 85,000 $ 1,371 $ 2 % 1
Legal $ 40,000 $ 645 $ 1 3 1
Appraisal/Market Study $ 30,000 $ 484 ¢ 1 4 0
Marketing/Lease-up $ 123,000 $ 1,984 $ 2 2
Title/Audit/Cost Certification $ 35,000 $ 565 $ 1 3 1
Insurance $ 54,949 $ 886 $ 1 3 1
Property Taxes $ - $ - $ - $ -
Soft Cost Contingency and Reserves $ 264,952 % 4,273 $ 5 % 4
subtotal $ 3,645,030 $ 58,791 $ 68 $ 59
Syndication Costs and Developer Fee  $ 807,500 $ 13,024 $ 15 $ 13
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 12,456,230 $ 200,907 $ 231 $ 202
$12,456,230 (check)
B. SOURCES AND USES
Construction Permanent
Sources of Funds Per Unit: Period Period
0.0% TBD (Const) $ 11,819,984
TBD (Perm) $ - $ -
Local Cities 66,230 $ - $ 4,106,230 Oceanside share is 31% of local cities
24.1% County of San Diego 48387 $ - $ 3,000,000 See Appendix for detail on
Private Sources 2,100,000 for Change fi
HUD/Federal Nbrhd. $ - 3,250,000 model
0.0% Deferred Developer Fee $ - $ -
0.0% Investor Equity (20% at construction) $ - $ - No tax credits assumed.
0.0% GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-in) $ - $ -
TOTAL SOURCES $ 11,819,984 $ 12,456,230
Uses of Funds
Acquisition / Demolition 0 $ - $ -
Construction $ 8,003,700 $ 8,003,700
A/E, Permits $ 2,421,129 $ 2,421,129
Indirect Expenses $ 282,949 $ 282,949
Financing and Carry Costs $ 675,999 $ 675,999
Other $ 136,206 $ 264,952
Developer Fee $ 300,000 $ 807,500

TOTAL USES

NET SURPLUS(SHORTFALL)
8/31/2010 13:45

$ 11,819,984

$ 12,456,230

$ 0

Summary Printed: 8/31/2010
DUAC Gross Building Area 61,543
3 stories wood frame Net Rentable Bldg. Area

Footprint
FINANCING ASSUMPTIONS D. FIVE YEAR CASH FLOW
CONSTRUCTION LOAN Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Lender: TBD (Const)
Loan Amount: $ 11,819,984 Affordable Rents 2.50% $456,734 $468,153 $479,857 $491,853 $504,149 $516,753
Loan Term: 6.00% Misc. Income (Laundry) 2.50% $5,952 $6,101 $6,253 $6,410 $6,570 $6,734
Loan/Bond To Value: 100.00%

Gross Potential Income $462,686 $474,254 $486,110 $498,263 $510,719 $523,487
PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 1 less Vacancy/Collection Loss ($22,837) ($23,408) ($23,993) ($24,593) ($25,207) ($25,838)
Lender: TBD (Perm)
Loan Amount: $0 Effective Gross Income $439,850 $450,846 $462,117 $473,670 $485,512 $497,650
Loan Term: 30  less Operating Expenses 3.50% ($490,184) ($507,340) ($525,097) ($543,476) ($562,497) ($582,185)
Note Rate: 6.25% less Replacement Reserves 0.00% ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800)
Payment (annual): $0 less Ground Lease Payment ($1) ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800) ($24,800)
DCR: 0.00 less Interconnect Fees $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Loan/Bond To Value:
PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 2 Net Operating Income ($75,135) ($81,296) ($87,781) ($94,607) ($101,787)  ($109,336)
Lender: Local Cities Total Hard Debt Payments $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Loan Amount: $4,106,230 DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW ($75,135) ($81,296) ($87,781) ($94,607) ($101,787) ($109,336)
Loan Term: 55 less PM, AM Fees & Add'l Rep Reserve ($30,000) ($30,750) ($31,519) ($32,307) ($33,114) ($33,942)
Note Rate: 3.00% Net Cash Flow ($105,135) ($112,046) ($119,300) ($126,913) ($134,901) ($143,279)
Payment (annual): ($123,187) 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
DCR: 0.00 Cash Flow Distribution

OPERATIONAL SUBSIDY WILL BE REC 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 3 Sources for operating subsidy will be 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Lender: County of San Diego Solutions for Change, similar to curr 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Loan Amount: $3,000,000 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Loan Term: 55 0.0%
Note Rate: 0.00% Net Cash Flow ($105,135)  ($112,046) ($119,300) ($126,913) ($134,901) ($143,279)
Payment (annual): $0 1. TBD (Perm) Debt Coverage Ratio 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
DCR: 0.00 Debt Coverage Ratio 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 4 OPERATING SUBSIDY REQUIRED. Sources will be identifed by Solutions for Change, expected to be similar to Vista project.
Lender: [}
Loan Amount: [}
Loan Term: 5500%
Note Rate: 0.00% E. ANNUAL OPERATING EXPENSES ( /UNIT) $7,906 per unit per year
Payment (annual): $0 $490,184 per year
DCR: 0.00

F. UNIT MIX AND RENTS
PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 5
Lender: - 0 0 0} bed
Loan Amount: 0 0%
Loan Term: 55 30% 0 0 14 2 16
Note Rate: 0.00% 35% 0 0 0 0 0
Payment (annual): - 40% 0 0 25 6 31
DCR: 0.00 45% 0 0 0 0 0
50% 0 0 11 3 14

Investor Equity - Federal Credit 60% 0 0 0 0 0
Net Rate 0 0 50 12 62
Net Pay-in 0% 0% 81% 19%
Initial Pay-in
Credit Rate (April 2010)
Investor Equity - State Credit
Net Rate $0.000
Net Pay-in $ -

Page 86
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Development

Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family 62 units - Solutions for Change - Component B

Development Budget Assumptions
Construction Period

Prevailing Wage/Davis Bacon
Bond Interest During Const

Draw Down Rate (Const [period)
Lease up Period

Months to Perm. Close

Permanent Loan Fees
Construction Loan Fees

Description

10
No
N/A
50%
4.0
4.0
0.00%
1.00%

Subtotal

$45,918

$4,557,000
$4,606,000

Total

A. LAND COST

B. LAND RELATED COSTS

Demolition
Remediation
Open

Open

Open

TOTAL LAND RELATED COSTS

C. DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Building Vertical
Construction Costs - site, buildings

Ground Lease - no cost

$138 NRSF
0 square feet

Approximate reallocation of common area costs

from Phase 1

Total Building Vertical

Off Site Improvements
Per RFQ, assume no offsite work

Total Off Site Improvements

On Site Improvements
In Tract costs
On Site Costs

acres (NET)
psf

Extraordinary Grading/Compaction/Import

Open
Total On Site Improvements

Total Direct Construction Costs Hard Cost

Contractor General Conditions, Profit, Overhead

General Conditions
Contractor Fee
Bond

Liability Insurance

of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs

Total Contractor GCs, Profit, Overhead

Cost Escalation & Design Contingency

Hard Cost Contingency
Prevailing Wage Cost

0.0% of Hard Costs
7.0% of Hard Costs
0.0% of Hard Costs

Total Escalation, Prevaling Wage and Contingency

R A T

$ 7,410,000

$ 7,410,000

$ R
$ 518,700
$ R

©
'

None assumed

Included above
Included above

$ 7,410,000

Included above
Included above
Included above
Included above
$ -

$518,700

|TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

$ 127,882

Per Unit

$7,928,700]

D. INDIRECT DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Architect (DD, CD, CA) MPE, Strc
A/E Reimb.
Interior designer fee
Landscape
Contingency

Entitlement consultants - Arch, civil, planning - EIR
(assume 1/3 to each housing component)

Open
Total Architecture

Survey/Civil Engineer Office
Geotechnical: Investigation
Geotechnical: Construction
Phase |

Permit Expeditor

Fire Consultant

Acoustical Engineering

Title 24, follow Itr for TCAC
Utility Consultant

Color Consultant
Construction Consultant (estimate)
Construction staking
Signage

Permit Expeditor, addt'l services
Testing & Inspection

Perry rendering

Open

Open

Open

Open

Contingency

Total Civil and Other Consultants

400,000
40,000
10,000
40,000
40,000

200,000

730,000

R A R

150,000
8,000
30,000
5,000

5,000
20,000
5,000
45,000

R R R R

21,700

30,000
2,500

25,000
347,200

R e R

Incl. in hard costs

|Total Architecture and Engineering

14.54%

$1,077,200]

Page 87

per unit
per sf land

$0

Printed: 8/31/2010

TCAC Basis

Not in TCAC Basis

$0

7,410,000
$ -

$0

$0

$0

$0

518,700

730,000

$220

$347,200

Oceanside Mission Ave RFQ.Solutions for Change.62 units.xIsx



Legal

Development

Printed: 8/31/2010

Legal, Acquisition $ 15,000 $15,000
Legal, Construction $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Legal, Conversion $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Total Legal $ 40,000
Appraisal/Market Study
Market Study $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Appraisal $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Other $ -
Total Appraisal/Audit $ 30,000
Marketing/Lease-up
Marketing & Lease Up $ 93,000 $ 93,000
Leaseup startup expenses $ 30,000 $30,000
Startup Cost of Bifurcated Rent Structure $0
Total Marketing/Lease-up $ 123,000
Audit
CIP, TCAC Audit $ -
Cost Cert, first yr tax return $ -
Total Audit/Cost Certification $ -
Title
Title (Construction) $ 20,000 $ 20,000
Title (Permanent) $ 15,000 $ -8 15,000
Total Title $ 35,000
Furnishings & Equipment
Common Area Furnishings $ 75,000 $75,000
Other $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Total Furnishings and Equip. $ 75,000
Development Impact Fees
$0
Dev. Impact Fees (incl. water, sewer, traffic, school) $ 1,222,192 $1,222,192
$0
Total Impoact Fees $ 1,222,192
Municipal Fees/Permits
Entitlements $ 26,433 $ 26,433
Permits $ 31,307 $ 31,307
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Total Municipal Fees/Permits $ 57,740
Fee Contingency 5.0% $ 63,997 $ 63,997
Total All Permits and Fees $1,343,929
|TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS $ 2,724,129 |
E. CONTINGENCY & RESERVES
Soft Cost Contingency 5.00% $ 136,206 $136,206
Operating Resrv (Oprt'ng + DS) $3 $ 128,746 Capitalized and held $ 128,746
Other: Owner Contingency $ -
Other $ -
|TOTAL CONTINGENCY & RESERVES $ 264,952 |
F. CARRYING CHARGES AND FINANCING
Insurance
BR - Const @ 100% $32,962
Open - $ -
General Liability 2.10 /$1000 hard costs $ 16,650
Umbrella Liability 0.6732 /$1000 hard costs $ 5,338
Total insurance $ 54,949 $ 54,949
Property Taxes $ - $ -
Construction Financing
Fees 1.00% $ 118,200 $118,200
Lender Expenses / Issuance Costs $ - $0
Interest During Construction 10 40% $ 236,400 $236,400
Interest During Lease-Up 4 100% $ 236,400 $ 236,400
Other: City deferred interest 1.75% applicable rate $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Total Construction Financing $ 590,999
Permanent Financing
Loan Fees (None: Conversion) 0.00% $ -
Lender Expenses $ 25,000
Other: Extension Fee $ 60,000
Other: City Monitoring Set-Up Fee
Total Permanent Financing Costs $ 85,000 $85,000
|TOTAL CARRYING CHARGES/FINANCING $ 730,949 |
G. SYNDICATION COSTS/DEVELOPER FEE
Syndication - Consultant $ -
Syndication - Legal $ -
TCAC App & Allocation Fees est: $27,420 $ -
Investor Cost Reimbursement $ o $ -
Organizational Expenses $ 7,500 $ 7,500
Developer Fee $ 800,000 1,773,121 =15% of basis $ 800,000
|TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS/DEVELOPER FEE COSTS $ 807,500 |
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT BUDGET $ 12,456,230 $11,820,804 $635,646
per Unit $ 200,907
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Rental Mix

Printed: 8/31/2010

Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family 62 units - Solutions for Change - Component B

A. TCAC AND MHP POINT SCORING

RENTS: San Diego County (TCAC 2010)

include 3
bed
manager
Studio One Two Three Total TCAC points
100% AMI Rent 1,374 1,472 1,766 2,040
100% AMI Rent/sf 3 2.26 2.14 1.94
Utility Allowance 46 71 92 119
NRST/Unit 400 650 825 1,050
20% - 0.0%
25% - 0.0%
30% 14 2 16 25.8%
35% - 0.0%
40% 25 6 31 50.0%
45% - 0.0%
50% 11 3 14 22.6%
55% - 0.0%
60% - 0.0%
80% -
Manager 1 1 1.6%

2 pts if at least 10% of units at 30%

- - 50 12 62 Total
0.0% 0.0% 80.6% 19.4%
reallocate so at least 30% are 3 bedroom excluding manager unit
12.4 31 18.6 Max credit is 52 pts
50 12
B. UNIT MIX & RENTS
9% Median 100% AMI Utility Net NRSF per Monthly MHP Loan Loan
Unit Description Income Rent  Allowance Rent Unit Qty Units Total NRSF Income | Annual Income |Rent per SF Limits Limits
2 Bed 20% 1,766 92 261 825 - - - - 0.32 147,418 -
2 Bed 25% 1,766 92 350 825 - - - - 0.42 134,597 -
2 Bed 30% 1,766 92 438 825 14 11,550 6,129 73,550 0.53 121,777 1,704,878
2 Bed 35% 1,766 92 526 825 - - - - 0.64 108,957 -
2 Bed 40% 1,766 92 614 825 25 20,625 15,360 184,320 0.74 96,137 2,403,425
2 Bed 45% 1,766 92 703 825 - - - - 0.85 83,461 -
2 Bed 50% 1,766 92 791 825 11 9,075 8,701 104,412 0.96 70,640 777,040
2 Bed redev 50% 1,766 92 825 - - - - #DIV/O! 57,820 -
2 Bed 55% 1,766 92 879 825 - - - - 1.07 57,820 -
2 Bed 60% 1,766 92 968 825 - - - - 1.17 45,000 -
2 Bed 80% 1,766 92 1,321 825 - - - - 1.60 -
3 Bed 20% 2,040 119 289 1,050 - - - - 0.28 163,407 -
3 Bed 25% 2,040 119 391 1,050 - - - - 0.37 148,570 -
3 Bed 30% 2,040 119 493 1,050 2 2,100 986 11,832 0.47 133,733 267,466
3 Bed 35% 2,040 119 595 1,050 - - - - 0.57 119,040 -
3 Bed 40% 2,040 119 697 1,050 6 6,300 4,182 50,184 0.66 104,203 625,218
3 Bed 45% 2,040 119 799 1,050 - - - - 0.76 89,367 -
3 Bed 50% 2,040 119 901 1,050 3 3,150 2,703 32,436 0.86 74,674 224,022
3 Bed redev 50% 2,040 119 1,050 - - - - #DIV/O! 59,837 -
3 Bed 55% 2,040 119 1,003 1,050 - - - - 0.96 59,837 -
3 Bed 60% 2,040 119 1,105 1,050 - - - - 1.05 45,000 -
3 Bed 80% 2,040 119 1,513 1,050 - - - - 1.44 -
MGR 3 Bed 60% - - - 1,050 1 1,050 - - #DIV/O! 45,000 45,000
TOTALS 62 53,850 456,734 6,047,049
Mgmt office, comm rm. 5,000 (22,837) Vacancy (5%)
Common Areas 5% 2,693 (24,800) RR deposits
--------------------- 5,952 Misc Income
Residential GSF 61,543 (490,184) Operating expenses
Retail/Commercial 0 (75,134) NOI

Gross Building Area
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Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family 62 units - Solutions for Change - Component B

Assumptions LIH Property Tax Rate 0.00%
Annual Rental Income Increase  2.50% Taxes Incr. 2.00%
Annual Misc. Income Increase 2.50% Vacancy/Collection Loss 5.00%
Annual Expense Increase 3.50% Replacement Reserve 400 (per unit Reserve Study Req'd)
Solutions for Change Mgmt. $25,000 - (per unit supplemental)
Asset Mangement Fee $5,000 Operating Reserve 0.00% (of annual oper expense)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Affordable Rents 456,734 468,153 479,857 491,853 504,149 516,753 529,672 542,914 556,487 570,399 584,659 599,275 614,257 629,613 645,354
Misc. Income (Laundry) 5,952 6,101 6,253 6,410 6,570 6,734 6,902 7,075 7,252 7,433 7,619 7,810 8,005 8,205 8,410
Gross Potential Income 462,686 474,254 486,110 498,263 510,719 523,487 536,574 549,989 563,738 577,832 592,278 607,085 622,262 637,818 653,764
ncy/Collection Loss (22,837) (23,408) (23,993) (24,593) (25,207) (25,838) (26,484) (27,146) (27,824) (28,520) (29,233) (29,964) (30,713) (31,481) (32,268)
439,850 450,846 462,117 473,670 485,512 497,650 510,091 522,843 535,914 549,312 563,045 577,121 591,549 606,338 621,496
less Operating Expenses (490,184) (507,340) (525,097) (543,476) (562,497) (582,185) (602,561) (623,651) (645,479) (668,070) (691,453) (715,654) (740,702) (766,626) (793,458)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800)
less Ground Lease Payment 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) (1) 1)
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income (75,135) (81,296) (87,781) (94,607) (101,787) (109,336) (117,272) (125,609) (134,366) (143,559) (153,209) (163,334) (173,954) (185,090) (196,763)

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm) - - - - - - _ _ _ _ ) } } A )
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio

DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW (75,135) (81,296) (87,781) (94,607) (101,787) (109,336) (117,272) (125,609) (134,366) (143,559) (153,209) (163,334) (173,954) (185,090) (196,763)
less Solutions for Change Mgmt. Fee 2.5% (25,000) (25,625) (26,266) (26,922) (27,595) (28,285) (28,992) (29,717) (30,460) (31,222) (32,002) (32,802) (33,622) (34,463) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (5,000) (5,125) (5,253) (5,384) (5,519) (5,657) (5,798) (5,943) (6,092) (6,244) (6,400) (6,560) (6,724) (6,893) (7,065)
Additional Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Net Cash Flow (105,135) (112,046) (119,300) (126,913) (134,901) (143,279) (152,062) (161,269) (170,918) (181,025) (191,612) (202,696) (214,300) (226,445) (239,152)

Cash Flow Distribution
OPERATIONAL SUBSIDY WILL BE REQUIRED - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _

Sources for operating subsidy will be identified by - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _
Solutions for Change, similar to current project in Vista. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _
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Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Description 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043
Affordable Rents 661,488 678,025 694,975 712,350 730,159 748,412 767,123 786,301 805,958 826,107 846,760 867,929 889,627 911,868 934,665
Misc. Income (Laundry) 8,620 8,836 9,057 9,283 9,515 9,753 9,997 10,247 10,503 10,766 11,035 11,311 11,593 11,883 12,180
Gross Potential Income 670,108 686,861 704,032 721,633 739,674 758,166 777,120 796,548 816,461 836,873 857,795 879,240 901,221 923,751 946,845
ncy/Collection Loss (33,074) (33,901) (34,749) (35,617) (36,508) (37,421) (38,356) (39,315) (40,298) (41,305) (42,338) (43,396) (44,481) (45,593) (46,733)
637,033 652,959 669,283 686,015 703,166 720,745 738,764 757,233 776,163 795,568 815,457 835,843 856,739 878,158 900,112
less Operating Expenses (821,229) (849,972) (879,721) (910,511) (942,379) (975,363) (1,009,500) (1,044,833) (1,081,402) (1,119,251) (1,158,425) (1,198,970) (1,240,934) (1,284,366) (1,329,319)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800)
less Ground Lease Payment 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1)
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income (208,997) (221,814) (235,239) (249,297) (264,015) (279,419) (295,538) (312,401) (330,040) (348,485) (367,769) (387,928) (408,995) (431,010) (454,009)
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Debt Coverage Ratio
Debt Coverage Ratio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW (208,997) (221,814) (235,239) (249,297) (264,015) (279,419) (295,538) (312,401) (330,040) (348,485) (367,769) (387,928) (408,995) (431,010) (454,009)
less Solutions for Change Mgmt. Fee 2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
Additional Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Cash Flow (251,386) (264,203) (277,628) (291,686) (306,404) (321,808) (337,927) (354,790) (372,429) (390,874) (410,158) (430,317) (451,385) (473,399) (496,398)

Cash Flow Distribution
OPERATIONAL SUBSIDY WILL BE REQUIRED - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _

Sources for operating subsidy will be identified by - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _
Solutions for Change, similar to current project in Vista. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _
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Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
cy/Collection Loss

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio

DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW
less Solutions for Change Mgmt. Fee
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Additional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution

Cash Flow

Printed: 8/31/2010

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060

958,031 981,982 1,006,532 1,031,695 1,057,487 1,083,924 1,111,023 1,138,798 1,167,268 1,196,450  17226,361 1,257,020 1,288,446 1,320,657 1,353,673 1,387,515 1,422,203

12,485 12,797 13,117 13,445 13,781 14,125 14,478 14,840 15,211 15,592 15,981 16,381 16,791 17,210 17,641 18,082 18,534

970,516 994,779 1,019,648 1045140 1,071,268 1,098,050 1125501 1,153,639 1,182,479 1,212,041 17242343 1,273,401 1,305,236 1,337,867 1,371,314  1,405597 1,440,736

(47,902) (49,099) (50,327) (51,585) (52,874) (54,196) (55,551) (56,940) (58,363) (59,822) (61,318) (62,851) (64,422) (66,033) (67,684) (69,376) (71,110)

922,614 945,680 969,322 993,555 1,018,394 1,043,854 1,069,950 1,096,699 1,124,116 1152219 1,181,024 1,210,550 1,240,814 1,271,834 1,303,630 1,336,221 1,369,626

(1,375,845)  (1,424,000) (1,473,840) (1,525424) (1,578,814) (1,634,073) (1,691,265) (1,750,460) (1,811,726) (1,875,136) (1,940,766) (2,008,693) (2,078,997) (2,151,762) (2,227,073) (2,305,021) (2,385,697)

0.0% (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800)
1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1)

(478,032) (503,121) (529,319) (556,671) (585,222) (615,020) (646,116) (678,562) (712,411) (747,718) (784,542) (822,943) (862,984) (904,729) (948,244) (993,601)  (1,040,871)

(478,032) (503,121) (529,319) (556,671) (585,222) (615,020) (646,116) (678,562) (712,411) (747,718) (784,542) (822,943) (862,984) (904,729) (948,244) (993,601)  (1,040,871)

2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
2.5% (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)

0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

(520,421) (545,510) (571,708) (599,060) (627,611) (657,409) (688,506) (720,951) (754,800) (790,107) (826,932) (865,333) (905,373) (947,118) (990,634)  (1,035,990)  (1,083,261)

OPERATIONAL SUBSIDY WILL BE REQUIRED -
Sources for operating subsidy will be identified by -
Solutions for Change, similar to current project in Vista. -
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Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
less V y/Collection Loss

Effective Gross Income

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio
3.
Debt Coverage Ratio

DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW
less Solutions for Change Mgmt. Fee
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Additional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution

Cash Flow
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55
2061 2062 2063 2064 2065 2066 2067 2068
1,457,758 1,494,202 1,531,557 1,569,846 1,609,092 1,649,319 1,690,552 1,732,816
18,997 19,472 19,959 20,458 20,969 21,493 22,031 22,581
1,476,755 1,513,674 1,551,516 1,590,303 1,630,061 1,670,813 1,712,583 1,755,397
(72,888) (74,710) (76,578) (78,492) (80,455) (82,466) (84,528) (86,641)
1,403,867 1,438,964 1,474,938 1,511,811 1,549,606 1,588,347 1,628,055 1,668,757
(2469,196)  (2,555,618)  (2,645,065) (2,737,642) (2,833,459) (2,932,630) (3,035272)  (3,141,507)
0.0% (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800)
(1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
(1,090,130)  (1,141,455) (1,194,928) (1,250,632) (1,308,654)  (1,369,085)  (1,432,018)  (1,497,551)
(1,090,130)  (1,141,455)  (1,194,928) (1,250,632)  (1,308,654)  (1,369,085)  (1,432,018)  (1,497,551)
2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
2.5% (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
0.0% - - - - - - - -
(1,132,519)  (1,183,844)  (1,237,317) (1,293,021) (1,351,043) (1,411,474) (1,474,407) (1,539,940)

OPERATIONAL SUBSIDY WILL BE REQUIRED -
Sources for operating subsidy will be identified by -
Solutions for Change, similar to current project in Vista. -
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. . . . Ta Cregit . Printed: 8/31/2010
Oceanside Mission Ave. - Family 62 units = Solutions for Change - Component B

TAX CREDIT ANALYSIS AND PREDEVELOPMENT BUDGET

B. SYNDICATION PROCEEDS

Description Amount Limit State
Eligible Tax Credit Basis $ - $ 15,469,627 $ -
Credit Reduction $ - $ - $ -
High Cost Area Multiplier 1.30 1.00 NA
(2008 - Orange County is DDA)  ==mmmmmmmmmmemee e e
Adjusted Basis $ - $ 15,469,627 $ -
Applicable Fraction 100% 1.00 1.00
Total Qualified Basis $ - $ 15,469,627 $ -
Credit Rate (April 2010) 9.00% 9.00% 13.00%
Annual Federal Credits $ - $ 1,392,266 $ -
x10 10 10 1
Total Credits $ - $ 13,922,664 $ -
Gross Pay-In with Load 0.0%
Gross Pay-In $ - $ 13,922,664 $ -
Net Pay-in 0.820 $ - $ 11,416,584 0.00 $ -

TCAC BASIS ANALYSIS: THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT

C. Prev wage (20%) 0%
Basis Adjustment Underground parking (not tuck-under) (7%) 0%
*Only Valid for 4% deals [Day Care Center (2%) 0%

Special Needs Population (2%) 0%
Elevator (10%) 0%
Exceed Title 24 by 35% or 3 energy efficiency items (4%) 4%
Seismic Upgrade of Existing Structures (15%) 0%
Distributive Energy Technology (5%) 0%
*1% for each 1% of units targeted at 50% to 36% AMI 0%
*2% for each 1% of units targeted at 35% AMI or below 0%
Total Adjustment 4%
|2010 9% Basis Limits San Diego County
Unit Type # of Units Basis Limit Basis Adjustment Basis Allowed
0%

Studio - $ 150,702 $ - 104% $ -
One - $ 173,758 $ - 104% $ -
Two 50 $ 209,600 $ 10,480,000 104% $ 10,899,200

Three 12 $ 268,288 $ 3,219,456 104% $ 3,348,234

62 Allowed $ 14,247,434
Impact Fees 1,222,192

ADJUSTED THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT $15,469,627
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Summary Printed: 8/31/2010
Oceanside Mission Ave. - Senior Deal - 138 units - Component E - 9% tax credits
Assumptions Credits: 9% INPUT
County: San Diego INPUT
Site Area (Acres) - s.f. Density (Units per Acre): DUAC Gross Building Area 97,043
Number of Units 138 Construction Type: 3 stories wood frame Net Rentable Bldg. Area
Number of Parking Spaces - spaces per unit Footprint 24,261
A. DEVELOPMENT BUDGET SUMMARY C. FINANCING ASSUMPTIONS D. FIVE YEAR CASH FLOW
Total per per per
Description Amount Resid. Unit Resid. NSF Resid GSF 0 CONSTRUCTION LOAN Description 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
---------------------------------------- Lender: TBD (Const)
Acquisition & Related $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan Amount: $ 18,900,470 Affordable Rents 2.50% $1,055,010 $1,081,385 $1,108,420 $1,136,130 $1,164,534 $1,193,647
Land related Costs $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan Term: 6.50% Misc. Income (Laundry) 2.50% $13,248 $13,579 $13,919 $14,267 $14,623 $14,989
subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ - Loan/Bond To Value: 90.41%
Construction Site Work + Hard Costs  $ 14,029,000 $ 101,659 $ 160 $ 145 Gross Potential Income $1,068,258 $1,094,964 $1,122,339 $1,150,397 $1,179,157 $1,208,636
General Conditions $ - $ - $ - $ - 1 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 1 less Vacancy/Collection Loss ($52,751) ($54,069) ($55,421) ($56,807) ($58,227) ($59,682)
Contractor Fee $ - $ - $ - $ - Lender: TBD (Perm)
Furnishings and Equipment $ 75,000 $ 543 $ 1 $ 1 Loan Amount: $3,600,000 Effective Gross Income $1,015,508 $1,040,895 $1,066,918 $1,093,591 $1,120,930 $1,148,954
Hard Cost Contingency $ 982,030 $ 7,116 $ 1 3 10 Loan Term: 30 less Operating Expenses 3.50% ($618,372) ($640,015) ($662,416) ($685,600) ($709,596) ($734,432)
subtotal $ 15,086,030 $ 109,319 $ 172 $ 155 Note Rate: 6.25% less Replacement Reserves 0.00% ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200)
Architecture/Engineering $ 1,508,800 $ 10,933 $ 17 ¢ 16 Payment (annual): ($265,990) less Ground Lease Payment ($1) ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200) ($55,200)
Permits and Fees $ 2,208,445 $ 16,003 $ 25 $ 23 DCR: 1.29 less Interconnect Fees $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Construction Loan Interest/Fees $ 1,020,625 $ 7,396 $ 12 ¢ 11 Loan/Bond To Value:
Permanent Loan Fees/Costs $ 85,000 $ 616 $ 1 3 1 2 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 2 Net Operating Income $341,935 $345,679 $349,301 $352,789 $356,133 $359,321
Legal $ 40,000 $ 290 $ 0 $ 0 Lender: City of Oceanside Total Hard Debt Payments ($265,990) ($265,990) ($265,990) ($265,990) ($265,990) ($265,990)
Appraisal/Market Study $ 30,000 $ 217§ 0 s 0 Loan Amount: $8,555,200 DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW $75,945 $79,689 $83,311 $86,800 $90,143 $93,331
Marketing/Lease-up $ 237,000 $ 1,717  $ 3 3 2 Loan Term: 55 less PM, AM Fees & Add'l Rep Reserve ($30,000) ($30,750) ($31,519) ($32,307) ($33,114) ($33,942)
Title/Audit/Cost Certification $ 68,000 $ 493 ¢ 1 3 1 Note Rate: 3.00% Net Cash Flow $45,945 $48,939 $51,792 $54,493 $57,029 $59,388
Insurance $ 112,838 ¢ 818 ¢ 1 $ 1 Payment (annual): ($256,656) 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Property Taxes $ - $ - $ - $ - DCR: 1.29 Cash Flow Distribution
Soft Cost Contingency and Reserves $ 443,253 $ 3,212 % 5 $ 5 City of Oceanside 50.0% $22,972 $24,470 $25,896 $27,246 $28,514 $29,694
subtotal $ 5,753,961 $ 41,695 $ 66 $ 59 3 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 3 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Syndication Costs and Developer Fee  $ 1,538,359 $ 11,148 ¢ 18 $ 16 Lender: 1] - 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Loan Amount: $0 Incentive Management Fee to GP 50.0% $22,972 $24,470 $25,896 $27,246 $28,514 $29,694
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 22,378,350 $ 162,162 $ 255 $ 231 Loan Term: 55 100.0% ========= ======= ========= =========
========= ========= ========= ========= Note Rate: 0.00% Net Cash Flow $45,945 $48,939 $51,792 $54,493 $57,029 $59,388
$22,378,350  (check) Payment (annual): $0 1. TBD (Perm) Debt Coverage Ratio 1.29 1.30 1.31 1.33 1.34 1.35
DCR: 0.00 Debt Coverage Ratio 1.29 1.30 1.31 1.33 1.34 1.35
B. SOURCES AND USES
Construction Permanent 4 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 4
Sources of Funds Per Unit: Period Period Lender: o
16.1% TBD (Const) $ 18,900,470 Loan Amount: 1]
TBD (Perm) $ - $ 3,600,000 Loan Term: 5500%
City of Oceanside 61,994 $ - $ 8,555,200 Note Rate: 0.00% E. ANNUAL OPERATING EXPENSES ( /UNIT) $4,514 per unit per year
0.0% 0 0 $ - $ - Payment (annual): $0 $622,872 per year
Agency Const Int $ - - DCR: 0.00
Land Donation $ - - F. UNIT MIX AND RENTS
0.0% Deferred Developer Fee $ - - 5 PERMANENT DEBT SOURCE 5
44.8% Investor Equity (20% at construction) $ 2,004,630 $ 10,023,150 Lender: - 0 0 0: bed
0.9% GP Equity (0.01% of LP pay-in) $ - $ 200,000 Loan Amount: 1] 0%
Loan Term: - 30% 3 11 1 0 15
TOTAL SOURCES $ 20,905,100 $ 22,378,350 Note Rate: - 35% 0 0 0 0 0
Payment (annual): - 40% 4 11 1 0 16
Uses of Funds DCR: 0.00 45% 4 11 1 0 16
Acquisition / Demolition 0 $ - $ - 50% 8 42 1 0 51
Construction $ 15,086,030 $ 15,086,030 6 Investor Equity - Federal Credit 60% 16 20 2 0 38
AJE, Permits $ 3,717,245 § 3,717,245 Net Rate $0.82 35 95 6 2 138
Indirect Expenses $ 487,838 $ 487,838 Net Pay-in $ 10,023,150 25% 69% 4% 1%
Financing and Carry Costs $ 1,105,625 $ 1,105,625 Initial Pay-in $ 2,004,630
Other $ 208,362 $ 443,253 Credit Rate (April 2010) 9.00%
Developer Fee $ 300,000 $ 1,538,359 Investor Equity - State Credit
Net Rate $0.000
TOTAL USES $ 20,905,100 $ 22,378,350 Net Pay-in $ -
NET SURPLUS(SHORTFALL) $ 0) $ - 2010 1st Round TB % Score 91.54%

8/31/2010 13:45 ========= =========
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Development

Oceanside Mission Ave. - Senior Deal - 138 units - Component E - 9% tax credits

Development Budget Assumptions
Construction Period

Prevailing Wage/Davis Bacon
Bond Interest During Const

Draw Down Rate (Const [period)
Lease up Period

Months to Perm. Close

Permanent Loan Fees
Construction Loan Fees

Description

12
No
N/A
50%
4.0
4.0
0.00%
1.00%

Printed: 8/31/2010

$45,918

$4,557,000
$4,606,000

Subtotal Total

A. LAND COST

B. LAND RELATED COSTS

Demolition
Remediation
Open
Open
Open
TOTAL LAND RELATED COSTS

C. DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Building Vertical
Construction Costs - site, buildings

Open
Open
Total Building Vertical

Off Site Improvements
Per RFQ, assume no offsite work
Open
Open
Open
Total Off Site Improvements

On Site Improvements
In Tract costs
On Site Costs

Ground Lease - no cost

$160
0

5.60

Extraordinary Grading/Compaction/Import

Open
Total On Site Improvements

Total Direct Construction Costs Hard Cost

Contractor General Conditions, Profit, Overhead

General Conditions
Contractor Fee
Bond

Liability Insurance

0.00%
4.25%
1.20%
1.75%

Total Contractor GCs, Profit, Overhead

Cost Escalation & Design Contingency
Hard Cost Contingency
Prevailing Wage Cost

0.0%
7.0%
0.0%

PSF
square feet

acres (NET)
psf

of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs

of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs

Total Escalation, Prevaling Wage and Contingency

R A T

14,029,000

@ o

$ 14,029,000

Included above
Included above

$ 14,029,000

Included above
Included above
Included above
Included above
$ -

$ R
$ 982,030
$ R
$982,030

|TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

$ 108,776

Per Unit $15,011,030]

D. INDIRECT DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Architect (DD, CD, CA) MPE, Strc
A/E Reimb.
Interior designer fee
Landscape
Contingency

Entitlement consultants - Arch, civil, planning - EIR
(assume 1/3 to each housing component)

Open
Total Architecture

Survey/Civil Engineer Office
Geotechnical: Investigation
Geotechnical: Construction
Phase |
Permit Expeditor
Fire Consultant
Acoustical Engineering
Title 24, follow Itr for TCAC
Utility Consultant
Color Consultant
Construction Consultant (estimate)
Construction staking
Signage
Permit Expeditor, addt'l services
Testing & Inspection
Perry rendering
Open
Open
Open
Open
Contingency
Total Civil and Other Consultants

700,000
70,000
10,000
40,000
40,000

200,000

1,060,000

R A R

200,000
8,000
40,000
5,000

5,000
20,000
5,000
45,000

R R R R

Incl. in hard costs
48,300
45,000
2,500

25,000
448,800

R e R

|Total Architecture and Engineering

10.75% $1,508,800]
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per unit

per sf land

$0

TCAC Basis ~ Not in TCAC Basis
$ - § -
$0
$ 14,029,000
$ .
$ -
$0
$0
$0
$0
$ 982,030
$ 1,060,000
$220
$448,800
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Development Printed: 8/31/2010

Legal
Legal, Acquisition $ 15,000 $15,000
Legal, Construction $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Legal, Conversion $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Total Legal $ 40,000
Appraisal/Market Study
Market Study $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Appraisal $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Other $ -
Total Appraisal/Audit $ 30,000
Marketing/Lease-up
Marketing & Lease Up $ 207,000 $ 207,000
Leaseup startup expenses $ 30,000 $30,000
Startup Cost of Bifurcated Rent Structure $0
Total Marketing/Lease-up $ 237,000
Audit
CIP, TCAC Audit $ 18,000 $ 18,000
Cost Cert, first yr tax return $ 15,000 $ 15,000
Total Audit/Cost Certification $ 33,000
Title
Title (Construction) $ 20,000 $ 20,000
Title (Permanent) $ 15,000 $ -8 15,000
Total Title $ 35,000
Furnishings & Equipment
Common Area Furnishings $ 75,000 $75,000
Other $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Total Furnishings and Equip. $ 75,000
Development Impact Fees
$0
Dev. Impact Fees (incl. water, sewer, traffic, school) $ 2,018,068 $2,018,068
$0
Total Impoact Fees $ 2,018,068
Municipal Fees/Permits
Entitlements $ 26,940 $ 26,940
Permits $ 58,273 $ 58,273
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Other: $ - $ -
Total Municipal Fees/Permits $ 85,213
Fee Contingency 5.0% $ 105,164 $ 105,164
Total All Permits and Fees $2,208,445
|TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS $ 4,167,245 |
E. CONTINGENCY & RESERVES
Soft Cost Contingency 5.00% $ 208,362 $208,362
Operating Resrv (Oprt'ng + DS) $3 $ 234,890 Capitalized and held $ 234,890
Other: Owner Contingency $ -
Other $ -
|TOTAL CONTINGENCY & RESERVES $ 443,253 |
F. CARRYING CHARGES AND FINANCING
Insurance
BR - Const @ 100% $71,209
Open - $ -
General Liability 2.10 /$1000 hard costs $ 31,523
Umbrella Liability 0.6732 /$1000 hard costs $ 10,105
Total insurance $ 112,838 $ 112,838
Property Taxes $ - $ -
Construction Financing
Fees 1.00% $ 189,005 $189,005
Lender Expenses / Issuance Costs $ - $0
Interest During Construction 12 40% $ 453,611 $453,611
Interest During Lease-Up 4 100% $ 378,009 $ 378,009
Other: City deferred interest 1.75% applicable rate $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Other $ - $0
Total Construction Financing $ 1,020,625
Permanent Financing
Loan Fees (None: Conversion) 0.00% $ -
Lender Expenses $ 25,000
Other: Extension Fee $ 60,000
Other: City Monitoring Set-Up Fee
Total Permanent Financing Costs $ 85,000 $85,000
|TOTAL CARRYING CHARGES/FINANCING $ 1,218,463 |
G. SYNDICATION COSTS/DEVELOPER FEE
Syndication - Consultant $ 40,000 $ 40,000
Syndication - Legal $ 30,000 $ 30,000
TCAC App & Allocation Fees est: $70,803 $ 60,859 $ 60,859
Investor Cost Reimbursement $ o $ -
Organizational Expenses $ 7,500 $ 7,500
Developer Fee $ 1,400,000 3,182,597 = 15% of basis $ 1,400,000
|TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS/DEVELOPER FEE COSTS $ 1,538,359 |
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT BUDGET $ 22,378,350 $21,217,311 $1,161,259
per Unit $ 162,162
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Rental Mix

Oceanside Mission Ave. - Senior Deal - 138 units - Component E - 9% tax credits

A. TCAC AND MHP POINT SCORING

RENTS: San Diego County (TCAC 2009)

Printed: 8/31/2010

include 3
bed
manager
Studio One Two Three Total TCAC points
100% AMI Rent 1,374 1,472 1,766 2,040
100% AMI Rent/sf 2 2.26 2.35 1.89
Utility Allowance 46 71 92 119
NRST/Unit 550 650 750 1,080
20% - 0.0%
25% - 0.0%
30% 3 11 1 15 10.9% 15
35% - 0.0% 0
40% 4 11 1 16 11.6% 10
45% 4 11 1 16 11.6% 75
50% 8 42 1 51 37.0% 175
55% - 0.0% 0
60% 16 20 2 38 27.5% 0
80% -
Manager 2 2 1.4% 0
2 pts if at least 10% of units at 30% 2
35 95 6 2 138 Total 52
25.4% 68.8% 4.3% 1.4%
reallocate so at least 30% are 3 bedroom excluding manager unit
Max credit is 52 pts
35 97 6
B. UNIT MIX & RENTS
9% Median 100% AMI Utility Net NRSF per Monthly MHP Loan Loan
Unit Description Income Rent  Allowance Rent Unit Qty Units Total NRSF Income | Annual Income |Rent per SF Limits Limits
Studio 20% 1,374 46 229 550 - - - - - 124,658 -
Studio 25% 1,374 46 298 550 - - - - - 114,719 -
Studio 30% 1,374 46 366 550 3 1,650 1,099 13,183 4.51 104,780 314,340
Studio 35% 1,374 46 435 550 - - - - - 94,840 -
Studio 40% 1,374 46 504 550 4 2,200 2,014 24,173 4.37 84,757 339,028
Studio 45% 1,374 46 572 550 4 2,200 2,289 27,470 3.84 74,818 299,272
Studio 50% 1,374 46 641 550 8 4,400 5,128 61,536 6.86 64,879 519,032
Studio redev 50% 1,000 46 954 550 - - - - - 54,939 -
Studio 55% 1,374 46 710 550 - - - - - 54,939 -
Studio 60% 1,374 46 778 550 16 8,800 12,454 149,453 11.31 45,000 720,000
Studio 80% 1,374 46 1,053 550 - - - - - -
1 Bed 20% 1,472 71 223 650 - - - - 0.34 130,276 -
1 Bed 25% 1,472 71 297 650 - - - - 0.46 119,617 -
1 Bed 30% 1,472 71 371 650 11 7,150 4,077 48,919 0.57 108,957 1,198,527
1 Bed 35% 1,472 71 444 650 - - - - 0.68 98,298 -
1 Bed 40% 1,472 71 518 650 11 7,150 5,696 68,350 0.80 87,638 964,018
1 Bed 45% 1,472 71 591 650 11 7,150 6,505 78,065 0.91 76,979 846,769
1 Bed 50% 1,472 71 665 650 42 27,300 27,930 335,160 1.02 66,319 2,785,398
1 Bed redev 50% 1,472 71 650 - - - - #DIV/O! 55,660 -
1 Bed 55% 1,472 71 739 650 - - - - 1.14 55,660 -
1 Bed 60% 1,472 71 812 650 20 13,000 16,244 194,928 1.25 45,000 900,000
1 Bed 80% 1,472 71 1,107 650 - - - - 1.70 -
2 Bed 20% 1,766 92 261 750 - - - - 0.35 147,418 -
2 Bed 25% 1,766 92 350 750 - - - - 0.47 134,597 -
2 Bed 30% 1,766 92 438 750 1 750 438 5,254 0.58 121,777 121,777
2 Bed 35% 1,766 92 526 750 - - - - 0.70 108,957 -
2 Bed 40% 1,766 92 614 750 1 750 614 7,373 0.82 96,137 96,137
2 Bed 45% 1,766 92 703 750 1 750 703 8,432 0.94 83,461 83,461
2 Bed 50% 1,766 92 791 750 1 750 791 9,492 1.05 70,640 70,640
2 Bed redev 50% 1,766 92 750 - - - - #DIV/O! 57,820 -
2 Bed 55% 1,766 92 879 750 - - - - 1.17 57,820 -
2 Bed 60% 1,766 92 968 750 2 1,500 1,935 23,222 1.29 45,000 90,000
2 Bed 80% 1,766 92 1,321 750 - - - - 1.76 -
MGR 3 Bed 60% - - - 1,080 2 2,160 - - #DIV/0! 45,000 90,000
TOTALS 138 87,660 1,055,010 9,438,399
Mgmt office, comm rm. 5,000 (52,751) Vacancy (5%)
Common Areas 5% 4,383 (55,200) RR deposits
--------------------- 13,248 Misc Income
Residential GSF 97,043 (618,372) Operating expenses
Retail/Commercial 0 341,936 NOI
--------------------- 265,991 Debt Service
Gross Building Area 97,043 SF
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Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
Oceanside Mission Ave. - Senior Deal - 138 units - Component E - 9% tax credits

Assumptions LIH Property Tax Rate 0.00%
Annual Rental Income Increase  2.50% Taxes Incr. 2.00%
Annual Misc. Income Increase 2.50% Vacancy/Collection Loss 5.00%

Annual Expense Increase 3.50% Replacement Reserve 400 (per unit Reserve Study Req'd)
Partnership Management Fee $25,000 - (per unit supplemental)
Asset Mangement Fee $5,000 Operating Reserve 0.00% (of annual oper expense)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Description 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
Affordable Rents 1,055,010 1,081,385 1,108,420 1,136,130 1,164,534 1,193,647 1,223,488 1,254,075 1,285,427 1,317,563 1,350,502 1,384,265 1,418,871 1,454,343 1,490,702
Misc. Income (Laundry) 13,248 13,579 13,919 14,267 14,623 14,989 15,364 15,748 16,141 16,545 16,959 17,383 17,817 18,263 18,719
Gross Potential Income 1,068,258 1,094,964 1,122,339 1,150,397 1,179,157 1,208,636 1,238,852 1,269,823 1,301,569 1,334,108 1,367,461 1,401,647 1,436,688 1,472,605 1,509,421
ncy/Collection Loss (52,751) (54,069) (55,421) (56,807) (58,227) (59,682) (61,174) (62,704) (64,271) (65,878) (67,525) (69,213) (70,944) (72,717) (74,535)
1,015,508 1,040,895 1,066,918 1,093,591 1,120,930 1,148,954 1,177,677 1,207,119 1,237,297 1,268,230 1,299,935 1,332,434 1,365,745 1,399,888 1,434,886
less Operating Expenses (618,372) (640,015) (662,416) (685,600) (709,596) (734,432) (760,137) (786,742) (814,278) (842,778) (872,275) (902,804) (934,403) (967,107) (1,000,955)
less Replacement Reserves 0.0% (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200)
less Ground Lease Payment 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) (1) 1)
less Interconnect Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Operating Income 341,935 345,679 349,301 352,789 356,133 359,321 362,339 365,176 367,818 370,251 372,460 374,428 376,141 377,581 378,729
HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990)
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.286 1.300 1.313 1.326 1.339 1.351 1.362 1.373 1.383 1.392 1.400 1.408 1414 1.420 1.424
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.286 1.300 1.313 1.326 1.339 1.351 1.362 1.373 1.383 1.392 1.400 1.408 1414 1.420 1.424
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW 75,945 79,689 83,311 86,800 90,143 93,331 96,349 99,187 101,829 104,261 106,470 108,439 110,151 111,591 112,739
less Partnership Management Fee 2.5% (25,000) (25,625) (26,266) (26,922) (27,595) (28,285) (28,992) (29,717) (30,460) (31,222) (32,002) (32,802) (33,622) (34,463) (35,324)
less Investor Asset Management Fee 2.5% (5,000) (5,125) (5,253) (5,384) (5,519) (5,657) (5,798) (5,943) (6,092) (6,244) (6,400) (6,560) (6,724) (6,893) (7,065)
Additional Replacement Reserve 0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Net Cash Flow 45,945 48,939 51,792 54,493 57,029 59,388 61,559 63,526 65,277 66,795 68,067 69,076 69,805 70,236 70,350
Bge_rFe_d_ l_:;e Owed 0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cash Flow Distribution
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
City of Oceanside 50% 22,972 24,470 25,896 27,246 28,514 29,694 30,779 31,763 32,638 33,398 34,034 34,538 34,902 35,118 35,175
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- 0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Incentive Management Fee to GP 50% 22,972 24,470 25,896 27,246 28,514 29,694 30,779 31,763 32,638 33,398 34,034 34,538 34,902 35,118 35,175
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Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
ncy/Collection Loss

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio

3.

Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW

less Partnership Management Fee
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Additional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution

City of Oceanside

Incentive Management Fee to GP

Cash Flow

Printed: 8/31/2010

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044
1,527,969 1,566,168 1,605,322 1,645,456 1,686,592 1,728,757 1,771,976 1,816,275 1,861,682 1,908,224 1,955,930 2,004,828 2,054,948 2,106,322 2,158,980
19,187 19,667 20,158 20,662 21,179 21,708 22,251 22,807 23,378 23,962 24,561 25,175 25,804 26,450 27,111
1,547,156 1,585,835 1,625,481 1,666,118 1,707,771 1,750,465 1,794,227 1,839,082 1,885,059 1,932,186 1,980,491 2,030,003 2,080,753 2,132,772 2,186,091
(76,398) (78,308) (80,266) (82,273) (84,330) (86,438) (88,599) (90,814) (93,084) (95,411) (97,796) (100,241) (102,747) (105,316) (107,949)
1,470,758 1,507,527 1,545,215 1,583,845 1,623,441 1,664,027 1,705,628 1,748,269 1,791,975 1,836,775 1,882,694 1,929,761 1,978,006 2,027,456 2,078,142
(1,035,989) (1,072,248) (1,109,777) (1,148,619) (1,188,821) (1,230,430) (1,273,495) (1,318,067) (1,364,199) (1,411,946) (1,461,365) (1,512,512) (1,565,450) (1,620,241) (1,676,949)
0.0% (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200)
(1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
379,568 380,077 380,237 380,025 379,419 378,397 376,932 375,001 372,575 369,627 366,129 362,048 357,354 352,014 345,992
(265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990) (265,990)
1.427 1.429 1.430 1.429 1.426 1.423 1.417 1.410 1.401 1.390 1.376 1.361 1.343 1.323 1.301
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1.427 1.429 1.430 1.429 1.426 1.423 1.417 1.410 1.401 1.390 1.376 1.361 1.343 1.323 1.301
113,578 114,087 114,247 114,035 113,429 112,407 110,942 109,011 106,585 103,638 100,139 96,058 91,364 86,024 80,002
2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
2.5% (7,085) (7,085) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,085) (7,085) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
71,189 71,698 71,858 71,646 71,040 70,018 68,553 66,622 64,196 61,248 57,750 53,669 48,975 43,635 37,613
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
50% 35,504 35,849 35,929 35,823 35,520 35,009 34,277 33,311 32,098 30,624 28,875 26,835 24,488 21,817 18,806
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
50% 35,504 35,849 35,929 35,823 35,520 35,009 34,277 33,311 32,098 30,624 28,875 26,835 24,488 21,817 18,806
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Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
cy/Collection Loss

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio

3.

Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW

less Partnership Management Fee
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Additional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution

City of Oceanside

Incentive Management Fee to GP

Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061
2,212,955 2,268,279 2,324,986 2,383,110 2,442,688 2,503,755 2,566,349 2,630,508 2,696,271 2,763,677 2,832,769 2,903,588 2,976,178 3,050,583 3,126,847 3,205,018 3,285,144
27,789 28,483 29,195 29,925 30,673 31,440 32,226 33,032 33,858 34,704 35,572 36,461 37,373 38,307 39,265 40,246 41,252
2,240,743 2,296,762 2,354,181 2,413,036 2,473,361 2,535,195 2,598,575 2,663,540 2,730,128 2,798,381 2,868,341 2,940,049 3,013,551 3,088,889 3,166,112 3,245,264 3,326,396
(110,648) (113,414) (116,249) (119,156) (122,134) (125,188) (128,317) (131,525) (134,814) (138,184) (141,638) (145,179) (148,809) (152,529) (156,342) (160,251) (164,257)
2,130,096 2,183,348 2,237,932 2,293,880 2,351,227 2,410,008 2,470,258 2,532,014 2,595,315 2,660,198 2,726,702 2,794,870 2,864,742 2,936,360 3,009,769 3,085,014 3,162,139
(1,735,643)  (1,796,390)  (1,859,264)  (1,924,338)  (1,991,690) (2,061,399) (2,133,548) (2,208,222) (2,285,510) (2,365,503) (2,448,295) (2,533,986) (2,622,675) (2,714,469) (2,809,475)  (2,907,807)  (3,009,580)
0.0% (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200)
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @
339,252 331,757 323,467 314,341 304,336 293,408 281,509 268,591 254,604 239,494 223,206 205,683 186,866 166,691 145,093 122,006 97,358
339,252 331,757 323,467 314,341 304,336 293,408 281,509 268,591 254,604 239,494 223,206 205,683 186,866 166,691 145,093 122,006 97,358
2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
2.5% (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
0.0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
296,863 289,368 281,078 271,952 261,947 251,018 239,120 226,202 212,215 197,105 180,817 163,294 144,476 124,301 102,704 79,616 54,969
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
50% 148,431 144,684 140,539 135,976 130,973 125,509 119,560 113,101 106,107 98,552 90,408 81,647 72,238 62,151 51,352 39,808 27,484
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
0% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
50% 148,431 144,684 140,539 135,976 130,973 125,509 119,560 113,101 106,107 98,552 90,408 81,647 72,238 62,151 51,352 39,808 27,484
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Description

Affordable Rents
Misc. Income (Laundry)

Gross Potential Income
less V y/Collection Loss

Effective Gross Income

less Operating Expenses
less Replacement Reserves
less Ground Lease Payment
less Interconnect Fees

HARD DEBT PAYMENTS
1. TBD (Perm)
Debt Coverage Ratio

Debt Coverage Ratio

3.

Debt Coverage Ratio
DISTRIBUTABLE CASH FLOW

less Partnership Management Fee
less Investor Asset Management Fee
Additional Replacement Reserve

Cash Flow Distribution

City of Oceanside

Incentive Management Fee to GP

Cash Flow Printed: 8/31/2010
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55
2062 2063 2064 2065 2066 2067 2068 2069
3,367,272 3,451,454 3,537,741 3,626,184 3,716,839 3,809,760 3,905,004 4,002,629
42,284 43,341 44,424 45,535 46,673 47,840 49,036 50,262
3,409,556 3,494,795 3,582,165 3,671,719 3,763,512 3,857,600 3,954,040 4,052,891
(168,364) (172,573) (176,887) (181,309) (185,842) (190,488) (195,250) (200,131)
3,241,192 3,322,222 3,405,278 3,490,410 3,577,670 3,667,112 3,758,789 3,852,759
(3,114,915)  (3,223,937) (3,336,775)  (3,453,562)  (3,574,437) (3,699,542)  (3,829,026) (3,963,042)
0.0% (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200) (55,200)
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @
71,076 43,084 13,301 (18,354) (51,968) (87,632) (125,438) (165,484)
71,076 43,084 13,301 (18,354) (51,968) (87,632) (125,438) (165,484)
2.5% (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324) (35,324)
2.5% (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065) (7,065)
0.0% - - - - - - - -
28,687 695 (29,088) (60,743) (94,357) (130,021) (167,827) (207,873)
0% - - - - - - - -
0% - - - - - - - -
50% 14,343 347 (14,544) (30,371) (47,179) (65,010) (83,914) (103,937)
0% - - - - - - - -
0% - - - - - - - -
50% 14,343 347 (14,544) (30,371) (47,179) (65,010) (83,914) (103,937)
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Oceanside Mission Ave. - Senior Deaﬂ“‘i&ﬂ’ c|!|'tn

. Printed: 8/31/2010
its - Component E - 9% tax credits

TAX CREDIT ANALYSIS AND PREDEVELOPMENT BUDGET

B. SYNDICATION PROCEEDS

Description Amount Limit State
Eligible Tax Credit Basis $ 21,217,311 $ 26,536,854 $ 21,217,311
Credit Reduction $ (10,770,000) $ - I
High Cost Area Multiplier 1.30 1.00 NA
(2008 - Orange County is DDA)  ==mmmmmmmmmmemee e e
Adjusted Basis $ 13,581,504 $ 26,536,854 $ 21,217,311
Applicable Fraction 100% 1.00 1.00
Total Qualified Basis $ 13,581,504 $ 26,536,854 $ 21,217,311
Credit Rate (April 2010) 9.00% 9.00% 13.00%
Annual Federal Credits $ 1,222,335 $ 2,388,317 $ 2,758,250
x10 10 10 1
Total Credits $ 12,223,354 $ 23,883,169 $ 2,758,250
Gross Pay-In with Load 0.0%
Gross Pay-In $ 12,223,354 $ 23,883,169 $ 2,758,250
Net Pay-in 0.820 $ 10,023,150 $ 19,584,199 0.00 $ -
2010 1st Round Tie Breaker % Score 91.54%
SD County Tie Break 201( 90.00 Approximate TB level to be competitive
TCAC BASIS ANALYSIS: THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT
C. Prev wage (20%) 0%
Basis Adjustment Underground parking (not tuck-under) (7%) 0%
*Only Valid for 4% deals |Day Care Center (2%) 0%
Special Needs Population (2%) 0%
Elevator (10%) 0%
Exceed Title 24 by 35% or 3 energy efficiency items (4%) 4%
Seismic Upgrade of Existing Structures (15%) 0%
Distributive Energy Technology (5%) 0%
*1% for each 1% of units targeted at 50% to 36% AMI 0%
*2% for each 1% of units targeted at 35% AMI or below 0%
Total Adjustment 4%
|2010 9% Basis Limits San Diego County
Unit Type # of Units Basis Limit Basis Adjustment Basis Allowed
9%
Studio 35 $ 150,702 $ 5,274,570 104% $ 5,485,553
One 95 $ 173,758 $ 16,507,010 104% $ 17,167,290
Two 6 $ 209,600 $ 1,257,600 104% $ 1,307,904
Three 2 $ 268,288 $ 536,576 104% $ 558,039
138 Allowed $ 24,518,786
Impact Fees 2,018,068
ADJUSTED THRESHOLD BASIS LIMIT $26,536,854
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August 31, 2010

Ms. Margery Pierce-Director of Housing and Neighborhood Services
Mr. David Manley-Neighborhood Services Division Manager

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, Cahfornia 92054

Response to RFQ Mission Avenue Atfordable Housing Mixed-Use Development
Dear Ms Pierce and Mr, Manley:

National Community Renaissance {(Mational CORE) and Community HousingWorks (CHW) are
pleased 1o provide this response to your Request for Qualified Development Teams. We would
be honored to collaborate with the City in fulfilling the vision for the Mission Avenue Parcel
(MAP), and we believe you will find our team uniquely qualified to meet the full breadth of the
City of Oceanside’s goals.

The entire MAP Development Team described below has a proven record of building successful
relationships both with Oceanside City staff and with other city partners. Each team member
knows the MAP silc extensively based on a history of working in Oceanside or working
specifically on this site with past clients. National CORE developed La Mision Village across the
street from the subject site and will be able to achieve economies of s¢ale through operation,
ownership and management of the MAP site to benefit the City of Oceanside.

.

R

The Mission Avenue Parcel (MAP) Development Team:

= National CORE, the lead developer of the MAP, 15 2 not-for-profit 501(c) (3) housing
development corporation and an approved CHDO in the City of Oceanside. National
CORE will be the owner, operator and manager of the farmly units and retail portion;

NITY

o  Community HousingWorks is also a non-profit 501(c) (3) development and services
corporation and is also an approved CHDO in the City of Oceanside. Community
HousingWorks will be the owner, operator and manager of the special needs/senior
component;

M U

M

RRM Design Group, the award wmning architectural and planning firm that prepared the
Mission Avenue Vision and Strategic Plan, will be the lead architect on for the MAP
Team;

» Lightfoot Planming Group is the resident expert on land use planning, zoning, entitlement
processing, and landscape architecture in Oceanside, and will be the project team's
planning and land use consultant for the MAP site;

Y065 Hoven Avenue, Soitw 100, Rancho Closmongs. OA BLTHO

ATIONAL
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» NewMark Merrill Companies owns and manages Mission Market Place and Tri City
Crossroad (about 500,000 sq.ft. of retail on Oceanside). They will be the Team'’s retail
development partner;

* Hunsaker and Associates, the civil engineering firm with perhaps the most knowledge of
the MAP site, will be the Team's civil engineer;

» North County Health Services (NCHS) has worked closely with National CORE’s sister
non-prodit, Hope Through Housing (HTH), and Community HousingWorks to create and
develop a tailored Adult Day Health Care service plan to be administered within a portion
of the special needs/senior component of the project. Details of the plan are presented
within the response. National CORE, HTH and Community HousingWorks all have a
long-term successful relationship with NCHS. Most recently, MNational CORE worked
closely with NCHS to provide retail space at La Mision Village to create a very
successful medical clinic owned and operated by NCHS.

» RBF will be traffic consultant on the MAP site;
*  Affinis will be the environmental consultant to the development Team for the MAP site.
Lead Developer

Chartered in 1992, the Southern California Housing Development Corporation (now known as
National Community Renaissance of California) is one of Southern California’s largest non-profit
housing developers and managers. National CORE was recently ranked third nationwide among
non-profit housing developers, owners and managers. Projects over the last few years include
senior and family housing in Oceanside, Escondido, San Diego, San Marcos, Yorba Linda,
Montclair, Rialto, Rancho Cucamonga, Fontana, Bell Gardens, La Quinta, Indian Wells and
Palmdale. National CORE’s California affordable housing unit count grew from 248 units in
1992 to almost 7,000 units in over 50 development communities today, and we serve
approxamately 27,000 residents. We employ approximately 365 people nationwide and have
assets in excess of $658 mullion.

Mational CORE is consistently recognized as one of the nation's premier affordable housing
developers by both regional and national organizations, including the National Association of
Home Builders, National Affordable Housing Management Association, National Building
Association and the California Redevelopment Association. The company has also received
numerous awards, including the National Association of Home Builders Multi-family Housing
Developer of the Year for 2004, National CORE's dedication to the communities served is
exemplified in the highest standards of profcssional property management and the comnutment to
providing vital on-site services to enrich residents’ quahity of life.

As part of the MAP Project development team, I have been with National CORE for 15 years,
have lived in San Diego for nearly 30 years, and am very familiar with the City of Oceanside and
the stakeholders. Our Team would be honored to be selected to work with the City of Oceanside
on the MAP site.



National CORE will ¢ffer the City of Oceanside on the family and debt retail component a 60/40
split of residual cash flow in favor of the City, instead of the City's typically required 50%.

Community HousingWorks 1s proud that its award winning multfamily unit was bomm in San
Diego’s North County in 1989 and, combined with our homeownership center, has served the
county for over 25 years. Community Housing orks is also a leader in the county in providing
housing to persons and families with special needs; two of these successful complexes, Marisol
and Old Grove, are located in Oceanside. The Community HousingWorks® board of directors 1s
comprised entirely of local leaders and community representatives, and thus is directly accessible
and accountable for all development and ownership decisions. With projects as large as |80 units
and as small as 21 units, Community HousingWorks has delivered high-quality affordable
housing complexes on time and on budget, Our expenence includes complex site development
and ground-up new construction and guality acquisition/rehabilitation projects that enhance the
surroundmg community, preserve affordability, and improve the long-term sustainability of the
complex.

Green, Sustainable, LEED Platinum and Silver and Universal Design

The MAP Development Team members have embraced green and sustainable development. As
long-term owners and property managers, each temm member has extensive experience with
sustainable LEED certified projects.

National CORE’s Vista Duncs family development in La Quinta is the first multi-family
development to achieve the coveted Platmum LEED Certification. This project was recently
recognized by the HOME Depot Foundation at the 2009 National Green Builders Conference as
“Outstanding Green Project of the Year" In San Marcos, CORE is now applymng for 9% tax
credits on Westlake Village, a two-phased mixed-use infill project that will achieve LEED Silver
certification. National CORE s designing several additional LEED certified silver or other
projects, as follows:

Desert Meadows = 80 family units, County of Riverside
The View — 50 family units, City of Downey

Mills Family - 50 famuly units, City of Montclair

Richmar Senior Village — 45 units, City of San Marcos

3" and Woods - 60 family units, County of Los Angeles
Normandie Senior — 62 senior units, County of Los Angeles

Community HousingWorks is nationally recognized as a pioneer in applying comprehensive
sustainable and green design to affordable housing, beginning with the SOLARA complex in
Poway, the first affordable housing complex in the nation to provide 100% on-site electricity
generation via photovoltaic panels and the first CEC certified Zero Energy apartment complex.
Completed in 2007 and designed prior to LEED for Homes, SOLARA received local, national
and international recognition including the Urban Land Institute’s 2008 “Award for Excellence:
The Americas”. Commumity HousingWorks has since applied “green” to all its projecrs
Commumnity HousingWorks® 83-umt infill Flonda Street development in San Diego 1s design to
be a LEED Gold certified project and Community HousingWorks recently completed sustainable
retrofits of two major acquisition/rehabilitation projects, Tumagain Arms and Oak Knoll
Apartments.



BRRM Design Group has an in-house tearn of LEED Accredited Professionals (AP) with
extensive project administration experience, RRM provides complete services, ranging from
program goal setting, design integration, construction administration, certification, and
construction drawings and specifications credit documentation. RRM has 19 LEED APs on staff
and many personnel actively pursuing their accreditation through our in-house training and study
programs, RRM has 7 LEED Certificd Buildings:

RRM's San Luis Obispo Headquarters — LEED-EB Gold

Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Station No. 4 - LEED Gold

City of Los Angeles Fire Stations 77 — LEED Certified

City of Los Angeles Fire Stations 83 — LEED Certified

San Jose Fire Station No. 35 - LEED Silver

City of Los Angeles Fire Station No, 13 - LEED Silver

Los Angeles County Fire Department No. 136, Palmdale Fire Starion - LEED + Gold
4 Repistered Projects

6 In Pre-Registration Stages

RRM is a leader in the green industry organizing seminars and workshops to educate our clients;
speaking nationally at conferences to promote sustainable design practices; assisting clients to
develop sustainability strategies and design guidelines for individual projects and agency-wide
policies; incorporating Innovabove Technologies imto all projects such as Low Impact
Development, green roof systems, terraced organic farming (as an erosion control system), storm
water clarifiers, bioswales, Integrated Systems Design and leading-edge irigation design.

Smoke-Free

La Mision Village by National CORE in Oceanside is the first affordable smoke-free apartment
community in San Diego County. CORE has embraced this no-smoking policy and will
implement the policy at the family apartments and public spaces within the MAP community.

Mixed-Use

The City envisions between 10,000 and 12,000 square feet of retail space on the MAP site.
NewMark Merrill owns and manages Mission Market Place and Tri City Crossroads,
approximately 500,000 square feet of retail in Oceanside. The MAP would be National CORE's
fifth mixed-use project. Mational CORE currently owns, manages and operates approximately
34,000 square feet of retail space in San Diego County and s currently financing an additional
6,000 square feet in San Marcos.

Achleving Stakeholder Support and Community Participation

Each member of the MAP Development Team has an extensive and proven track record of
achieving stakeholder support and community participation in projects. Both National CORE and
Community HousingWorks have demonstrated success obtaining community support even for
controversial developments. This Team's collcctive experience and individual track records will
enable us to work successfully with communities on design and affordability and avoid any
potential contentious opposition to the MAP site development.



We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the RFQ process for this most cnitical
development in the City of Oceanside. We believe that our Team is uniguely qualified to partner
with the City to make this project everything it should be, and we look forward to having that
discussion with you at your request.
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Ms. Margery Pierce, Director of Housing and Neighborhood Services
Mr. David Manley, Neighborhood Services Division Manager

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, California 92054

Response to RFQ Mission Avenue: Mission Seniors/Special Needs
Dear Ms. Pierce and Mr. Manley:

Community HousingWorks is proud to provide this response to your Request for Qualifications for the
Mission Seniors/Special Needs component of Mission Avenue Affordable Housing in Oceanside, We
believe that you will find our non-profit organization, in team with National CORE as the master developer,
uniquely qualified ro meet the full breadth of the City of Oceanside's needs.

With 29 affordable housing developments, as large as |80 units to as small as 21 units, CHW has delivered
high-quality, award winning and financially stable affordable housing on time and on budget. Our
experience includes complex site development and ground-up new construction and quality
acquisition/rehabilitation projects that enhance the surrounding community, preserve affordability, and
create sustainable neighborhoods, The combined strength of our organization’s experience with service
enriched housing for seniors and special needs populations of all types is unparalleled.

Community HousingWorks' commitment to the leading edge of sustainability and green development has
received international recognition, Our SOLARA community won the Urban Land Institute’s 2008 Award
for Excellence for its pioneering achievement of 100% on-site electricity generation via photovoltaic
panels.

Our experience includes navigating environmental concerns and securing complex mixed-use entitlements,
With each project, we first strive to build strong community support and fulfill on our promise to bring both
individuals and neighborhoods up in the world, The result of our open and collaborative processes with
neighborhood residents and leaders has lead to strong support for challenging populations and potentially
controversial projects.

We look forward to a strong and successful partnership with the City of Oceanside in developing award-
winning apartment complexes. Thanks for vour consideration.

Senior Vice President, Housing & Real Estate Development

1820 5. Excondide Blvd., Suite 101, Escondido, CA 92025
Fhone: 760 4326878 Fax: 761432 6883

A A 4305 University Avenue, Suite 550, San Diego, CA 92105
er Phone: 619.202.6647 Fax; 619.640.7119

CHANTRHED MEMBER www.chworks ong
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MISSION AVENUE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT TEAM

PROJECT DIRECTORY

MASTER
DEVELOPER:
family, retail
off and on-site
infrastructure

CO-DEVELOPER:
senior/special needs

NATIONAL COMMUNITY RENAISSANCE OF

CALIFORNIA

0065 Haven Avenue, Suite 100
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730
www.nationalcore.org

John Seymour

Vice President, Acquisitions and
Forward Planning

|seyvmour®@ nationalcore.org

Byron Ely
Vice President of Construction
bely @nationalcore.org

Kevin Chin
Vice President of Development
kchin@nationalcore.org

Lesley Edwards
Sr. Development Manager
ledwards @ nationalcore.org

COMMUNITY HOUSING WORKS
4305 University Avenue, Suite 550
San Diego, CA 92105

www.chworks.org

Anne Wilson
Senior Vice President
awilson@chworks.org

Mary Jane Jagodzinski
Sr. Project Manager
mijjag @chworks.org

619-223-9222-direct
009.215.9570 Cell
619-223-9220 F

009.483.2444 x 134
909.376.0598 Cell
909.483.6524 F

909.483.2444 x 162
909.969.4168 Cell
909.291.0302 F

909.483.2444 x 167
909.376-1540 Cell
909.291.0302 F

619.282.6647 x 5709
619.920.4341 C
6192824145 F

619.282.6647 x 5710

619.379.1051 C
6192824145 F
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CONSULTANTS:

RRM DESIGN GROUP
Architecture & Planning

232 Avenida Fabricante, Suite 112
San Clemente, CA 92672

www rrmdesion.com

Kirk Van Cleave
Principal Architect
kevancleave @ rrmdesign.com

Diane Bathgate
Architect
dibathgate @ rrmdesign.com

David Chacon
Project Manager
dehacon @ romdesign.com

HUNSAKER & ASSOCIATES
Planning & Engineering

9707 Waples St.

San Diego, CA 92121

David Hammar
Principal
DHammar @ HunsakerSD.com

THE LIGHTFOOT PLANNING GROUP

Planning & Entitlement
5750 Fleet Streel, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Louis Lightfoot
President
lou@ lightfootpg.com

Ann Gunter
Vice President
ann@ jighifoorpe. com

Daniel Niebaum
Senior Planner
danN@ lightfootpeg.com

949.361.7950
949.361,7955 F

949.361.7950
949.361.7955 F

949.361.7950
040.361.7955 F

858.558.4500
858.558.1414 F

760.692.1924
760.692.1935 F

760.692.1924
760.692.1935 F

760.692.1924
760.692.1935 F
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NEWMARK MERRILL
Commercial Lease-Up Consultant
427 College Blvd., Suite K
Oceanside, CA 92057

www. newmarkmerrill.com

John Hickman 760.630.8899
Managing Director - San Diego 760.630.4693 F
jhickman @ newmarkmerrill,com

AFFINIS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
Environmental Consultant

847 Jamacha Road

El Cajon, CA 92019

Marcia Adams 619.441.0144 x 17
Director of Environmental Studies 619.300.0480 F
lonestar®@ affinis.nel

RBF CONSULTING

Traffic Consultant

5050 Avenida Encinas, Suite 260
Carlsbad, CA 92008

www 1bl.com

Dawn Wilson 760.603.6246
Senior Associate 7604769198 F
dwilson@rbf.com
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MISSION AVENUE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT TEAM
TEAM RELATIONSHIP

NATIONAL CORE

Affordable Housing Developer

Masier Developer, Properly Manager, Owner,
Operator and Developer of both the family
tesidential and retail buildings

COMMUNITY HOUSING WORKS

Affordable Housing Developer

Senior/Special Needs
Praperty Manage«/Ownar/Operator

Sacial Services Provider Collaberating with
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Chvil Engineer
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Flanning Consuliant

NEWMARK MERRILL
Commercial Lease-up and Relall Consullani
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Environmenlal Consultant
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National Community Renaissance of California (National CORE)

MNational Community Renaissance (National CORE) is comprised of National Community
Renaissance Development Corporation (NCRDC), which has a national focus, National
Community Renaissance of California (NCRC), which has a California focus, and Hope Through
Housing Foundation, which provides on-site social services to all of National CORE's
communities. National CORE was established in 1992 as a 501(¢)(3) nol-for-profit public benefit
corporation and currently has over 10,000 rental units under ownership in five states, including
more than 6,700 throughout the Southern California region. National CORE is typically the
developer, owner, operator and services provider of all our properties.

Our company has experienced staff capacity in development, construction management, general
contracling services, and property management. National CORE is a vertically integrated
company with ils own construction, property management, asset management, compliance,
accounting and social programs/services departments. Our philosophy is to develop and build our
own projects to ensure appropriate quality control in the construction and to deliver the highest
quality living environment to our residents. We are a long-term owner, with the stated mission of
holding our properties in perpetuity as high-quality affordable housing. The breadth of our
experience includes mixed-income, mixed-use, deeply affordable, and market-rate rental
communities, created through both new construction and rehabilitation of family and senior
developments.

Our portfolio includes a mix of various types of developments including mixed-use with
commercial opportunilies, mixed-income, senior, multifamily, new construction and acquisition
frehab developments. National CORE achieves its low-income housing objectives by working
with city and county agencies throughout Southern California to help assess their affordable
housing needs, locale appropriate sites and develop responsive financially feasible programs
either through the acquisition and renovation of existing properties or through construction of
new multi-family housing. In evaluating sites and projects for possible acquisition, National
CORE gives priority 1o those serving low- and very-low income families, as well as seniors and
other special-nesds residents, Overall neighborhood revitalization is also a key consideration, For
example, our most recent projects in the City of Riverside, Mission Pointe, and City of Rialto,
Citrus Grove at Rialto, involved the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing much blighted and
crime infested communities. In each case, the acquisition target was the eyesore in the
neighborhood and one of the largest users of police and fire services.

Financing for all our projects is obtained by our project development staff, who prepare all
funding applications in-house and perform the financial feasibly amalysis in regards to
determining the appropriate funding sources to use for each project. Typical sources of financing
used include: 501 (c)(3) bonds, other tax-exempt bonds, 4% federal tax credits, 9% federal tax
credits, state tax credits, AHP funds, State HCD HOME funds, State HCD MHP funds, CalHFA
HELP funds, other HOME funds, CDBG funds and RDA set-gside funds. CORE is familiar with
the process and regulations applicable in securing the above funding sources and has been very
successful in competing and securing awards from these funding sources.

We employ strict management practices that include comprehensive tenant screening, use of a
crime free addendum to the tenant leases allowing for zero tolerance of illegal activities. Our
property managers know their tenants well, especially in senior communities where some seniors
get hardly any outside visitors. This relationship goes a long way to letting them know someone



cares. We strongly believe that quality management is key to maintaining quality developments in
the long term and providing a positive environment for our residents.

Compliance is another key component of property management. We have existing city, state or
county DDAs or affordable housing agreements on all our developments, including various other
regulatory agreements with lenders such as TCAC, AHP, CalHFA HELP, and conventional
permanent lenders. These Agreements all have annual compliance provisions that have to be
tracked and complied with in a timely manner. To ensure timely compliance with these various
agreements, we have an in-house compliance depariment of 5 staff members and a manager.
Primary responsibilities include initial placed-in-service year rent calculations and annual rent
calculations for all properties, welfare exemption filing, 100% file audits at properny placement in
service, sample file audits annually, and legal document review to set up tickler system for all
monitoring requirements for all projects.
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Sebastlano “Seb” Starpa, Chalrman

M. Sterpa founded and operated Sterpa

Fealty Inc., from 1962 10 1985, and today

serviet as Chatrman of The Stespa Geowp, 3

real estate Imeestinent and management firm
Both state and local leaders have appointed
hirn te naimerous positlons, Including the
appointiment w the office of Chairnan of the
Board of Directors of the Calllorni Howsing
Finance Agency, Mi, Sterpa served for 12 years a5 a diector of the
Sunfmerlca Asset Management Conp. a mutual fund company,

Andrew B. Wright, Co-Founder & Chalrman Enve ritus

M Welght bed a prestiglous canee: In real estale
development spanning more than 30 years. Before
| co-founding Mational Commanity Renalssance
with jeffrey Burum, he served as a Partngr in
DHversified Pacfic Development Group, 2 succesdul
homeballder, and the Colonles at San Antonle, 3
miasted -planned comamunity In Upland, CIFOHRE. ML Wiight
was President of the Inlznd Empie divislon of KB Homes and
developed and sold thousands of homes Largeted (o first-lime
homebuyers, M Wright alsa served a3 Chalr-Ebect of the Upland
Chamber of Commence,

G. Allan Kingston, Vice Chalrmian

M. Klngston. durlng his tenue a5 President & CEO
af Certury Housing, directed tha finandng of mon
than 14,000 alfordable housing unfts In 250 housing
developments in Los Angelas and throughou
Southern Caliemia While criginating mone than
$450 million in Joans, he 2lso Initated *More Than
Shelter® Services, Inc” serving undlerserved commurdtles with
after-schosl tutorng. job tralnirg andd placement, transitonal
hausing for homeless veterans, childcare, health and wellness for
sendors, and two charter middie schools. Mr, Kingston serves as the
Fast Chalrman of the Board of Governors of the Hational Howslng
Conferende, Last year condluded a three year term as Chalrman of
the Board of the Natlonal Housing Conference, the natlon's oldest
advocacy organization for affordable housing.

Angeles-based Communtty Development Group

at wWells Fargo Bank, Shie oversess the company
community aned sconomic development acvinies
Imthe Los Angetes Metro Reglon: Los Angeles,
Ventura, and Santa Barbara countes. She has been
aformidable advecate In the Ananclal indwstry, promoting 1he
understanding of diversity and eultiral differences and the Impact
of such on underserved communites.

Armando J. Buceln, I, Diractor

Mr Bucelo 14 a vl estate aftoamey in Conal Gables,
Flodida He was the fist Hispanic-Amarican
appointed as 3 directon of th Federal Homs Loan
Mortgage Corporation (Freddie Mac) in 1997, angd
was appoinied by President George W, Bush as
Chalrman of the Securitles fnvestors Protection
Corpeoraticn (SIPCL Mr. Bucelo |5 also the Florida Govemnors
appointes 10 The Boad of Directods of Miami Dade College, the
natiar's largest community coffege. In July 2006, on behalf of SIPC,
. Bucelo became the first Cuban-Amnerican 1o ring the clasing
befl of the New York Steck Exchange (NYSEL

James D, Cashlon; Director

_ | Mr Cashion is an active member of his community
| and princlple of Cashlen, Go & Company, LLP and
Cashlen Consubting, Inc, Together his businesses
provide accounting sudifing review, com plation,
husiness valuation, and itgation support 1o more
than 150 continuing dients and countless more, He
I2 a member of an array of professional assoclations including the
American Instiiute of Centfied Public Accountants and has been
active In mode than 20 civic ergantzations In his community.
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Gavin Clingham. Director

. Cirgham provides day-To-day management
of OC1 Groug's foderal Govemmaent Affalrs
drdslon, The Govemment Affairs division assists
torporations and not-lor-profit enitles such

as unhrarsities, mundeipalites and heaith care
entities be heard before the Executve Branch and
the United States Congress, M CAngharm Coun s corporate
and not-for-profit clents nesding specific expertisa in the araa
of federal appropriations.

Danial R. Fauske , D rector

. Fauske ts the CEQ/Executive Director for the
| Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, tr. Fauske
4

4| Cabinat and Rural Sanitation Committes.

He was Chalr of the Govarnor's Interagency
CouncH on the Hemeless and he currently serves
a5 a Mamber of the Governor’s Gas Pipefine Team. Maticnally,
tn Fauske served as amembser of Fanmie Maes Sotlorsl
Howslreg Impact Advlsary Councll and was appointed a5 a
Commisloner for the Millennlal Housing Commission, He 5 5
Board Member of the Federal Home Loan Bank In Seattle,

Laura Kurtz Kuhns, Director

M Kuhng, Fresident and CEO of Vandalla Herltage
Foundation and s sister non-profit organization
Vandalla Redevelopment Corporation, has along
|| history of working In comimunity and economic
development Since 1999 Ms. Kubing has led
Vandallas efforts to revitallze communitles and
nﬂighbﬂhoods throughout mertharn West Virginia, focusing
an historic presenvation and redeselopment of the bullt
environment. My, Kuhns 1S one of West Virghnla's advisors to
the Mational Trust for Historle Preservation. She also sarves on
the boards of directors for the Mouniain Made Foundation,
Fadrmont Renaissance Conporaticn and the Insthute for

scient ific Research (157), all non-profits with missiens of
economic regeneration.

Philip Nelson Liee, Esqg., Director

. Lae Is senbor counsel in the Los Angeles Office
of Fulbwighn & laworski LLF anda member of
th firny’s Publlc Finance and Administrative

Law Group and the firm's Struciured and Project
Finance Gioup, Mr. Lee has more than 30 years
of finance and securities experkence. He hegan
his legal carest with the Securities and Exchange Commission
In Washington, 0., whese he servad inthe Divislon of
Corporation Finance and later in the Office of General Counsed,
Price to joining Fulbright & faworskl, he was a partner in other
Law Brnis, He has served as President of the Buskness roundtable
of thi Matlonal Assoctation of Black County Offickals. He earned
his 3.0 froen Harvard Law Schood and his &8, from Univeriny of
Southern Californda,

Sammi L. Reavas, Director

Ir. Reaves ks Predldent of KDG Devebo praent

& Canstruction Consulting (KDG), KDG 52 26
year okl Consruction Managemens firm basec
I Pasadena Callfornla that speclalizes [n the

| development, implemantation, and malntenance
it | of complex project/program (rost & schedule}
cuntmls systems, as well a3 general project/constroction
management services. KDG has over 50 employees and does
business In Califomla, Nevada, Utah, Arizona, Mdaho, and
Wyomimng. Mr, Reaves and his company have been honored
with several Small Business Adminkstiatken awands inchuding
the Regional Small Businass of tha Year fward and the Natlonal
Minortty Business of the Year Award,

wwiwMationalCORE.org
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AWARDS LIST by YEAR
2010

Vista Dunes Courtyard Homes
Mational League of Cities
Award for Municipal Excellence Finalist*

Citrus Grove of Rialto
Award of Excellence in Residential Rehabilitation Development
California Redevelopment Association (CRA)

Villaggio on Route 66
Best Affordable Housing Community®
National Association of Home Builders (NAHE)

San Marino Senior Apartments
Best Creative Financing of an Affordable Housing Community®
Mational Association of Home Builders (NAHB)

San Marino Senior Apartments
Award of Merit in Housing and Community Development*
National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)

* Winners announced in the fall

2009 Awards
Vista Dunes Courtyard Homes
Award of Excellence for Affordable Housing Build Responsibly
Home Depot Foundation

Citrus Grove of Rialto

Award of Merit

Award of Excellence

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)

Vista Dunes Courtyard Homes
Helen Putnam Award of Excellence
Housing Programs and Innovations
California League of Cities

Vista Dunes Courtyard Homes
California Redevelopment Association (CRA)
Award of Excellence for Sustainable Development

Gold Nugget (PCBC) Award of Merit
i. Ouistanding Affordable Project
2. Sustainable Residential Neighborhood
3. Residential Community of the Year



Vista Dunes Courtyard Homes
Builder's Choice Grand Award Winner
Affordable housing project; Green/Sustainable community

Citrus Grove of Rialto
Beslt Conversion/Repositioning of a Multifamily Asset
Mational Association of Home Builders (NAHB)

Vista Terraza
Best Affordable Apartment Community Finalist
National Associalion of Home Builders (NAHE)

National Communily Renaissance

Ranked #1 Nonprofit Developer in Nation by Affordable Housing Finance
Ranked #3 Developer in Nation by Affordable Housing Finance

Ranked #15 Owner in Nation by Affordable Housing Finance

La Misién Village
Housing Project of the Year, 50 units or more
San Diego Housing Federation

Awa
Park View Terrace
Finalist for Best Affordable Community
National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)

Mission Pointe
Award of Merit
National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRQ)

Fark View Temace
Excellence in Implementation and Special Award of Merit for Social Change and Diversity
American Planning Association

Park View Terrace
Prosperity Achievement Award
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)

Liule Lake Village
Community of Quality
National Affordable Housing Management Association (NAHMA)

Fountains at Sierra
Community of Quality
MNational Affordable Housing Management Association (NAHMA)

Impressions at Valley Center
Community of Quality
National Affordable Housing Management Association (NAHMA)
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2007 Awards
4th Largest Non-Profit Developer
Affordable Housing Finance Magazine Top 50
Developers Survey
6th Largest Non-Profit Owner
Affordable Housing Finance Magazine Top 50 Owners Survey

Affordable Housing Projeci of th