
BOARD MEETING OF JUNE 13, 2013

J. Paul Oxer, Chair

Juan Muñoz, Vice-Chair 
Leslie Bingham Escareño, Member

Lowell Keig, Member
J. Mark McWatters, Member

Tom Gann, Member



Page 1 of 6

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
BOARD MEETING

A G E N D A

9:00 a.m.
June 13, 2013

Dewitt C. Greer Building
Ric Williamson Hearing Room, 125 E. 11th Street, Austin, TX

CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL J. Paul Oxer, Chairman
CERTIFICATION OF QUORUM

Pledge of Allegiance - I pledge Allegiance to the flag of the United States of America and to the Republic for which it stands, one 
nation under God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Texas Pledge of Allegiance - Honor the Texas flag; I pledge allegiance to thee, Texas, one state under God, one and indivisible.

Adoption of Resolution No. 13-035 recognizing June as Home Ownership Month and announcement of Lenders and Loan 
Officers of the Year

CONSENT AGENDA
Items on the Consent Agenda may be removed at the request of any Board member and considered at another appropriate time on 
this agenda.  Placement on the Consent Agenda does not limit the possibility of any presentation, discussion or approval at this 
meeting.  Under no circumstances does the Consent Agenda alter any requirements under Texas Government Code, Chapter 551, 
Texas Open Meetings Act. 

ITEM 1: APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS PRESENTED IN THE BOARD MATERIALS:
EXECUTIVE: Barbara Deane
a) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the Board Minutes Summary for May 9, 2013 Board Secretary

b) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to approve the dissolution of certain Governing 
Board committees and designation of Governing Board liaisons for certain management 
activities

RULES:
c) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the re-adoption of 10 TAC Chapter 1, 

Administration, Subchapter A, General Policies and Procedures, §1.4, concerning Protest 
Procedures for Contractors, pursuant to Texas Government Code §2001.039, and directing its 
publication in the Texas Register

Brooke Boston
DED SF, CA & Metrics

BOND FINANCE: Tim Nelson
d) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Resolution No. 13-037 authorizing a Mortgage 

Credit Certificate Program (MCC) for first-time homebuyers (Program 81) along with related 
program documents to be administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community 
Affairs

Dir. Bond Finance

e) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Resolution No. 13-038 authorizing 
amendments to Program 79 program documents to address HUD requirements regarding the 
Department’s provision of down payment assistance

TEXAS HOMEOWNERSHIP PROGRAM: Eric Pike
f) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the Single Family Mortgage Loan and 

Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) Programs Participating Lender List 
Dir. Texas 

Homeownership
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MULTIFAMILY Cameron Dorsey
g) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Inducement Resolution No. 13-036 for 

Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds and an Authorization for Filing Applications for Private 
Activity Bond Authority – 2013 Waiting List

Dir. Multifamily Finance

13601 Northcrest Apartments Big Spring
13602 Pine Haven Apartments Marshall
13603 Central Village Apartments Plainview

h) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits 
with another Issuer

13400 Villas at Colt Run Houston
13407 The Gateway Northwest Georgetown

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS: Michael DeYoung
i) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Approval of the draft Community Services 

Block Grant Application and State Plan for Fiscal Years 2014 - 2015 and directing it for 
publication in the Texas Register for public comment 

Assist. DED, Network & 
Customer Service

HOME: Jennifer Molinari
j) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on HOME Investment Partnerships Program 

(HOME) Amendments 
Dir. HOME

1001548 City of Carrizo Springs Carrizo Springs
1001425 City of Palacios Palacios
1001391 City of Center Center
1001355 City of Eagle Lake Eagle Lake
1001550 City of Andrews Andrews
1001395 City of Kilgore Kilgore
1001213 Comm. Dev. Corp. Brownsville Brownsville

HOUSING TRUST FUND: Homero Cabello
k) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the approval of the proposed 2014 - 2015 

Housing Trust Fund (HTF) Biennial Plan
Dir. OCI/HTF

PROGRAM, PLANNING, POLICY, AND METRICS: David Johnson
l) Presentation and Discussion on the Department Snapshot tool for the Neighborhood 

Stabilization Program (NSP)
Manager, Program 
Planning, Policy & 

Metrics

REPORT ITEMS:
The Board accepts the following reports:

1. Executive Report of Multifamily Program Amendments, Extensions, and Ownership Transfers Cari Garcia
Dir. Asset Management

2. Status Report on the HOME Program Contracts and Reservation System Participants Jennifer Molinari
Dir. HOME

3. Report on the status of the Community Services Agency of South Texas contracts for CEAP and 
CSBG

Michael DeYoung
Assist. DED, Network & 

Customer Service

4. Status Report and Clarification on the CSBG Discretionary NOFA funding amount for Transitional 
Funding for Migrant and Seasonal Farm Workers entities

Michael DeYoung
Assist. DED, Network & 

Customer Service

5. Report on Request for Qualifications (RFQs) for outside counsel for Single-family and Multifamily 
Bond Counsel, Low Income Housing Tax Credit Counsel, and Loan Document Preparation Counsel

Jeffrey Pender
Deputy General 

Counsel
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6. Report on a Request For Proposal (RFP) for a Master Servicer for the Single Family Mortgage Loan 
Program

Eric Pike
Dir. Texas 

Homeownership

7. Report on a Request For Proposal (RFP) for a Program Administrator for the Single Family Mortgage 
Loan and Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) Programs

Eric Pike
Dir. Texas 

Homeownership

8. TDHCA Outreach Activities, May 2013 Michael Lyttle
Chief of External Affairs

ACTION ITEMS:

ITEM 2: APPEALS: Cameron Dorsey
Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the 
Department’s Program or Underwriting Rules

Dir. Multifamily Finance

13000 Delta Estates Apartments Edcouch
13018 Hudson Providence Hudson
13081 River Bank Village Laredo
13124 Serenity Place Apartments Dallas
13138 Mariposa at Woodbridge Wylie
13139 Stonebridge of Plainview Plainview
13187 Barron's Branch Waco

ITEM 3: MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION: Cameron Dorsey
a) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action regarding Preclearance requests for Community 

Revitalization Plans filed with Pre-Applications in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit 
Cycle

Dir. Multifamily Finance

13044 Villas of Vanston Park Mesquite

b) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to Issue a list of Approved Applications for 
Housing Tax Credits (“HTC”) in accordance with §2306.6724(e) of the Texas Government Code

13000 Delta Estates Apartments Edcouch
13001 Sunset Place Apartments Malakoff
13003 Crossing at Oak Grove Kerens
13004 Stone Creek Apartments Kilgore
13005 Tower Village Nacogdoches
13006 Country Place Apartments Atlanta
13007 Spring Creek Apartments Linden
13010 Plum Creek Estates Amarillo
13011 Villas at Henderson Henderson
13013 Ana's Cove Pleasanton
13016 Westridge Midland
13018 Hudson Providence Hudson
13020 The Manor at Currey Creek Boerne
13021 The Manor at Commerce Park Belton
13022 Liberty Manor Liberty Hill
13023 Patriot's Crossing (fka Veteran's Place) Dallas
13026 The Huntington at Sienna Plantation Missouri City
13032 StoneLeaf at Eustace Eustace
13033 StoneLeaf at Fairfield Fairfield 
13037 The Preserve at the Crossing Tyler
13042 The Cottages at South Acres Houston
13043 Progress Senior Living Odessa
13044 Villas of Vanston Park Mesquite
13045 Evergreen at Murphy Senior Community Murphy
13046 La Esperanza Del Rio Rio Grande City ETJ
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13047 GardenWalk of La Grange, Schulenburg, La Grange, Schulenburg, 
and Weimar and Weimar

13048 Shepherd Seniors Apartments Shepherd
13051 Royal Gardens Rio Grande City
13052 Southfork Plantation Manvel
13053 Heritage Plaza Montgomery
13058 Evergreen at Hebron Senior Community Hebron
13059 Timberbrook Village Willis
13062 The Retreat at Westlock Tomball (Houston ETJ)
13064 HomeTowne on Magnolia Savannah
13068 Mayorca Villas Brownsville
13069 Grand Manor Apartments Tyler
13071 Windy Ridge Apartments Austin
13073 Lakeland Villas Athens
13077 KIRON at Spring Spring
13081 River Bank Village Laredo
13082 Woodland Creek Apartments Corpus Christi
13087 Villas del Rio Rio Grande City
13088 Riverwood Apartments Three Rivers
13089 Pinewood Park Lufkin
13090 Residences at Caruth Lake Rockwall
13091 Heritage Park Vista - Phase Two Fort Worth
13096 Laureles del Este Fabens
13097 Eastpointe Estates El Paso
13098 Meadow Heights El Paso
13099 Villas at West Mountain El Paso
13100 Villages of Penitas Penitas
13102 Reserve at McAlister Fort Worth
13106 Playa Lake Apartments Lubbock
13108 Skyway Studios Austin
13109 Homestead Apartments Austin
13110 El Dorado Green Apartments Houston
13112 Liberty Trails Townhomes Liberty Hill
13113 Reserve at Arcola Senior Living Arcola
13114 Abbington Estates Canton
13115 Abbington Meadows Howe
13117 Red Bluff Apartment Homes Houston
13118 Oak Ridge Apartments Nolanville
13119 Emma Finke Villas Beeville
13124 Serenity Place Apartments Dallas
13125 Songhai at West Gate Austin
13128 Winchester Arms Apartments Comanche
13129 Rose Meadows Apartments Levelland
13130 North Desert Palms El Paso
13131 Montana Vista Palms El Paso
13132 San Elizario Palms II San Elizario
13133 Verde Palms El Paso
13136 Concho Villas San Angelo 
13137 Mariposa at Ranch Road 12 Wimberley
13138 Mariposa at Woodbridge Wylie
13139 Stonebridge of Plainview Plainview
13140 Villas at Justin Justin
13142 The Hills of Pflugerville Pflugerville
13143 The Hamilton Houston
13144 Mariposa at Pecan Park La Porte
13145 Mariposa at Elk Drive Burleson
13147 Eagles Crossing Apartments Hillsboro
13151 Lafayette Plaza Houston
13152 KIRON at Aubrey Aubrey
13154 Trosper Apartments Alton
13159 4800 Berkman Austin



Page 5 of 6

13160 Sands Terrace Apartments Monahans
13166 Artspace El Paso Lofts El Paso
13167 Freedoms Path at Kerrville Kerrville
13173 Canton Village Homes Canton
13177 Rosewood Apartments Three Rivers
13180 Mission Village of Pecos Pecos
13183 Newport Village Crosby
13184 The Village at Forney Crossing Forney
13186 Desoto Senior Living Desoto
13187 Barron's Branch Waco
13192 Shaenfield Apartments San Antonio
13193 Balcones Lofts Balcones Heights
13196 Emerald Village San Antonio
13201 The Trails at Carmel Creek Hutto
13203 Providence on Major Beaumont
13207 Pecan Creek Village Lampasas
13211 Mustang Springs Apartments Andrews
13212 Prairie Village El Campo
13213 Bailey Square Cuero
13214 Flora Street Lofts Dallas
13222 Gardens at Friendswood Lakes II Friendswood
13223 Campanile at Jones Creek Richmond
13232 Pine Lake Estates Nacogdoches
13234 Wynnewood Family Housing Dallas
13235 Pinecrest Park Kilgore
13240 Summit Place Dallas
13242 Saige Meadows Tyler
13245 The Reserves at Sawgrass Pampa
13246 The Reserves at Maplewood Wichita Falls
13247 The Reserves at South Plains Lubbock
13249 Old Town Plaza Apartments Lewisville 
13250 Hidden Glen Salado
13251 River Terrace Bastrop
13252 Oak Creek Village Austin
13254 Rice Senior Housiing El Campo
13256 4320 Lofts Houston
13259 The Millennium - McKinney McKinney 
13262 Paso Fino Apartment Homes San Antonio
13263 Sunland Apartments Combes
13270 Bella Terra Apartments Brownsville
13273 Richland Meadows Apartments San Antonio
13275 Bella Vista Apartments Edinburg
13281 Sunquest Apartments Primera

PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS OTHER THAN ITEMS FOR WHICH THERE WERE POSTED AGENDA ITEMS. PUBLIC 
COMMENT MAY INCLUDE REQUESTS THAT THE BOARD PLACE SPECIFIC MATTERS ON FUTURE AGENDAS FOR 
CONSIDERATION.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
The Board may go into Executive Session (close its meeting to the public) with regard to any posted item. J. Paul Oxer
1. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.074 the Board may go into Executive Session for the purposes of 

discussing personnel matters including to deliberate the appointment, employment, evaluation, 
reassignment, duties, discipline, or dismissal of a public officer or employee 

Chairman

2. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.071(1) the Board may go into Executive Session to seek the 
advice of its attorney about pending or contemplated litigation or a settlement offer, including:
a) The Inclusive Communities Project, Inc. v. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, 

et al, filed in federal district court, Northern District of Texas
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3. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.071(2) the Board may go into Executive Session for the purpose of 
seeking the advice of its attorney about a matter in which the duty of the attorney to the governmental 
body under the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct of the State Bar of Texas clearly 
conflicts with Tex. Gov’t. Code, Chapter 551: 
a) Attorney General Opinion Request RQ-1106-GA, Rep. Leticia Van de Putte

4. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.072 the Board may go into Executive Session to deliberate the 
possible purchase, sale, exchange, or lease of real estate because it would have a material detrimental 
effect on the Department’s ability to negotiate with a third person; and/or-

5. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §2306.039(c) the Board may go into Executive Session to receive 
reports from the internal auditor, fraud prevention coordinator, or ethics advisor and discuss issues 
related to fraud, waste or abuse.

OPEN SESSION
If there is an Executive Session, the Board will reconvene in Open Session and may take action on any 
items taken up in Executive Session. Except as specifically authorized by applicable law, the Board may not 
take any actions in Executive Session

ADJOURN
To access this agenda & details on each agenda item in the board book, please visit our website at www.tdhca.state.tx.us or contact Michele Atkins, 512-475-3930; TDHCA, 221 

East 11th Street, Austin, Texas 78701, and request the information. 
Individuals who require auxiliary aids, services or sign language interpreters for this meeting should contact Gina Esteves, ADA Responsible Employee, at 512-475-3943 or Relay 

Texas at 1-800-735-2989, at least three (3) days before the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 
Non-English speaking individuals who require interpreters for this meeting should contact Jorge Reyes, 512-475-4577 at least three (3) days before the meeting so that appropriate 

arrangements can be made.
Personas que hablan español y requieren un intérprete, favor de llamar a Jorge Reyes al siguiente número (512) 475-4577 por lo menos tres días antes de la junta para hacer los 

preparativos apropiados.



June 2013
Home Ownership Month

Resolution No. 13-035



BOARD ACTION REQUEST  

TEXAS HOMEOWNERSHIP DIVISION 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 13-035 RECOGNIZING JUNE AS 
HOMEOWNERSHIP MONTH AND ANNOUNCEMENT OF LENDERS AND  

LOAN OFFICERS OF THE YEAR 

JUNE 13, 2013 

As part of June’s celebration of Homeownership Month, the staff and TDHCA Governing Board would 
like to recognize the lending community for their contributions to affordable housing and their efforts to 
increase the homeownership rate in Texas during 2012/2013.  Through the Single Family Mortgage Loan 
Program, TDHCA’s network of participating mortgage lenders originated over $342 million in first lien 
mortgage loans under its My First Texas Home Program.  Through their efforts 2,694 individuals and 
families were able to experience the benefits of homeownership.   

The Texas Mortgage Credit Certificate Program was also very successful as a result of our lender network 
with 1,127 Mortgage Credit Certificates (MCCs) issued.  The certificates were issued on mortgage loans 
totaling in excess of $153 million.  MCCs provide up to $2,000 annually towards a borrower’s federal tax 
liability.  Launched in 2003, the Texas Mortgage Credit Certificate Program has become one of the 
largest and most successful MCC Programs in the nation.   

In recognition of their efforts, the TDHCA Governing Board is recognizing the top producing lending 
institutions and loan officers under the My First Texas Home and Texas Mortgage Credit Certificate 
Programs.  The lending institutions were selected for their overall production of mortgage loans and/or 
issuance of mortgage credit certificates under each of the programs and the corresponding dollar volume.  
The loan officers were selected based on their overall production level under each of the programs.    

The following mortgage lenders have been selected for recognition of their achievements.  

Cornerstone Home Lending “Lender of the Year” 
Cornerstone Home Lending originated an impressive 759 mortgage loans and/or MCCs resulting in $98.7 
million in production.  They have participated in TDHCA’s homebuyer programs for a number of years, 
have been prior recipients of lender of the year awards and have offices located in many areas of the state.  

DHI Mortgage Company “Lender of the Year” 
DHI originated 377 mortgage loans and/or MCCs resulting in $53.7 million in production.  They have 
also been prior recipients of lender of the year awards, have offices located in numerous areas of the state 
and have been a strong lending partner for many years.   

Ameripro Funding, Inc. “Lender of the Year” 
Ameripro Funding, Inc., a relatively new lending partner with TDHCA and first time lender of the year 
recipient, originated 302 mortgage loans and/or MCCs resulting in $41.2 million in production.  Ameripro 
has offices located in several cities within the state.  

Rocky Mountain Mortgage Company “Lender of the Year” 
Rocky Mountain Mortgage Company located and serving the Greater El Paso area originated 142 
mortgage loans resulting in $17.1 million in production.  They have participated in TDHCA’s homebuyer 
programs for a number of years, have been prior recipients of lender of the year and are being recognized 
for their outstanding level of production for serving a single area of the state.   



Andy Woodside, Cornerstone Home Lending, Houston “Loan Officer of the Year”
In 2012/2013, Mr. Woodside closed 214 mortgage loans under the My First Texas Home Program.  He 
has worked in the mortgage lending business for Cornerstone Home Lending for over nine years.  He is 
an asset to the mortgage banking industry and is truly committed to providing affordable housing to all 
Texans.

Kim Lewis, NTFN, Inc. dba Premier Nationwide Lending, Flower Mound “Loan Officer of the 
Year”
In 2012/2013, Ms. Lewis closed 144 mortgage loans under the My First Texas Home Program and was 
responsible for the issuance of 124 certificates under the Texas Mortgage Credit Certificate Program; a 
truly impressive level of production.  She has worked in the mortgage industry for over 30 years and has 
participated in TDHCA’s Homebuyer Programs for more than 20 years.  This is the fourth year in a row 
Ms. Lewis has won this award.  She is a key business partner for TDHCA’s homeownership programs.   



Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
RESOLUTION No. 13-035 

WHEREAS, June 2013 is Homeownership Month in Texas; 

WHEREAS, the goal of the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs is to ensure that all 
Texans have access to safe, decent, and affordable housing; 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs recognizes that owning a home 
provides a source of security and stability for many Texans, and offers a place to retreat to after a hectic 
day, raise a family, and make lasting memories;  

WHEREAS, it is the policy of the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs to support equal 
housing opportunity in the administration of its home buyer and home ownership assistance programs and 
services; 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs works in partnership with private 
and non-profit sectors to effectively administer state and federal funds that support homeownership - from 
home purchase to rehabilitation, reconstruction, or replacement, to weatherization and accessibility 
modifications for enhanced affordability and safety; 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs applauds all those who work to 
achieve and maintain affordable, responsible home ownership, and recognize those who provide services 
and resources to all homebuyers and home owners, regardless of race, creed, color, or place of birth; 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs encourages Texans to explore the 
numerous home ownership resources available during Homeownership Month and throughout the year; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in the pursuit of the goal and responsibility of providing 
affordable home ownership opportunities for all, the Governing Board of the Texas Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs, does hereby celebrate and join Governor Rick Perry in proclaiming 
June 2013 as Homeownership Month in Texas and encourages all Texas individuals and organizations, 
public and private, to join and work together in this observance of Homeownership Month. 

Signed this Thirteenth Day of June 2013. 

J. Paul Oxer, PE, Chair  Dr. Juan Muñoz, Vice Chair 

Leslie Bingham Escareño, 
Member 

 Tom H. Gann, Member 

J. Mark McWatters, Member  Timothy K. Irvine, Executive 
Director 
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST
BOARD SECRETARY

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the Board Minutes Summary for May 9, 2013.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve Board Meeting Minutes Summary for May 9, 2013.

RESOLVED, that the Board Meeting Minutes Summary for May 9, 2013, is hereby approved as presented.
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
BOARD MEETING

SUMMARY OF MINUTES

May 9, 2013; 9:00 a.m.

Dewitt C. Greer Building
Ric Williamson Hearing Room, 125 E. 11th Street, Austin, TX

CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL, CERTIFICATION OF QUORUM
The Board Meeting of the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs of May 9, 2013, was called to order by J. Paul 
Oxer, Chair, at 9:09 a.m.  It was held at, 125 E. 11th Street, Austin, Texas. Roll call certified a quorum was present, and the 
Chairman clarified that a majority for purposes of Board action is a majority of a quorum.

MEMBERS PRESENT
J. Paul Oxer, Chair
J. Mark McWatters
Lowell Keig
Tom H. Gann

CONSENT AGENDA
Items on the Consent Agenda may be removed at the request of any Board member and considered at another appropriate time on 
this agenda.  Placement on the Consent Agenda does not limit the possibility of any presentation, discussion or approval at this 
meeting.  Under no circumstances does the Consent Agenda alter any requirements under Texas Government Code, Chapter 551, 
Texas Open Meetings Act. 

AGENDA ITEM 1: APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS PRESENTED IN THE BOARD MATERIALS:
EXECUTIVE:
a) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the Board Minutes Summary for April 11, 2013
LEGAL:
b) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on a proposed Agreed Final Order with respect to Wilshire 

Apartments (HTC #93062) 
RULES:
c) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on an order adopting amendments to 10 TAC Chapter 5, Subchapter 

A, §§5.1, 5.2, 5.5, 5.8, 5.9, 5.14, 5.17, 5.21, and 5.23, concerning General Provisions, and directing its publication in 
the Texas Register

d) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on orders adopting amendments to 10 TAC Chapter 5, Subchapter E, 
§§5.502, 5.503, 5.505 - 5.508, 5.521 - 5.525, 5.531 and 5.532, and the repeal of §§5.504, 5.526, 5.527, 5.529, and 
5.530, concerning the Weatherization Assistance Program General, and directing their publication in the Texas 
Register

e) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on orders adopting amendments to 10 TAC Chapter 5, Subchapter F, 
§§5.602, 5.604 – 5.606, and new §§5.610 – 5.613, concerning the Weatherization Assistance Program Department 
of Energy, and directing their publication in the Texas Register

f) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on orders adopting amendments to 10 TAC Chapter 5, Subchapter G, 
§§5.701 and 5.703; the repeal of §§5.702, 5.704, and 5.705; and new §§5.702, 5.704, and 5.705, concerning the 
Weatherization Assistance Program Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program, and directing their publication 
in the Texas Register

g) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on an order adopting 10 TAC Chapter 10, Uniform Multifamily Rules, 
Subchapter H, Income and Rent Limits, and directing its publication in the Texas Register
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h) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on orders adopting amendments to 10 TAC Chapter 23, Single Family 
HOME Program, Subchapter B, Availability of Funds, Application Requirements, Review and Award Procedures, 
General Administrative Requirements, and Resale and Recapture of Funds, §23.26, concerning Reservation System 
Participant Agreements (RSP); amendments to Subchapter C, Homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance Program, 
§§23.31 and 23.32, concerning Homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance Program Requirements; and amendments to 
Subchapter D, Homebuyer Assistance Program, §23.41, concerning Homebuyer Assistance (HBA) Program 
Requirements, and directing their publication in the Texas Register

FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION:
i) Presentation and Discussion of the Department’s 2nd Quarter Investment Report in accordance with the Public 

Funds Investment Act (PFIA)
BOND FINANCE:
j) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Resolution No. 13-034 authorizing the filing of one or more 

applications for reservation with the Texas Bond Review Board with respect to qualified mortgage bonds
k) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on a Request for Proposal (RFP) for investment banking firms 

interested in providing investment banking services as Senior Manager and Co-Manager for one or more proposed 
single family mortgage revenue bonds starting in fiscal year 2014

l) Presentation and Discussion of the Department’s 2nd Quarter Investment Report relating to funds held under Bond 
Trust Indentures

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS:
m) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Approval of the FFY 2013 Low Income Home Energy Assistance 

Program (LIHEAP) State Plan Amendment
n) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Approval of the Draft FFY 2014 Low Income Home Energy 

Assistance Program (LIHEAP) State Plan, to be published in the Texas Register for Public Comment
o) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Authorization to Release a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 

for Fiscal Year 2013 Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG)
NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION:
p) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to ratify amendments made to Neighborhood Stabilization Contracts in 

order to meet extended deadlines established by HUD
77090000163 City of Beaumont Beaumont
77090000213 Austin Habitat for Humanity Austin

OFFICE OF COLONIA INITIATIVES:
q) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Colonia Self Help Center Program Award to El Paso County 

through Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funding
ASSET MANAGEMENT:
r) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to approve a Housing Tax Credit Application Amendment

12067 Amberwood Place Longview
s) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to approve Material LURA Amendments

852026 Housing for Victims of Domestic Violence Denton
98898 Special Needs Housing (Bolivar and Elm Streets) Denton

PROGRAM, PLANNING, POLICY, AND METRICS:
t) Presentation and Discussion on the Department Snapshot tool for the Housing Trust Fund and Colonia Self Help 

Center programs

REPORT ITEMS:
The Board accepts the following reports:
1. Executive Report of Housing Tax Credit Program Amendments, Extensions, and Ownership Transfers
2. Status Report on the HOME Program Contracts and the HOME Reservation System
3. Report on the status of possible amendments to the Compliance Monitoring Rules
4. TDHCA Outreach Activities, April 2013

Motion by Lowell Keig to approve the Consent Agenda as presented; duly seconded by Tom Gann; motion passed.
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ACTION ITEMS: AT THE DISCRETION OF THE BOARD CHAIR, ITEMS MAY BE TAKEN OUT OF ORDER.
AGENDA ITEM 2: MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION:

a) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Preclearance requests for Community Revitalization Plans filed 
with Pre-Applications in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle
Motion by Tom Gann to accept staff’s recommendation to deny preclearance requests for Community 
Revitalization Plans filed with Pre-Applications in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle for: 13113 
Reserve at Arcola Senior Living, 13192 Shaenfield Apartments, 13196 Emerald Village, 13263 Sunland 
Apartments, and 13281 Sunquest Apartments; duly seconded by Lowell Keig; Motion passed.

13140 Villas at Justin Justin
Motion by Lowell Keig to accept staff’s recommendation to deny the preclearance request for a Community 
Revitalization Plan filed with their Pre-Application in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle for 
Villas at Justin; duly seconded by J. Mark McWatters;

Ashley Stathatos, City Manager for the City of Justin, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation. She 
also read for the record a support letter from the Honorable Senator Jane Nelson, for the record.
Kecia Boulware, AMTEX Multi-Housing, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.
The Honorable Greg Scott, Mayor of Justin, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.
Donna Rickenbacker, Marquis, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.

Motion passed.

13152 KIRON at Aubrey Aubrey
Motion by Lowell Keig to accept staff’s recommendation to deny the preclearance request for a Community 
Revitalization Plan filed with their Pre-Application in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle for
KIRON at Aubrey; duly seconded by Tom Gann;

Chantal Kirkland, Director of Planning for the City of Aubrey, provided testimony in opposition to staff 
recommendation.

Lowell Keig withdrew his motion; Tom Gann withdrew his second. 
Motion by Lowell Keig to deny staff’s recommendation and approve the preclearance request for Community 
Revitalization Plan filed with their Pre-Application in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle for
KIRON at Aubrey; duly seconded by Tom Gann; Motion passed.

The Board took a brief recess.

13234 Wynnewood Family Housing Dallas
Motion by Tom Gann to accept staff’s recommendation to deny preclearance request for Community 
Revitalization Plan filed with Pre-Applications in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle for 
Wynnewood Family Housing; duly seconded by J. Mark McWatters;

John Greenan, part of the applicant's partnership and Executive Director of Central Dallas Community Development 
Corporation, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.
Barry Palmer, Coats Rose, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.

Lowell Keig voted against motion; Motion passed.

Annette Cornier, Board Assistant, read for the record, that Manish Verma registered support of the staff 
recommendation for Agenda Item 2a, projects 13192 and 13196.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION
At 12:04 p.m. Chairman Oxer convened the Executive Session.
1. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code,, §551.074 the Board may go into Executive Session for the purposes of discussing personnel matters 

including to deliberate the appointment, employment, evaluation, reassignment, duties, discipline, or dismissal of a public officer or 
employee 

2. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.071(1) the Board may go into Executive Session to seek the advice of its attorney about pending or 
contemplated litigation or a settlement offer, including:
a) The Inclusive Communities Project, Inc. v. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, et al filed in federal district court, 

Northern District of Texas
3. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.071(2) the Board may go into Executive Session for the purpose of seeking the advice of its 

attorney about a matter in which the duty of the attorney to the governmental body under the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional 
Conduct of the State Bar of Texas clearly conflicts with Tex. Gov’t. Code, Chapter 551: 
a) Attorney General Opinion Request RQ-1106-GA, Rep. Leticia Van de Putte

4. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §551.072 the Board may go into Executive Session to deliberate the possible purchase, sale, exchange, 
or lease of real estate because it would have a material detrimental effect on the Department’s ability to negotiate with a third person; 
and/or-

5. Pursuant to Tex. Gov’t. Code, §2306.039(c) the Board may go into Executive Session to receive reports from the internal auditor, fraud 
prevention coordinator, or ethics advisor and discuss issues related to fraud, waste or abuse.

OPEN SESSION
At 1:15 p.m. Chairman Oxer reconvened the Open Session, announced that No Action had been taken during the Executive 
Session, and certified that the posted agenda had been followed.

b) Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action concerning the assessment of point deductions under 10 TAC 
§11.9(f)(1) to applications electing points for location in Economically Distressed Areas pursuant to 10 TAC 
§11.9(c)(6)(B)
Chair Oxer recommended that action be deferred on this item until a specific fact situation regarding the 
penalty point is brought to the board to be determined on a case-by-case basis. Action deferred.

AGENDA ITEM 3: APPEALS:
Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s Program or Underwriting Rules

13256 4320 Lofts Houston
Motion by Tom Gann to accept staff’s recommendation to deny appeal; duly seconded by Lowell Keig;

Diana McIver, DMA Development, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.
Audrey Martin, DMA Development, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.
Janine Sisik, General Counsel of DMA Development, provided testimony in opposition to staff recommendation.

J. Mark McWatters opposed; Motion passed.

AGENDA ITEM 4: COMMUNITY AFFAIRS:
Presentation and Discussion on the status of Community Services Agency of South Texas (CSA)
Motion by Lowell Keig to accept staff’s recommendation as presented; duly seconded by J. Mark McWatters;

David Ojeda, Executive Director, Community Services Agency of South Texas (CSA), provided testimony;

Motion passed.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS OTHER THAN ITEMS FOR WHICH THERE WERE POSTED AGENDA ITEMS. PUBLIC COMMENT MAY 
INCLUDE REQUESTS THAT THE BOARD PLACE SPECIFIC MATTERS ON FUTURE AGENDAS FOR CONSIDERATION.

Barry Kahn, provided testimony concerning older tax credit properties and the expense of replacement air-conditioners.
Gary Cohen, Schutz and Bowen, provided testimony concerning the penalty point reduction issue that was discussed 
previously in this agenda, that hopefully Board and or staff will determine that something short of the letter from the Texas
Water Development Board will suffice in staff’s review, in order to avoid imposition of penalty points.
Doak Brown, Brownstone Affordable Housing, provided testimony concerning the penalty point reduction issue that was 
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discussed previously in this agenda.

Chairman Oxer recognized Lowell Keig and announced that this would be Mr. Keig’s last meeting, and thanked him for 
his public service on this board and Audit Committee. 

ADJOURN
Motion by Lowell Keig to adjourn; duly seconded by J. Mark McWatters; motion passed unanimously.
Since there was no other business to come before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 3:35 p.m. on May 9, 2013.

___________________________________________
Michele Atkins, Assistant Board Secretary

FOR A FULL TRANSCRIPT OF THIS MEETING, PLEASE VISIT THE TDHCA WEBSITE AT WWW.TDHCA.STATE.TX.US
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST

EXECUTIVE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to approve the dissolution of certain Governing Board 
committees and designation of Governing Board liaisons for certain management activities 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, although the Governing Board (“Board”) of the Texas Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs (“TDHCA”) is a seven person body, at present it has 
only five members actively serving and participating in its affairs; 

WHEREAS, committees of the Board have historically been three person committees; 

WHEREAS, convening regular meetings of the Strategic Planning and Budgeting 
Committee, the Loan Policy Committee, and the Litigation Committee has become 
operationally difficult due to the multiple obligations placed on each actively serving 
Board member; 

WHEREAS, the Board and Executive Director believe that there is tremendous benefit 
in having the Board appropriately engaged in depth on much of the work in the areas 
historically overseen by such its committees; and

WHEREAS, a Board liaison can effectively address these expressed needs of Board and 
management;

Now, therefore, it is hereby 
RESOLVED, that the Strategic Planning and Budgeting Committee, the Loan Policy 
Committee, and the Litigation Committee of this Board are hereby dissolved; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board members indicated below are hereby 
designated as the liaisons to participate or monitor, as they deem appropriate, the areas of 
activity formerly overseen by such committees, coordinating such involvement through 
the corresponding management team members indicated:

Board Liaison Management Coordinator

Strategic Planning and Budgeting J. Paul Oxer Brooke Boston

Loan Policy Tom Gann Tom Gouris

Litigation Mark McWatters Barbara Deane
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 BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

PROGRAM PLANNING, POLICY, AND METRICS (3PM) 

JUNE 13, 2013  

 
Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the re-adoption of 10 TAC Chapter 1, 
Administration, Subchapter A, General Policies and Procedures, §1.4, concerning Protest 
Procedures for Contractors, pursuant to Texas Government Code §2001.039, and directing its 
publication in the Texas Register 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

WHEREAS, Texas Government Code §2001.039 requires a state agency to 
conduct rule review for each of its rules, soliciting public comment as to 
whether they are still necessary every four years; 

WHEREAS, 10 TAC Chapter 1, Administration, Subchapter A, General 
Policies and Procedures, §1.4, Concerning Protest Procedures for Contractors 
is due to be reviewed under the agency’s review plan; 

WHEREAS, Notice of intent to review this rule was published in the Texas 
Register and public comment was taken by the Department from March 8, 
2013, through April 8, 2013, and no public comment was received; and 

WHEREAS, Staff finds the reasons for originally adopting the rule still exist 
and therefore recommends its 4 year re-adoption; 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that the final order re-adopting 10 TAC Chapter 1, §1.4, 
Protest Procedures for Contractors, is hereby approved, together with the 
preamble presented to this meeting, for publication in the Texas Register; and 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director and his designees be 
and each them hereby are authorized, empowered, and directed, for and on 
behalf of the Department, to cause the re-adopted rule, in the form presented 
to this meeting, to be published in the Texas Register and in connection 
therewith, make such non-substantive technical corrections as they may deem 
necessary to effectuate the foregoing. 
 

BACKGROUND 

The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (“Department”) has completed its 
rule review of Texas Administrative Code, Title 10, Community Development, Part 1, Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs, Chapter 1, Administration, Subchapter A,  
General Policies and Procedures, §1.4, concerning Protest Procedures for Contractors, pursuant 



to Texas Government Code §2001.039.  The Department published Notice of Intent to Review 
this rule in the March 8, 2013, issue of the Texas Register (38 TexReg 1707). 

The purpose of the review was to assess whether the reasons for adopting the chapter continue to 
exist.  No comments were received regarding the review. 

As a result of this review, the Department has determined that the rule enables staff to efficiently 
fulfill the duties under the rule and contributes value to the process.  As such, the Department 
finds that the reasons for Chapter 1, Administration, Subchapter A, General Policies and 
Procedures, §1.4, concerning Protest Procedures for Contractors, continue to exist and 
recommends readoption of the section without changes in accordance with the requirements of 
the Texas Government Code §2001.039.  Rules considered during this review may be 
subsequently revised in accordance with the Texas Administrative Procedures Act. 

 

  



Attachment A: Preamble for Adoption of the 4 Year Review of 10 TAC Chapter 1, 
Administration, Subchapter A, General Policies and Procedures, §1.4, Concerning Protest 
Procedures for Contractors. 

The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs adopts the review of 10 TAC Chapter 
1, Administration, Subchapter A, General Policies and Procedures, §1.4, Concerning Protest 
Procedures for Contractors, pursuant to the Texas Government Code §2001.039, regarding 
Agency Review of Existing Rules. The proposed review was published in the March 8, 2013, 
issue of the Texas Register (38 TexReg 1707).  

No comments were received.  

The Department reviewed the rule and determined that the reason for adopting the rule continues 
to exist.  

This concludes the review of 10 TAC§1.4. 
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

BOND FINANCE DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Resolution No. 13-037 authorizing a Mortgage 
Credit Certificate Program (MCC) for first-time homebuyers (Program 81) along with related 
program documents to be administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community 
Affairs.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to authorize the filing with the Texas 
Bond Review Board of an application for reservation of Volume Cap in an 
amount not-to-exceed $260,000,000 for mortgage credit certificates (“MCCs”);

WHEREAS, the Department desires to convert an amount not-to-exceed 
$260,000,000 of the amount of the State ceiling reserved for qualified mortgage 
bonds to MCCs, to be used for the Department’s 2013 Mortgage Credit 
Certificate Program to be designated as Program 81;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to authorize the execution and delivery 
of the MCC Program Participation Agreement;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the Program Manual, 
setting forth the terms and conditions upon which MCCs will be issued by the 
Department;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the Program Summary 
setting forth the terms of the MCC Program 81;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the use of an amount not-
to-exceed $100,000 of Department funds to pay the costs of implementing the 
MCC Program 81, 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that Resolution No. 13-037 is hereby adopted in the form presented 
to this meeting. 

BACKGROUND

TDHCA’s current MCC program was released on September 1, 2012 (Program 80).  Under this 
program, over 80% of funds available have been originated or are in the pipeline.  In order to 
ensure a continuous flow of available MCC funds, Staff is requesting approval of this resolution 
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which will allow us to continue issuing new MCCs under Program 81 and to obtain approval of 
the MCC program along with related program documents to be administered by TDHCA.   

Today, Staff is seeking approval to submit an application to the Texas Bond Review Board for 
an amount not-to-exceed $260 million from existing carry-forward single family private activity 
bond authority.  The $260 million in volume cap will be able to provide MCC certificates to 
support an estimated $162.5 million in related mortgage loans. 

A mortgage credit certificate is an instrument designed to assist persons of low to moderate 
income to better afford individual ownership.  The procedures for issuing MCCs were 
established by the United States Congress as an alternative to the issuance of single family 
mortgage revenue bonds.  As distinguished from a bond program, in an MCC program no bonds 
are issued, no mortgage money is actually used, many of the costs associated with a bond 
program are not incurred, and lenders are required to pay only nominal up-front fees.

MCC Program 81 Example 

Volume Cap Allocated for MCCs $260 million 
IRS MCC Conversion Factor $0.25 
MCC Issuance Authority $65 million 
Average P80 Mortgage Credit Certificate 
Program Mortgage Amount $141,403

Market Mortgage Interest Rate 3.75% 
First Year Mortgage Interest $5,302 
MCC Certificate Credit Rate 40% 
Tax Credit Amount  $2,120 * 
Maximum Tax Credit Allowed $2,000 
Schedule A Mortgage Interest Deduction $3,182 

* $120 would have to be carried forward due to cap. 

Mortgage Credit Certificates help make ownership of a new or existing home more affordable by 
entitling the homeowner to a personal tax credit of up to $2,000 against their federal tax liability 
for a portion of the interest paid on their home mortgage.  For example, a homeowner that 
purchased a home with a mortgage loan in the amount of $141,403 at a 3.75% interest rate for 30 
years would have a monthly principal and interest payment of $655.  With an MCC, 
homeowners can submit a revised W-4 Withholding Form to his or her employer to reduce the 
federal withholding tax by up to $166.67 per month ($2,000 / 12).  By reducing their federal 
income tax liability the borrower has more disposable income to service the mortgage and pay 
for living expenses.  This same homeowner can continue to deduct the remaining yearly 
mortgage interest paid of approximately $3,182 ($5,302 less $2,120) as an itemized deduction on 
their annual federal income tax return.  Simply put, an MCC is a dollar for dollar reduction of 
income taxes owed.  

In order to be eligible for an MCC, borrowers must comply with the same first-time homebuyer 
requirements stipulated by the Internal Revenue Code for mortgage revenue bonds.  For 
example, MCC recipients must occupy the residence as their primary residence, comply with 
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income limits and comply with home purchase price limits.  MCCs cannot be used when 
mortgages are funded with tax-exempt bond proceeds.

Under Federal guidelines, the Department, as an issuer of mortgage revenue bonds can trade $1 
of bond authority for $0.25 of MCC authority.  Today, staff is recommending using $260  million 
of private activity volume cap authority for $65 million in MCC authority.   

Lenders participating in TDHCA’s previous Mortgage Credit Certificate Programs have 
expressed continued interest in mortgage credit certificates.  The proposed program would assist 
over 1,150 Texas families in attaining the “American Dream” of homeownership.  The 
Department’s MCC programs in the past three fiscal years have assisted 2,085 homebuyers and 
subsidized approximately $274 million in mortgage loan financing.  Currently, Program 80 has 
enough remaining MCC commitment authority to support approximately $30 million in 
additional mortgage loan commitments.  It is staff’s intention to release Program 81 once 
Program 80 has been fully committed.  
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RESOLUTION NO. 13-037

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF AN APPLICATION FOR 
ALLOCATION WITH THE TEXAS BOND REVIEW BOARD WITH RESPECT TO 
QUALIFIED MORTGAGE BONDS; AUTHORIZING IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXAS 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS MORTGAGE CREDIT 
CERTIFICATE PROGRAM 81; APPROVING THE FORM AND SUBSTANCE OF THE 
MASTER MCC PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT, THE PROGRAM 
MANUAL AND THE PROGRAM SUMMARY; AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF 
DOCUMENTS AND INSTRUMENTS NECESSARY OR CONVENIENT TO CARRY 
OUT MORTGAGE CREDIT CERTIFICATE PROGRAM 81; AND CONTAINING 
OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SUBJECT 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the “Department”) has been 
duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2306, Texas 
Government Code, as amended from time to time (the “Act”), for the purpose, among others, of providing a 
means of financing the costs of residential ownership, development and rehabilitation that will provide decent, 
safe, and affordable living environments for persons and families of low and very low income (as defined in 
the Act) and families of moderate income (as described in the Act and determined by the Governing Board of 
the Department (the “Governing Board”) from time to time) at prices they can afford; and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department:  (a) to make, acquire and finance, and to enter into 
advance commitments to make, acquire and finance, mortgage loans and participating interests therein, secured 
by mortgages on residential housing in the State of Texas (the “State”); (b) to issue its bonds, for the purpose, 
among others, of obtaining funds to acquire or finance such mortgage loans, to establish necessary reserve 
funds and to pay administrative and other costs incurred in connection with the issuance of such bonds; and 
(c) to pledge all or any part of the revenues, receipts or resources of the Department, including the revenues 
and receipts to be received by the Department from such single family mortgage loans or participating 
interests, and to mortgage, pledge or grant security interests in such mortgages or participating interests, 
mortgage loans or other property of the Department, to secure the payment of the principal or redemption price 
of and interest on such bonds; and 

WHEREAS, Section 103 and Section 143 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the 
“Code”), provide that the interest on obligations issued by or on behalf of a state or a political subdivision 
thereof the proceeds of which are to be used to finance owner-occupied residences shall be excludable from 
gross income of the owners thereof for federal income tax purposes if such issue meets certain requirements set 
forth in Section 143 of the Code; and 

WHEREAS, Section 146(a) of the Code requires that certain “private activity bonds” (as defined in 
Section 141(a) of the Code) must come within the issuing authority’s private activity bond limit for the 
applicable calendar year in order to be treated as obligations the interest on which is excludable from the gross 
income of the holders thereof for federal income tax purposes; and 

WHEREAS, the private activity bond “state ceiling” (as defined in Section 146(d) of the Code) 
applicable to the State is subject to allocation, in the manner authorized by Section 146(e) of the Code, 
pursuant to Chapter 1372, Texas Government Code, as amended (the “Allocation Act”); and 

WHEREAS, the Allocation Act requires the Department, in order to reserve a portion of the State 
ceiling for qualified mortgage bonds (the “Reservation”) and satisfy the requirements of Section 146(a) of the 
Code, to file an application for reservation (the “Application for Reservation”) with the Texas Bond Review 
Board (the “Bond Review Board”), stating the maximum amount of the bonds requiring an allocation, the 
purpose of the bonds and the section of the Code applicable to the bonds; and 
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WHEREAS, the Allocation Act and the rules promulgated thereunder by the Bond Review Board (the 
“Allocation Rules”) require that an Application for Reservation be accompanied by a copy of the certified 
resolution of the issuer authorizing the filing of the Application for Reservation; and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board has determined to authorize the filing of an Application for 
Reservation in the maximum amount of $260,000,000 with respect to qualified mortgage bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the Department desires to convert an amount not to exceed $260,000,000 of the amount 
of the State ceiling reserved for qualified mortgage bonds to mortgage credit certificates (“MCCs”), to be used 
for the Department’s Mortgage Credit Certificate Program to be designated as Program 81 (“MCC 
Program 81”); and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to authorize the execution and delivery of the Master MCC 
Program Participation Agreement (the “Participation Agreement”) in substantially the form attached hereto; 
and

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the Program Manual (the “Program Manual”) in 
substantially the form attached hereto, setting forth the terms and conditions upon which MCCs will be issued 
by the Department; and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the Program Summary (the “Program 
Summary”) in substantially the form attached hereto setting forth the terms of MCC Program 81; and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the use of an amount not to exceed $100,000 of 
Department funds to pay the costs of implementing MCC Program 81; and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to approve the forms of the Participation Agreement, the 
Program Manual and the Program Summary, in order to find the form and substance of such documents to be 
satisfactory and proper and the recitals contained therein to be true, correct and complete; and has determined 
to implement MCC Program 81 in accordance with such documents by authorizing MCC Program 81, the 
execution and delivery of such documents and the taking of such other actions as may be necessary or 
convenient to carry out MCC Program 81; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS THAT: 

ARTICLE 1

APPLICATION FOR RESERVATION;  
USE OF PRIVATE ACTIVITY BOND VOLUME CAP 

Section 1.1--Application for Reservation.  The Governing Board hereby authorizes Bracewell & 
Giuliani LLP, as Bond Counsel to the Department, to file on its behalf with the Bond Review Board an 
Application for Reservation in the amount of $260,000,000 with respect to qualified mortgage bonds, together 
with any other documents and opinions required by the Bond Review Board as a condition to the granting of 
the Reservation. 

Section 1.2--Authorization of Certain Actions.  The Governing Board authorizes the Executive 
Director of the Department, the staff of the Department as designated by the Executive Director and Bond 
Counsel to take such actions on its behalf as may be necessary to carry out the actions authorized in Section 
1.1.   
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Section 1.3--MCC Authority.  The Department shall take such steps as are necessary to convert 
$260,000,000 of its authority to issue qualified mortgage bonds to authority to issue MCCs in order to 
implement MCC Program 81. 

ARTICLE 2

APPROVAL OF MCC DOCUMENTS 

Section 2.1--Approval, Execution and Delivery of the Participation Agreement.  The form and 
substance of the Participation Agreement are hereby approved, and the Authorized Representatives of the 
Department named in this Resolution are each hereby authorized to execute, attest and affix the Department’s 
seal to the Participation Agreement, and to deliver the Participation Agreement to the other parties thereto. 

Section 2.2--Approval of Program Manual and Program Summary.  The form and substance of the 
Program Manual and Program Summary are hereby authorized and approved. 

Section 2.3--Execution and Delivery of Other Documents and Waiver of Fees.  The Authorized 
Representatives are each hereby authorized to execute, attest, affix the Department’s seal to and deliver such 
other agreements, advance commitment agreements, assignments, bonds, certificates, contracts, documents, 
instruments, releases, financing statements, letters of instruction, notices of acceptance, written requests, public 
notices and other papers, whether or not mentioned herein, as may be necessary or convenient to carry out or 
assist in carrying out the purposes of this Resolution, the Participation Agreement, the Program Manual and 
the Program Summary.  [The staff of the Department is authorized to waive the fees described in the Program 
Manual from time to time for marketing purposes.] 

Section 2.4--Power to Revise Form of Documents.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Resolution, the Authorized Representatives are each hereby authorized to make or approve such revisions in 
the form of the documents attached hereto as exhibits as, in the judgment of such Authorized Representative, 
and in the opinion of Bracewell & Giuliani LLP, Bond Counsel to the Department, may be necessary or 
convenient to carry out or assist in carrying out the purposes of this Resolution, such approval to be evidenced 
by the execution of such documents by the Authorized Representatives. 

Section 2.5--Exhibits Incorporated Herein.  All of the terms and provisions of each of the documents 
listed below as an exhibit shall be and are hereby incorporated into and made a part of this Resolution for all 
purposes:

Exhibit A - Master MCC Participation Agreement 
Exhibit B - Program Manual 
Exhibit C - Program Summary 
   

Section 2.6--Authorized Representatives.  The following persons are each hereby named as 
Authorized Representatives of the Department for purposes of executing and delivering the documents 
and instruments referred to in this Article II: the Chair of the Governing Board, the Vice Chair of the 
Governing Board, the Executive Director of the Department, the Director of Bond Finance of the 
Department, the Director of Texas Homeownership of the Department and the Secretary or any the 
Assistant Secretary to the Governing Board.  Such persons are referred to herein collectively as the 
"Authorized Representatives."   

Section 2.7--Department Contribution.  The Department authorizes the contribution of Department 
funds in an amount not to exceed $100,000 to pay certain costs of implementing MCC Program 81. 



#4301736.2 -4- 

ARTICLE 3

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Section 3.1--Purposes of Resolution.  The Governing Board of the Department has expressly 
determined and hereby confirms that the implementation of MCC Program 81 contemplated by this Resolution 
accomplishes a valid public purpose of the Department by providing for the housing needs of individuals and 
families of low, very low and extremely low income and families of moderate income in the State. 

Section 3.2--Notice of Meeting.  This Resolution was considered and adopted at a meeting of the 
Governing Board that was noticed, convened, and conducted in full compliance with the Texas Open Meetings 
Act, Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code, and with §2306.032 of the Texas Government Code, 
regarding meetings of the Governing Board. 

Section 3.3--Effective Date.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and upon its 
adoption. 

PASSED AND APPROVED this 13th day of June, 2013. 

Chair, Governing Board 

ATTEST:

Secretary to the Governing Board 

(SEAL)
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

BOND FINANCE DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Resolution 13-038 authorizing amendments to 
Program 79 program documents to address HUD requirements regarding the Department’s 
provision of downpayment assistance. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution No. 13-003 adopted September 6, 2012, the 
Governing Board approved: (1) a taxable mortgage purchase program (the 
“Program”) to fund all or a portion of the Department’s single family loan 
production, (2) the Master Mortgage Origination Agreement (the “Master 
Mortgage Origination Agreement”) for the Department’s single family mortgage 
purchase programs, (3) the Servicing Agreement (the “Servicing Agreement”) 
between the Department and U.S. Bank National Association, and (4) Program 
Guidelines setting forth the general terms of the Program (the “Program 
Guidelines” and collectively with the Master Mortgage Origination Agreement 
and the Servicing Agreement, the “Program Documents”);   

WHEREAS, under the Program, the Department provides, under terms described 
in the Program Documents, secondary financing in the form of downpayment 
assistance loans;  

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 
has released Mortgagee Letter 2013-14 (the “Mortgagee Letter”) relating to its 
requirements for secondary financing provided by a state government;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to amend the Program Documents in 
order to conform with the requirements of the Mortgagee Letter and to authorize 
the delivery of letters relating to individual mortgage loans and other documents 
required by HUD;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to authorize the execution and delivery 
of a First Amendment to Master Mortgage Origination Agreement between the 
Department and U.S. Bank National Association, as servicer for Program 79 (the 
“Servicer”), in substantially the form attached hereto (the “Amendment to Master 
MOA”) to address the requirements of the Mortgagee Letter;  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board also desires to approve amendments to the 
Program Guidelines in substantially the form attached hereto (the “Amendment to 
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Program Guidelines”) and the Servicing Agreement (the “Amendment to 
Servicing Agreement”) addressing the documentation required by the Mortgagee 
Letter, 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that Resolution No. 13-038 is hereby adopted in the form presented 
to this meeting. 

BACKGROUND

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) has historically 
recognized the benefits of providing “special status” to governmental entities and non profits and 
how governmental entities, in particular, positively impact the delivery of affordable housing 
loan products.  Beginning with Mortgagee Letter 94-2 (Secondary Financing Provided by 
Nonprofit Agencies and Transferability Restrictions Permitted for Property with a HUD Insured 
Mortgage), HUD has outlined the requirements that governmental entities must meet in order to 
allow the down payment assistance that the Department provides to count toward the borrower’s 
“Minimum Cash Investment.  The Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 introduced 
further restrictions to the use of third-party monies to meet the borrower “minimum cash 
investment” required by HUD.  In the fall of 2012, HUD released a document to clarify the 
procedures that Governmental entities must follow in order to allow the assistance provided by 
the Department to count toward the borrowers “minimum cash investment”.  As a result of 
guidance outlined in the document, the Department changed its funding mechanism to provide 
for “table funding” of each DPA loan at the initial closing of the related 1st lien loan.  In May 
2013 HUD released Mortgagee Letter 2013-14 which contained further prescriptions on how the 
Department must operate its downpayment assistance program in order to meet ever more strict 
HUD guidelines. 

Today, staff is seeking Board approval to amend the following documents: 

Amendment to Master MOA  
Amendment to Program Guidelines  
Amendment to P79 Servicing Agreement 

These proposed amendments will allow the Department to meet the highly prescriptive 
requirements set forth in Mortgagee Letter 2013-14.  None of the changes recommended by staff 
substantively change the programmatic requirements of the originally approved Program 79 
guidelines; the proposed changes are merely technical corrections which are intended to allow 
the program to meet the newly released HUD guidelines effective July 1, 2013, to follow the 
requirements set-forth in Mortgage Letter 2013-14.  A copy of the Mortgagee Letter 2013-14 has 
been included for your convenience.
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RESOLUTION NO. 13-038 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO PROGRAM DOCUMENTS FOR 
TAXABLE MORTGAGE PURCHASE PROGRAM; AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION 
OF DOCUMENTS AND INSTRUMENTS RELATING TO THE FOREGOING; MAKING 
CERTAIN FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH; AND 
CONTAINING OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SUBJECT 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the “Department”) has been 
duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2306, Texas 
Government Code (the “Act”), as amended from time to time, for the purpose of providing a means of 
financing the costs of residential ownership, development and rehabilitation that will provide decent, safe and 
sanitary housing for individuals and families of low and very low income and families of moderate income (as 
described in the Act as determined by the Governing Board of the Department (the “Governing Board”) from 
time to time) at prices they can afford; and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department (a) to purchase notes and other obligations evidencing 
loans or interests in loans for individuals and families of low and very low income and families of moderate 
income and (b) to sell, at public or private sale, with or without public bidding, a mortgage or other obligation 
held by the Department; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution No. 13-003 adopted September 6, 2012, the Governing Board 
approved: (1) a taxable mortgage purchase program (the “Program”) to fund all or a portion of the 
Department’s single family loan production, (2) the Master Mortgage Origination Agreement (the “Master 
Mortgage Origination Agreement”) for the Department’s single family mortgage purchase programs, (3) the 
Servicing Agreement (the “Servicing Agreement”) between the Department and U.S. Bank National 
Association, and (4) Program Guidelines setting forth the general terms of the Program (the “Program 
Guidelines” and collectively with the Master Mortgage Origination Agreement and the Servicing Agreement, 
the “Program Documents”); and 

WHEREAS, under the Program, the Department provides, under terms described in the Program 
Documents, secondary financing in the form of down payment assistance loans; and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development has released 
Mortgagee Letter 2013-14 (the “Mortgagee Letter”) relating to its requirements for secondary financing 
provided by a state government; and  

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to amend the Program Documents in order to conform with 
the requirements of the Mortgagee Letter and to authorize the delivery of letters relating to individual 
mortgage loans and other documents required by HUD pursuant to the Mortgage Letter; and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board desires to authorize the execution and delivery of a First 
Amendment to Master Mortgage Origination Agreement between the Department and various mortgage 
lenders participating in the Program, in substantially the form attached hereto (the “Amendment to Master 
MOA”) to address the requirements of the Mortgagee Letter; and 

WHEREAS, the Governing Board also desires to approve amendments to the Program Guidelines in 
substantially the form attached hereto (the “Amendment to Program Guidelines”) and the Servicing Agreement 
(the “Amendment to Servicing Agreement”) addressing the documentation required by the Mortgagee Letter;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE TEXAS 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS THAT: 
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ARTICLE 1 

APPROVAL OF DOCUMENTS AND CERTAIN ACTIONS 

Section 1.1 Approval, Execution and Delivery of Amendment to Master MOA.  The form and 
substance of the Amendment to Master MOA are hereby approved and the Authorized Representatives named 
in this Resolution each are hereby authorized to execute the Amendment to Master MOA and to deliver the 
Amendment to Master MOA to the Servicer and the mortgage lenders. 

Section 1.2 Approval of Amendment to Program Guidelines and Amendment to Servicing 
Agreement.  The form and substance of the Amendment to Program Guidelines and Amendment to Servicing 
Agreement are hereby approved. 

Section 1.3 Execution and Delivery of Other Documents.  The Authorized Representatives are 
each hereby authorized to execute and deliver all agreements, certificates, contracts, documents, instruments, 
releases, financing statements, letters, notices, written requests and other papers, whether or not mentioned 
herein, as may be necessary or convenient to carry out or assist in carrying out the purposes of this Resolution 
including, without limitation, any letter required by HUD pursuant to the Mortgagee Letter. 

Section 1.4 Power to Revise Form of Documents.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Resolution, the Authorized Representatives of the Department named in this Resolution each are hereby 
authorized to make or approve such revisions in the form of the documents attached hereto as exhibits as, in 
the judgment of such Authorized Representative may be necessary or convenient to carry out or assist in 
carrying out the purposes of this Resolution, such approval to be evidenced by the execution of such 
documents by the Authorized Representatives of the Department named in this Resolution. 

Section 1.5 Exhibits Incorporated Herein.  All of the terms and provisions of each of the 
documents listed below as an exhibit shall be and are hereby incorporated into and made a part of this 
Resolution for all purposes: 

Exhibit A - Amendment to Master MOA  
Exhibit B - Amendment to Program Guidelines  
Exhibit C - Amendment to Servicing Agreement 

Section 1.6 Authorized Representatives.  The following persons are hereby named as Authorized 
Representatives of the Department for purposes of executing, attesting, affixing the Department’s seal to, and 
delivering the documents and instruments and taking the other actions referred to in this Article 1:  the Chair or 
Vice Chair of the Governing Board, the Executive Director of the Department, the Director of Bond Finance of 
the Department, the Director of Texas Home Ownership of the Department and the Secretary or any Assistant 
Secretary to the Governing Board.  Such persons are referred to herein collectively as the “Authorized 
Representatives.” 

Section 1.7 Ratifying Other Actions.  All other actions taken or to be taken by the Executive 
Director and the Department’s staff in connection with the Mortgagee Letter and Program 79 are hereby 
ratified and confirmed. 

ARTICLE 2 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Section 2.1 Notice of Meeting.  This Resolution was considered and adopted at a meeting of the 
Governing Board that was noticed, convened, and conducted in full compliance with the Texas Open Meetings 
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Act, Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code, and with §2306.032 of the Texas Government Code, 
regarding meetings of the Governing Board. 

Section 2.2 Effective Date.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and upon its 
adoption.   

(EXECUTION PAGE FOLLOWS) 
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PASSED AND APPROVED this 13th day of June, 2013. 

Chair, Governing Board 

ATTEST:

Secretary to the Governing Board 

(SEAL)
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Date: May 9, 2013 

To:  All FHA-Approved Mortgagees 
 

Mortgagee Letter 2013-14 

 
Subject Minimum Cash Investment and Secondary Financing Requirements – 

Acceptable Documentation for Funds Provided by Federal, State, or 
Local Governments, their Agencies or Instrumentalities 

 
Purpose  This Mortgagee Letter sets forth the documentation mortgagees must 

provide to demonstrate eligibility for FHA mortgage insurance of loans 
when a Federal, State, or local government, its agency or 
instrumentality directly provides the borrower’s required Minimum 
Cash Investment in accordance with the principles set forth in the 
December 5, 2012 Interpretive Rule (“Interpretive Rule”), Docket No. 
FR-5679-N-01. 
 
This Mortgagee Letter also provides mortgagees with guidance on 
resolving concerns with extending secondary financing by the Federal, 
State, or local government, its agency or instrumentality when those 
entities provide the borrower’s required Minimum Cash Investment 
through secondary financing. 

 
Effective 
Date 

This Mortgagee Letter is effective July 1, 2013. 

 
Affected 
Topics 

HUD Handbook 4155.1 Sections 5.B.1.a, 5.C.2.c, 5.B.5.b and 
Mortgagee Letter 2008-23 are affected by this guidance. The changes 
will be integrated into the FHA Single Family On-Line Handbooks. 

Continued on next page 
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Mortgagee Letter 2013-14, Continued 

 
Background The originating FHA-approved mortgagee must document that all 

funds for the borrower’s required Minimum Cash Investment 
necessary to close the FHA-insured mortgage belong to the 
borrower or were provided by a permissible source in accordance 
with FHA requirements.  Section 2113 of the Housing and 
Economic Recovery Act of 2008 (HERA), amended section 
203(b)(9) of the National Housing Act (NHA). This amendment 
requires the borrower to provide a required Minimum Cash 
Investment equal to but not less than 3.5 percent of the appraised 
value of the property. None of this required minimum cash 
investment can be provided by the seller of the property or any 
other person or entity who financially benefits from the transaction, 
or from any person who is reimbursed by any prohibited source. 
Mortgagees must ensure compliance with sections 203(b)(9)(A) 
and (C) of the NHA in order for the borrower’s mortgage to be 
eligible for FHA insurance.  

On December 5, 2012, HUD published an Interpretive Rule, Docket 
No. FR-5679-N-01. This rule expressed HUD’s interpretation that 
section 203(b)(9)(C) of the NHA does not prohibit FHA from 
insuring mortgages originated as part of the homeownership 
programs of Federal, State, or local government or their agencies 
or instrumentalities (hereinafter referred to as “Government 
Entities”) when the Government Entities also directly provide funds 
toward the required Minimum Cash Investment.   

Additionally, HUD’s requirements have historically required all 
secondary financing being put in place by Government Entities to be 
“made” by the Government Entity.  However, due to the variety and 
complexity of state and local laws governing the conduct of these 
types of Government Entities, FHA will streamline this process for the 
Government Entity in FHA-insured transactions.  

Continued on next page 
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Mortgagee Letter 2013-14, Continued 

Acceptable 
Documentation 

To establish that the Government Entity provided the borrower’s 
required Minimum Cash Investment in a manner consistent with 
HUD’s Interpretive Rule, the mortgagee must document that the 
Government Entity incurred prior to or at closing an enforceable 
legal liability or obligation to fund the borrower’s required Minimum 
Cash Investment.  While it is not sufficient to document that the 
Government Entity has agreed to reimburse the lender for the use 
of funds legally belonging to the lender to fund the borrower’s 
required Minimum Cash Investment, the documentation described 
below will demonstrate that the Government Entity’s funds, 
generated through the creation of a legal liability or obligation were 
the permissible source of the required Minimum Cash Investment. 
 
Acceptable forms of documentation include the following: 

 A cancelled check, evidence of wire transfer or other draw 
request showing that prior to or at the time of closing the 
Government Entity had authorized a draw of the funds on its 
account provided towards the borrower’s required Minimum 
Cash Investment from the Government Entity’s account; or 

 A letter from the Government Entity, signed by an authorized 
official, establishing that the funds provided towards the 
borrower’s required Minimum Cash Investment were funds 
legally belonging to the Government Entity at or before 
closing.   

 
Where a letter from the Government Entity is submitted, the precise 
language of the letter may vary because of differences in the 
funding and legal authority of each Government Entity. Examples of 
acceptable language, which would establish the funds were legally 
belonging to the Government Entity, would include the following: 

 A statement that the Government Entity has, at or before 
closing, incurred a legally enforceable liability as a result of 
its agreement to provide the funds towards the borrower’s 
required Minimum Cash Investment; 

 A statement that the Government Entity has, at or before 
closing, incurred a legally enforceable obligation to provide 
the funds towards the borrower’s required Minimum Cash 
Investment; or 

 A statement that the Government Entity has, at or before 
closing, authorized a draw on its account to provide the funds 
towards the borrower’s required Minimum Cash Investment. 

 

  

Continued on next page 
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Mortgagee Letter 2013-14, Continued 

 
Acceptable 
Documentation 
(continued) 

The mortgagee is not required to document the actual transfer of funds 
in satisfaction of the obligation or liability, which resulted from the 
funding of the borrower’s required Minimum Cash Investment by the 
Government Entity, before closing, provided the mortgagee has 
obtained documentation that a legally enforceable liability or obligation 
was incurred at or before closing.  Where such documentation is 
provided establishing that a legally enforceable liability or obligation 
was incurred at or before closing, the funds provided at closing for 
down payment assistance will be considered by HUD to be funds 
legally belonging to the Government Entity.  However, failure of the 
Government Entity to satisfy the obligation or liability may result in a 
determination that the funds were provided by a prohibited source. 
 
Note:  The Mortgagee is reminded to document a Gift Letter for the 
borrower’s Cash to close including the required Minimum Cash 
Investment as described in HUD Handbook 4155.1 5.B.5.a Gift Letter 
Requirement.  The Mortgagee must place the Gift Letter and the 
documentation evidencing the provision of the borrower’s required 
Minimum Cash Investment in compliance with the Interpretative Rule 
on the right side of the endorsement binder with Asset Verification 
documentation needed to close.  These instructions on the placement 
of documentation in the endorsement file supersede the guidance in 
4155.1 5.B.5.b. 

 
Making of 
Secondary 
Financing 
On behalf of 
Government 
Entities 

FHA recognizes the importance of compliance with state and local law 
to the conduct of any Government Entity providing down payment 
assistance in the form of secondary financing.  Where the Government 
Entity cannot legally or operationally ensure that secondary financing is 
“made” by the Government Entity, FHA will permit the secondary 
financing component to be made by an FHA-approved mortgagee or 
FHA-approved non-profit on behalf of the Governmental Entity 
provided the mortgagee or non-profit is not a prohibited source and the 
Government Entity holds the secondary financing prior to endorsement 
of the first mortgage for FHA insurance until further notice. Mortgagees 
must document that the secondary financing is held by the 
Government Entity prior to submission of the mortgage to HUD via the 
Direct Endorsement process for insurance, or the endorsement of the 
mortgage for insurance through the Lender Insurance process. 
  

Continued on next page 
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Mortgagee Letter 2013-14, Continued 

 
Making of 
Secondary 
Financing 
On behalf of 
Government 
Entities 
(continued)  

All other requirements applicable to secondary financing transactions 
remain in full effect, including the requirement that such financing comply 
with the prohibited source provisions if such financing will be providing 
the borrower’s required Minimum Cash Investment. 

 
Information  
Collection 
Requirements 

The information collection requirements contained in this document 
have been approved by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501-3520) 
and assigned an OMB control number of 2502-0059.  In accordance 
with the Paperwork Reduction Act, HUD may not conduct or sponsor, 
and a person is not required to respond to, a collection of information 
unless the collection displays a currently valid OMB Control Number. 
 

 
Questions 
 

Please inquire about information provided in this Mortgagee Letter by 
contacting FHA’s Resource Center at 1-800-CALLFHA (1-800-225-
5342).  Persons with hearing or speech impairments may reach this 
number via by calling the Federal Information Relay Service at (800-
877-8339).  For additional information on this Mortgagee Letter, please 
visit www.hud.gov/answers. 

 
Signature Carol J. Galante 

 
Assistant Secretary for Housing-Federal Housing Commissioner 
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

TEXAS HOMEOWENRSHIP DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the Single Family Mortgage Loan and Mortgage Credit 
Certificate (MCC) Program(s) Participating Lender List. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, by Texas Government Code §2306.149, the Board has the specific duty and power 
to compile a list of approved mortgage lenders; and 

WHEREAS, the Department has compiled a Participating Lender List for the Single Family 
Mortgage Loan and Mortgage Credit Certificate Programs, 

Now, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that the attached Participating Lender List is approved for use in conjunction with 
the Single Family Mortgage Loan and Mortgage Credit Certificate Programs.  

BACKGROUND

Invitations to originate mortgage loans are sent out to the Department’s existing lender network and other 
interested lenders when mortgage loan and MCC Programs are released.  At any time, new mortgage lenders 
interested in participating in an existing program are allowed to complete documentation for consideration and 
approval.  To date, 100 lending institutions serving locations throughout the state have signed documents to 
participate in one or both of the programs.   

In an effort to maintain a well trained and knowledgeable lender network, webinar lender trainings are 
periodically conducted by our program administrator staff on any current mortgage loan program to any existing 
and or new participating lender.   Additionally, Department staff conducts webinars or on-site lender trainings for 
any new MCC participant upon request.    

In accordance with Texas Government Code, §2306.149, staff is requesting the Board approve a list of mortgage 
lenders for use in conjunction with the Single Family Mortgage Loan and MCC Program(s). Staff recommends 
the following list of participating lenders be approved by the Board. 



APPROVED LENDERS
Affiliated Bank High Point Mortgage Corp.

Affiliated Mortgage Company Highlands Residential Mortgage

Allied Home Mortgage Corp. Hometrust Mortgage Company

Amarillo National Bank Homeway Mortgage fka Stanford Lending, LLC

Amcap Mortgage, Ltd. Houstonian Mortgage Group, Inc.

AmericaHomeKey, Inc. Iberiabank Mortgage Company

American Southwest Mortgage Corp. IHS Mortgage, LLC

America's Choice Home Loans imortgage.com

AmeriPro Funding, Inc. Interlinc Mortgage Services

AmeriPro Funding, Inc. dba Land Mortgage K. Hovnanian American Mortgage, LLC.
Ark La Tex Financial Services LLC dba Benchmark
Mtg Leader One Financial Corp.

Aspire Financial, Inc. DBA TexasLending.com Liberty Bank and Trust Co.

Bank of America Liberty Mortgage (Wendeburg Interests, Inc.)

Bank of Oklahoma dba Bank of Texas MI Financial Corp.

Calvert Mortgage Company Mid America Mortgage, Inc.

Capstar Lending, LLC Mission Mortgage of Texas, Inc

Castle & Cooke Mortgage, LLC Mortgage Pros, Inc.

Cendera Funding National Bank

Chase Nations Reliable Lending

Churchill Mortgage Corp. NationStar Mortgage

Citibank, N.A. Network Funding, L.P.
Classic Home Financial, Inc. (Finance Home
America) NewPenn Financial, LLC
Coastal Bend Mtg. Inc., dba Global Mortgage
Group Nova Financial and Investment Corporation

Cobalt Mortgage Patriot Bank Mortgage, Inc.
Colonial National Mortgage (Colonial Savings,
F.A.) Pioneer Bank
Community Development Corporation of
Brownsville PNC Mortgage

Cornerstone Home Lending, Inc. Premier Nationwide Lending (NTFN, Inc.)

DHI Mortgage Co., Ltd. Primary Residential Mortgage Inc.

Elite Financing Group PrimeLending, a Plains Capital Company

Envoy Mortgage PrimeWest Mortgage Corp.

Fairway Independent Mortgage Corp. Prospect Mortgage fka Metrocities Mortgage, LLC

First Community Bank Home Loan Center Pulte Mortgage

First Continental Mortgage Co. RANLife, Inc.

First National Bank El Paso Real Estate Mortgage Network, Inc.
First National Bank Texas dba First Community
Mtg. Republic State Mortgage Company

Gateway Mortgage Group, LLC Rocky Mountain Mortgage Company

Georgetown Mortgage, LLC Ryland Mortgage Company

Great Plains National Bank Schmidt Mortgage Co.

Guaranteed Rate Inc. Security National Mortgage Company

Guild Mortgage Company Sente Mortgage

Hamilton Group Funding, Inc. Service First Mortgage Co. (SFMC, LP)

Hancock Mortgage Partners, LLC Southwest Funding, LP



APPROVED LENDERS
Standard Pacific Mortgage, Inc. Venta Financial Group, Inc. (Alterra Mortgage)
Standard Pacific Mtg., Inc. (aka Family Lending
Services) Victorian Finance, LLC

Supreme Lending (Everett Financial) ViewPoint Bankers Mortgage, Inc.

SWBC Mortgage Corporation Wells Fargo Home Mortgage

The Lending Partners, LLC WestStar Mortgage Corp.

TXL Mortgage Corporation Whitney National Bank

U.S. Bank Home Mortgage Willow Bend Mortgage

Universal American Mortgage Company WR Starkey Mortgage
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Inducement Resolution No. 13-036 for Multifamily 
Housing Revenue Bonds and an Authorization for Filing Applications for Private Activity Bond 
Authority - 2013 Waiting List 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the Board approval of the inducement resolution is the first step in the 
application process for a multifamily bond issuance by the Department; 

WHEREAS, the inducement allows staff to submit an application to the Bond Review 
Board (BRB) to await a Certificate of Reservation; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Award and Review Advisory Committee recommends the 
approval of the Inducement Resolution; 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that Inducement Resolution 13-036 to proceed with the application 
submission to the Bond Review Board for possible receipt of State Volume Cap issuance 
authority from the 2013 Private Activity Bond Program for Northcrest Apartments 
(#13601), Pine Haven Apartments (#13602) and Central Village Apartments (#13603) is 
hereby approved in the form presented to this meeting.  

BACKGROUND

The Texas Bond Review Board (BRB) administers the state’s annual private activity bond authority for 
the State of Texas. The Department is an issuer of Private Activity Bonds and is required to induce an 
application for bonds prior to the submission to the BRB. Approval of the inducement resolution does 
not constitute approval of the Development but merely allows the Applicant the opportunity to move 
into the full application phase of the process. Once the application receives a Certificate of Reservation, 
the Applicant has 150 days to close on the private activity bonds.

During the 150-day process, the Department will review the Applicant’s complete application for 
compliance with the Department’s Rules and underwrite the transaction in accordance with the Real 
Estate Analysis Rules. The Department will schedule and conduct a public hearing in the community of 
each development. The complete application including a transcript from the hearing will then be 
presented before the Board for a decision on the issuance of the bonds as well as the determination of 
housing tax credits.

Each year, the State of Texas is notified of the cap on the amount of private activity tax exempt revenue 
bonds that may be issued within the state. Approximately $545 million is set aside for multifamily until 
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August 15th for the 2013 program year which includes the TDHCA set aside of approximately $108 
million. Inducement Resolution 13-036 represents the second application submitted to the BRB for the 
2013 program year and reserves approximately $13 million in state volume cap.   

Northcrest Apartments (#13601) 
General Information: The existing development is located at 1002 North Main Street in Big Spring, 
Howard County. The application proposes the acquisition and rehabilitation of the existing development 
which consists of 68 total units serving the general population. This transaction is proposed to be 
Priority 3 consisting entirely of low income units that will be rent and income restricted.  

Census Demographics: Demographics for the census tract (9503.00) include an AMFI of $30,531; the 
total population is 2,242; the percent of population that is a minority is 73.68%; the percent of 
population that is below the poverty line is 40.09%; the number of owner occupied units is 314 and the 
number of renter units is 183. (Census information from FFIEC Geocoding 2012). 

Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Pine Haven Apartments (#13602)
General Information: The existing development is located at 2500 Southeast End Boulevard in 
Marshall, Harrison County. The application proposes the acquisition and rehabilitation of the existing 
development which consists of 64 total units serving the general population. This transaction is proposed 
to be Priority 3 consisting entirely of low income units that will be rent and income restricted and 1 
employee occupied unit.  

Census Demographics: Demographics for the census tract (0205.01) include an AMFI of $32,262; the 
total population is 3,111; the percent of population that is a minority is 63.90%; the percent of 
population that is below the poverty line is 15.96%; the number of owner occupied units is 605 and the 
number of renter units is 362. (Census information from FFIEC Geocoding 2012). 

Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition. 

Central Village Apartments (#13603) 
General Information: The existing development is located at 910 West 28th Street in Plainview, Hale 
County. The application proposes the acquisition and rehabilitation of the existing development which 
consists of 84 total units serving the general population. This transaction is proposed to be Priority 3 
consisting entirely of low income units that will be rent and income restricted and 1 employee occupied 
unit.  

Census Demographics: Demographics for the census tract (9502.00) include an AMFI of $35,185; the 
total population is 4,415; the percent of population that is a minority is 88.40%; the percent of 
population that is below the poverty line is 26.26%; the number of owner occupied units is 755 and the 
number of renter units is 653. (Census information from FFIEC Geocoding 2012). 

Public Comment: The Department has received no letters of support or opposition.



June 13, 2013  Inducement Resolution 
#4309336.2 

RESOLUTION NO. 13-036 

RESOLUTION DECLARING INTENT TO ISSUE MULTIFAMILY REVENUE 
BONDS WITH RESPECT TO RESIDENTIAL RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS; 
AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF ONE OR MORE APPLICATIONS FOR 
ALLOCATION OF PRIVATE ACTIVITY BONDS WITH THE TEXAS BOND 
REVIEW BOARD; AND AUTHORIZING OTHER ACTION RELATED THERETO 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the “Department”) has 
been duly created and organized pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2306, 
Texas Government Code, as amended, (the “Act”) for the purpose, among others, of providing a means of 
financing the costs of residential ownership, developments and rehabilitation that will provide decent, 
safe, and affordable living environments for persons and families of low, very low and extremely low 
income and families of moderate income (all as defined in the Act); and 

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Department: (a) to make mortgage loans to housing sponsors 
to provide financing for multifamily residential rental housing in the State of Texas (the “State”) intended 
to be occupied by persons and families of low, very low and extremely low income and families of 
moderate income, as determined by the Department; (b) to issue its revenue bonds, for the purpose, 
among others, of obtaining funds to make such loans and provide financing, to establish necessary reserve 
funds and to pay administrative and other costs incurred in connection with the issuance of such bonds; 
and (c) to pledge all or any part of the revenues, receipts or resources of the Department, including the 
revenues and receipts to be received by the Department from such multifamily residential rental 
development loans, and to mortgage, pledge or grant security interests in such loans or other property of 
the Department in order to secure the payment of the principal or redemption price of and interest on such 
bonds; and 

WHEREAS, it is proposed that the Department issue its revenue bonds in one or more series for 
the purpose of providing financing for the multifamily residential rental developments (the 
“Developments”) more fully described in Exhibit A attached hereto.  The ownership of the Developments 
as more fully described in Exhibit A will consist of the applicable ownership entity and its principals or a 
related person (the “Owners”) within the meaning of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the 
“Code”); and 

WHEREAS, the Owners have made not more than 60 days prior to the date hereof, payments 
with respect to the Developments and expect to make additional payments in the future and desire that 
they be reimbursed for such payments and other costs associated with the Developments from the 
proceeds of tax-exempt and taxable obligations to be issued by the Department subsequent to the date 
hereof; and 

WHEREAS, the Owners have indicated their willingness to enter into contractual arrangements 
with the Department providing assurance satisfactory to the Department that 100 percent of the units of 
the Developments will be occupied at all times by eligible tenants, as determined by the Board pursuant to 
the Act (“Eligible Tenants”), that the other requirements of the Act and the Department will be satisfied 
and that the Developments will satisfy State law, Section 142(d) and other applicable Sections of the 
Code and Treasury Regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Department desires to reimburse the Owners for the costs associated with the 
Developments listed on Exhibit A attached hereto, but solely from and to the extent, if any, of the 
proceeds of tax-exempt and taxable obligations to be issued in one or more series to be issued subsequent 
to the date hereof; and 
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WHEREAS, at the request of the Owners, the Department reasonably expects to incur debt in the 
form of tax-exempt and taxable obligations for purposes of paying the costs of the Developments 
described on Exhibit A attached hereto; and 

WHEREAS, in connection with the proposed issuance of the Bonds (defined below), the 
Department, as issuer of the Bonds, is required to submit for the Developments one or more Applications 
for Allocation of Private Activity Bonds (the “Application”) with the Texas Bond Review Board (the 
“Bond Review Board”) with respect to the tax-exempt Bonds to qualify for the Bond Review Board’s 
Allocation Program in connection with the Bond Review Board’s authority to administer the allocation of 
the authority of the state to issue private activity bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to declare its intent to issue its multifamily revenue bonds 
for the purpose of providing funds to the Owners to finance the Developments on the terms and 
conditions hereinafter set forth; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD THAT: 

Section 1 Certain Findings.  The Board finds that: 

(a) the Developments are necessary to provide decent, safe and sanitary housing at rentals 
that individuals or families of low and very low income and families of moderate income can afford; 

(b) the Owners will supply, in their Development, well-planned and well-designed housing 
for individuals or families of low and very low income and families of moderate income; 

(c) the Owners are financially responsible; 

(d) the financing of the Developments is a public purpose and will provide a public benefit; 
and

(e) the Developments will be undertaken within the authority granted by the Act to the 
Department and the Owners. 

Section 2 Authorization of Issue.  The Department declares its intent to issue its Multifamily 
Housing Revenue Bonds (the “Bonds”) in one or more series and in amounts estimated to be sufficient to 
(a) fund a loan or loans to the Owners to provide financing for the Developments in an aggregate 
principal amount not to exceed those amounts, corresponding to the Developments, set forth in Exhibit A;
(b) fund a reserve fund with respect to the Bonds if needed; and (c) pay certain costs incurred in 
connection with the issuance of the Bonds. Such Bonds will be issued as qualified residential rental 
development bonds. Final approval of the Department to issue the Bonds shall be subject to: (i) the 
review by the Department’s credit underwriters for financial feasibility; (ii) review by the Department’s 
staff and legal counsel of compliance with federal income tax regulations and state law requirements 
regarding tenancy in each Development; (iii) approval by the Bond Review Board, if required; (iv) 
approval by the Attorney General of the State of Texas (the “Attorney General”); (v) satisfaction of the 
Board that each Development meets the Department’s public policy criteria; and (vi) the ability of the 
Department to issue such Bonds in compliance with all federal and state laws applicable to the issuance of 
such Bonds. 

Section 3 Terms of Bonds.  The proposed Bonds shall be issuable only as fully registered bonds 
in authorized denominations to be determined by the Department; shall bear interest at a rate or rates to be 
determined by the Department; shall mature at a time to be determined by the Department but in no event 
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later than 40 years after the date of issuance; and shall be subject to prior redemption upon such terms and 
conditions as may be determined by the Department. 

Section 4 Reimbursement.  The Department reasonably expects to reimburse the Owners for all 
costs that have been or will be paid subsequent to the date that is 60 days prior to the date hereof in 
connection with the acquisition of real property and construction of its Development and listed on Exhibit 
A attached hereto (“Costs of the Developments”) from the proceeds of the Bonds, in an amount which is 
reasonably estimated to be sufficient: (a) to fund a loan to provide financing for the acquisition and 
construction or rehabilitation of its Development, including reimbursing the applicable Owner for all 
costs that have been or will be paid subsequent to the date that is 60 days prior to the date hereof in 
connection with the acquisition and construction or rehabilitation of the Developments; (b) to fund any 
reserves that may be required for the benefit of the holders of the Bonds; and (c) to pay certain costs 
incurred in connection with the issuance of the Bonds. 

Section 5 Principal Amount.  Based on representations of the Owners, the Department 
reasonably expects that the maximum principal amount of debt issued to reimburse the Owners for the 
Costs of the Developments will not exceed the amount set forth in Exhibit A which corresponds to the 
applicable Development. 

Section 6 Limited Obligations.  The Owners may commence with the acquisition and 
construction or rehabilitation of the Developments, which Developments will be in furtherance of the 
public purposes of the Department as aforesaid. On or prior to the issuance of the Bonds, each Owner will 
enter into a loan agreement on an installment payment basis with the Department under which the 
Department will make a loan to the applicable Owner for the purpose of reimbursing the Owner for the 
Costs of the Development and the Owner will make installment payments sufficient to pay the principal 
of and any premium and interest on the applicable Bonds. The proposed Bonds shall be special, limited 
obligations of the Department payable solely by the Department from or in connection with its loan or 
loans to the Owner to provide financing for the Development, and from such other revenues, receipts and 
resources of the Department as may be expressly pledged by the Department to secure the payment of the 
Bonds. 

Section 7 The Developments.  Substantially all of the proceeds of the Bonds shall be used to 
finance the Developments, which are to be occupied entirely by Eligible Tenants, as determined by the 
Department, and which are to be occupied partially by persons and families of low income such that the 
requirements of Section 142(d) of the Code are met for the period required by the Code. 

Section 8 Payment of Bonds.  The payment of the principal of and any premium and interest on 
the Bonds shall be made solely from moneys realized from the loan of the proceeds of the Bonds to 
reimburse the Owners for costs of its Development. 

Section 9 Costs of Developments.  The Costs of the Developments may include any cost of 
acquiring, constructing, reconstructing, improving, installing and expanding the Developments. Without 
limiting the generality of the foregoing, the Costs of the Developments shall specifically include the cost 
of the acquisition of all land, rights-of-way, property rights, easements and interests, the cost of all 
machinery and equipment, financing charges, inventory, raw materials and other supplies, research and 
development costs, interest prior to and during construction and for one year after completion of 
construction whether or not capitalized, necessary reserve funds, the cost of estimates and of engineering 
and legal services, plans, specifications, surveys, estimates of cost and of revenue, other expenses 
necessary or incident to determining the feasibility and practicability of acquiring, constructing, 
reconstructing, improving and expanding the Developments, administrative expenses and such other 
expenses as may be necessary or incident to the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, improvement 
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and expansion of the Developments, the placing of the Developments in operation and that satisfy the 
Code and the Act. The Owners shall be responsible for and pay any costs of its Development incurred by 
it prior to issuance of the Bonds and will pay all costs of its Development which are not or cannot be paid 
or reimbursed from the proceeds of the Bonds. 

Section 10 No Commitment to Issue Bonds.  Neither the Owners nor any other party is entitled 
to rely on this Resolution as a commitment to issue the Bonds and to loan funds, and the Department 
reserves the right not to issue the Bonds either with or without cause and with or without notice, and in 
such event the Department shall not be subject to any liability or damages of any nature. Neither the 
Owners nor any one claiming by, through or under the Owners shall have any claim against the 
Department whatsoever as a result of any decision by the Department not to issue the Bonds. 

Section 11 No Indebtedness of Certain Entities.  The Board hereby finds, determines, recites and 
declares that the Bonds shall not constitute an indebtedness, liability, general, special or moral obligation 
or pledge or loan of the faith or credit or taxing power of the State, the Department or any other political 
subdivision or municipal or political corporation or governmental unit, nor shall the Bonds ever be 
deemed to be an obligation or agreement of any officer, director, agent or employee of the Department in 
his or her individual capacity, and none of such persons shall be subject to any personal liability by reason 
of the issuance of the Bonds. 

Section 12 Conditions Precedent.  The issuance of the Bonds following final approval by the 
Board shall be further subject to, among other things: (a) the execution by the Owners and the Department 
of contractual arrangements providing assurance satisfactory to the Department that 100 percent of the 
units for each Development will be occupied at all times by Eligible Tenants, that all other requirements 
of the Act will be satisfied and that each Development will satisfy the requirements of Section 142(d) of 
the Code (except for portions to be financed with taxable bonds); (b) the receipt of an opinion from 
Bracewell & Giuliani LLP or other nationally recognized bond counsel acceptable to the Department, 
substantially to the effect that the interest on the tax-exempt Bonds is excludable from gross income for 
federal income tax purposes under existing law; and (c) receipt of the approval of the Bond Review 
Board, if required, and the Attorney General. 

Section 13 Certain Findings.  The Board hereby finds, determines, recites and declares that the 
issuance of the Bonds to provide financing for the Developments will promote the public purposes set 
forth in the Act, including, without limitation, assisting persons and families of low and very low income 
and families of moderate income to obtain decent, safe and sanitary housing at rentals they can afford. 

Section 14 Authorization to Proceed.  The Board hereby authorizes staff, Bond Counsel and 
other consultants to proceed with preparation of the Developments’ necessary review and legal 
documentation for the filing of one or more Applications for the 2012 program year and the issuance of 
the Bonds, subject to satisfaction of the conditions specified in Section 2(i) and (ii) hereof.  The Board 
further authorizes staff, Bond Counsel and other consultants to re-submit an Application that was 
withdrawn by an Owner so long as the Application is re-submitted within the current or following 
program year. 

Section 15 Related Persons.  The Department acknowledges that financing of all or any part of 
the Developments may be undertaken by any company or partnership that is a “related person” to the 
respective Owner within the meaning of the Code and applicable regulations promulgated pursuant 
thereto, including any entity controlled by or affiliated with the Owners. 

Section 16 Declaration of Official Intent.  This Resolution constitutes the Department’s official 
intent for expenditures on Costs of the Developments which will be reimbursed out of the issuance of the 
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Bonds within the meaning of Sections 1.142-4(b) and 1.150-2, Title 26, Code of Federal Regulations, as 
amended, and applicable rulings of the Internal Revenue Service thereunder, to the end that the Bonds 
issued to reimburse Costs of the Developments may qualify for the exemption provisions of Section 142 
of the Code, and that the interest on the Bonds (except for any taxable Bonds) will therefore be 
excludable from the gross incomes of the holders thereof under the provisions of Section 103(a)(1) of the 
Code.

Section 17 Authorization of Certain Actions.  The Department hereby authorizes the filing of and 
directs the filing of one or more Applications in such form presented to the Board with the Bond Review 
Board and each director of the Board are hereby severally authorized and directed to execute the 
Applications on behalf of the Department and to cause the same to be filed with the Bond Review Board. 

Section 18 Books and Records.  The Board hereby directs this Resolution to be made a part of 
the Department’s books and records that are available for inspection by the general public. 

Section 19 Notice of Meeting.  This Resolution was considered and adopted at a meeting of the 
Board that was noticed, convened, and conducted in full compliance with the Texas Open Meetings Act, 
Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code, and with §2306.032 of the Texas Government Code, 
regarding meetings of the Board. 

Section 20 Effective Date.  This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and upon its 
adoption. 

[Execution page follows] 
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PASSED AND APPROVED this 13th day of June, 2013. 

[SEAL] 
By:        

Chairman, Governing Board 

Attest:       
Secretary to the Governing Board 



June 13, 2013  Inducement Resolution 
#4309336.2 

EXHIBIT “A” 

Description of the Owners and the Developments 

Project Name Owner Principals Amount Not to Exceed 
Northcrest Apartments;  DHI NC Housing LP; The General Partner of 

DHI NC Housing LP is 
DHI NC Southwest 
Preservation LLC, a Texas 
limited liability company.  
The members are DHI, 
Inc. (35%), Tim Fluetsch 
(15%) and Juniper 
Housing LLC (50%) 

$4,300,000.00 

Costs:   Rehabilitation and acquisition of a 68-unit affordable, multifamily, rental community located 1002 
North Main Street, Big Spring, Texas 79720 [Howard County]. 

Central Village 
Apartments; 

DHI CV Housing LP; The General Partner of 
DHI CV Housing LP is 
DHI CV Southwest 
Preservation LLC, a Texas 
limited liability company.  
The members are DHI, 
Inc. (35%), Tim Fluetsch 
(15%) and Juniper 
Housing LLC (50%) 

$4,400,000.00 

Costs:   Rehabilitation and acquisition of a 84-unit affordable, multifamily, rental community located at 910 
West 28th Street, Plainview, Texas 79072 [Hale County]. 

Pine Haven Apartments DHI PH Housing LP The General Partner of 
DHI PH Housing LP is 
DHI PH Southwest 
Preservation LLC, a Texas 
limited liability company.  
The members are DHI, 
Inc. (35%), Tim Fluetsch 
(15%) and Juniper 
Housing LLC (50%) 

$4,000,000.00 

Costs:   Rehabilitation and acquisition of a 64-unit affordable, multifamily, rental community located at 2500 
Southeast End Boulevard, Marshall, Texas 75670 [Harrison County].   
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits with 
another Issuer 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a Housing Tax Credit application for the Villas at Colt Run was originally 
submitted to the Department on October 12, 2012, and received an initial Determination 
Notice from the Board on December 13, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, due to timing issues associated with the permitting process with the City of 
Houston, the Applicant was unable to close on the bonds within the 150-day deadline of 
April 12, 2013, and a new Certificate of Reservation was issued on April 11, 2013, which 
will expire on September 8, 2013;  

WHEREAS, the proposed issuer of the bonds is the City of Houston Housing Finance 
Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Award and Review Advisory Committee recommends the 
issuance of the new Determination Notice;  

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that the issuance of a Determination Notice of $711,990 in Housing Tax 
Credits, subject to underwriting conditions that may be applicable as found in the Real 
Estate Analysis report posted to the Department’s website for the Villas at Colt Run, is 
hereby approved as presented to this meeting.  

BACKGROUND

General Information: The development is new construction and includes the demolition of an existing 
multifamily development, owned by the City of Houston that has been abandoned. Villas at Colt Run 
will consist of 138 total units serving a general population. This transaction is a Priority 3 with all of the 
units proposed to be rent and income restricted at 60% of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI). The 
development is located in Houston, Harris County where there is no zoning ordinance.

Organizational Structure and Compliance: The Borrower is Villas at Colt Run, L.P.; and the General 
Partner is Villas at Colt Run LDG GP, LLC. The Compliance Status Summary completed on April 16, 
2013, reveals that the principals of the general partner have received 11 multifamily awards. There are 
no identified issues relating to material noncompliance. 
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Census Demographics: The development is to be located at 7600 East Houston Rd. in Houston. 
Demographics for the census tract (2311.00) include AMFI of $34,393; the total population is 4,729; the 
percent of population that is minority is 93.76%; the percent of population that is below the poverty line 
is 24.40%; the number of owner occupied units is 858 and the number of renter units is 482. (Census 
information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2012). 

Public Comment: The Department has not received any letters of support or opposition for this 
Development. 



Applicant Evaluation
Project ID 13400 Name Villas at Colt Run City:

HTC 9% HTC 4% HOME HTFBOND NSP ESG Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD

Total # of MF awards monitored: 11

Total # of MF awards not yet 
monitored or pending review: 0

0-9: 8Projects 
grouped
by score

10-19: 3

Compliance 

20-29: 0

Total monitored with 
a score 0-29: 11Total # of MF Projects in 

Material Noncompliance:
0

NoYes
Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit

Reviewer: Patricia Murphy

Date 4/16/2013

Single audit review not applicable

Single audit requirements current Past due single audit or unresolved single audit 
issue (see comments)

Late single audit certification form  (see comments

Total # of SF Contracts: 0

NoYesSF Contract Experience

Reviewer: Rosy Falcon Date 4/17/2013

Completed by: James Roper

Date 4/11/2013

Comments (if applicable):

Unresolved Audit Findings 
Identified  w/ Contract(s)

Comments (if applicable):

No delinquencies found

Reviewer Candace Christiansen Date 4 /16/2013

Loan Servicing

Delinquencies found (see comments)

Comments (if applicable):

No delinquencies found Delinquencies found (See Comments)

Reviewer Monica Guerra Date 4 /17/2013

Financial Services

Comments (if applicable):

No identified issues

Reviewer Cathy Collingsworth Date 4 /17/2013

Community Affairs

Identified Issues (see comments)

Comments (if applicable):
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Determination Notices for Housing Tax Credits with 
another Issuer 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a Housing Tax Credit award and a HOME Multifamily Development 
(MFD) loan in the amount of $2,000,000 for the Gateway Northwest was originally 
approved at the July 26, 2012 Board meeting;

WHEREAS, timing constraints associated with the FHA Mortgage Insurance approval 
prevented the Applicant from closing by the original Certificate of Reservation deadline 
of September 29, 2012, and the Board reconsidered and approved the Housing Tax Credit 
allocation at the October 9, 2012 Board meeting;  

WHEREAS, following Board reconsideration and approval on October 9, 2012, the 
application for FHA Mortgage Insurance was denied by HUD;  

WHEREAS, the City of Georgetown has agreed to waive up to $100,000 of impact fees 
and the Housing Authority of the City of Georgetown has committed to providing fifteen 
(15) Project-Based Vouchers for the proposed Development and HUD has accepted these 
additional commitments to resolve concerns that resulted in the original disapproval;

WHEREAS, the City of Georgetown has twice the state average of units per capita 
supported by Housing Tax Credits and Private Activity Bonds and the City of 
Georgetown voted on May 14, 2013, to approve the construction of the Development in 
accordance with the Department’s rule; 

WHEREAS, the proposed issuer of the bonds for the Development is the Texas State 
Affordable Housing Corporation (“TSAHC”) and the new Certificate of Reservation will 
expire on September 13, 2013; 

WHEREAS, the updated Housing Tax Credit application was submitted on April 11, 
2013, which was after the 75-day deadline of April 1, 2013, and therefore, necessitates 
the need for a waiver of §10.201(2) of the Uniform Multifamily Rules which requires all 
outstanding application items be submitted 75 days prior to the selected Board meeting; 

WHEREAS, the 75-day deadline is a rule created to ensure staff has sufficient time to 
complete a review of an application and such review was completed in a shorter period of 
time; and  
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WHEREAS, the Executive Award and Review Advisory Committee recommends the 
issuance of the Determination Notice. 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that §10.201(2) is waived and that the issuance of a Determination Notice 
of $638,832 in 4% Housing Tax Credits, subject to underwriting conditions that may be 
applicable as found in the Real Estate Analysis report posted to the Department’s website 
for the Gateway Northwest, is hereby approved as presented to this meeting; and  

FURTHER RESOLVED, that granting a waiver of §10.201(2) of the Uniform 
Multifamily Rules relating to the 75-day deadline of outstanding application items 
facilitates the policies and purposes as articulated in Texas Government Code, Chapter 
2306 because a complete and thorough review was completed within the time available 
and a waiver will allow the applicant to proceed without unnecessary delays in the award 
of funds.

BACKGROUND

General Information: The development is new construction and will consist of 180 total units serving 
the general population in Georgetown, Williamson County. This transaction is a Priority 3 with a 
combination of the units proposed to be rent and income restricted at 30%, 50% and 60% of the Area 
Median Family Income (AMFI). The development is also proposed to include three (3) market rate 
units. The site is currently zoned for this type of development. 

Changes to the Application: The current housing tax credit application includes a couple of changes 
from the 2012 application which primarily include the inclusion of fee waivers granted specifically by 
vote by the City of Georgetown on February 26, 2013, in an amount not to exceed $100,000, which will 
be applied to fees related to plan reviews, building inspection and engineering inspection fees. 
Moreover, the Housing Authority of the City of Georgetown passed a resolution on February 19, 2013, 
approving the implementation of a Project-Based Voucher Program with the reservation of funding of 
fifteen (15) Project-Based Vouchers for use at the proposed development.   

Waiver Request: The application was submitted on April 11, 2013, which pursuant to §10.201(2) of the 
Uniform Multifamily Rules, was after the 75-day deadline of April 1 by which any remaining parts of 
the application must be submitted in order to be placed on the June 13, 2013 Board agenda.  

The 75-day deadline is intended to allow staff sufficient time to review, underwrite and perform 
previous participation reviews in accordance with the Department’s rules. The late submission of the 
application did not delay staff’s ability to perform any of these review processes. In accordance with 
§10.207(c) of the Uniform Multifamily Rules, the standard to be applied in granting a waiver requires 
that “a requested waiver must establish how the waiver is necessary to address circumstances beyond 
the Applicant’s control and how, if the waiver is not granted, the Department will not fulfill some 
specific requirement of law or purpose of policy set forth in Texas Government Code, Chapter 2306.” 
Staff’s recommendation to grant the waiver facilitates the policies and purposes as articulated in Texas 
Government Code Chapter 2306 by ensuring the most efficient deployment of resources for the creation 
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of affordable housing opportunities. Moreover, placing the application on this agenda for consideration 
allows staff to direct their time and attention to the competitive housing tax credits currently under 
review.

Organizational Structure and Compliance: The Borrower is THF Georgetown Gateway Northwest, Ltd. 
and the General Partner is The Gateway Northwest, LLC. The Compliance Status Summary completed 
on April 24, 2013, reveals that the principals of the general partner have received 59 multifamily 
awards. There were no identified issues relating to material noncompliance.  

Census Demographics: The development is to be located at 1617 Northwest Boulevard in Georgetown. 
Demographics for the census tract (0201.14) include AMFI of $72,560; the total population is 4,935; the 
percent of population that is minority is 35.26%; the percent of the population that is below the poverty 
line is 5.83%; the number of owner occupied units is 979 and the number of renter units is 823. (Census 
information from FFIEC Geocoding for 2012). 

Public Comment: The Department previously received three letters of support from George Garver, 
Mayor, City of Georgetown; Rachael Jonrowe, Councilmember, City of Georgetown and Paul E. 
Brandenburg, City Manager, City of Georgetown. No letters of opposition have been received. 



Applicant Evaluation
Project ID # 13407 Name THF Georgetown Gateway Northwest City: Marble Falls

HTC 9% HTC 4% HOME HTFBOND NSP ESG Other

No Previous Participation in Texas Members of the development team have been disbarred by HUD

Total # of MF awards monitored: 51

Total # of MF awards not yet 
monitored or pending review: 8

0-9: 40Projects 
grouped 
by score

10-19: 8

Compliance 

20-29: 0

Total monitored with a 
score 0-29: 51Total # of MF Projects in 

Material Noncompliance:
0

NoYes
Projects in Material Noncompliance

Single Audit

Reviewer: Patricia Murphy

Date 4/24/2013

Single audit review not applicable

Single audit requirements current Past due single audit or unresolved single audit 
issue (see comments)

Late single audit certification form  (see comments

Total # of SF Contracts: 5

NoYesSF Contract Experience

Reviewer: Rosy Falcon Date 4/25/2013

Completed by: James Roper

Date 4/21/2013

Comments (if applicable):

Unresolved Audit Findings 
Identified  w/ Contract(s)

Comments (if applicable):

No delinquencies found

Reviewer Candace Christiansen Date 4 /26/2013

Loan Servicing

Delinquencies found (see comments)

Comments (if applicable):

No delinquencies found Delinquencies found (See Comments)

Reviewer Monica Guerra Date 4 /26/2013

Financial Services

Comments (if applicable):

No identified issues

Reviewer Stephen Jung Date 4 /22/2013

Community Affairs

Identified Issues (see comments)

Comments (if applicable):
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

 
 
Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Approval of the draft Community Services Block 
Grant State Application and Plan for Fiscal Years 2014 - 2015 and directing it for publication in the 
Texas Register for public comment 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 
WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (USHHS) requires that 
the Department submit a State application and plan every two years in order to receive its 
allotment of Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) fund; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Department has prepared the draft Community Services Block Grant 
State Application and Plan for Federal Fiscal Years 2014 – 2015, 
 
NOW, therefore, it is hereby 
 
RESOLVED, that the draft CSBG State Application and Plan for Federal Fiscal Years (FFY) 
2014 – 2015, in the form presented to this meeting, is hereby approved to be published in the 
Texas Register and released for public comment and public hearing; and 

 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that if no substantive critical public comment is received, State 
Application and Plan will be submitted to the USHHS without further Board approval. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (USHHS) requires that the State of Texas submit a 
State Application and Plan every two years in order to receive its allotment of Community Services 
Block Grant funds.  In response to such requirement, the Department has prepared the draft CSBG State 
Application and Plan for FFY 2014-2015. Staff recommends approval of draft CSBG State Application 
and Plan for FFY 2014-2015 for publication in the Texas Register and posting on TDHCA website for 
public comment. 
 
Texas Government Code, Chapter 2105, Subchapter B requires that, in conjunction with the 
development of the State Plan, the Department hold public hearings in different areas of the state to 
solicit public comment on the intended use of CSBG funds. The statute further requires that the 
Department provide notice of the public hearings regarding the State Plan not later than the 15th day 
before the date of the hearing. 
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The Department will conduct the following public hearings to receive comment on the draft CSBG State 
Application and Plan for FFY 2014-2015: 

 Tuesday, July 9, 2013 at 10:30 a.m. at the TDHCA headquarters office 
221 East 11th Street, Room #116, Austin, Texas78701 

 Wednesday, July 10, 2013 at 11:00 a.m. at Gulf Coast Community Services Association 
9320 Kirby Drive, Conference Room #120, Houston, Texas 77054 

 Wednesday, July 10, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at the Claude W. Black Community Center 
2805 East Commerce Street, Live Oak Room-23A, San Antonio, Texas 78203 

 Thursday, July 11, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at the Southside Community Center,  
959 East Rosedale, Rooms #1,2,3, Fort Worth, Texas 76104 

Staff will post the draft CSBG State Application and Plan for FFY 2014-2015 on the Department’s 
website and in the Texas Register for public comment. 

Staff recommends that if the Department does not receive significant public comment on the draft 
CSBG State Application and Plan for FFY 2014-2015, the Board grant the Executive Director the 
authority to make necessary modifications and submit the State Application and Plan to the USHHS 
without returning to the Board. 
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         Writer’s direct phone # 512-475-3296 
         Email:  tim_irvine@tdhca.state.tx.us 

 
 
Ms. Jeannie L. Chaffin  
Director  
Office of Community Services 
U. S. Department of Health and Human Services--ACF 
Division of State Assistance 
370 L‘Enfant Promenade, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20447 

 
RE:  State of Texas FFY 2014 and FFY 2015 Community Services Block Grant State Application and 

Plan   
 
Dear Ms. Chaffin: 
 
 Enclosed is the State of Texas Application and Plan for Federal Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015 
funding under the Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) Act, 42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.  
Administration of the Community Services Block Grant in Texas is also governed by state rule in the 
Texas Administrative Code--Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 5, Subchapter B. and Texas Government Code 
Subchapters 2306.092 and 2306.097. 
 
 The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Department) is the state agency 
designated to administer these funds.  The official to receive notices of grant awards for CSBG is Mr. 
Timothy K. Irvine, Executive Director.  The program contact person within the CSBG State Office is 
Michael De Young, Manager of the Community Affairs Division (CAD).  The CAD phone number is 
(512) 475-3951, and the fax number is (512) 475-3935.  The Department’s fiscal contact person for 
the Community Services Block Grant is Esther Ku, Manager of Accounting Operations.  Ms. Ku can 
be reached at (512) 475-3871 and e-mailed at esther.ku@tdhca.state.tx.us. 
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I.  FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS COVERED BY THE STATE APPLICATION AND PLAN 
 
 The State Application and Plan covers Federal Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015. 
 
II.  TRANSMITTAL LETTER (previous page) 
 
III.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

A.   CSBG State Legislation 
 

The State legislation that governs the Texas CSBG program is codified below and a copy of 
the provisions are included within this document as Appendix H. 
 
Texas Administrative Code, Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 5, Subchapters A and B provide 
information and guidance on the program’s purposes and goals, use and distribution of 
funds, state application and plan, the requirement for eligible entities to conduct community 
needs assessments and community action plans, requirements associated with tripartite 
boards, sub-recipient performance and reporting requirements, designation and re-
designation of eligible entities in unserved areas, and procedures for sub-recipient contract 
termination and reduction of funding.  
 
Texas Government Code 2306.092 requires that the Department administer state 
responsibilities for programs created under the federal Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, and other federal acts creating economic 
opportunity programs assigned to the Department. 
 
Texas Government Code 2306.097 requires energy services programs that serve low-
income individuals, such as the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) and the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), operate in conjunction with the 
Community Services Block Grant.  Therefore, the majority of CSBG eligible entities 
administer the above-referenced energy efficiency programs in the State of Texas. 
   

B. Designation of Lead State Agency to Administer the CSBG Program 
 

The Texas Department of Community Affairs, which in 1991 was merged with the Texas 
Housing Agency to create the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (the 
Department), began administering the Texas Community Services Block Grant in 1983 in 
accordance with state statute.  In 1999, Governor George Bush designated the Department 
as the lead agency for this grant in response to Section 676(a) of the CSBG Act.  Governor 
Rick Perry has continued this designation.  A letter to this effect is included in the State 
Application as Appendix I. 
 
Designated State Lead Agency: Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
Director/Administrator of Designated State Agency: Timothy K. Irvine 
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 C.  Public Hearing Requirements 
 

(1) Public Hearing:  The Department compiled and distributed a draft Texas CSBG 
State Application and Plan that described the proposed use of CSBG funds for 
Federal Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015.  Information on the proposed use of the 
CSBG funds was presented at the public hearings are to be held on Tuesday, July 
9, 2013 at 10:30 a.m. in Room #116 at the TDHCA headquarters office located at 
221 East 11th Street, Room #116 in Austin, Texas 78701; Wednesday, July 10, 
2013 at 11:00 a.m. at the headquarters of Gulf Coast Community Services 
Association at 9320 Kirby Drive, Room #112, Houston, Texas 77054; on 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at City of San Antonio, Claude W. Black 
Community Center, 2805 East Commerce Street, Live Oak Room-23A, San 
Antonio, Texas 78203; and on Thursday, July 11, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at the City of 
Fort Worth, Southside Community Center, 959 East Rosedale, Activity Rooms 
#1,2,3, Fort Worth, Texas 78203.  The public hearings were announced in a June 
28, 2013 notice in the Texas Register, a copy which is included in this application 
as Appendix A.   

 
(2) Legislative Hearing:  The Texas State Legislature meets biennially during which 

time the budgets of all state agencies are considered.  The CSBG budget is 
included in the review of the Department’s overall budget.  The Texas House of 
Representatives held its Legislative Appropriations Request public hearing at the 
House of Representatives Appropriations Committee Hearing on February 12, 
2013.  The Texas Senate conducted its Legislative Appropriations Request at a 
public hearing of the Senate Finance Committee on February 4, 2013.  Appendix 
B. references additional detail on the State’s Legislative Appropriations Request 
hearings process and certifies that such process serves to comply with the CSBG 
Act’s requirement [42 U.S.C. Section 9008 (a) (3)] that at least one (1) legislative 
hearing be held every three years in conjunction with the state’s development of its 
CSBG State Application and Plan.    

 
(3) Public Inspection of State Application and Plan:  The draft Texas FFY 2014 and 

FFY 2015 CSBG State Application and Plan was made available to the 
Department’s Board of Directors and then for public inspection/comment on the 
Department’s website:  http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-
affairs/csbg/index.htm.  Copies of the draft document were also made available at 
the public hearings.  In addition, copies of the final Texas FFY 2014 and FFY 
2015 CSBG State Application and Plan will be made available to the Texas State 
Library and will remain there on file for future reference.  

 
IV.  STATEMENT OF FEDERAL AND CSBG ASSURANCES/CERTIFICATIONS 
 

As part of the CSBG biennial application and plan required by Section 676 of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.) (the Act), I, Timothy K. 
Irvine, Interim Executive Director of the Texas Department of Housing and Community 
Affairs (Department), hereby agree to the Assurances in Section 676 of the Act. 
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A. Programmatic Assurances 

(1) The State assures that funds made available through the CSBG will be used: 

 
(a) To support activities that are designed to assist low-income families and 

individuals, including families and individuals receiving assistance under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), homeless families 
and individuals, migrant or seasonal farmworkers, and elderly low income 
individuals and families, and a description of how such activities will enable the 
families and individuals to: 

  
(i) remove obstacles and solve problems that block the achievement of self-

sufficiency (including self-sufficiency for families and individuals who are 
attempting to transition off a State program carried out under Part A of 
Title IV. of the Social Security Act); 

 
(ii) secure and retain meaningful employment; 

 
(iii) attain an adequate education, with particular attention toward improving 

literacy skills of low-income families in the communities involved, which 
may include carrying out family literacy initiatives; 

 
(iv) make better use of available income; 

 
(v) obtain and maintain adequate housing and a suitable living environment; 

 
(vi) obtain emergency assistance through loans, grants, or other means to meet 

immediate and urgent family and individual needs; and, 
 

(vii) achieve greater participation in the affairs of the communities involved, 
including the development of public and private grassroots partnerships 
with local law enforcement agencies, local housing authorities, private 
foundations, and other public and private partners to: 

 
a. document best practices based on successful grassroots intervention in 

urban areas to develop methodologies for widespread replication; and, 
b. to strengthen and improve relationships with local law enforcement 

agencies, which may include participation in activities such as 
neighborhood or community policing efforts; 

 
(b) To address the needs of youth in low-income communities through youth 

development programs that support the primary role of the family, give priority to 
the prevention of youth problems and crime, and promote increased community 
coordination and collaboration in meeting the needs of youth, and support 
development and expansion of innovative community based youth development 
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programs that have demonstrated success in preventing or reducing youth crime, 
such as: 

 
(i) programs for the establishment of violence free zones that would involve 

youth development and intervention models (such as models involving youth 
mediation, youth mentoring, life skills training, job creation, and 
entrepreneurship programs); and 

 
 (ii) after school child care programs; and, 
 
(c) To make more effective use of, and to coordinate with, other programs (including 

State welfare reform efforts). [676(b)(1)] 
 

 (2) To describe how the State intends to use discretionary funds made available from the 
remainder of the grant or allotment described in Section 675C(b) of the Act in 
accordance with the Community Services Block Grant, including a description of 
how the State will support innovative community and neighborhood based initiatives 
related to the purposes of this subtitle; [676(b)(2)] 

 
(3) To provide information submitted by CSBG eligible entities in the State, including: 

 
(a) a description of the service delivery system, for services provided or coordinated 

with funds made available through grants made under Section 675C(a) of the Act, 
targeted to low-income individuals and families in communities within the State; 

 
(b) a description of how linkages will be developed to fill identified gaps in services, 

through the provision of information, referrals, case management, and follow-up 
consultations; 

 
(c) a description of how funds made available through grants made under Section 

675(a) will be coordinated with other public and private resources; and 
 
(d) a description of how local CSBG eligible entities will use the funds to support 

innovative community and neighborhood-based initiatives related to the purposes 
of the Community Services Block Grant, which may include fatherhood 
initiatives and other initiatives with the goal of strengthening families and 
encouraging effective parenting. [676(b)(3)]; 

 
(4) To ensure that CSBG eligible entities in the State will provide, on an 

emergency basis, for the provision of such supplies and services, nutritious foods, and 
related services, as may be necessary to counteract conditions of starvation and 
malnutrition among low-income individuals; [676(b)(4)] 

 
(5) To ensure that the State and the CSBG eligible entities in the State will coordinate, 

and establish linkages between, governmental and other social services programs to 
assure the effective delivery of such services to low-income individuals and to avoid 
duplication of such services, and State and the CSBG eligible entities will coordinate 
the provision of employment and training activities in the State and in communities 
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with entities providing activities through statewide and local workforce investment 
systems under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998; [676(b)(5)] 

 
(6) To ensure coordination between antipoverty programs in each community in the 

State, and ensure, where appropriate, that emergency energy crisis intervention 
programs under Title XXVI. (relating to low-income home energy assistance) are 
conducted in such communities; [676(b)(6)]  

 
(7) To permit and cooperate with Federal investigations undertaken in accordance with 

Section 678D of the Act; [676(b)(7)] 
 
 

(8) To ensure that any eligible entity in the State that received funding in the previous 
fiscal year through a Community Services Block Grant under the Community 
Services Block Grant  program will not have its funding terminated under this 
subtitle, or reduced below the proportional share of funding the entity received in the 
previous fiscal year unless, after providing notice and opportunity for a hearing on 
the record, the State determines that cause exists for such termination or such 
reduction, subject to review by the Secretary as provided in Section 678C(b) of the 
Act [676(b)(8)]; 

 
(9) To ensure that the State and CSBG eligible entities in the State will, to the maximum 

extent possible, coordinate programs with and form partnerships with other 
organizations serving low-income residents of the communities and members of 
groups served by the State, including religious organizations, charitable groups, and 
community organizations [676(b)(9)]; 

 
(10) To require each eligible entity in the State to establish procedures under which a low-

income individual, community organization, or religious organization, or 
representative of low-income individuals that considers its organization, or low-
income individuals, to be inadequately represented on the board (or other 
mechanism) of the eligible entity to petition for adequate representation [676(b)(10)]; 

 
(11) To secure from each eligible entity in the State, as a condition to receipt of funding, a 

community action plan (which shall be submitted to the Secretary, at the request of 
the Secretary, with the State Plan) that includes a community needs assessment for 
the community served, which may be coordinated with community needs assessments 
conducted for other programs [676(b)(11)]; 

 
(12) To ensure that the State and all CSBG eligible entities in the State will, not later than 

fiscal year 2001, participate in the Results-Oriented Management and Accountability 
System, or another performance measure system for which the Secretary facilitated 
development pursuant to Section 678E(b) of the Act [676(b)(12)]; and, 

 
(13) To provide information describing how the State will carry out these assurances.  

[676(b)(13)].  (See Section V. Narrative CSBG State Plan) 



6 
 

 
B.  Administrative and Financial Assurances 

 
The State further agrees to the following, as required under the Act: 

 
(1)  To submit an application to the Secretary containing information and provisions that 

describe the programs for which assistance is sought under the Community Services 
Block Grant program prepared in accordance with and containing the information 
described in Section 676 of the Act. [675A(b)] 

 
(2) To use not less than 90 percent of the funds made available to the State by the 

Secretary under Section 675A and 675B of the Act to make grants to eligible entities 
for the stated purposes of the Community Services Block Grant program and to make 
such funds available to eligible entities for obligation during the fiscal year and the 
succeeding fiscal year, subject to the provisions regarding recapture and 
redistribution of unobligated funds in the CSBG Act. [675C(a)(1)-(3) and in the 
appropriation language.] 

 
(3) To spend no more than the greater of $55,000 or 5 percent of its grant received under 

Section 675A or the State allotment received under Section 675B for administrative 
expenses, including monitoring activities. [675C(b)(2)] 

 
(4) In states with a charity tax credit in effect under state law, the State agrees to comply 

with the requirements and limitations specified in Section 675(c) regarding use of 
funds for statewide activities to provide charity tax credits to qualified charities 
whose predominant activity is the provision of direct services within the United 
States to individuals and families whose annual incomes generally do not exceed 185 
percent of the poverty line in order to prevent or alleviate poverty among such 
individuals and families. [675(c)] 

 
(5) That the lead agency will hold at least one hearing in the State with sufficient time 

and statewide distribution of notice of such hearing, to provide to the public an 
opportunity to comment on the proposed use and distribution of funds to be provided 
through the grant or allotment under Section 675A or 675B for the period covered by 
the State Plan.  [676(a)(2)(B)] 

 
(6) That the chief executive officer of the State will designate an appropriate State 

agency for purposes of carrying out State Community Services Block Grant 
activities.  [676(a)(1)] 

 
(7) To hold at least one legislative hearing every three years in conjunction with the 

development of the State Plan. [676(a)(3)] 
 
(8) To make available for the public inspection each plan or revised State plan in such a 

manner as will facilitate review of and comment on the plan. [676(e)(2)] 
 
(9) To conduct the following reviews of CSBG eligible entities: 
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(a) full on-site review of each such entity at least once during each three year period; 
(b) an on-site review of each newly designated entity immediately after the 

completion of the first year in which such entity receives funds through the 
Community Services Block Grant program; 

 
(c) follow-up reviews including prompt return visits to eligible entities and their 

programs, that fail to meet the goals, standards, and requirements established by 
the State; and, 

(d) other reviews as appropriate, including reviews of entities with programs that 
have had other Federal, State or local grants  other than assistance provided 
under the Community Services Block Grant program terminated for cause. 
[678B(a)] 

 
(10) In the event that the State determines that an eligible entity fails to comply with the 

terms of an agreement or the State plan, to provide services under the Community 
Services Block Grant program or to meet appropriate standards, goals, and other 
requirements established by the State (including performance objectives), the State 
will comply with the requirements outlined in Section 678C of the Act, to: 

 
(a) inform the entity of the deficiency to be corrected; 
 
(b) require the entity to correct the deficiency; 
 
(c) offer training and technical assistance as appropriate to help correct the 

deficiency, and submit to the Secretary a report describing the training and 
technical assistance offered or stating the reasons for determining that training 
and technical assistance are not appropriate; 

 
(d) at the discretion of the State, offer the eligible entity an opportunity to develop 

and implement, within 60 days after being informed of the deficiency, a quality 
improvement plan and to either approve the proposed plan or specify reasons 
why the proposed plan cannot be approved; and,   

 
(e) after providing adequate notice and an opportunity for a hearing, initiate 

proceedings to terminate the designation of or reduce the funding to the eligible 
entity unless the entity corrects the deficiency. [678(C)(a)] 

 
(11) To establish fiscal controls, procedures, audits and inspections as required under 

Sections 678D(a)(1) and 678D(a)(2) of the Act. 
 
(12) To repay to the United States amounts found not to have been expended in 

accordance with the Act, or the Secretary may offset such amounts against any other 
amount to which the State is or may become entitled under the Community Services 
Block Grant program. [678D(a)(3)] 

 
(13) To participate, by October 1, 2001, and ensure that all eligible entities in the State 

participate in the Results-Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA) 
System. [678E(a)(1)] 



8 
 

 
(14) To prepare and submit to the Secretary an annual report on the measured performance 

of the State and its eligible entities, as described under 678E(a)(2) of the Act.  
 
(15) To comply with the prohibition against use of Community Services Block Grant 

funds for the purchase or improvement of land, or the purchase, construction, or 
permanent improvement (other than low-cost residential weatherization or other 
energy-related home repairs) of any building or other facility, as described in Section 
678F(a) of the Act. 

 
(16) To ensure that programs assisted by Community Services Block Grant funds shall not 

be carried out in a manner involving the use of program funds, the provision of 
services, or the employment or assignment of personnel in a manner supporting or 
resulting in the identification of such programs with any partisan or nonpartisan 
political activity or any political activity associated with a candidate, or contending 
faction or group, in an election for public or party office; any activity to provide 
voters or prospective voters with transportation to the polls or similar assistance with 
any such election, or any voter registration activity. [678F(b)] 

 
(17) To ensure that no person shall, on the basis of race, color, national origin or sex be 

excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be subjected to 
discrimination under any program or activity funded in whole or in part with 
Community Services Block Grant program funds. Any prohibition against 
discrimination on the basis of age under the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) or with respect to an otherwise qualified individual with a 
disability as provided in Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 
1231 et seq.) shall also apply to any such program or activity. [678F(c)] 

 
(18) To consider religious organizations on the same basis as other non-governmental 

organizations to provide assistance under the program so long as the program is 
implemented in a manner consistent with the Establishment Clause of the first 
amendment to the Constitution; not to discriminate against an organization that 
provides assistance under, or applies to provide assistance under the Community 
Services Block Grant program on the basis that the organization has a religious 
character; and not to require a religious organization to alter its form of internal 
government except as provided under Section 678B or to remove religious art, icons, 
scripture or other symbols in order to provide assistance under the Community 
Services Block Grant program. [679] 
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C.  Other Administrative Certifications 
 

The State also certifies to the following: 
 
(1) To provide assurances that cost and accounting standards of the Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB Circulars A-110 and A-122) shall apply to a 
recipient of community service block grant program funds; and, 

 
(2) To comply with the requirements of Public Law 103-227, Part C. Environmental 

Tobacco Smoke, also known as the Pro-Children Act of 1994, which requires that 
smoking not be permitted in any portion of any indoor facility owned or leased or 
contracted for by an entity and used routinely or regularly for the provision of health, 
day care, education, or library services to children under the age of 18 if the services 
are funded by a Federal grant, contract, loan or loan guarantee.  The State further 
agrees that it will require the language of this certification be included in any sub-
awards, which contain provisions for children’s services and that all sub-recipients 
shall certify accordingly.  

 
 
 
 

_______________________________________________________________   _________________________ 
Timothy K. Irvine, Acting Director                                         Date 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
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V. NARRATIVE STATE PLAN 
 

A. Administrative Structure 
 

(1) State Administrative Agency 
 

(a) Outline the mission and responsibilities of the lead agency designated to 
administer the State’s Community Services Block Grant program. 

 
The mission of the Texas Department of Housing and Community affairs is to 
help Texans achieve an improved quality of life through the development of 
better communities.  As the lead agency for the Community Services Block 
Grant, the responsibility of the Texas Department of Housing and Community 
Affairs is to ensure that CSBG eligible entities have a central administration, 
including financial management capabilities, to operate the CSBG program 
and other grant programs on behalf of the poor and that activities supported 
with CSBG funds meet the requirements of Section 676 of the CSBG Act.  The 
Department is also committed to ensuring that all administrative and 
programmatic assurances are met at both the state and local levels.   

 
(b) Goals and Objectives:  Outline the goals and objectives of the lead agency that 

administers the State’s Community Services Block Grant program.  
 

The Department’s goal for CSBG is to support efforts in identifying and 
ameliorating or eliminating the causes of poverty and to help solve problems 
faced by clients that block the achievement of economic self-sufficiency.  Its 
objectives are: to ease the hardships of poverty and homelessness; to assure the 
availability of a mechanism to address the problems of poverty by funding 
community action agencies (CAAs) and other human service delivery 
organizations; and, to ensure opportunities exist for increased participation of 
the poor in activities of their community so they can also assist in solving their 
own problems. 
 
CSBG funds are also administered by the Texas Department of Housing and 
Community Affairs to ensure the provision of effective training and technical 
assistance and timely funds reimbursement to CSBG eligible entities and 
CSBG state discretionary sub-recipients.   
 

(2)   CSBG Eligible Entities 
 

(a) Provide a list of CSBG Eligible Entities. 
Refer to Appendix D. for List of Texas 2013 CSBG Eligible Entities. 
 

(b) Show geographic areas served.  
Refer to Appendix E. for List of Texas 2013 CSBG Program Service Areas. 
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(3) Distribution and Allocation of Funds –  
 

(a) Planned Distribution for Current Fiscal Year 
 

The Department distributes funds utilizing an electronic contract and reporting 
system.  Once the Department has received a notification from USHHS of the 
State’s full allocation for the year, the Department notifies CSBG eligible 
entities of the amount of funds to be distributed for the year.  For FFY 2013, the 
Department applied the formula referenced in Section V., Part B. below to 
allocate the 90% pass-through funds to 43 local CSBG eligible entities. Refer to 
Appendix F. for the List of Texas 2013 and Estimated 2014 CSBG Allocations.  

 
B. Description of Criteria and Distribution Formula 
 

The Department utilizes a multi-factor funds distribution formula to equitably provide 
CSBG funds throughout its 254 counties that are served by the 43 CSBG eligible 
entities.  The CSBG funds distribution formula includes four factors: a base award, a 
minimum floor, poverty population, and population density.  The use of these factors 
ensures equity among all CSBG eligible entities, including the minimum operational 
funds driven by the floor factor and additional funds for organizations serving sparsely 
populated areas.  The floor ensures that small organizations are provided a reasonable 
amount of operational funds sufficient to administer the Community Services Block 
Grant and any other grants designed to serve the area’s low-income population.  The 
population density factor ensures that additional funds are provided to those 
organizations with sparsely populated service areas.  The Department will continue to 
monitor the shifts in population throughout the State and ensure equity in the 
distribution of CSBG funds.   

 
Under the current State Plan, the Department distributes CSBG funds to CSBG eligible 
entities based on a distribution formula which incorporates the U.S. Census Bureau 
Decennial 2010 Census and data from the American Community Survey (ACS) for 
information on persons figures at 124% of poverty; a $50,000 base; a $150,000 floor; 
98% weighted factor for poverty population; and, a 2% weighted factor for the inverse 
ratio of population density.  The formula is applied as follows:  each eligible entity 
receives a base award; then, the weighted factors of poverty population and population 
density are applied to the state’s balance of the 90% funds.  If the base and application 
of the weighted factors do not yield sufficient funds for the minimum floor per entity, 
then the minimum floor amount is reserved for each of those CSBG eligible entities 
under the floor figure.  Then, the formula is re-applied to the balance of the 90% funds 
for distributing the remaining funds to the remaining CSBG eligible entities.   
 
The Department will use the most recent ACS data available, each year.  To the extent 
that there are significant reductions in CSBG funds received by the Department, the 
Department may revise the CSBG distribution formula. 
 
Limitations on use of funds are based on Uniform Grant Management Standards 
(developed under the authority of Chapters 783 and 2105 of the Texas Government 
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Code), the CSBG Act, the Single Audit Act and any Information Memorandums issued 
by USHHS.  Each eligible entity is authorized to draw funds incrementally for an 
amount not to exceed a 30-day need.  CSBG eligible entities may carry over 20% of its 
CSBG funds from one contract period into the next contract period and the Department 
reserves the right to deobligate the balance (as limited by the applicable Appropriations 
Act). 
 

C. Description of Distribution and Use of Restricted Funds 
 

In 2014 and 2015, not less than 90% of the CSBG funds allotted to the State will be 
allocated to CSBG eligible entities based on the formula factors described in Part V. B.   
Appendix F. contains the distribution amounts allocated to each CSBG eligible entity in 
2013 as well as the allocations for 2014 based on an estimated 7.2% reduction in 2014.  
The 2014 allocation estimate does not reflect updated American Community Survey 
(ACS) data.  When the 2014 CSBG funds are initially distributed, the most recent ACS 
data will be utilized for FY 2014 funds 
 
The Department determines the planned use of CSBG funds by reviewing the annual 
Community Action Plan (CAP Plan) submitted by each eligible entity.  The CAP Plan 
must include a Community Needs Assessment due every five (5) years, a description of 
which of the identified needs are to be addressed, a description of the current service 
delivery system, a description of the linkages and funding coordination, a description of 
the case management system, identification of the programs operated and services 
offered by the CSBG eligible entity, and a description of the projects that are planned or 
currently in operation categorized by the National Goals and National Performance 
Indicators. 
 
The duration of the CSBG contract between the Department and each of the CSBG 
eligible entities is twelve months, from January 1st to December 31st.  Each December, 
the Department conducts desk reviews of all the CSBG eligible entities’ expenditure 
rates and allows each CSBG eligible entity to request an extension to its twelve month 
contract.  This procedure, coupled with the Department’s flexibility and willingness to 
amend contract budgets, has kept unexpended funds at a minimum. 
 
When the Department determines that a CSBG eligible entity is having program 
compliance problems sufficient to warrant possible relinquishment of the CSBG 
Program and its eligible entity status, the Department abides by the procedures outlined 
in Section 678C of the CSBG Act and decides whether to de-obligate its allocated funds.  
Funds are de-obligated in cases where the CSBG eligible entity has voluntarily 
relinquished their CSBG funds or the Department has terminated organizational 
eligibility for CSBG funding.  In an effort to maintain CSBG services to clients in areas 
which may become temporarily unserved, the de-obligated funds are reserved for 
immediate short term use by another area CSBG eligible entity(ies) or for re-obligation 
on a long term basis to another service provider(s) selected based on a competitive 
application process.  The most recent instances in which funds have been recaptured and 
redistributed are listed below.   
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The Community Council of Reeves County (CC of Reeves County), headquartered in 
Pecos, Texas, encountered compliance problems with its programs in 2011 and 
voluntarily relinquished its CSBG grant in 2011. 
 
The Community Council of Southwest Texas (CC of Southwest), headquartered in 
Uvalde, Texas, encountered compliance problems with its programs in 2011 and 2012 
and voluntarily relinquished its CSBG grant in 2012. 

 
In these cases, there was a de-obligation and re-obligation process.  The counties that 
had become unserved as a result of contract compliance problems were temporarily 
served by neighboring CSBG eligible entities until the Department selected a 
geographically compatible CSBG eligible entity(ies) to absorb the unserved areas on a 
permanent basis. 
 

D. Description of Distribution and Use of Discretionary Funds 
 

Five percent (5%) of the Department’s FFY 2014 and FFY 2015 annual CSBG allotted 
funds will be reserved to fund state discretionary projects for special innovative and 
demonstration projects.  For 2013 and 2014, the Department will issue a notice of 
funding availability and fund projects that target assistance to homeless persons and 
persons at-risk of homelessness.  Part of those funds will be to organizations that serve 
migrant and seasonal farmworkers and Native-Americans, to target homeless persons 
and persons at-risk of homelessness and to assist them to obtain housing stability and to 
address their employment and education needs.   
 
CSBG discretionary funds will also be used to provide funds to CSBG eligible entities 
to respond to emergency needs as a result of man-made or natural disasters, including 
hurricanes, tornadoes, and floods.  The state discretionary projects will continue to 
support activities described in Section 676 (b) (1) for statewide initiatives and 
innovative programs to eliminate poverty, promote self-sufficiency, and promote 
community revitalization.   
 
The Department will also use a portion of the discretionary funds to fund Department 
staff and outside entities to provide training and technical assistance to CSBG eligible 
entities and to CSBG discretionary subrecipients in multiple areas including but not 
limited to board governance, CSBG reporting, case management, ROMA NPIs, and 
orientation to new executive directors and program directors. 
 

E. Description of Use of Administrative Funds 
 

Not more than five percent (5%) of the Department’s annual CSBG allocation is used to 
cover state administrative costs including salaries and benefits for state CSBG staff, a 
portion of operating costs (space, telephone, staff travel, etc.), and capital expenditures 
(furnishings, equipment, etc.) excluding the purchase, construction, or permanent 
improvement of any building or facility unless a waiver is requested and approved by 
USHHS.  Indirect costs are charged based on the Department’s approved indirect cost 
rate.  The Department prepares an annual CSBG budget which is monitored by internal 
financial administration staff to ensure that administrative expenditures do not exceed 
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budget line items or the 5% state administration cap.  The Department will utilize a 
portion of its annual CSBG state administration funds for staff to attend state/national 
conferences and committee meetings and to attend other training sessions, including 
those held by the Texas Association of Community Action Agencies, the Community 
Action Partnership, the National Association for State Community Services Programs, 
etc.  The attendance at these conferences, meetings, and hearings will enable a minimum 
of three key state CSBG staff members per year to receive current information on CSBG 
initiatives, USDHHS requirements and guidance, peer-to-peer exchange, and best 
practices information. 
 
The Texas State Auditor’s Office examines the Department’s fiscal records every year.  
A copy of the Department’s Basic Financial Statements is included in this application.  
See Appendix C., TDHCA Basic Financial Statements for Year Ended August 31, 
2012. 
 
The Charity Tax Credit Program is not applicable to this application. 

 
F. State Community Services Program Implementation 

 
(1) Program Overview 
 

(a) The Service Delivery System 
 

The State of Texas is comprised of 254 counties and each county is served by a 
CSBG eligible entity.  Each entity is authorized to use CSBG funds to provide 
direct services to low-income clients and/or to provide administrative support 
for an array of services that are funded through other federal, state, local and 
private resources.  The CSBG eligible entities offer a broad array of services 
including Head Start, education services, food, utility assistance, emergency 
assistance, employment support, income management programs, housing 
assistance, transportation, medical assistance, energy and weatherization 
services, senior meal programs, youth projects, case management services, 
information and referral services to link clients to other service providers in the 
area, and many other services on behalf of low-income clients.  
 
Specific CSBG services vary among organizations; however, CSBG eligible 
entities are assigned to serve income eligible low-income individuals and 
families.  During 2013, the level of income for client eligibility for CSBG 
services will continue to be 125% of the federal poverty income guidelines.  
The Department plans to maintain the same level of CSBG client income 
eligibility of 125% for 2014 and 2015. 
 
Although no attempt is made to dictate the types of services each CSBG entity 
is to provide, during the 2014-2015 Plan cycle, the Department will continue to 
promote efforts on the part of CSBG eligible entities to increase direct services, 
family self-sufficiency, income, job-readiness, and other measures to ameliorate 
poverty and encourage self-sufficiency. In PY 2013, the Department established 
performance targets for the number of persons that each eligible entity is to 
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assist to transition out of poverty and encouraged all eligible entities to budget 
CSBG funds to provide direct assistance to households that they are providing 
case management to with the goal of transitioning them out of poverty. The 
Department will continue to explore other means of promoting efforts to 
transition persons out of poverty either through contractual means or through 
rules in the Texas Administrative Code. 
 
The Department ensures that each county is represented by an eligible entity 
and that each entity provides services to counties in an equitable manner in 
accordance with the CSBG Act, the rules in the Texas Administrative Code, and 
contractual requirements.  CSBG eligible entities are required to provide 
services to the service area counties designated in their contract.  Since the State 
of Texas has a land mass of 267,339 square miles, the Department does not 
require that CSBG eligible entities have a neighborhood/service center in each 
county of their service area.  However, CSBG eligible entities must make 
services available in their entire service area.  In remote and less populated 
counties where a neighborhood center is not located, CSBG eligible entities 
visit the county on a scheduled basis or enter into agreements with local 
governments, non-profit groups, or church organizations, to serve as intake 
centers for persons to apply for CSBG services.  All CSBG eligible entities are 
encouraged to explore methods each year to enhance outreach efforts that will 
provide interested potential clients the ease to access CSBG and other area 
services.  In urban areas of the State, multiple neighborhood centers are located 
throughout the county (ies) and service area. 
 
The State Application and Plan document includes: Appendix D., which is a 
List of Texas 2013 CSBG Eligible Entities; Appendix E., which is a List of 
Texas 2013 CSBG Program Service Areas; and, Appendix F., which is a List 
of Texas 2013 and Estimated 2014 CSBG Allocations to CSBG Eligible 
Entities. 
  

(b) Linkages 
 

CSBG eligible entities operate within a network of local service providers to 
reduce duplication of effort and to coordinate resources to address various client 
circumstances.  Texas CSBG eligible entities have developed an extensive 
network of social service agencies to provide information and referral to clients.  
Some entities have “one stop” service centers to meet the many needs of the 
clients seeking services.  Linkages are established within the service area and 
are utilized to connect individuals to an array of local programs and services to 
meet the needs of family members.  The coordination and linkages are key to 
each CSBG eligible entity’s ability to meet the needs of their clients.  CSBG 
eligible entities are to follow-up with clients and/or referral sources to 
determine if clients referred received the needed services.  Similar linkage 
efforts as referenced above for 2013 will continue in FFY 2014 and FFY 2015. 
 
As a condition of continued receipt of CSBG funds each year, each CSBG 
eligible entity is required to submit an annual Community Action Plan (CAP).  
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Each Community Action Plan must include information on the implementation 
of an effective case management program which assists low-income individuals 
attain an income above the federal poverty income guidelines level utilized by 
CSBG.  Clients interested in working to transition out of poverty are eligible to 
receive comprehensive case management services.  The provision of case 
management includes an assessment of the household’s needs and a plan of 
action to meet those needs and regular follow-up to ensure that clients are 
making progress in meeting established goals.  The Department, in 2011, 
through a notice of funding availability, awarded funds to the Texas Association 
of Community Action Agencies (TACAA).  One of the activities that TACAA 
carried out was the updating of the State’s Case Management Manual and the 
provision of training to CSBG eligible entities on case management on the 
revised manual.  The manual was updated and CSBG eligible entities were 
trained at the TACAA Fall Conference in 2011.  The Case Management Manual 
is posted on the Department’s website and subrecipients are provided training 
by the Department as requested.   
 
Each entity reports monthly on the number of clients who are working toward 
achieving an income above the federal poverty income guideline level utilized 
by CSBG and the number of clients that have achieved incomes above that 
level.  Case management procedures, as well as the overall progress on the 
number clients attaining self-sufficiency, are reviewed during the on-site CSBG 
monitoring process conducted by Department program officers.   
 
For 2013, the Department will use 125% of annualized poverty income for the 
level of client income eligibility for receiving CSBG services.  For 2014 and 
2015, the same level of client income eligibility for receiving CSBG services 
will also apply. 
 

(c) Coordination with Other Public and Private Resources 
 
The Section 2306.097 of the Texas Government Code requires that CSBG 
operate in conjunction with energy programs for low-income individuals.  In 
accordance with this requirement, the majority of the CSBG eligible entities 
administer the Comprehensive Energy Assistance Program (CEAP) funded with 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) block grant funds, 
as well as the Weatherization Assistance Program for Low-Income Persons 
funded by the U.S. Department of Energy.   
 
In addition, the annual Community Action Plan from each CSBG eligible entity 
must include a description of how the entity coordinates and mobilizes public 
and private resources to effect maximum leveraging for augmenting with CSBG 
funds.  CSBG funds provide the infrastructure to enable CSBG eligible entities 
to operate an array of anti-poverty and social service programs.  Coordination 
with public and private funding sources and organizations takes place at the 
local level in different ways.  CSBG eligible entity program staff and/or 
administrators meet with other providers in the service area to determine how 
best to not duplicate services and to provide the maximum services needed to 
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meet the emergency needs of low-income persons as well as to establish 
programs which assist low-income persons to transition out of poverty.  In 
2012, the Texas community action network administered programs supported 
with $33,307,975 in local public funds and $35,576,579 in private sector 
resources, $20,023,552 in State funds, and $590,693,140 in non-CSBG federal 
resources.  It is anticipated that Texas CSBG eligible entities will leverage 
funds in FFY 2014 and in FFY 2015 at a similar level to what is on record for 
2012. 
 

(d) Innovative Community and Neighborhood-based Initiatives 
 
Every five years, each CSBG eligible entity is required to conduct an 
assessment of the needs of the persons in their respective CSBG service area.  
After conducting the community needs assessment, the entity develops a plan 
on how to best identify, coordinate, and/or develop resources to address at least 
one of the needs identified in the community needs assessment.  Additionally, 
in the annual CAP Plans, the eligible entities must describe the community 
improvement and revitalization projects to be operated and efforts to improve 
the quality of life and assets in low-income neighborhoods.  The description of 
these projects and efforts is to include elaboration on the partners/collaborators 
and methods that will be used to evaluate progress in achieving each entity’s 
goals.  An example of an innovative community and neighborhood-based 
initiatives is provided below.   
 
The Community Action Corporation of South Texas (CACOST), a subrecipient 
serving the counties of Brooks, Jim Wells, San Patricio, and Duval, developed 
the “Teen Outreach Program” (TOP).  The subrecipient, CACOST, recognized 
the prevalence of risk factors commonly associated with teen pregnancy, 
including: high school dropout rates, a lack of educational achievement, high 
incidence of poverty in the area, single parent families and high teen birth rates.  
After CACOST acquired the competitive “Personal Responsibility Educational 
Program” (PREP), an HHS grant made available through Project DRIVE 
(Decision-making in Relationships that Influence Values and Education), the 
subrecipient adopted Wyman’s Teen Outreach Program (TOP®).  Wyman’s 
TOP® is an evidenced based program proven to reduce teen pregnancy, school 
drop-out, and course failure rates.  By replicating the Wyman TOP® “Changing 
Scenes” Curriculum, Project DRIVE began to address the following adulthood 
preparation subjects:  Healthy Relationships, Adolescent Development, 
Educational and Career Success, and Healthy Life Skills. 
 
The following project developed through the initiative of area youth involved 
with the TOP.  In Jim Wells County, youth, in the town of Ben Bolt, expressed 
an interest in revitalizing their city plaza so that teens could have a safe place to 
congregate and play basketball, volleyball, and soccer.  The youth facilitator 
consulted with and obtained permission from the County Commissioner, who 
also added financial support for paint and a mentor to assist the youth.  The 
youth held fundraisers and raised $1,900.00.  Funds were used to begin clean-
up of the plaza and to add equipment for activities.  The Plaza (unused since 
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1997) became an active place for the youth of Ben Bolt and the entire 
community. 
 
Another TOP project began at William Adams Junior High in Alice, Texas, 
where youth facilitators present lessons each Tuesday and Thursday to over 100 
youth.  A group of youth adopted the Rainbow Room as their Community 
Service Learning (CSL) project. The local Rainbow Room is an emergency 
resource room with a store-like setting where caseworkers obtain emergency 
supplies to fill special requests for children who have been removed by Child 
Protective Services.  Together, the youth took leadership in contacting the 
Rainbow Room personnel to find out what some of their greatest needs would 
be.  After taking a tour of the facility, they decided to focus on consumable 
items for babies.  The TOP® youth decided to host a baby shower with the 
theme of Rainbows—thus the idea of a Rainbow Shower emerged.  Flyers were 
placed in faculty boxes and students solicited donations from their friends, 
family and neighbors.  After taking the “shower” to the Rainbow Room, the 
students celebrated with rainbow cupcakes and punch as they reflected on what 
they had learned through their CSL project. 
 

(2)   Community Needs Assessments 
 
In accordance with Assurance #11, Texas Administrative Code, Title 10, Part 1, 
Chapter 5, Subchapter B., and a state contract provision, the Department requires 
that each CSBG eligible entity submit an annual Community Action Plan and a 
Community Needs Assessment at least every five years.  The Department’s guidance 
on the requirements for the development of the Community Needs Assessment 
reiterates to CSBG eligible entities that the needs assessment is a process used to 
determine unmet needs of low-income individuals, families, and communities.  The 
guidance further states that conducting the periodic needs assessments are of great 
importance as it informs both the CSBG eligible entities as well as the State as to 
how to best direct CSBG funds toward meeting the needs of low-income persons in 
their CSBG service area in accordance with the assurances of the CSBG Act.  
Provided below is information on the local steps required for a CSBG eligible entity 
to conduct its Community Needs Assessment. 

 Step 1.  Designate a Coordinator 
 Step 2.  Determine Assessment Methodology 
 Step 3.  Develop a Plan of Action 
 Step 4.  Develop a Timetable 
 Step 5.  Development Assessment Tools 
 Step 6.  Conduct Research 
 Step 7.  Summarize and Analyze Results 
 Step 8.  Complete the Needs Assessment Report 

 
The Department provides CSBG eligible entities sample documents to survey local 
elected officials, area service providers, community members, and tripartite 
members. 
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CSBG eligible entities are encouraged to coordinate the preparation of their CSBG 
Community Needs Assessment with other similar assessments required by other 
funding agencies.  The state requests that CSBG eligible entities update their 
Community Needs Assessment when major changes occur (i.e., loss of a major 
employer, downturn in the local economy, etc.). 

 
Based on the results of the Community Needs Assessment, CSBG eligible entities 
must choose at least one cause of poverty and mobilize community resources in a 
plan to address that issue.  Each entity reports to the Department on the progress on 
the issue identified and the results achieved. 
 
An example of a community need which was addressed by Nueces County 
Community Action Agency was a neighborhood-based initiative led by youth in 
Banquete, TX (Nueces County).  The youth took an interest in restoring Banquete 
Park, a multi-acre county park used by the community for its walking trails as well 
as gatherings for celebrations or weekend bar-b-ques.  Harsh winters and several 
strong wind storms left the park full of dead brush and park benches and in need of 
paint.  Youth volunteers participated in a clean-up project which involved piling up 
brush and repainting worn benches and basketball courts.  The noticeable results of 
the project created a sense of pride for the youth.  Through the efforts of local youth, 
organized by the local community action agency, Banquete Park is once again being 
used by the community. 

 
(3)   Tripartite Boards 

 
The Texas Administrative Code (TAC) addresses how CSBG eligible entities must 
comply with Section 676B Tripartite Boards of the CSBG Act.  There are six TAC 
provisions which relate to the following: 1) board membership/meeting 
requirements; 2) board structure; 3) board administrative requirements; 4) board 
size; 5) board responsibilities; and, 6) board meeting requirements.  An additional 
state provision and mandate requires that newly-elected CSBG board members who 
represent public sector local officials receive required training on open records and 
open meetings laws within 90 days of joining the board.  The Texas Office of the 
Attorney General offers an online training video on the Open Meetings Act, to 
which CSBG eligible entities are subject.  While the training mandate applies to 
public sector local officials, the Department recommends that all members serving 
on the Board of Directors receive the training.  Each CSBG eligible entity is to 
maintain a copy of the board training certificate issued to the participants upon 
completion of the training. 
 
The Department examines each entity’s bylaws for the component which describes 
the method used to select representatives for the Board.  In addition, on-site 
monitoring procedures include a full review of the entity’s latest bylaws, board 
roster, attendance records, and minutes of board meetings.  Board training is 
provided to CSBG eligible entities by the Department on a request basis, at the 
periodic Community Affairs Division training conference, or at the discretion of the 
Department, if the Department identifies significant board-related problems through 
the monitoring process. 
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(4)   State Charity Tax Program 

 
This Program is not applicable in the State of Texas. 
 

(5)   Programmatic Assurances 
 

Describe how each of the assurances outlined in Section 676(b) of the CSBG Act will 
be carried out. 
 
CSBG funds made available through the grant or allotment will be used: 

 
(a) To support activities as listed in 676(b)(1) 
 

(1) The Department will meet this assurance through the annual review of the 
Community Action Plans (CAP Plan) submitted by each eligible entity prior 
to the state’s commitment of the next year’s CSBG funds.  Each CAP Plan 
is required to describe the efforts that eligible entities will make in any of 
the areas outlined in 676(b)(1).  CSBG program officers are assigned to 
review each year’s CAP Plan 60 to 90 days prior to the beginning of the 
next CSBG program year.  CAP Plans must include the services and 
assistance that are to be supported with the allowable uses of CSBG funds 
and must identify how the services are to be coordinated with other service 
providers in the community.  Compliance documentation with the OMB 
Circulars’ federal requirements and regulations, with the CSBG Act, with 
CSBG contract provisions, and with the CAP Plan is reviewed during the 
on-site CSBG monitoring process. 

 
Listed below are examples of the types of activities conducted to support 
compliance with this assurance. 
 
(i)  to remove obstacles and solve problems that block the achievement of self-

sufficiency: sponsorship of tutoring classes to facilitate obtainment of a high 
school diploma or a general equivalency diploma; payment of college supplies, 
materials, and tuition costs; and, case management sessions to enhance 
progress toward client self-sufficiency. 

 
(ii) to secure and retain meaningful employment: arrangements for job counseling 

sessions; conducting mock job interviews; and, sponsorship of job fairs. 
 
(iii) to attain an adequate education, with particular attention toward improving 

literacy skills: establishment of cooperative agreements with schools or 
universities to arrange classes or courses to meet local educational/training  
needs; payment of tuition costs; and, career counseling through case 
management sessions. 

 
(iv) to make better use of available income: arrangements for budget and financial 

counseling sessions; enrollment in case management programs and residential 
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energy conservation sessions; and, participation in Individual Development 
Accounts (IDA’s) projects to take advantage of matched savings 
accounts/initiatives. 

 
(v) to obtain and maintain adequate housing and a suitable living environment: 

provision of housing rent subsidies; payment of security deposits; and, 
issuance of housing vouchers to provide emergency housing or shelter 
accommodations in disaster situations. 

 
(vi) to obtain emergency assistance through loans, grants, or other means to meet 

immediate and urgent family and individual needs: issuance of rental payment 
vouchers to prevent eviction; use of controlled debit cards honored for 
allowable purchases in disaster assistance situations; and, participation in 
general disaster recovery assistance. 

 
 (vii) to achieve greater participation in the affairs of the communities involved, 

including the development of public and private grassroots partnerships with 
local law enforcement agencies, local housing authorities, private foundations, 
and other public and private partners: adherence by local CSBG eligible 
entities to contract provisions to ensure adequate representation on the 
tripartite boards by the public, private, and low income sector groups; 
cooperative agreements with public housing authorities to honor housing  
vouchers in times of addressing the emergency needs of disaster victims; and 
partnerships established between CSBG eligible entities and foundations or 
local banking institutions to obtain the matching funds required for Individual 
Development Account (IDA) projects on behalf of low-income clients.  

 
(2)   To address the needs of youth in low income communities through youth 

development programs that support the primary role of the family, give priority to 
the prevention of youth problems and crime, and promote increased community 
coordination and collaboration in meeting the needs of youth, and support 
development and expansion of innovative community based youth development 
programs that have demonstrated the success in preventing or reducing youth 
crime, such as programs for the establishment of violence-free zones that would 
involve youth development and intervention models (such as models involving 
youth mediation, youth mentoring, life skills training, job creation, and 
entrepreneurship programs); and after-school child care programs as per 
676(b)(1)(B). 

 
CSBG eligible entities conduct a community needs assessment at least every five 
years, which enables each entity to prioritize and address the client needs identified.  
Several CSBG eligible entities routinely use CSBG funds to support the operation 
of youth mentoring programs, life skills training, jobs programs and after-school 
programs.   

 
Examples of local youth projects/initiatives are provided below.   
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The Head Start Program for the subrecipient, Community Action, Inc. (CAI) of 
Central Texas, in parnership with the San Marcos Consolidated Independent 
School District (SMCISD), operated the Parent Education Program (PEP) to assist 
teenage moms as part of its Early Head Start Program.  During FY 2011-2012, the 
CAI Head Start program established a new partnership with Tranquility Bay 
Housing Partners, LTD and entered in a 5 year partnership agreement on June 1, 
2012.  Tranquility Bay Housing Partners, LTD provided the CAI Head Start 
Program with a facility at no cost to be used as a Child Development Center and 
also as the CAI Family and Infant-Toddler Community Training center in San 
Marcos Texas.  The subrecipient further used the new facility, to relocate the 
existing Phoenix EHS Child Development Center, thus increasing much needed 
services.  Initially, 94 infants and toddlers and pregnant women were assisted.  The 
new center offers increased services to young mothers and their children.   
 
The South East Texas Regional Planning Commission developed the ARISE 
program that provides Life-skills Management curriculums to youth ages 12 to 17 
who are at-risk for involvement in the juvenile justice system.  The program 
includes over 200 curriculums to assist in providing training for Youth Counselors 
who teach life-skills management courses to youth.  The curriculums include anger 
management, drug prevention, Stay In School, Self Esteem, job readiness and 
others. 
 
The program assists youth by decreasing antisocial behavior, substance use and 
improved family relationships and social competencies.  . Typical Life-skills 
Management curriculums in the region target at risk youth in elementary, middle 
and high schools. ARISE curriculums and delivery concept was uniquely designed 
to be engaging for teens.  

 
(3)   To make more effective use of, and to coordinate with, other programs (including 

State welfare reform efforts) as per 676(b)(1)(C).   
 
All CSBG eligible entities depend on a strong information and referral system to 
provide comprehensive assistance to program participants.  Many CSBG eligible 
entities administer Head Start, Family Planning, Transportation, Housing, and 
Senior programs in conjunction with CSBG.  State legislation, Texas Government 
Code 2306.097, requires that energy services programs that serve low-income 
individuals operate in conjunction with the CSBG Program.  To ensure that all 
CSBG eligible entities maintain local coordination and collaboration with area 
service provider organizations from one year to the next, The Department requires 
that each CSBG eligible entity’s annual Community Action Plan includes the 
following information: 1) process utilized by the eligible entity to link services and 
to enhance coordination with other area service provider organizations; 2) 
information on whether there is a formalized coalition of social service providers 
in the CSBG service area, including the name of the coalition and the usual 
participant organizations; and, 3) a listing of the CSBG eligible entity’s staff 
members participating in group meetings, phone calls, or any other means of 
grouped organizations’ communications.       
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The coordination with other programs’ service providers in the community enables 
clients to receive a multitude of services needed such as education services to 
obtain a GED or attend college; to seek and obtain employment; to seek counseling 
and rehabilitative services; to learn budgeting and saving skills; to obtain adequate 
housing; to obtain emergency assistance such as food, utilities, clothing; to 
participate in the affairs of the community through attendance at community 
meetings, through participation in their child’s school activities, and to serve on 
boards.  The CSBG eligible entities often times do not have all the resources to 
meet the needs of entire households and therefore must provide a means for clients 
to receive other needed services through local collaborative efforts. 
 
Coordination projects operated by CSBG eligible entities will include developing 
partnerships to increase services and program impact.  Such an example was 
demonstrated by the Community Action Inc. of Victoria subrecipient.  They 
developed a partnership with the Children’s Learning Institute to assist children 
with school readiness.  The Children’s Learning Institute implements the “Texas 
School Ready!” program.  The program is an early education approach that serves 
at-risk preschool-aged children through shared resources between public and 
private early childhood education programs.  The design of the “Texas School 
Ready!” program is to increase children’s school readiness through five evidence-
driven components:  1. research-based curriculum, 2. technology-driven child 
progress monitoring, 3. facilitated teacher professional development, 4. ongoing 
teacher mentoring, and 5. sustainability.  Evidence from early childhood education 
professionals who have implemented the “Texas School Ready!” program in their 
classrooms reveals that young children most at-risk are better prepared to succeed 
in kindergarten. Also involved with this program are local Head Start Schools, Day 
Cares, Independent School Districts, Texas Education Association and Texas 
Workers Commission. 
 
Other projects may include focusing on youth development.  For example, the 
Webb County Community Action Agency operating in the County of Webb has 
approximately 38% of its population living below the proverty level.  Households 
in this population do not have the resources that many households enjoy and that is 
now considered a necessity in educating our youth like a home computer.  This 
youth focused initative refered eligible youth to the Food Bank's 'Kid's Café'.  This 
youth program also included tutoring and computer labs that allowed children to 
do their homework on a computer and have printing equipment.  Although the 
effort is part of the referral activity, the benefit to the client’s household is 
significant.    
 

(4)   To ensure that CSBG eligible entities in the State will provide, on an emergency 
basis, for the provision of such supplies and services, nutritious foods, and related 
services as may be necessary to counteract conditions of starvation and malnutrition 
among low income individuals as per 676(b)(4). 

 
  All CSBG eligible entities either operate a food pantry on-site or they make 

referrals to a local pantry where needy families can have access to food items 
donated by members of the community.  Some CSBG eligible entities administer 
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the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) Program, other food programs sponsored 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and senior congregate and home-delivered 
meals programs.  

 
  In addition to coordinating with local food pantries or administering federal food 

programs, some CBG eligible entities create their own special nutrition or food 
initiatives.  An example of a community action agency nutrition project is one 
operated by the Northeast Texas Opportunities Inc., a CSBG eligible entity in North 
Texas, provides through their Nutrition Program, hot home delivered noon meals to 
home bound, handicapped, and elderly clients.  The Department of Health and 
Human Services also provided assistance which funded food baskets, several 
churches provided space and volunteers assisted in packaging baskets.  
Transportation, provided by NETO, delivered baskets to those families with no 
personal transportation.  CSBG Case Managers in each county were in charge of 
taking applications and screening individuals for eligibility. 

 
(5)   To assure, as referenced in 676(b)(5), that the State and the eligible entities in the 

State will coordinate and establish linkages between governmental and other social 
services programs to assure the effective delivery of such services to low-income 
individuals, and to avoid duplication of such services, and State and eligible entities 
will coordinate the provision of employment and training activities in the State  and 
in communities with entities providing activities through statewide and local 
workforce investment systems under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  

 
CSBG eligible entities operate within a network of local service providers to reduce 
duplication of effort and to coordinate resources to address various client needs and 
circumstances.  Many CSBG eligible entities have developed extensive information 
and referral networks and “one stop” service centers.  Other CSBG eligible entities, 
such as the South Texas Development Council (STDC) established a Tuititon 
Assistance Program that works with low income households to provide tuition 
assistance for education in vocational areas. Primary training has focused on 
Commercial Driver's License training, followed by Welding, and Phlebotomy. 
 
The South Texas Development Council partnered with the Texas Workforce 
Commission and South Texas College to provide services to eligible low income 
individuals. Training coordination was conducted by all three organizations.  
Education resulted in a quick "short-term" (about 1-3 months) certification that was 
paid for by the South Texas Development Council.  Longer term training, 3-9 
months, was available through the Texas Workforce Commission.  South Texas 
Development Council worked with South Texas College to provide the training.  
Upon completion of the training, individuals received job search assistance through 
both the Texas Workforce Commission and South Texas College.  Both of these 
organizations maintained a list of current employers that were seeking workers for 
open positions. South Texas College primarily focused their listing on training 
which was provided through the college. 
 
South Texas College was the principal partner with STDC which provided the 
training and certification, as well as job placement assistance. Texas Workforce 
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Commission of Starr County also assisted in providing job placement assistance as 
well as training qualified individuals who sought comprehensive training. 
 
The Community Action Plan of each CSBG eligible entity must include a 
description of how the entity coordinates public and private resources to leverage 
with CSBG funds.  To facilitate coordination and public access by low-income 
clients to benefit programs throughout the State, the Department entered in 2010 
into an interagency agreement with the Texas Health and Human Services 
Commission to access new software to enhance its 2-1-1 phone information system. 

 
(6) To assure, as indicated in 676(b)(6), that the State will ensure coordination between 

antipoverty programs in each community in the State, and ensure where 
appropriate, that emergency energy crisis intervention programs under Title XXVI  
(relating to low-income home energy assistance) are conducted in such 
communities.  

 
 Section 2306.097 of the Texas Government Code requires that the CSBG Program 

operate in conjunction with the Energy Services Program for Low-Income 
Individuals.  Therefore, the majority of the CSBG eligible entities administer the 
Texas Comprehensive Energy Assistance Program (CEAP) as well as the 
Weatherization Assistance Program For Low-Income Persons using funds provided 
by the U. S. Department of Energy.  In addition, several CSBG eligible entities 
have a working relationship with local Workforce Boards that administer welfare-
to-work programs. 

 
(7) To assure, as indicated in 676(b)(9), that the State and CSBG eligible entities in the 

State will, to the maximum extent possible, coordinate programs and form 
partnerships with other organizations serving low-income residents of the 
communities and members of the groups served by the State, including religious 
organizations, charitable groups, and community organizations. 

 
 The Department is committed to working with local faith-based organizations. 

Some CSBG eligible entities subcontract with faith-based organizations to provide 
direct services and most have local partnership agreements.  In addition, local 
organizations have traditionally partnered with faith-based organizations to expand 
resources and to provide services to low-income individuals and families.   

 
 When the Department releases a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) or a 

Request for Proposals (RFP) announcing competitive funds to serve low-income 
persons, either with the Community Services Block Grant State Discretionary 
Funds or with the Emergency Solutions Grants Program (ESG) funds, the responses 
may include collaborative applications where multiple organizations apply for 
funds in local joint ventures.  Awardees successfully competing for the CSBG 
funds and the ESG funds routinely include religious and charitable organizations, 
such as local Salvation Army posts, Catholic Charities Dioceses, etc. 

 
As in 2013, the Department plans to make available in 2014 and in 2015 a portion of its 5% CSBG 
state discretionary funds for funding local innovative or demonstration projects.   
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G.   Fiscal Controls and Monitoring 
 

(1) State Program Monitoring:  Describe the lead agency’s plans for conducting the 
following reviews of eligible entities, as required under Section 678B(a) of the Act: 

 
(a) Full on-site review of each such entity at least once during each three year 

period. 
 
  The Department will ensure that each CSBG eligible entity is monitored at 

least once every three years in accordance with the CSBG Act.  It is the 
Department’s goal to monitor each organization receiving CSBG funds at a 
minimum every two years.  The Community Affairs Division conducts joint 
monitoring reviews since the majority of CSBG eligible entities also receive 
Weatherization and LIHEAP CEAP funds.  Monitoring will be conducted in 
accordance with Section 678B(a) of the Community Services Block Grant Act 
and the guidance provided to states in Information Memorandum Transmittal 
No. 97.   

 
The Department employs a risk-based monitoring system which considers an 
assessment of associated risks applied to each of the state’s CSBG eligible 
entities.  The factors include the status of the most recent monitoring report, 
timeliness of program reporting, results of the last on-site monitoring review, 
the number of programs funded by the Department, the funding amounts 
provided by the Department, and the single audit status.  Organizations that 
attain the highest risk assessment score will have the highest monitoring 
priority. This procedure will allow the Department to first monitor entities 
with the highest risk factors and to identify any deficiencies early on and to 
provide training and technical assistance on specific needs which have been 
identified.  CSBG eligible entities that are not monitored in a current year will 
automatically rate a higher risk assessment score the following year.   

 
After an on-site monitoring visit, the CSBG Program Officer will provide a 
written monitoring report to the entity’s executive director that documents the 
findings, corrective actions required, notes, and recommended improvements.  
CSBG eligible entities and other CSBG funded organizations monitored have  
45 days to respond to the Department’s report.  The program officer will 
evaluate the adequacy of the responses and corrective action.  A follow-up on-
site monitoring will be scheduled as deemed necessary.  A copy of the state’s 
monitoring report is also provided to the presiding officer of the entity’s 
governing board.  For monitoring reviews of CSBG eligible entities, 
organizations have 45 days to respond to the Department’s CSBG monitoring 
report.  For CSBG/CEAP contract operations, the organizations have 45 days 
to respond to the Department’s joint monitoring report. 

 
(b) An on-site review of each newly-designated entity immediately after the 

completion of the first year in which such entity receives funds through the 
Community Services Block Grant. 
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The Department will ensure that any new CSBG eligible entity designated in 
either FFY 2014 or FFY 2015 will receive comprehensive training and 
technical assistance during its first year of operation.  Furthermore, the state 
will schedule an on-site monitoring review of such new CSBG eligible 
entities and other CSBG funded organizations immediately after their first 
year of CSBG-supported operations. 

 
(c) Follow-up reviews including prompt return visits to eligible entities, and their 

Programs, that fail to meet the goals, standards, and requirements established 
by the State. 

 
If the on-site monitoring of a CSBG eligible entity reveals serious deficiencies 
with operations under a CSBG contract with the State and the deficiencies are 
not corrected in a timely manner in accordance with requirements, the 
Department will assign a team of specialists to promptly conduct a follow-up 
on-site team monitoring review and to provide training and technical 
assistance to the entity as deemed necessary. 

 
When a CSBG eligible entity is experiencing problems with programs other 
than  CSBG, the Department maintains close contact with the entity to ensure 
that the State’s staff members are available to provide training and technical 
assistance as deemed necessary for maintaining stability in the CSBG 
program operations. 

 
(d) Other reviews as appropriate, including reviews of entities with programs that 

have had other Federal, State or local grants (other than assistance provided 
under the Community Services Block Grant) terminated for cause. 

 
In addition to conducting on-site monitoring of local CSBG program 
operations, the State also conducts routine in-house desk reviews which 
include an examination of performance progress and expenditure rates, based 
on monthly reports submitted to the Department by each CSBG eligible 
entity.   

 
(e)   Specify the date of last audit conducted and the period covered by the audit 

for each eligible entity. 
 

Appendix G. contains requested information regarding each CSBG eligible 
entity’s audit period as well as the date of submission for the last audit 
conducted.   

 
(2) Corrective Action, Termination and Reduction of Funding 
 

Describe the State’s plan for complying with the requirements of Section 678C of 
the Act.  Section 678C of the Act requires states to comply with certain 
requirements in the event that the State determines that an eligible entity fails to 
comply with the terms of an agreement or the State Plan, to provide services under 
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the Community Services Block Grant, or to meet appropriate standards, goals, and 
other requirements established by the State, including performance objectives.    

 
When deficiencies are identified within a CSBG eligible entity’s program 
operations, the Department evaluates the severity of the discrepancies and may 
impose appropriate sanctions in accordance with Section 678C of the CSBG Act 
and Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code.  If the Department identifies 
possible instances of fraud, abuse, fiscal mismanagement, or other serious 
deficiencies in the sub-recipient’s performance, the following sanctions will be 
applied: (1) deny the CSBG eligible entity’s request for advances and place it on a 
cost reimbursement method of payment until proof of compliance with the rules 
and regulations are received by the Department; (2) withhold all payments from 
the sub-recipient (both reimbursements and advances) until proof of compliance 
with the rules and regulations is received by the Department; (3) suspend 
performance of the contract; and, (4) impose sanctions as deemed appropriate by 
the Department’s Executive Director at any time. 

 
If the Department has imposed sanctions against a sub-recipient and the sub-
recipient has failed to comply with a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) or a 
corrective action plan, the Department may request of the sub-recipient’s Board of 
Directors the voluntary relinquishment of the CSBG program and their designation 
as a CSBG eligible entity. 

 
Program deficiencies and corrective action requirements will be communicated to 
the CSBG eligible entity in writing. The Department’s Director of the Community 
Affairs Division shall consider all recommendations for corrective action. 

 
In the event that the Department determines that an eligible entity fails to comply 
with the terms of an agreement or the State’s CSBG Plan, to provide services under 
the Community Services Block Grant, or to meet appropriate standards, goals, and 
other requirements established by the State (including performance objectives), the 
Department will: 

 
(a) inform the eligible entity of the deficiency(ies) to be corrected; 
(b) require the eligible entity to correct the deficiency(ies); 
(c) offer training and technical assistance, if appropriate, to help correct the 

deficiency, and prepare and submit to the Secretary a report describing the 
training and technical assistance offered; or, if the State determines that such 
training and technical assistance measures are not appropriate, prepare and 
submit to the Secretary a report stating the reasons for the determination; 

(d) at the discretion of the State (taking into account the seriousness of the 
deficiency and the time reasonably required to correct the deficiency), allow 
the entity to develop and implement after being informed of the deficiency, a 
quality improvement plan to correct such deficiency within a reasonable 
period of time, as determined by the State, and after receiving the proposed 
quality improvement plan, pursuant to subparagraph (A), either approve such 
proposed plan or specify the reasons why the proposed plan cannot be 
approved; and, 



29 
 

(e) after providing adequate notice and an opportunity for a hearing, initiate 
proceedings to terminate the eligible entity designation status or reduce CSBG 
funding of the eligible entity, unless the entity corrects the deficiency(ies). 

 
Department staff will be available, at every point in the corrective action process, 
to provide technical assistance to the CSBG entity’s staff and its governing body.  
 

(3)   Fiscal Controls, Audits, and Withholding 
 

Describe the State’s systems of fiscal controls, procedures, and plans for audits and 
inspections, as required under Sections 678D(a)(1) and 678D(a)(2) of the Act.  
Describe how each of these assurances outlined in Section 676(b) of the Act will 
be carried out. 

 
In compliance with assurance 678D(a)(1) and 678D(a)(2) of the Act, the 
Department provides for fiscal controls through fund accounting procedures that 
are maintained at both the state and sub-grantee levels.  The Department has a 
comprehensive system of internal controls specifically designed to ensure 
compliance with the provisions of the CSBG Act.  The Department’s financial and 
other records are audited on an annual basis by the State Auditor’s Office and a 
copy of the audit is submitted to the Texas Legislature and to the Secretary of the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  The Department’s Basic 
Financial Statements for the Year Ended August 31, 2012 are included in this 
CSBG State Application and Plan as Appendix C. 

 
(a) In compliance with assurance 676(b)(7), cooperation with federal 

investigations. 
 

The State will permit and cooperate with Federal investigations undertaken in 
accordance with Section 678D of the Act. 

 
The Department will make appropriate program records available to federal 
investigators in a timely manner.  In addition, the CSBG contractual 
agreements between the Department and CSBG eligible entities and other 
CSBG-funded organizations include a provision that the CSBG eligible 
entities and other CSBG-funded organizations agree to cooperate with any 
such investigations and requires that an eligible entity and its subcontractor(s) 
maintain records relating to the use of the CSBG funds for at least three years. 

 
(b) In compliance with assurance 676(b)(8) on CSBG funding reduction/ 

termination.  Any eligible entity in the state that received funding in the 
previous fiscal year through a Community Services Block Grant under the 
Community Services Block Grant program will not have its funding 
terminated or reduced below the proportional share of funding the entity 
received in the previous fiscal year unless, after providing notice and an 
opportunity for a hearing on the record, the State determines that cause exists 
for such termination or such reduction, subject to review by the Secretary as 
provided in Section 678C(b) of the Act.  
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The Department will comply with 676(b)(8) and will not terminate funding or 
reduce funding below the proportional share of the funding received in the 
previous fiscal year of a CSBG eligible entity that received funding in the 
previous fiscal year, unless after providing notice and an opportunity for a 
hearing on the record, the State determines cause exists for termination or 
such reduction. 

 
(c)   In compliance with assurance 676(b)(10) 

 
The State will require each eligible entity in the State to establish procedures 
under which a low-income individual, community organization, or religious 
organization, or representative of low-income individuals that considers its 
organization, or low-income individuals, to be inadequately represented on the 
board (or other mechanism) of the eligible entity to petition for adequate 
representation. 

 
Guidance to the CSBG eligible entities on how to comply with Section 676B 
Tripartite Boards of the Act is provided through state training conferences, 
on-site board training and electronic notification documentation released by 
the Department.  CSBG eligible entities must establish procedures whereby 
local organizations or individuals may petition for adequate representation on 
the governing board (or other mechanism) of the eligible entity.  The 
Department’s Program Officers will continue monitoring compliance with 
such requirement during the on-site monitoring review process.  In those 
instances in which a tripartite board continues to be improperly constituted, 
the state TAC rule allows the Department to prescribe necessary remedial 
action, a timeline for implementation, and possible sanctions, which may 
include: 1) cost reimbursement method of payment; 2) withholding of funds; 
3) contract suspension; and/or, 4) termination of funding.  

 
H. Accountability and Reporting Requirements  

 
(1)  Annual Report:  

 
Section 678E(a)(2) of the Act requires each state to prepare and submit to the Secretary 
an annual report on the measured CSBG performance of the Department and its CSBG 
eligible entities. The Department met this requirement through the submission of the 
Texas 2012 National IS Survey to the National Association for State Community 
Services Programs on March 31, 2013. 

 
(2)  Results Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA): 

 
Describe how the State will comply with the following assurance, in 676(b)(12) of the 
Act: The State and all eligible entities in the State will, not later than fiscal year 2001, 
participate in the Results Oriented Management and Accountability System or another 
performance measurement system for which the Secretary facilitated development 
pursuant to Section 678E(b) of the Act.   
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The CSBG eligible entities in Texas will be required to report performance data to the 
Department based on the National Goals and National Performance Indicators (NPI’s) 
outlined below.  The NPI performance and reporting system to be utilized in 2014 and in 
2015 has been updated with the new set of National Performance Indicators to properly 
report outcome information and to facilitate completing portions of the state’s yearly 
National Information System (IS) Survey.  The Department will continue providing 
training and technical assistance to CSBG subrecipients as needed on the proper use of 
NPI codes to report program performance and services to low-income clients.     
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CSBG National Performance Indicators 
 
 
Goal 1:  Low-Income People Become More Self-Sufficient     
 
National Performance Indicator 1.1 
 
Employment 

 
The number and percentage of low-income participants in Community Action employment 
initiatives who get a job or become self-employed, as measured by one or more of the following: 

 
 
A.  Unemployed and obtained a job 
B.  Employed and maintained a job for at least 90 days (new) 
C.  Employed and obtained an increase in employment income and/or benefits 
D.  Achieved "living wage" employment and/or benefits 

 
 
National Performance Indicator 1.2  
 
Employment Supports 
 

The number of low-income participants for whom barriers to initial or continuous employment are 
reduced or eliminated through assistance from Community Action, as measured by one or more of 
the following: 
 

 
A.  Obtained skills/competencies required for employment  
B.  Completed ABE/GED and received certificate or diploma 
C.  Completed post-secondary education program and obtained certificate or diploma 
D.  Enrolled children in before or after school programs 
E.  Obtained care for child or other dependant 
F.  Obtained access to reliable transportation and/or driver's license 
G.  Obtained health care services for themselves or family member 
H.  Obtained safe and affordable housing 
I.   Obtained food assistance 
J.   Obtained non-emergency LIHEAP energy assistance  
K.  Obtained non-emergency WX energy assistance  
L.   Obtained other non-emergency energy assistance   

(State/local/private energy programs. Do Not Include LIHEAP or WX) 
M. Obtained tools, uniforms, school supplies, textbooks, tuition and other items in support of 

education and training 
N.  Completed college preparatory classes, ESL or citizenship classes 
O.  Received other assistance which removes barriers to employment 
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National Performance Indicator 1.3  
 
Economic Asset Enhancement and Utilization 
 

The number and percentage of low-income households that achieve an increase in financial assets 
and/or financial skills as a result of Community Action assistance, and the aggregated amount of 
those assets and resources for all participants achieving the outcome, as measured by one or more 
of the following: 
 

1.3A1.  Number and percent of participants in tax preparation program who qualified for any type of 
Federal or State tax credit and the expected aggregated dollar amount of credits 

 
1.3A2.  Number and percent of participants who obtained  court-ordered child support  payments and 

the expected annual aggregated dollar amount of payments  
 
1.3A3.  Number and percent of participants who were enrolled in telephone lifeline and/or energy 

discounts with the assistance of the agency and the expected aggregated dollar amount of savings 
 
1.3A4.  Other projects resulting in an increase in financial assets or financial skills 
 
1,3B1.. Number and percent of participants demonstrating ability to complete and maintain a budget 

for over 90 days 
 
1.3B2 Number and percent of participants opening an Individual Development Account (IDA) or 

other savings account and increased savings, and the aggregated amount of savings 
 
1.3B3. Number and percent of participants who increased their savings through IDA or other savings 

accounts and the aggregated amount of savings   
 
1.3B4.. Of participants in a Community Action assets development program (IDA and others): 

 
a. Number and percent of participants capitalizing a small business with accumulated savings 
b. Number and percent of participants pursuing post-secondary education with accumulated 

savings 
c. Number and percent of participants purchasing a home with accumulated savings 
d. Number and percent of participants purchasing other assets with accumulated savings 

includes use of savings for a retirement fund  
 

1,3B5. Number and percent of participants who received assistance with enrollment in prescription 
assistance program 

 
1.3B6. Number and percent of participants who received assistance to prevent loss of home and other 

homebuyer assistance 
 
1.3B7. Number and percent of participants who enrolled in classes or projects to increase financial 

skills 
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Goal 2: The Conditions in Which Low-Income People Lives are 
Improved 
 
This set of measures collects outcomes on successful CAA projects that build “community assets,” 
including not only material improvements, like affordable homes and safe streets, but even 
changes in public policy that will reduce the causes of poverty and revitalize the low-income 
community. 
 

National Performance Indicator 2.1 
 
Community Improvement and Revitalization 
 

Increase in, or safeguarding of, threatened opportunities and community resources or services for low-
income people in the community as a result of Community Action projects/initiatives or advocacy with 
other public and private agencies, as measured by one or more of the following: 
 
A. Jobs created, or saved, from reduction or elimination in the community   
 
B. Accessible “living wage” jobs created, or saved, from reduction or elimination in the community 
 
C. Safe and affordable housing units created in the community-only report HOME and other housing 

projects, do not report Weatherization here  
 
D. Safe and affordable housing units in the community preserved or improved through construction, 

weatherization or rehabilitation achieved by Community Action activity or advocacy 
 
E. Accessible safe and affordable health care services/facilities for low-income people created, or saved 

from reduction or elimination 
 
F. Accessible safe and affordable child care or child development placement opportunities for low-

income families created, or saved from reduction or elimination 
 
G. Accessible before-school and after-school program placement opportunities for low-income families 

created, or saved from reduction or elimination 
 
H. Accessible new or expanded transportation resources, or those that are saved from reduction or 

elimination, that are available to low-income people, including public or private transportation 
 
I. Accessible or increased educational and training placement opportunities, or those that are saved 

from reduction or elimination, that are available for low-income people in the community, including 
vocational literacy, and lofe skill training, ABE/GED, and post secondary education 

 
J. Other community resources or services provided which resulted in community improvement and 

revitalization 
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National Performance Indicator 2.2 
Community Quality of Life and Assets 
 
The quality of life and assets in low-income neighborhoods are improved by Community Action 
initiative or advocacy, as measured by one or more of the following: 
 

A. Increases in community assets as a result of a change in law, regulation or policy, which results in 
improvements in quality of life and assets 

 
B. Increase in the availability or preservation of community facilities 
 
C. Increase in the availability or preservation of community services to improve public health and safety 
 
D. Increase in the availability or preservation of commercial services within low-income neighborhoods 
 
E. Increase in or preservation of neighborhood quality-of-life resources 

 
National Performance Indicator 2.3  
 
Community Engagement 
 
The number of community members working with Community Action to improve conditions in the 
community. 
 

A. Number of community members mobilized by Community Action that participate in community 
revitalization and anti-poverty initiatives 

 
B. Number of volunteer hours donated to the agency (This will be ALL volunteer hours) 

 
Goal 3:  Low-Income People Own a Stake in Their Community 
 
National Performance Indicator 3.1  
 
Community Empowerment through Maximum Feasible Participation  
Total number of volunteer hours donated by low-income individuals to Community Action \ 
 
National Performance Indicator 3.2 
 
Community Empowerment through Maximum Feasible Participation  
 
The number of low-income people mobilized as a direct result of Community Action initiative to 
engage in activities that support and promote their own well-being and that of their community as 
measured by one or more of the following: 
 
A. Number of low-income people participating in formal community organizations, government, boards 

or councils that provide input to decision-making and policy setting through community action 
efforts. 
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B. Number of low-income people acquiring businesses in their community as a result of community 

action assistance. 
 
C. Number of low-income people purchasing their own homes in their community as a result of 

community action assistance. 
 
D. Number of low-income people engaged in non-governance community activities or groups created or 

supported by community action. 
 
 
Goal 4:  Partnerships Among Supporters and Providers of Service to 
Low-Income People are Achieved 
 
National Performance Indicator 4.1 
 
Expanding Opportunities through Community-Wide Partnerships 
 
The number of organizations, both public and private, community action actively works with to 
expand resources and opportunities in order to achieve family and community outcomes. 

 
A. Non-Profit 
B. Faith Based 
C. Local Government 
D. State Government 
E. Federal Government 
F. For-Profit Business or Corporation 
G. Consortiums/Collaboration 
H. Housing Consortiums/Collaboration 
I. School Districts 
J. Institutions of post secondary education/training 
K. Financial/Banking Institutions 
L. Health Service Institutions 
M. Statewide associations or collaborations 
N. The total number of organizations CAAs work with to promote family and community outcomes 
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Goal 5:  Agencies Increase Their Capacity to Achieve Results 
 
National Performance Indicator 5.1 
 
Agency Development 
 
The number of human capital resources available to Community Action that increase agency capacity 
to achieve family and community outcomes, as measured by one or more of the following: 
 

A. Number of C-CAPs 
B. Number of ROMA Trainers 
C. Number of Family Development Trainers 
D. Number of Child Development Trainers 
E. Number of staff attending trainings 
F. Number of board members attending trainings 
G. Hours of staff in trainings 
H. Hours of board members in trainings 

 
Goal 6:  Low-Income People, Especially Vulnerable Populations, Achieve 
Their Potential by Strengthening Family and Other Supportive 
Environments 
 
National Performance Indicator 6.1 
 
Independent Living 
 
The number of vulnerable individuals receiving services from community action that maintain an 
independent living situation as a result of those services 
 

A. Senior Citizens (seniors can be reported twice, once under Senior Citizens and again if they are 
disabled under Individuals with Disabilities, ages 55- over) 

 
B. Individuals with Disabilities 
 1.Ages: 0-17 

2.  18-54 
3. 55-over 

 
 
National Performance Indicator 6.2 
 
Emergency Assistance 
 
The number of households served by community action that sought emergency assistance and the 
percentage of those households for which assistance was provided, including such services as: 
 

A. Emergency Food 
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B. Emergency fuel or utility payments funded by LIHEAP or other public and private funding sources 
C. Emergency Rent or Mortgage Assistance 
D. Emergency Car or Home Repair   (i.e. structural, appliance, heating system, etc.)   
E. Emergency Temporary Shelter     
F. Emergency Medical Care 
G. Emergency Protection from Violence 
H. Emergency Legal Assistance    
I. Emergency Transportation    
J. Emergency Disaster Relief    
K. Emergency Clothing    
L. Other emergency assistance 
M.  Assistance with items for holidays (food, toys, etc.) 
N.   Assistance with school supplies for children 

 
National Performance Indicator 6.3 
 
Child and Family Development 
 
The unduplicated number and percentage of all infants, children, youth, parents, and other adults 
participating in developmental or enrichment programs who achieve program goals, as measured 
by one or more of the following: 
 
Infants and Youth-A 

1. Infants and children obtain age-appropriate immunizations, medical, and dental care 
2. Infant and child health and physical development are improved as a result of adequate nutrition 
3. Children participate in pre-school activities to develop school readiness skills 
4. Children who participate in pre-school activities are developmentally ready to enter Kindergarten or 

1st Grade 
 
Youth-B 

1. Youth improve health and physical development 
2. Youth improve social/emotional development 
3. Youth avoid risk-taking behavior for a defined period of time 
4. Youth have reduced involvement with criminal justice system 
5. Youth increase academic, athletic, or social skills for school success 
6. Youth Employment Projects 
7. Youth Leadership Projects 
8. Youth increase academic skills by completing educational requirements 

 
Adults-C 

1. Parents and other adults learn and exhibit improved parenting skills 
2. Parents and other adults learn and exhibit improved family functioning skills 
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National Performance Indicator 6.4 
 
Family Supports (Seniors, Disabled and Caregivers) 
 
Low-income people who are unable to work, especially seniors, adults with disabilities, and caregivers, 
for whom barriers to family stability are reduced or eliminated, as measured by one or more of the 
following: 
 

A. Enrolled children in before or after school programs   
 
B. Obtained care for child or other dependant   
 
C. Obtained access to reliable transportation and/or driver's license 
 
D. Obtained health care services for themselves or family member 
 
E. Obtained safe and affordable housing 
 
F. Obtained food assistance 
 
G. Obtained non-emergency LIHEAP energy assistance 
 
H. Obtained non-emergency WX energy assistance 
 
I. Obtained other non-emergency energy assistance (State/local/private energy programs. Do Not 

Include LIHEAP or WX) 
 
National Performance Indicator 6.5 
 
Service Counts 
 
The number of services provided to low-income individuals and/or families, as measured by one or 
more of the following:  
  

A. Food Boxes   
 
B. Pounds of Food   
 
C. Units of Clothing 
 
D. Rides Provided   
 
E. Information and Referral Calls  
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Appendix A. 
 

Texas Register Public Hearings/Comments Notice    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
Notice of Public Hearings for the Community Services Block Grant State (CSBG) Application and Plan for 
Fiscal Years 2014 - 2015   
 
In accordance with the U. S. Department of Health and Human Services’ requirement for the Community 
Services Block Grant (CSBG) and Texas Government Code, Chapter 2105, Subchapter B, the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) is conducting public hearings.  The primary 
purpose of the hearings is to solicit comments on the proposed Texas 2014-2015 Community Services Block 
Grant State Application and Plan which describes the proposed use and distribution of CSBG funds for 
Federal Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015.  As federal statute requires, not less than ninety percent of the CSBG 
funds will be distributed to the State’s CSBG eligible entities and not more than five percent will be used for 
state administration, including support for planning, monitoring, and for the provision of training and 
technical assistance.  The remaining five percent will be utilized to fund state discretionary 
projects/initiatives and for disaster assistance recovery. 
 
The draft Application/Plan is to be presented to the TDHCA Board of Directors on June 13, 2013.  Once 
approved by the board, the document is to be posted and available for review on the Department’s website at 
http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/csbg/index.htm. or by contacting the Texas Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs at P.O. Box 13941, Austin, TX 78711-3941 or by phone at (512) 475-3905. 
 
The public hearings are to be held on Tuesday, July 9, 2013 at 10:30 a.m. in Room #116 at the TDHCA 
headquarters office located at 221 East 11th Street, Room #116 in Austin, Texas 78701; Wednesday, July 10, 
2013 at 11:00 a.m. at the headquarters of Gulf Coast Community Services Association at 9320 Kirby Drive, 
Room #112, Houston, Texas 77054; on Wednesday, July 10, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at City of San Antonio, 
Claude W. Black Community Center, 2805 East Commerce Street, Live Oak Room-23A, San Antonio, 
Texas 78203; and on Thursday, July 11, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at the City of Fort Worth, Southside Community 
Center, 959 East Rosedale, Fort Worth, Texas 78203. 
 
A representative from TDHCA will be present at the hearings to explain the planning process and receive 
comments from interested citizens and affected groups regarding the proposed Application/Plan.  For 
questions, contact Rita D. Gonzales-Garza, CSBG Program Administrator, in the Community Affairs 
Division at (512) 475-3905 or rita.garza@tdhca.state.tx.us.  Comments may be provided in writing or by oral 
testimony at one of the public hearings or written comments may mailed to the Texas Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs at P.O. Box 13941, Austin, TX 78711-3941 or can be submitted by e-mail 
to rita.garza@tdhca.state.tx.us or by fax to (512) 475-3935 no later than 5:00 p.m., Friday, July 12, 2013.  
Any questions regarding the public hearing process or the CSBG program may be directed TDHCA, 
Community Affairs Division. 
 
Individuals who require auxiliary aids or services should contact Gina Esteves, ADA Responsible Employee, 
at least three (3) days before the scheduled hearing at (512) 475-3943 or Relay Texas at 1-800-735-2989 so 
that appropriate arrangements can be made. 
 
Non-English speaking individuals who require interpreters for this meeting should contact Jorge Reyes by 
phone at (512) 475-4577 or by e-mail at jorge.reyes@tdhca.state.tx.us at least three (3) days before the 
hearing so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 
 



 

Personas que hablan español y requieren un intérprete, favor de llamar a Jorge Reyes al siguiente número 
(512) 475-4577 por lo menos tres días antes de la junta para hacer los preparativos apropiados. 



 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B. 
 

Legislative Hearing Documentation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
State of Texas 

 
FFY 2014 and FFY 2015 Community Services Block Grant Funds 

 
Legislative Hearing Documentation 

 
 
 
 
 

The Texas Legislature convenes every other year and among its tasks is to enact 
appropriation bills that encompass all funds for Texas state agencies, including those 
derived from state general revenue and from federal block grants.  The Community 
Services Block Grant funds are included in the overall annual budget administered by the 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) and subject to the 
legislative review process described herein. 
 
Both branches of the Texas Legislature review each state agency’s annual budgets.  The 
House of Representatives House Appropriations Committee conducted its most recent 
Legislative Appropriations Request public hearing that included TDHCA’s budget on 
February 12, 2013.  The Texas Senate Finance Committee conducted its most recent 
Legislative Appropriations Request public hearing that included TDHCA’s budget on 
February 4, 2013.  The state appropriation process, which precedes and supports the 
enactment of the appropriation bills, is an extensive and deliberative process and provides 
opportunity for full public participation in public hearings. 
 
I, Timothy K. Irvine, hereby certify that the above referenced Legislative Appropriations 
Request process serves to comply with the CSBG Act’s requirement 42 U.S.C. Section 
9008 (a) (3) that at least one (1) legislative hearing be held every three years in 
conjunction with the state’s development of the Texas application for the FFY 2014 and 
FFY 2015 Community Services Block Grant funds under 42 U.S.C. Section 9008 (a) (3). 
 
 
 
 
 
____________________________________________  __________________ 
Timothy K. Irvine, Executive Director                  Date 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C. 
 

TDHCA’s Basic Financial Statements for the Year Ended August 31, 2012 
 
  



Appendix C 
 

 
TDHCA’s Basic Financial Statements for the Year Ended August 31, 2012 
 
 
 
The Annual Financial Report for the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs for 
the year that ended August 31, 2012 may be accessed by clicking on the following link. 
 
http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/pdf/12-BasicFinancials.pdf  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D. 
 

List of Texas 2013 CSBG Eligible Entities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



FFY 2013 Community Services Block Grant Program
All CSBG SUBRECIPIENTS

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
POST OFFICE BOX 13941, AUSTIN, TX 78711-3941

Community Services        512-475-3950

Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Aspermont Small 
Business Development 
Center, Inc.

David Davis

Contract:
1(800) 722-0137

mailto:asbdc@westex.net

Ms. Dana MyersP.O. Box 188
Aspermont, Texas 79502

(940) 989-3538
Fax: (940) 989-3445

1 Av. D
Haskell,  Texas 79521

(940) 864-2851
Fax:

Cecelia Gardner Haskell, Jones, Kent, Knox, 
Stonewall, Throckmorton

Phone:
Phone:

CSBG Program Coordinator

asbdcenergyaid@yahoo.com

mailto:asbdc@westex.net

Executive Director
1

61130001564

Austin, City of, Health and 
Human Services 
Department

Gilbert Rivera

Contract:

carlos.rivera@austintexas.gov

Mr. Carlos RiveraP.O. Box 1088
Austin, Texas 78767

(512) 972-5010
Fax: (512) 972-5016

1000 Glen Oaks Court
Austin,  Texas 78702

(512) 971-8307
Fax:

Maria Allen Travis

Phone:
Phone:

Manager

(512) 972-5086

maria.allen@austintexas.gov

carlos.rivera@austintexas.gov

Director
2

61130001570

Bee Community Action 
Agency

Rev. Carl Pickett

Contract:
1(800) 358-5534

anna.simo@bizstx.rr.com

Ms. Anna SimoP.O. Box 1540
Beeville, Texas 78104-1540

(361) 358-5530
Fax: (361) 358-6591

P.O. Box 1093
Beeville,  Texas 78104

(361) 542-1080
Fax:

Anna Simo Aransas, Bee, Kenedy, 
Kleberg, Live Oak, McMullen, 
Refugio

Phone:
Phone:

mailto:anna.simo@bizstx.rr.com

Executive Director
3

w/Head Start
61130001565

Big Bend Community 
Action Committee, Inc.

Hon. Paul Hunt

Contract:

mailto: evbbcac@sbcglobal.net

Ms. Emma VasquezP.O. Box 265
Marfa, Texas 79843

(432) 729-4908
Fax: (432) 729-3435

P.O. Box 475
Marfa,  Texas 79843

Fax:

Emma Vasquez Brewster, Culberson, 
Hudspeth, Jeff Davis, Presidio

Phone:
Phone:

Executive Director

mailto:evbbcac@sbcglobal.net

mailto:evbbcac@sbcglobal.net

Executive Director
4

61130001566
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Brazos Valley Community 
Action Agency

Sara Mendez

Contract:
1(877) 260-4925

mailto:www.bvcaa.org

Ms. Karen Garber1500 University Drive East
College Station, Texas 77840

(979) 846-1100
Fax: (979) 260-9390

201 N. Texas Ave.
Bryan,  Texas 77803

(979) 361-4440
Fax:

Eric Todd Brazos, Burleson, Chambers, 
Grimes, Leon, Liberty, 
Madison, Montgomery, 
Robertson, Walker, Waller, 
Washington

Phone:
Phone:

Senior Administrator

(979) 846-1100

etodd@bvcaa.org

mailto:kgarber@bvcaa.org

Executive Director
5

w/Head Start
61130001567

Cameron and Willacy 
Counties Community 
Projects, Inc.

Hon. Sallie Gonzalez

Contract:

amalia_cgarza@yahoo.com

Ms. Amalia C. Garza1144 Professional Dr.
Brownsville, Texas 78520

(956) 544-6411
Fax: (956) 544-6414

3302 Wilson Rd.
Harlingen,  Texas 78552

(956) 427-8057
Fax:

Xochitl Rodriguez Cameron, Willacy

Phone:
Phone:

Deputy Director

amalia_cgarza@yahoo.com

Executive Director
6

61130001568

Central Texas 
Opportunities, Inc.

Thella Henderson

Contract:
1(800) 625-4167

jwilliamson@ctoinc.org

Mr. Jim WilliamsonP.O. Box 820
Coleman, Texas 76834

(325) 625-4167
Fax: (325) 625-3335

401 S. 8th Street
Ballinger,  Texas 76821

(325) 977-1415
Fax:

Hanna Adams Brown, Callahan, Coleman, 
Comanche, Eastland, 
McCulloch, Runnels

Phone:
Phone:

CS Coordinator

mailto:hadams@ctoinc.org

jwilliamson@ctoinc.org

Executive Director
7

w/Head Start
61130001569

Combined Community 
Action, Inc.

Nick Tirey

Contract:
1(800) 688-9065

mailto:www.ccaction.com

Ms. Kelly Franke165 W. Austin Street
Giddings, Texas 78942

(979) 540-2980
Fax: (979) 542-9565

1441 Tauber Lane
Sealy,  Texas 77474

(979) 885-7258
Fax:

Kelly Franke Austin, Bastrop, Colorado, 
Fayette, Lee

Phone:
Phone:

kjfranke@ccaction.com

Executive Director
8

61130001574

Community Action 
Committee of Victoria 
Texas

Will Sciba

Contract:
1(800) 695-0314

mailto:cacv@sbcglobal.net

Ms. Vicki SmithP.O. Box 3607
Victoria, Texas 77903-3607

(361) 578-2989
Fax: (361) 578-0062

P.O. Drawer 510
Victoria,  Texas 77902

(361) 575-0551
Fax:

Shawnee Bayer Calhoun, De Witt, Goliad, 
Gonzales, Jackson, Lavaca, 
Victoria

Phone:
Phone:

Neighborhood Services 
Director
(361) 575-0478

mailto:cacv@sbcglobal.net

mailto:cacv@sbcglobal.net

Executive Director
9

61130001575
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Community Action 
Corporation of South 
Texas

Victoriano Casas, Jr.

Contract:
1(800) 664-0145

mailto:www.cacost.org

Mr. Rafael Trevino, Jr.204 E. 1st Street
Alice, Texas 78333-1820

(361) 664-0145
Fax: (361) 664-0120

410 W. St. Peters Ave.
San Diego,  Texas 78384

(361) 389-3143
Fax:

April Anzaldua Brooks, Duval, Jim Wells, San 
Patricio

Phone:
Phone:(361) 664-0145

april.anzaldua@cacost.org

rafael.trevino@cacost.org

Executive Director
10

w/Head Start
61130001576

Community Action Inc., of 
Central Texas

Gaylord Bose

Contract:

mailto:www.communityaction.com

Ms. Carole BelverP.O. Box 748
San Marcos, Texas 78667-0748

(512) 392-1161
Fax: (512) 396-4255

1926 Nevada St.
San Marcos,  Texas 78666

(512) 396-6607
Fax:

Tina Morrow Blanco, Caldwell, Hays

Phone:
Phone:Ext. 309

mailto:tmorrow@communityaction.com

mailto:cbelver@communityaction.com

Executive Director
11

w/Head Start
61130001577

Community Action Social 
Services & Education

Ramsey E. Cantu

Contract:

mailto: casseinc@stx.rr.com

Mr. Bobby RankinP.O. Box 268
Eagle Pass, Texas 78852

(830) 773-7274
Fax: (830) 773-7271

2004 Ricks Frive
Eagle Pass,  Texas 78852

(830) 513-7321
Fax:

Karina Rodriguez Maverick

Phone:
Phone:(830) 773-7274

casseinc@stx.rr.com

casseinc@stx.rr.com

Executive Director
12

61130001578

Community Council of 
South Central Texas, Inc.

Betty Hernandez

Contract:

 Vacant 205-A E. Court Street
Seguin, Texas 78155-5705

(830) 303-4376
Fax: (830) 372-5354

5298 FM 1681
Stockdale,  Texas 78160

(830) 996-9325
Fax:

Carol Delgado Atascosa, Bandera, Comal, 
Edwards, Frio, Gillespie, 
Guadalupe, Karnes, Kendall, 
Kerr, Kinney, Medina, Real, 
Uvalde, Val Verde, Wilson, 
Zavala

Phone:
Phone:

Assistant Director

(830) 569-2731

cdelgado@ccsct.org

Executive Director
13

w/Head Start
61130001579

Community Services 
Agency of South Texas

Rodrigo Jaime

Contract:

mailto:www.csaofsti.com

Mr. David Ojeda, Jr.P.O. Box 488
Carrizo Springs, Texas 78834-648

(830) 876-5219
Fax: (830) 876-5280

P.O. Box 157
Asherton,  Texas 78827

(830) 854-0478
Fax:

Mary de la Cerda Dimmit, La Salle

Phone:
Phone:

mdelacerda@csaofsti.com

(830) 876-6924

csacorosco@sbcglobal.net

csadojeda@sbcglobal.net

Executive Director
14

w/Head Start

rodrigojaime@sbcglobal.net
00000000000
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Community Services of 
Northeast Texas, Inc.

Med Daniels

Contract:

mailto:www.csntexas.org

Mr. Dan BoydP.O. Box 427
Linden, Texas 75563

(903) 756-5596
Fax: (903) 756-7294

P.O. Box 435
Pittsburg,  Texas 75686

(903) 856-3760
Fax:

Dan Boyd Bowie, Cass, Marion, Morris, 
Camp

Phone:
Phone:

mailto:dan.boyd@csntexas.org

Executive Director
15

w/Head Start
61130001580

Community Services, Inc. Larry West

Contract:
1(800) 831-9929

Ms. Pauletta HinesP.O. Box 612
Corsicana, Texas 75151-0612

(903) 872-2401
Fax: (903) 872-0254

3791 US175 E.
Athens,  Texas 75751

(903) 675-3277
Fax:

Pauletta Hines Anderson, Collin, Denton, Ellis, 
Henderson, Hunt, Kaufman, 
Navarro, Rockwall, Van Zandt

Phone:
Phone:

Executive Director

csi01@csicorsicana.org

ce01@csicorsicana.org

Executive Director
16

61130001581

Concho Valley Community 
Action Agency

Jeffery Lisson

Contract:

mailto: www.cvcaa.org

Dr. Mark BethuneP.O. Box 671
San Angelo, Texas 76902

(325) 653-2411
Fax: (325) 658-3147

515 W. Harris, Ste. 100
San Angelo,  Texas 76903

(325) 655-4889
Fax:

Lyla Blue Coke, Concho, Crockett, Irion, 
Kimble, Menard, Reagan, 
Schleicher, Sterling, Sutton, 
Tom GreenPhone:

Phone:

CFO

lblue@cvcaa.org

mbethune@cvcaa.org

Executive Director
17

61130001582

County of Hidalgo 
Community Services 
Agency

Jose Perez

Contract:
1(800) 522-4021

mailto: fiscal_dept@hotmail.com

Ms. Maribel Navarro-SaenzP.O. Box 204
Edinburg, Texas 78540

(956) 383-6250
Fax: (956) 380-4324

423 N. Tower Rd.
Alamo,  Texas 78516

Fax:

Thelma Vasquez Hidalgo

Phone:
Phone:

Program Specialist

tvasquez@csa-hidalgo.us

mnsaenz@csa-hidalgo.us

Executive Director
18

61130001583

Dallas Urban League Judge Elizabeth Frizell

Contract:

mailto: www.ulgdnctx.org

Dr. Beverly Mitchell-Brooks4315 South Lancaster
Dallas, Texas 75216

(214) 915-4600
Fax: (214) 915-4601

Industrial Blvd. LB48
Dallas,  Texas 75207

(214) 333-0402
Fax:

Shirley Walker Dallas

Phone:
Phone:Cylton Ewell                  

(214) 915-4606

shirley.walker@ulgdnctx.com

mailto:bmb@ulgdnctx.com

President
19

61130001602
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Economic Action 
Committee of The Gulf 
Coast

Carolyn Thames

Contract:

mailto:eacgc@sbcglobal.net

Ms. Kristie SmithP.O. Box 1685
Bay City, Texas 77404-1685

(979) 245-6901
Fax: (979) 245-5699

2728 La Mesa
Bay City,  Texas 77414

(979) 595-4873
Fax:

Sheniqua Martin Matagorda

Phone:
Phone:

mailto:eacgc@sbcglobal.net

mailto: eac-ksmith@sbcglobal.net

Interim Executive Director
20

61130001584

Economic Opportunities 
Advancement Corporation 
of Planning Region XI

Darlene Cates

Contract:

mailto:www.eoac.org

Mr. John Key500 Franklin Avenue
Waco, Texas 76701-2111

(254) 753-0331
Fax: (254) 754-0046

1512 Columbus Avenue
Waco,  Texas 76708

(254) 836-9024
Fax:

Tammy Allen Bosque, Falls, Freestone, Hill, 
Limestone, McLennan

Phone:
Phone:

tallen1126@att.net

tgonzales@hot.rr.com

johnkey@centexbiz.rr.com

Executive Director
21

w/Head Start
61130001585

El Paso Community Action 
Program, Project BRAVO, 
Inc.

Robert Carrillo

Contract:

mailto: www.projectbravo.org

Ms. Laura PonceP.O. Box 3445
El Paso, Texas 79923

(915) 562-4100
Fax: (915) 562-8952

9112 Shaver Drive
El Paso,  Texas 79925

(915) 494-1537
Fax:

Angel Vargas El Paso

Phone:
Phone:

CS Manager

mailto:avargas@projectbravo.org

lponce@projectbravo.org

Executive Director
22

rcarrillojr55@gmail.com
61130001586

Fort Worth, City of, Parks 
& Community Services 
Department

Mac Belmontes

Contract:

mailto: www.fortworthgov.org/pacs/cap

Mr. Richard Zavala4200 South Freeway, Suite 2200
Ft Worth, Texas 76115-1499

(817) 392-5700
Fax: (817) 871-5776

P.O. Box 79252
Fort Worth,  Texas 76179

(817) 874-2051
Fax:

Sonia Singleton Tarrant

Phone:
Phone:

Assistant Director

(817) 392-5774

sonia.singleton@fortworthgov.org

richard.zavala@fortworthgov.org

Director
23

61130001571

Galveston County 
Community Action 
Council, Inc.

Rev. E.R. Johnson

Contract:
1(800) 300-3004

mailto:www.gccac.org

Ms. Jackie DouglasP.O. Box 3206
Galveston, Texas 77552

(409) 765-7878
Fax: (409) 765-9951

1422 40th Street
Galveston,  Texas 77550

(409) 762-8470
Fax:

Sabrina Harrell Brazoria, Fort Bend, 
Galveston, Wharton

Phone:
Phone:

CS Director

(409)762-8418

mailto:sl_harrell27@hotmail.com

jrene.douglas@gccac.org

Executive Director
24

w/Head Start
61130001587
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Greater East Texas 
Community Action 
Program (GETCAP)

Robert Crow

Contract:
1(800) 621-5746

mailto: www.get-cap.org

Ms. Karen SwensonP.O. Box 631938
Nacogdoches, Texas 75963

(936) 564-2491
Fax: (936) 564-0302

715 Summit
Nacogdoches,  Texas 75961

(936) 569-1131
Fax: (936) 564-0302

Beverly Jones Angelina, Cherokee, Gregg, 
Houston, Nacogdoches, Polk, 
Rusk, San Jacinto, Smith, 
Trinity, WoodPhone:

Phone:

CSBG Coordinator

bnorris@sbcglobal.net

mailto:kswenson@sbcglobal.net

Executive Director
25

w/Head Start
61130001588

Gulf Coast Community 
Services Association

Kevin Owens

Contract:

mailto:www.gccsa.org

Dr. Jonita Wallace-Reynolds9320 Kirby Drive
Houston, Texas 77054

(713) 393-4700
Fax: (713) 393-8701

1000 Main, Ste.11091H
Houston,  Texas 77002

(713) 828-3464
Fax:

Sue Kriegel Harris

Phone:
Phone:

(713) 393-4702

Jeff Wallace                   
(713) 393-4787

mailto:suek@gccsa.org

mailto:drj@gccsa.org

CEO
26

w/Head Start
61130001589

Hill Country Community 
Action Association, Inc.

John Fisher

Contract:

mailto:www.hccaa.com

Ms. Tama ShawP.O. Box 846
San Saba, Texas 76877

(325) 372-5167
Fax: (325) 372-3526

P.O. Box 768
Belton,  Texas 76513

(254) 933-5104
Fax:

Frances Little Bell, Coryell, Hamilton, 
Lampasas, Llano, Mason, 
Milam, Mills, San Saba

Phone:
Phone:

Associate Director/CFO

Ext 240

mailto:flittle@hccaa.com

mailto:tshaw@hccaa.com

Executive Director
27

w/Head Start

mailto:johnfisher@co.bell.tx.us
61130001590

Lubbock, City of, 
Community Development 
Department

Joe Phea

Contract:

mailto:www.housing.ci.lubbock.tx.us

Mr. Bill HowertonP.O. Box 2000
Lubbock, Texas 79457

(806) 775-2301
Fax: (806) 775-3917

1819 E. 24th Street
Lubbock,  Texas 79404

(806) 747-5104
Fax:

Joe Rangel Lubbock

Phone:
Phone:

Contract Coordinator

mailto:jrangel@mail.ci.lubbock.tx.us

bhowerton@mylubbock.us

Executive Director
28

61130001572

Northeast Texas 
Opportunities, Inc.

Judge Paul Louvier

Contract:

netobev@suddenlinkmail.com

Ms. Beverly LoganP.O. Box 478
Mount Vernon, Texas 75457

(903) 537-2256
Fax: (903) 537-2187

P.O. Box 577
Mt. Vernon,  Texas 75457

(903) 537-2342
Fax:

Brenda Fountain Delta, Franklin, Hopkins, 
Lamar, Rains, Red River, Titus

Phone:
Phone:

CS Director

Ext. 23

netobrenda@suddenlinkmail.com

netobev@suddenlinkmail.com

Executive Director
29

w/Head Start
61130001591
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Nueces County 
Community Action Agency

George R. Rosas

Contract:

mailto:www.nccaatx.org

Mr. Joe A. Martinez101 South Padre Island Drive
Corpus Christi, Texas 78405

(361) 883-7201
Fax: (361) 883-9173

7417 Spitfire
Corpus Christi,  Texas 78412

(361) 537-2999
Fax:

Alma A. Barrera Nueces

Phone:
Phone:

CS Director

Ext. 42

abarrera@nccaatx.org

mailto:jam@nccaatx.org

Executive Director
30

w/Head Start
61130001592

Panhandle Community 
Services

Darrel Fincher

Contract:
1(800) 676-4727

mailto:www.pcsvcs.org

Ms. Magi YorkP.O. Box 32150
Amarillo, Texas 79120-2150

(806) 372-2531
Fax: (806) 373-8143

8617 Baxter Drive
Amarillo,  Texas 79119

(806) 433-2510
Fax:

Mary Twitty Armstrong, Briscoe, Carson, 
Castro, Childress, 
Collingsworth, Dallum, Deaf 
Smith, Donley, Gray, Hall, 
Hansford, Hartley, Hemphill, 
Hutchinson, Lipscomb, Moore, 
Ochiltree, Oldham, Parmer, 
Potter, Randall, Roberts, 
Sherman, Swisher, Wheeler

Phone:
Phone:

ext. 0223

mary.twitty@pcsvcs.org

Magi.York@pcsvcs.org

Interim Executive Director
31

61130001593

Pecos County Community 
Action Agency

Santiago Cantu Jr.

Contract:

Ms. Rosela JohnsonP.O. Box 940
Fort Stockton, Texas 79735

(432) 336-7526
Fax: (432) 336-7528

208 East Hornbeck
Fort Stockton,  Texas 79735

(432) 336-6281
Fax:

Pat Arcides Crane, Pecos, Terrell

Phone:
Phone:

(432)336-7526

pat_arcides@yahoo.com

mailto:rosemary.sanchez@co.pecos.tx.us

rjohnson_dir@sbcglobal.net

Executive Director
32

w/Head Start
61130001594

Rolling Plains 
Management Corporation

Dan Craighead

Contract:
1(800) 633-0852

mailto: rollingplainsmgmt.com

Ms. Debra ThomasP.O. Box 490
Crowell, Texas 79227

(940) 684-1571
Fax: (940) 684-1693

1022 W. California St.
Seymour,  Texas 76380

(940) 889-2939
Fax:

Ann Sparkman Archer, Baylor, Clay, Cottle, 
Foard, Hardeman, Jack, 
Montague, Shackelford, 
Stephens, Taylor, Wichita, 
Wilbarger, Young

Phone:
Phone:

mailto:annsparkman2003@yahoo.com

debra.thomas@rollingplains.org

Executive Director
33

w/Head Start
61130001595

San Antonio, City of, 
Department of Human 
Services

Anna Prieto

Contract:

mailto:www.sanantonio.gov/comminit/cad/cadcommserv

Ms. Melody WoosleyP.O. Box 839966
San Antonio, Texas 78205

(210) 207-7855
Fax: (210) 207-4254

9202 Vinca Pass
San Antonio,  Texas 78251

(210) 415-7482
Fax:

Carolyn Knight Bexar

Phone:
Phone:

(210) 207-4790

Deborah Vasquez  or 
Elizabeth Esparza

carolyn.knight@sanantonio.gov

melody.woosley@sanantonio.gov

Interim Director of Human 
Services

34

61130001573
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

South Plains Community 
Action Association, Inc.

Joe Dee Brooks

Contract:

mailto:www.spcaa.org

Mr. W. D. Powell, Jr.P.O. Box 610
Levelland, Texas 79336

(806) 894-6104
Fax: (806) 894-5349

P.O. Box 880
Levelland,  Texas 79336

(806) 894-7263
Fax:

Brad Patrick Bailey, Cochran, Garza, 
Hockley, Lamb, Lynn, Terry, 
Yoakum, Crosby, Dickens, 
Floyd, Hale, King, MotleyPhone:

Phone:

(806) 894-5153

Cristina Cristan             
ccristan@spcaa.org

bpatrick@spcaa.org

bill.powell@spcaa.org

Executive Director
35

w/Head Start

mailto:jdbrooks@alliedoifield.com
61130001597

South Texas Development 
Council

Ruben Chapa

Contract:

mailto:www.stdc.cog.tx.us

Mr. Amando Garza, Jr.P.O. Box 2187
Laredo, Texas 78044-2187

(956) 722-3995
Fax: (956) 722-2670

2300 E. Highway 83
Rio Grande City,  Texas 78582

(956) 488-0100
Fax:

Juan E. Rodriguez Jim Hogg, Starr, Zapata

Phone:
Phone:

Program Director

(956) 722-3995 ext. 18

jerodriguez@stdc.cog.tx.us

mailto:agarzajr@stdc.cog.tx.us

Executive Director
36

61130001598

Southeast Texas Regional 
Planning Commission

Miyoshi Chaission

Contract:

mailto:www.setrpc.org

Mr. Shaun P. Davis2210 EastTex Freeway
Beaumont, Texas 77703

(409) 899-8444
Fax: (409) 347-0138

620 Campus St.
Beaumont,  Texas 77705

(409) 678-4060
Fax:

Pat Fontenot Hardin, Jefferson, Orange

Phone:
Phone:Ext. 7519

pfontenot@setrpc.org

mailto:sdavis@setrpc.org

Executive Director
37

61130001596

Texas Neighborhood 
Services

Dick Chase

Contract:
1(800) 325-6944

mailto: www.texoma.cog.tx.us

Mr. Bradley Manning522 Palo Pinto St.
Weatherford, Texas 76086

(817) 598-5700
Fax: (817) 598-5777

321 Graben Ln.
Rhome,  Texas 76078

(817) 638-2361
Fax:

Sunny Erwin Erath, Hood, Johnson, Palo 
Pinto, Parker, Somervell, Wise

Phone:
Phone:

Director of Community 
Services
(817) 598-5700 ext. 2206

mailto:liz.erwin@txns.org

bmanning@txns.org

Executive Director
38

w/Head Start
61130001599

Texoma Council of 
Governments

Alan Smith

Contract:
1(800) 677-8264

mailto: www.texoma.cog.tx.us

Dr. Susan B. Thomas1117 Gallagher Drive, Suite 300
Sherman, Texas 75090

(903) 893-2161
Fax: (903) 813-3511

110 S. Dixon Rm. 112
Gainsville,  Texas 76240

(940) 668-5483
Fax:

Brenda Smith Cooke, Fannin, Grayson

Phone:
Phone:

Program Manager

(903) 813-3567

bsmith@texoma.cog.tx.us

sthomas@texoma.cog.tx.us

Executive Director
39

61130001600
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Subrecipient Counties ServedBoard ChairContact PersonAgency Address Chief Executive

Tri-County Community 
Action, Inc.

Leroy Hughes

Contract:

mailto: www.tricountycommunityaction.org

Mr. George Simon214 Nacogdoches St.
Center, Texas 75935

(936) 598-6315
Fax: (936) 598-7272

P.O. Box 299
San Augustine,  Texas 75972

(936) 275-3609
Fax:

Brenda Allen Harrison, Jasper, Newton, 
Panola, Sabine, San 
Augustine, Shelby, Tyler, 
UpshurPhone:

Phone:936-598-6315

ballen5@tricountycommaction.org

gsimon@tricountycommaction.org

Executive Director
40

w/Head Start

mailto:lelo1997@sbcglobal.net
61130001601

Webb County Community 
Action Agency

Dr. Henry Carranza

Contract:

mailto: www.webbcounty.com/communityactionagency

Mr. Juan Vargas1110 Washington St, Suite 203
Laredo, Texas 78040-4443

(956) 523-4182
Fax: (956) 523-5016

1115 Chihuahua
Laredo,  Texas 78042

(956) 796-9335
Fax:

James Flores Webb

Phone:
Phone:(956)523-4607

jflores@webbcountytx.gov

vargas@webbcountytx.gov

Executive Director
41

61130001603

West Texas Opportunities, 
Inc.

Mike Roy

Contract:

mailto:www.gowto.org

Ms. Jenny GibsonP.O. Box 1308
Lamesa, Texas 79331

(806) 872-8354
Fax: (806) 872-5816

813 N. 20th St.
Lamesa,  Texas 79331

(806) 872-2806
Fax:

Elda Barrera Andrews, Borden, Dawson, 
Ector, Fisher, Gaines, 
Glasscock, Howard, Martin, 
Midland, Mitchell, Nolan, 
Scurry, Upton, Loving, Reeves, 
Ward, Winkler

Phone:
Phone:

CSBG Coordinator/Center 
Director

e.barrera.wto@gmail.com

jenny.gibson.wto@gmail.com

Executive Director
42

w/Head Start
61130001604

Williamson-Burnet County 
Opportunities, Inc.

Nettie Ruth Bratton

Contract:

mailto:www.wbco.net

Mr. John Doerfler604 High Tech Drive
Georgetown, Texas 78626

(512) 763-1400
Fax: (512) 763-1411

139 Estella Crossing #127
Georgetown,  Texas 78628

(512) 240-5700
Fax:

Estella Rodriguez Burnet, Williamson

Phone:
Phone:(512) 763-1400

erodriguez@wbco.net

jdoerfler@wbco.net

Interim Executive Director
43

w/Head Start
61130001605
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2013 Texas CSBG Program Service Areas Appendix E

Contractor CSBG Counties Served

Aspermont Small Business Development Center, Inc. Haskell, Jones, Kent, Knox, Stonewall, Throckmorton

Austin, City of, Health and Human Services Department Travis

Bee Community Action Agency Aransas, Bee, Kenedy, Kleberg, Live Oak, McMullen, Refugio
Big Bend Community Action Committee, Inc. Brewster, Culberson, Hudspeth, Jeff Davis, Presidio

Brazos Valley Community Action Agency
Brazos, Burleson, Chambers, Grimes, Leon, Liberty, Madison, Montgomery, 
Robertson, Walker, Waller, Washington

Cameron and Willacy Counties Community Projects, Inc. Cameron, Willacy

Central Texas Opportunities, Inc. Brown, Callahan, Coleman, Comanche, Eastland, McCulloch, Runnels
Combined Community Action, Inc. Austin, Bastrop, Colorado, Fayette, Lee

Community Action Committee of Victoria Texas Calhoun, De Witt, Goliad, Gonzales, Jackson, Lavaca, Victoria
Community Action Corporation of South Texas Brooks, Duval, Jim Wells, San Patricio

Community Action Inc., of Central Texas Blanco, Caldwell, Hays
Community Action Social Services & Education Maverick
Community Council of Reeves County Loving, Reeves, Ward, Winkler

Community Council of South Central Texas, Inc.
Atascosa, Bandera, Comal, Edwards, Frio, Gillespie, Guadalupe, Karnes, 
Kendall, Kerr, Kinney, Medina, Real, Uvalde, Val Verde, Wilson, Zavala

Community Council of Southwest Texas, Inc. Edwards, Kinney, Real, Uvalde, Val Verde, Zavala
Community Services Agency of South Texas Dimmit, La Salle
Community Services of Northeast Texas, Inc. Bowie, Cass, Marion, Morris,Camp

Community Services, Inc.
Anderson, Collin, Denton, Ellis, Henderson, Hunt, Kaufman, Navarro, Rockwall, 
Van Zandt

Concho Valley Community Action Agency
Coke, Concho, Crockett, Irion, Kimble, Menard, Reagan, Schleicher, Sterling, 
Sutton, Tom Green

Dallas Urban League Dallas
Economic Action Committee of The Gulf Coast Matagorda

Economic Opportunities Advancement Corporation of Planning Region XI Bosque, Falls, Freestone, Hill, Limestone, McLennan

El Paso Community Action Program, Project BRAVO, Inc. El Paso
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2013 Texas CSBG Program Service Areas Appendix E

Contractor CSBG Counties Served

Fort Worth, City of, Parks & Community Services Department Tarrant
Galveston County Community Action Council, Inc. Brazoria, Fort Bend, Galveston, Wharton

Greater East Texas Community Action Program (GETCAP)
Angelina, Cherokee, Gregg, Houston, Nacogdoches, Polk, Rusk, San Jacinto, 
Smith, Trinity, Wood

Gulf Coast Community Services Association Harris
Hidalgo County Community Services Agency Hidalgo

Hill Country Community Action Association, Inc. Bell, Coryell, Hamilton, Lampasas, Llano, Mason, Milam, Mills, San Saba

Lubbock, City of, Community Development Department Lubbock

Northeast Texas Opportunities, Inc. Delta, Franklin, Hopkins, Lamar, Rains, Red River, Titus
Nueces County Community Action Agency Nueces

Panhandle Community Services

Armstrong, Briscoe, Carson, Castro, Childress, Collingsworth, Dallum, Deaf 
Smith, Donley, Gray, Hall, Hansford, Hartley, Hemphill, Hutchinson, Lipscomb, 
Moore, Ochiltree, Oldham, Parmer, Potter, Randall, Roberts, Sherman, Swisher, 
Wheeler

Pecos County Community Action Agency Crane, Pecos, Terrell

Rolling Plains Management Corporation
Archer, Baylor, Clay, Cottle, Foard, Hardeman, Jack, Montague, Shackelford, 
Stephens, Taylor, Wichita, Wilbarger, Young

San Antonio, City of, Department of Community Initiatives Bexar
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission Hardin, Jefferson, Orange

South Plains Community Action Association, Inc.
Bailey, Cochran, Crosby, Dickens, Floyd, Garza, Hale, Hockley, King, Lamb, 
Lynn, Motley, Terry, Yoakum

South Texas Development Council Jim Hogg, Starr, Zapata

Texas Neighborhood Services Erath, Hood, Johnson, Palo Pinto, Parker, Somervell, Wise
Texoma Council of Governments Cooke, Fannin, Grayson

Tri-County Community Action, Inc. Harrison, Jasper, Newton, Panola, Sabine, San Augustine, Shelby, Tyler, Upshur
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2013 Texas CSBG Program Service Areas Appendix E

Contractor CSBG Counties Served
Webb County Community Action Agency Webb

West Texas Opportunities, Inc.
Andrews, Borden, Dawson, Ector, Fisher, Gaines, Glasscock, Howard, Loving, 
Martin, Midland, Mitchell, Nolan, Reeves, Scurry, Upton, Ward, Winkler

Williamson-Burnet County Opportunities, Inc. Burnet, Williamson
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Appendix F

Subrecipient Name 2013 Allocation
* Estimated 

2014 Allocation 
Aspermont Small Business Development Center, Inc. $150,000 $150,000
Austin, City of, Health and Human Services Department $978,657 $904,571
Bee Community Action Agency $213,793 $200,726
Big Bend Community Action Committee, Inc. $150,000 $150,000
Brazos Valley Community Action Agency $934,330 $863,781
Cameron and Willacy Counties Community Projects, Inc. $878,066 $812,006
Central Texas Opportunities, Inc. $187,608 $176,630
Combined Community Action, Inc. $180,828 $170,391
Community Action Committee of Victoria Texas $236,163 $221,311
Community Action Corporation of South Texas $200,019 $188,051
Community Action Inc. of Central Texas $223,199 $209,382
Community Action Social Services & Education $157,023 $150,000
Community Council of South Central Texas, Inc. $603,795 $559,615
Community Services Agency of South Texas $150,000 $150,000
Community Services of Northeast Texas $221,811 $208,104
Community Services, Inc. $1,207,088 $1,114,779
Concho Valley Community Action Agency $223,212 $209,394
Dallas Urban League dba Urban League of Greater Dallas $2,613,033 $2,408,562
Economic Action Committee of The Gulf Coast $150,000 $150,000
Economic Opportunities Advancement Corporation of Planning Region XI $433,555 $402,956
El Paso Community Action Program, Project BRAVO, Inc. $1,245,091 $1,149,750
Fort Worth, City of, Parks & Community Services Department $1,477,768 $1,363,865
Galveston County Community Action Council, Inc. $783,812 $725,271
Greater East Texas Community Action Program (GETCAP) $802,835 $742,776
Gulf Coast Community Services Association $4,160,465 $3,832,544
Hidalgo County Community Services Agency $1,500,905 $1,385,156
Hill Country Community Action Association, Inc. $444,502 $413,030
Lubbock, City of, Community Services Department $345,899 $322,293
Northeast Texas Opportunities, Inc. $215,626 $202,413
Nueces County Community Action Agency $443,379 $411,996
Panhandle Community Services $517,515 $480,218
Pecos County Community Action Agency $150,000 $150,000
Rolling Plains Management Corporation $410,394 $381,643
San Antonio, City of, Community Action Division $1,722,267 $1,588,858
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission $422,097 $392,413
South Plains Community Action Association, Inc. $251,780 $235,683
South Texas Development Council $218,651 $205,196
Texas Neighborhood Services $376,098 $350,083
Texoma Council of Governments $211,761 $198,856
Tri-County Community Action, Inc. $302,115 $282,002
Webb County Community Action Agency $457,741 $425,212
West Texas Opportunities, Inc. $566,536 $525,328
Williamson-Burnet County Opportunities, Inc. $259,183 $242,495
TOTAL $27,378,600 $25,407,340

CSBG FY 2013 Allocation & Estimated FY 2014 Allocation

* The Estimated 2014 Allocation is based on an estimated 7.2% reduction, but does not reflect updated American Community Survey 
(ACS) data.
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Appendix G

Subrecipient Name Fiscal Year End

Date Last Single Audit 
Submitted to Federal 
Audit Clearinghouse

Aspermont Small Business Development Center, Inc. 28-Feb-12 10/30/2012
Austin, City of, Health and Human Services Department 30-Sep-11 6/29/2012
Bee Community Action Agency 30-Sep-11 7/19/2012
Big Bend Community Action Committee, Inc. 31-Dec-12 4/26/2013
Brazos Valley Community Action Agency 30-Jun-12 2/18/2013
Cameron and Willacy Counties Community Projects, Inc. 31-Mar-12 10/1/2012
Central Texas Opportunities, Inc. 30-Apr-12 12/20/2012
Combined Community Action, Inc. 31-Dec-11 9/13/2012
Community Action Council of Victoria 31-Jan-12 10/11/2012
Community Action Corporation of South Texas 31-Jan-12 10/26/2012
Community Action Inc. of Central Texas 31-Oct-11 7/30/2012
Community Action Social Services & Education 30-Sep-12 not required
Community Council of South Central Texas, Inc. 31-Oct-11 5/2/2012
Community Services Agency of South Texas 30-Nov-11 9/7/2012
Community Services of Northeast Texas 30-Sep-12 5/21/2013
Community Services, Inc. 31-Oct-11 4/26/2012
Concho Valley Community Action Agency 31-Dec-11 8/31/2012
Dallas Urban League dba Urban League of Greater Dallas 31-Oct-11 10/25/2012
Economic Action Committee of The Gulf Coast 31-Dec-12 not required
Economic Opportunities Advancement Corp. of Planning Region XI 30-Apr-11 1/17/2012
El Paso Community Action Program, Project BRAVO, Inc. 31-Dec-11 9/26/2012
Fort Worth, City of, Parks & Community Services Department 30-Sep-12 3/26/2013
Galveston County Community Action Council, Inc. 30-Nov-11 8/31/2012
Greater East Texas Community Action Program 30-Nov-11 8/14/2012
Gulf Coast Community Services Association 30-Sep-11 6/22/2012
Hidalgo County Community Services Agency 31-Dec-11 7/31/2012
Hill Country Community Action Association, Inc. 31-Dec-11 8/8/2012
Lubbock, City of, Community Services Department 30-Sep-12 3/29/2013
Northeast Texas Opportunities, Inc. 30-Sep-12 5/2/2013
Nueces County Community Action Agency 31-Aug-12 2/19/2013
Panhandle Community Services 31-Dec-11 11/27/2012
Pecos County Community Action Agency 31-May-12 1/18/2013
Rolling Plains Management Corporation 30-Nov-11 8/9/2012
San Antonio, City of, Community Action Division 30-Sep-12 3/25/2013
South Plains Community Action Association, Inc. 28-Feb-12 11/27/2012
South Texas Development Council 30-Sep-11 6/29/2012
Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission 30-Sep-11 6/26/2012
Texas Neighborhood Services 30-Apr-12 8/17/2012
Texoma Council of Governments 30-Apr-12 9/5/2012
Tri-County Community Action, Inc. 30-Apr-12 2/4/2013
Webb County Community Action Agency 30-Sep-11 5/11/2012
West Texas Opportunities, Inc. 30-Jun-12 12/17/2012
Williamson-Burnet County Opportunities, Inc. 30-Nov-11 8/27/2012

Fiscal Year for State of Texas CSBG Eligible Entities
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State Provisions 
Texas Administrative Code/Texas Government Code 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Appendix H 

 
The Texas Administrative Code—Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 5, Sub Chapter A can be accessed at the 
following link.   
http://info.sos.state.tx.us/pls/pub/readtac$ext.ViewTAC?tac_view=5&ti=10&pt=1&ch=5&sch=A&rl=Y  
 
The Texas Administrative Code—Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 5, Sub Chapter B can be accessed at the 
following link.  
http://info.sos.state.tx.us/pls/pub/readtac$ext.ViewTAC?tac_view=4&ti=10&pt=1&ch=5  
 
 
The Texas Government Code – Chapter 2306.092(11) and 2306.097 can be accessed at the following 
link. 
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/GV/htm/GV.2306.htm#2306.092  
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/GV/htm/GV.2306.htm#2306.097 
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Lead State Agency Designation Correspondence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix J. 
 

Certification Regarding Lobbying 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements  

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:  

(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, 
to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of an agency, a 
Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of 
Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, 
the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, 
continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or 
cooperative agreement.  

(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for 
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of 
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in 
connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall 
complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, ``Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying,'' in accordance 
with its instructions.  

(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award 
documents for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts under 
grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclose 
accordingly. This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed 
when this transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for 
making or entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person 
who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 
and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.  

Statement for Loan Guarantees and Loan Insurance  

The undersigned states, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:  

If any funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an 
officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an 
employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this commitment providing for the United States 
to insure or guarantee a loan, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, 
``Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying,'' in accordance with its instructions. Submission of this statement 
is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. 
Any person who fails to file the required statement shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than 
$10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________                       __________________ 
Timothy K. Irvine                                Date 
Executive Director 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
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Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CERTIFICATION REGARDING DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE REQUIREMENTS 

 
This certification is required by the regulations implementing the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 
1988: 45 CFR Part 76, Subpart, F. Sections 76.630(c) and (d)(2) and 76.645(a)(1) and (b) 
provide that a Federal agency may designate a central receipt point for STATE-WIDE AND 
STATE AGENCY-WIDE certifications, and for notification of criminal drug convictions. For 
the Department of Health and Human Services, the central pint is: Division of Grants 
Management and Oversight, Office of Management and Acquisition, Department of Health and 
Human Services, Room 517-D, 200 Independence Avenue, SW Washington, DC 20201.  

 

Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements   
 

1. By signing and/or submitting this application or grant agreement, the grantee is providing 
the certification set out below.  

2. The certification set out below is a material representation of fact upon which reliance is 
placed when the agency awards the grant. If it is later determined that the grantee 
knowingly rendered a false certification, or otherwise violates the requirements of the 
Drug-Free Workplace Act, the agency, in addition to any other remedies available to the 
Federal Government, may take action authorized under the Drug-Free Workplace Act. 

Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements 

Alternate I. (Grantees Other Than Individuals)  

The grantee certifies that it will or will continue to provide a drug-free workplace by:  

 (a) Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, 
 distribution, dispensing, possession, or use of a controlled substance is 
 prohibited in the grantee's workplace and specifying the actions that will be 
 taken against employees for violation of such prohibition;  

 (b) Establishing an ongoing drug-free awareness program to inform employees
 about –  

 (1) The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace;  

 (2)  The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace;  

 (3) Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance 
 programs; and  



 (4) The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse 
 violations occurring in the workplace;  

 (c) Making it a requirement that each employee to be engaged in the performance 
 of the grant be given a copy of the statement required by paragraph (a);  

 (d) Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraph (a) that, as a 
 condition of employment under the grant, the employee will --  

 (1) Abide by the terms of the statement; and  
 (2) Notify the employer in writing of his or her conviction for a violation of a 

 criminal drug statute occurring in the workplace no later than five calendar 
 days after such conviction;  

(e) Notifying the agency in writing, within ten calendar days after receiving 
notice under paragraph (d)(2) from an employee or otherwise receiving actual 
notice of such conviction. Employers of convicted employees must provide 
notice, including position title, to every grant officer or other designee on 
whose grant activity the convicted employee was working, unless the Federal 
agency has designated a central point for the receipt of such notices. Notice 
shall include the identification number(s) of each affected grant;  

(f) Taking one of the following actions, within 30 calendar days of receiving 
notice under paragraph (d)(2), with respect to any employee who is so 
convicted –  

 (1) Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employee, up to and 
 including termination, consistent with the requirements of the 
 Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended; or  

 (2) Requiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a drug abuse 
 assistance or rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by a 
 Federal, State, or local health, law enforcement, or other appropriate 
 agency;  

(g)  Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug-free workplace 
 through implementation of paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), (e) and (f).  
(B) The grantee may insert in the space provided below the site(s) for the 

performance of work done in connection with the specific grant:  
 
 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
221 East 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
 
 
_____________________________________________  __________________ 
Timothy K. Irvine       Date 
Executive Director 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
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Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

CERTIFICATION REGARDING DEBARMENT, SUSPENSION AND OTHER 
RESPONSIBILITY MATTERS 

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters--Primary 
Covered Transactions  

 

Instructions for Certification  

1.  By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective primary participant is providing 
the certification set out below. 

2.  The inability of a person to provide the certification required below will not necessarily 
result in denial of participation in this covered transaction. The prospective participant shall 
submit an explanation of why it cannot provide the certification set out below. The 
certification or explanation will be considered in connection with the department or 
agency's determination whether to enter into this transaction. However, failure of the 
prospective primary participant to furnish a certification or an explanation shall disqualify 
such person from participation in this transaction. 

3.  The certification in this clause is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was 
placed when the department or agency determined to enter into this transaction. If it is later 
determined that the prospective primary participant knowingly rendered an erroneous 
certification, in addition to other remedies available to the Federal Government, the 
department or agency may terminate this transaction for cause or default.  

4. The prospective primary participant shall provide immediate written notice to the 
department or agency to which this proposal is submitted if at any time the prospective 
primary participant learns that its certification was erroneous when submitted or has 
become erroneous by reason of changed circumstances. 

5. The terms covered transaction, debarred, suspended, ineligible, lower tier covered 
transaction, participant, person, primary covered transaction, principal, proposal, and 
voluntarily excluded, as used in this clause, have the meanings set out in the Definitions 
and Coverage sections of the rules implementing Executive Order 12549. You may contact 
the department or agency to which this proposal is being submitted for assistance in 
obtaining a copy of those regulations. 

6. The prospective primary participant agrees by submitting this proposal that, should the 
proposed covered transaction be entered into, it shall not knowingly enter into any lower 
tier covered transaction with a person who is proposed for debarment under 48 CFR part 9, 
subpart 9.4, debarred, suspended, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from 
participation in this covered transaction, unless authorized by the department or agency 
entering into this transaction. 



7. The prospective primary participant further agrees by submitting this proposal that it will 
include the clause titled ``Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and 
Voluntary Exclusion-Lower Tier Covered Transaction,'' provided by the department or 
agency entering into this covered transaction, without modification, in all lower tier 
covered transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier covered transactions. 

8. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon a certification of a prospective 
participant in a lower tier covered transaction that it is not proposed for debarment under 48 
CFR part 9, subpart 9.4, debarred, suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from the 
covered transaction, unless it knows that the certification is erroneous. A participant may 
decide the method and frequency by which it determines the eligibility of its principals. 
Each participant may, but is not required to, check the List of Parties Excluded from 
Federal Procurement and Nonprocurement Programs. 

9.  Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to require establishment of a system 
of records in order to render in good faith the certification required by this clause. The 
knowledge and information of a participant is not required to exceed that which is normally 
possessed by a prudent person in the ordinary course of business dealings. 

10. Except for transactions authorized under paragraph 6 of these instructions, if a participant 
in a covered transaction knowingly enters into a lower tier covered transaction with a 
person who is proposed for debarment under 48 CFR part 9, subpart 9.4, suspended, 
debarred, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction, in 
addition to other remedies available to the Federal Government, the department or agency 
may terminate this transaction for cause or default. 

11. The prospective primary participant certifies to the best of its knowledge and belief, that it 
and its principals: 

     a. Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared  
 ineligible, or voluntarily excluded by any Federal department or agency; 

 b. Have not within a three-year period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had 
 a civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a criminal offense 
 in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (Federal, 
 State or local) transaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal 
 or State antitrust statutes or commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, 
 falsification or destruction of records, making false statements, or receiving stolen 
 property; 

 c. Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a 
 governmental entity (Federal, State or local) with commission of any of the 
 offenses enumerated in paragraph (1)(b) of this certification; and 

 d. Have not within a three-year period preceding this application/proposal had one or 
 more public transactions (Federal, State or local) terminated for cause or default. 



12. Where the prospective primary participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in 
this certification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal. 

 
 
_____________________________________________  __________________ 
Timothy K. Irvine       Date 
Executive Director 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix M.  
 

Certification Regarding Pro-Children Act of 1994 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CERTIFICATION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL TOBACCO SMOKE 

 

Public Law 103227, Part C Environmental Tobacco Smoke 

 

Public Law 103227, Part C Environmental Tobacco Smoke, also known as the Pro Children Act 
of 1994, requires that smoking not be permitted in any portion of any indoor routinely owned or 
leased or contracted for by an entity and used routinely or regularly for provision of health, day 
care, education, or library services to children under the age of 18, if the services are funded by 
Federal programs either directly or through State or local governments, by Federal grant, 
contract, loan, or loan guarantee. The law does not apply to children's services provided in 
private residences, facilities funded solely by Medicare or Medicaid funds, and portions of 
facilities used for inpatient drug or alcohol treatment. Failure to comply with the provisions of 
the law may result in the imposition of a civil monetary penalty of up to $1000 per day and/or 
the imposition of an administrative compliance order on the responsible entity. By signing and 
submitting this application the applicant/grantee certifies that it will comply with the 
requirements of the Act.  

The applicant/grantee further agrees that it will require the language of this certification be 
included in any subawards which contain provisions for the children's services and that all 
subgrantees shall certify accordingly. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________  __________________ 
Timothy K. Irvine                      Date 
Executive Director 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

HOME PROGRAM DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) 
Amendments 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the Department awarded approximately $16 million of HOME funds in 
Contract Awards during State Fiscal Year 2012 to thirty-three (33) HOME Program 
Administrators; 

WHEREAS, certain HOME Program Administrators continue to meet and exceed their 
contractually obligated performance benchmarks;  

WHEREAS, to ensure that the Department can meet the HOME commitment deadline 
by June 30, 2013, on April 11, 2013 the Board approved the extension of contractual 
deadlines and increased award amounts for those HOME Program Administrators 
pursuant to the requirements of 10 TAC §20.14; and 

WHEREAS, that approval was subject to consultation with the Board Chair prior to 
taking any related actions and a final report to provide for ratification of all actions; 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that pursuant to and in fulfillment of 10 TAC §20.14, the Board in 
accordance with prior authority given, ratifies the actions taken to extend contractual 
deadlines and increase contract awards as approved by the Board Chair on May 14, 2013.

BACKGROUND

As a recipient of HOME funds from the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
TDHCA must commit funds allocated under the state’s cumulative HOME allocation within 24 months 
of receipt. This commitment deadline must be met by the last day of the month following receipt of 
funds from HUD.  To ensure that the Department would be able to meet the HOME commitment 
deadline by June 30, 2013, at the April 11, 2013, Board meeting the Governing Board approved certain 
actions that were subject to Board Chair approval and formal ratification of such actions including: 

Increase current contract awards for those administrators successfully administering their 
contracts,
Award set-aside funding to current Contract For Deed Conversion administrators successfully 
administering those activities, and 
Extend the contractual deadlines for those contract award amounts being increased.    

Staff reviewed contract award increases and related time extensions requests from seven (7) HOME 
Administrators and recommended approval of the following actions from the Board Chair. Chairman 
Oxer approved the requests on May 14, 2013. 

1. City of Carrizo Springs – The requested budget amendment increases funds in the amount of 
$461,000 to provide assistance to five additional households.  The City of Carrizo Springs requested a 
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18 month extension to assist 5 additional households.  The City has eight households on the waiting list 
with five eligible households that are ready to submit for set-up. The City indicated that set-ups will be 
submitted by the end of July, 2013.  The original contract end date for the City’s Contract is March 8, 
2014.  The recommended contract end date is December 8, 2014, (9 additional months). The 9 month 
extension allows sufficient time for the 5 households to be set-up in the contract system, complete 
construction, draw funds and close out the projects.

2.          City of Palacios – The requested budget amendment increases funds in the amount of $461,000 
and a 18-month contract extension to provide assistance to five additional households.  The City has 
seven households that have been determined to be income eligible and received environmental clearance 
that are currently on the waiting list.  The City stated that the 5 eligible households will be ready to 
submit for set-up at the end of August, 2013.  The Contract for the City of Palacios was set to expire 
May 15, 2013; therefore an 18 month extension, with the contract end date of November, 15, 2014 will 
allow sufficient time for the 5 households to be completed and, funds drawn and closed out. 

3.          City of Center – The requested budget amendment increases funds in the amount of $180,400 to 
provide assistance to two additional households.  The City has two households that have been 
determined income eligible and are pending environmental clearance and that are currently on the 
waiting list.  The City is also requesting an 18 month extension which provides sufficient time to assist 
these households. 

4.          City of Eagle Lake – The requested budget amendment increases funds in the amount of 
$184,400 to provide assistance to two additional households.  The City has two households that have 
been determined income eligible and are pending environmental clearance and that are currently on the 
waiting list.  The City has five households that have been determined income eligible and received 
environmental clearance that are currently on the waiting list.  The City is also requesting an 18 month 
extension; however staff is only recommending a fifteen month extension which provides sufficient time 
to assist these households. 

5.          City of Andrews – The requested budget amendment increases funds in the amount of $461,000 
to provide assistance to five additional households.  The City has seven households that have been 
determined income eligible and received environmental clearance and that are currently on the waiting 
list.  The City is also requesting an 18 month extension; however staff is only recommending a nine 
month extension which provides sufficient time to assist these households, which are believed ready to 
proceed. 

6.          City of Kilgore – The requested budget amendment increases funds in the amount of $270,600 
to provide assistance to three additional households; however only two appear ready-to-proceed. 
Therefore, staff is recommending a contract increase of $184,560 for two households that have been 
determined income eligible and are currently on the waiting list.  The City is also requesting an 18 
month extension which provides sufficient time to assist these households. 

7.          Community Development Corporation of Brownsville (CDCB) – The requested budget 
amendment increases funds in the amount of $991,243 to provide assistance to 10 additional 
households; however, CDCB did not indicate that any households were on the waiting list, determined 
to be income eligible, or submitted for environmental review. Therefore, staff is recommending a 
contract increase of $495,622 for 5 additional households in lieu of the 10 requested based on their track 
record of successful delivery of assistance to ten households under this contract award. CDCB requested 
an 18 month time extension. 
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HOUSING TRUST FUND 
BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on the approval of the proposed 2014-2015 Housing 
Trust Fund (HTF) Biennial Plan

Recommended Action

Approve or approve with amendments the proposed 2014-2015 HTF Biennial Plan (“HTF Plan”) 
and authorize staff to draft and release Notices of Funding Availability based on programming as 
outlined in the HTF Plan. 

WHEREAS, during the Regular Session of the 83rd Legislature, the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (“the Department”) was 
appropriated General Revenue for the HTF in the amount of $11,825,000 for the 
2014-2015 biennium;  

WHEREAS, rider 9(c) of the General Appropriations Act (GAA) requires the 
Department to provide an annual report to the Legislative Budget Board, the House 
Appropriation Committee, and the Senate Finance Committee no later than October 
1st detailing the Department’s plan to expend funds from the Housing Trust Fund; 
and

WHEREAS, to promote the expeditious use of these funds, this document shall 
serve as the “annual plan” for the HTF biennial appropriation, 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that the proposed HTF Plan is approved and staff is authorized and 
directed to submit the HTF Plan to appropriate legislative offices and take any other 
necessary actions to effectuate the foregoing; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director and his designees be 
authorized and directed, for and on behalf of the Department, to draft and release 
Notices of Funding Availability based on programming as outlined in the HTF Plan. 

Background

During the Regular Session of the 83rd Legislature, the Department was appropriated General 
Revenue for the HTF in the amount of $11,825,000 for the 2014-2015 biennium.  A public 
roundtable was held on May 30, 2013 to gather stakeholder input regarding programming of the 
HTF funds.

The total biennial funding is outlined in the following chart. 
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2014 2015 Biennial Funds for Housing Trust Fund

Total Biennial Appropriation $11,825,000

Less 10% for TVC for a Veterans Housing Assistance Program ($1,182,500)

Net Balance for TDHCA Programming $10,642,500

Less 10% Administration for TDHCA ($1,064,250)

Net Balance Available for TDHCA Programming $9,578,250

Less $3M/year for Texas Bootstrap Program* ($6,000,000)

Less $1,789,125/year for Amy Young Barrier Removal Program ($3,578,250)

Total Remaining to be Programmed $0
*Per Section 2306.7581 (a 1) of the Texas Government Code, at least $3,000,000 each state fiscal year is required.

The HTF Plan will authorize staff to proceed with the issuance of Notices of Funding Availability 
in order to promote expeditious utilization of funds. Funds may be committed and expended via 
contracts and/or the reservation system.

General program descriptions are provided in the attached HTF Plan. 



Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

2014-2015 Housing Trust Fund Biennial Plan 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs
Timothy K. Irvine, Executive Director 

PO Box 13941 

Austin, TX 78711-3941 

Phone: (512) 475-3976 

Fax: (512) 475-3746 

www.tdhca.state.tx.us

Approved by the Board of the Texas Department of Housing and

Community Affairs on June 13, 2013 
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As approved by TDHCA’s Governing Board June 13, 2013 

Introduction and Purpose
During the Regular Session of the 83rd Legislature, the Department was appropriated General Revenue 
for the Housing Trust Fund (“HTF”) in the amount of $11,825,000 for the 2014-2015 biennium.  Rider 
9(c) of the General Appropriations Act (GAA) requires the Department to provide an annual report to 
the Legislative Budget Board, the House Appropriation Committee, and the Senate Finance Committee 
no later than October 1st detailing the Department’s plan to expend funds from the Housing Trust 
Fund. To promote the expeditious use of these funds, this document shall serve as the “annual plan” 
for the 2014-2015 HTF appropriation.

Appropriation Details
The Department annually receives loan repayments and accrues interest to the Housing Trust Fund. 
Rider 8 of the General Appropriation Act (GAA) clarifies that included in funds appropriated each 
year under the Housing Trust Fund strategy A.1.3 is an estimated $1,600,000 per year in loan 
repayments and interest earnings.  

FY2014 FY2015 Total Biennium 

Total Annual Appropriation $5,900,000 $5,925,000 $11,825,000

Rider 9(d) of the GAA requires that:  

“Out of funds appropriated above in Strategy A.1.3, Housing Trust Fund, all funds 
above those retained for administrative purposes in fiscal year 2014 and fiscal year 
2015 and above amounts required in Sections (a) of this rider, shall be deposited in the 
Housing Trust Fund in the Texas Treasury Safekeeping Trust Company established 
under Government Code, Chapter 2306, no later than October 1 of each fiscal year.” 

Rider 16 of the GAA requires that: 
“Out of funds appropriated above, in Strategy A.1.3, Housing Trust Fund, the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs shall establish an Interagency Contract 
to provide 10 percent, not to exceed $4,300,110 for the 2014-15 biennium ($4,200,110 
for grants and $100,000 for administration), to the appropriate fund or account with the 
Texas Veterans' Commission for the purpose of administering a Veterans Housing 
Assistance Program that will assist Texas veterans and their families in obtaining, 
maintaining or improving housing.”

The Department shall withhold approximately $1,064,250 (10%) for the biennium for Department 
administrative costs.   

The total biennial funding is outlined in the following chart. 
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2014 2015 Biennial Funds for Housing Trust Fund

Total Biennial Appropriation $11,825,000

Less 10% for TVC for a Veterans Housing Assistance Program ($1,182,500)

Net Balance for TDHCA Programming $10,642,500

Less 10% Administration for TDHCA ($1,064,250)

Net Balance Available for TDHCA Programming $9,578,250

Less $3M/year for Texas Bootstrap Program* ($6,000,000)

Less $1,789,125/year for Amy Young Barrier Removal Program ($3,578,250)

Total Remaining to be Programmed $0

*Per Section 2306.7581 (a 1) of the Texas Government Code, at least $3,000,000 each state fiscal year is required.

Biennial Funding and Allocation Considerations
Statutory requirements direct how the funds can be programmed for use. Listed below are several 
statutory considerations that are factored into the HTF Plan. 

Texas Bootstrap Loan Program 
Pursuant to Section 2306.7581, Texas Government Code, the Department is required each fiscal year 
to transfer at least $3 million to the owner-builder revolving fund (more commonly known as the 
“Texas Bootstrap Loan Program”) from either HOME funds, HTF monies, or from money 
appropriated by the legislature to the Department. Because of the demand by nonparticipating 
jurisdictions, more onerous federal limitations, and extensive reporting associated with the HOME 
Program, the Department has determined that the use of HOME funds is not ideal to accomplish the 
goals of the Texas Bootstrap Loan Program. The most practical appropriated source available for the 
Department to meet the statutory transfer requirement is the Housing Trust Fund.  

Eligible Entities to Receive Funds
Pursuant to Section 2306.202, Texas Government Code, the Department is required to target funds for 
specific types of eligible entities. Section 2306.202 states: 

“In each biennium the first $2.6 million available through the HTF for loans, grants, 
or other comparable forms of assistance shall be set aside and made available 
exclusively for local units of government, public housing authorities, and nonprofit 
organizations. Any additional funds may also be made available to for-profit 
organizations so long as at least 45 percent of available funds in excess of the first 
$2.6 million shall be made available to nonprofit organizations for the purpose of 
acquiring, rehabilitating, and developing decent, safe, and sanitary housing.  
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The remaining portion shall be competed for by nonprofit organizations, for-profit 
organizations, and other eligible entities.” 

Regional Allocation Formula (“RAF”)
As specified in §2306.111(d-1), Texas Government Code, funds are not required to be allocated 
according to the RAF if:  

(2)  the funds or credits are allocated by the department primarily to serve Persons with 
Disabilities; or

(3)  the funds are housing trust funds administered by the department under Sections 
2306.201-2306.206 that are not otherwise required to be set aside under state or federal 
law and do not exceed $3 million for each programmed activity during each application 
cycle. 

However, as noted on page 6, a regional approach is being applied to the Amy Young Barrier 
Removal Program to promote dissemination geographically.  

HTF Plan Administration
In approving the HTF Plan, the Board authorizes staff to proceed with the issuance of Notices of 
Funding Availability in order to expedite utilization of funds.  Funds may be committed and expended 
via contracts and/or the reservation system.  HTF programs may utilize various income determination 
methods as further noted in the General Program Description provided in the HTF Plan or as outlined 
in the NOFAs. 

In approving the HTF Plan, the Board authorizes the use of any funds from loan repayments, interest 
earnings, deobligations, and any other additional HTF funds as allowed by statute in excess of those 
funds required under Rider 8, to be programmed into current Department activities or activities 
approved in the HTF Plan.  Current activities that may be funded using the additional HTF funds 
include the Contract for Deed Conversion Program.

General program descriptions follow. 
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Texas Bootstrap Loan Program 
Amount Recommended: $6 million from the 2014-2015 Appropriation.  

General Program Description: The Texas Bootstrap Loan Program makes funds available to Colonia 
Self-Help Centers or state-certified Nonprofit Owner-Builder Housing Providers (NOHPs) to purchase 
or refinance real property on which to build or improve residential housing through self-help 
construction with very low-income households (Owner-Builders), including persons with special 
needs.  Section 2306.7581 (a-1) of the Texas Government Code requires the Department to make at 
least $3,000,000 available each fiscal year for mortgage loans to very low-income families (60% Area 
Median Family Income or the state median income, whichever is greater), not to exceed $45,000 per 
unit.  Approximately $6,000,000 will be made available until August 31, 2015 or until all funding has 
been reserved.

Maximum Loan Amount: To expedite the expenditure of funds, entities must apply for access to a 
reservation system that makes funds available on a first-come, first-served. Loans from the Housing 
Trust Fund may not exceed $45,000 per household. The total amount of amortized loans from the 
Department plus any other sources may not exceed $90,000 per household.

Eligibility Requirement: Owner-Builders must have a household income not exceeding 60% of the 
Area Median Family Income or the state median income, whichever is greater; must have resided in 
Texas for the preceding six months; and must have successfully completed an owner-builder education 
class. Owner-Builders must agree to provide at least 65 percent of the labor necessary to build or 
rehabilitate the proposed housing by working through a Colonia Self-Help Center or a state-certified 
Nonprofit Owner-Builder Housing Provider. For Fiscal Years 2014-2015, the Texas Bootstrap Loan 
Program will define household income limits in accordance with the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) HOME Investment Partnership Program income tables. 

Administration Fees: 6% of the loan amount is paid to Administrators upon completion of each 
house.

Regional Allocation: Two-thirds of the funds (approximately $4,000,000) will be set-aside for Owner-
Builders with property in census tracts with median incomes not exceeding 75% of the state median 
income per the most recent statistics available. The remaining one-third (approximately $2,000,000)
will be released statewide. The Regional Allocation Formula is not applicable to this funding due to 
the set-aside requirements of Section 2306.753(d) of the Texas Government Code. Furthermore, the 
remaining one-third of the fund balance does not exceed the $3,000,000 threshold cited in Section 
2306.111(d-1)(3) of the Texas Government Code.   

Other Considerations: If balances exist from previous Bootstrap funding cycles, those funds will be 
made available to Bootstrap activities pursuant to the HTF Plan for the 2014-2015 biennium. Funds 
accumulated in the Owner-Builder Revolving Loan funds may also be made available in the HTF Plan.  
This use of funds achieves the statutory requirements of funding the Texas Bootstrap Loan Program 
and of targeting nonprofits. This activity also achieves significant leveraging, promotes 
homeownership and provides for repayment to the Housing Trust Fund. 
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Amy Young Barrier Removal Program
Amount Recommended: $3,578,250 from the 2014-2015 Appropriation. 

General Program Description: This program provides one-time grants of up to $20,000 to Persons 
with Disabilities with household income not exceeding 80% of the Area Median Family Income 
(AMFI) or the state median income, whichever is greater. This program funds home modifications that 
increase accessibility for homeowners, tenants, and members of their household who have a disability, 
in addition to addressing housing-related health and safety hazards, as approved by the Department.   

Maximum Request Amount: To expedite the expenditure of funds, Administrators must apply for 
access to a reservation system that makes funds available on a first-come, first served basis adjusted 
for regional considerations below. The maximum number of reservations per Administrator will be 
further detailed in the NOFA.  

Eligibility Requirements: Administrators applying to access funding may include Units of General 
Local Government, Councils of Governments (COGs) Nonprofit Organizations, Local Mental Health 
Authorities and Public Housing Authorities. Administrators applying must demonstrate competence in 
accessibility standards and applicable building codes further detailed in the NOFA. Program 
beneficiaries must have a household income not exceeding 80% of the AMFI or the state median 
income, whichever is greater. For Fiscal Years 2014-2015, the Amy Young Program will define 
household income limits in accordance with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) HOME Investment Partnership Program income limits. Further details are to be provided in the 
NOFA.    

Administration Fees: 10% of the project costs are paid to Administrators upon completion of each 
project.

Regional Allocation: The RAF does not apply to funds made available primarily for Persons with 
Disabilities, however, staff will take the general principles of regional dispersion of funds into account 
in developing the initial NOFA to ensure that all urban and rural subregions have a reasonable 
opportunity to access Amy Young Barrier Removal funds in each year of the biennium. 

For 30 days from the initial release of funds, each region will be allocated funds utilizing the 
RAF. In addition, each region will be divided into urban and rural subregions. 

In cases where a rural subregion is not allocated enough funding for at least one unit ($20,000), 
funds for that region will be redistributed from the urban subregion if sufficient funding is 
available.

After 30 days from the initial release of funds, any remaining funds in the urban and rural 
subregions will collapse into a regional set aside.  

After 60 days from the initial release of funds, any funds available in any region will collapse 
into a statewide pool and will be made available on a first-come, first-served basis.  

Other Considerations: This use of funds will serve Persons with Disabilities.
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Presentation and Discussion on the Department Snapshot tool for the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program (NSP)

BACKGROUND

The Program Planning, Policy, and Metrics group (3PM) was established in the spring of 2012 
with the purpose of promoting an agency-wide use of uniform metrics as a key management tool.  
3PM has been coordinating efforts to enhance interdivisional efficiency and creating uniform 
cross agency reporting and performance tools.  One of 3PM’s priorities since its inception has 
been the creation of the “Department Snapshot.”  The Snapshot is intended to give Board 
members and stakeholders a quick reference resource to gauge where each program stands in 
meeting its highest level objectives, chiefly expenditures.  

As outlined in the February 2013 Board meeting, staff will be submitting reports on the programs 
represented in the Snapshot singly or in small groups at each meeting over a period of months,
hence only the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) for this Board meeting. This enables 
staff to best articulate specific nuances of each program and how those nuances will be 
represented by the Snapshot.  Because of the complexity of Department programs, accuracy is 
critical. Therefore, the purpose of the item today is to focus on only NSP, explaining the unique 
details of each program and also what likely trends in the program the reader might see and how 
those would be reflected.

NSP is a HUD-funded program authorized by the “Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 
2008” (HERA), as a supplemental allocation to the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) Program. Additional funds have been provided through the Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act of 2010 (Dodd-Frank Act) as part of NSP3. The purpose of NSP is to 
acquire and redevelop foreclosed properties that might otherwise become sources of 
abandonment and blight. NSP provides funds to purchase foreclosed, vacant or abandoned 
homes and residential properties, in order to rehabilitate, resell, or redevelop them, stabilize 
neighborhoods and stem the decline of property values in communities impacted by the housing 
crisis.

BOARD REPORT ITEM

PROGRAM PLANNING, POLICY, AND METRICS (3PM)

JUNE 13, 2013



Quarterly Snapshot - Program Debut
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)

D E

Programs
Awards to be 
Administered

Program Income
Cumulative Total 

Funds
Retained Expended

% 
Expended

Non-TDHCA Admin 
Funds for 

Programming

Funds 
Unencumbered

Funds Contracted % Contracted
% Contracted 

Trendline
Expended /Drawn

% 
Expended

% Expended 
Trendline

Units/ 
Households

Properties

NSP - SF 51,673,753$        55% 36,285,992$        38% 1,088 161
NSP - MF 37,867,041$        40% 34,438,839$        36% 835 0

A B C JTDHCA Admin KF G H I PL M N

 $       5,609,806 81%  $          94,465,060  $         4,924,266  $        98,608,251  $       2,741,825  $     101,350,076  $       6,885,016 

The "% Contracted Trendline" and "% Expended Trendline" 
(columns J and M) will reflect four quarters of history.  Each data 
point on the line reflects a quarter, with the value in columns I 
and L being the rightmost data point.  These lines show the 
reader recent trends in program activity.  This data will be 
collected over time and populated as it is collected.  As this is 
the first iteration of the Snapshot for NSP, the data does not yet 
exist in the necessary format. 

Q2 2013 

The NSP program is a combination of two single awards but, somewhat uniquely, does not represent cyclical funding.  TDHCA has been 
awarded funds under both the NSP1 and NSP3 programs and is implementing both programs at this time.  Funds will be available for future 
activities from Program Income generated through loan payments.  This front page shows a combination of both NSP1 and NSP3 to represent 
all funds for which NSP is currently responsible for administration.   
 
Note that while most columns contains a single cell, some are split into two cells.  This split corresponds to the Single Family (SF) and 
Multifamily (MF) activities that are funded with NSP dollars.  The two activities share a single row because they share a single programmatic 
fund source.   It is not until the funds are set under an executed contract with a subrecipient or administrator that they are designated as 
"multifamily" or "single family" activities.  
 
NSP is allowed to use up to 10% of the NSP1, NSP3 and Program Income funds for administrative activities, this amount is shared between 
TDHCA and Subrecipients.  For the purposes of the Snapshot, administrative funds used by the Texas Department of Rural Affairs are 
included the in the TDHCA admin figures. 

Data as of 5/30/2013



Quarterly Snapshot - Program Debut
Program Area Snapshot - NSP

Admin Retained Admin Expenditure % Expended

NSP1 91,323,273$       -$                     91,323,273$                5,882,336$           5,541,226$                  94% 85,440,937$           68,693,812$            80% 1,878 161 N/A
NSP1 PI -$                     2,741,825$         2,741,825$                  274,182$              -$                              0% 2,467,643$             -$                           0% 0 0 N/A

NSP3 7,284,978$         -$                     7,284,978$                  728,498$              68,580$                       9% 6,556,480$             2,031,019$               31% 45 0 N/A
NSP3 PI -$                     -$                     -$                              -$                       -$                              N/A -$                         -$                           0% 0 0 N/A

Total 98,608,251$       2,741,825$         101,350,076$             6,885,016$          5,609,806$                 81% 94,465,060$           4,924,266$          89,540,794$             95% 70,724,831$            75% 1,923 161

Expenditure 
Deadline (Year 

End)
Properties

Funds 
Unencumbered

Funds Contracted
% 

Contracted
Expended/ Drawn % Expended

Units/ 
Households

55%2,930,817$          3,625,663$                

Non-TDHCA Admin 
Funds for 

Programming
Year

Award to 
Administer

Program Income
Total Cumulative 

Funds

TDHCA Administrative Funds

1,993,449$          85,915,131$             98%

Q2 2013 
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NSP Status by Program 
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for Programming 
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Programs include 
Program Income (i.e. 
NSP1 includes NSP1-
PI) 

NSP Funding by Program 

NSP1 

NSP1-PI 

NSP3 

This pie chart simply shows the distribution of funds for the Neighborhood Stabilization Program across 
multiple programs.  For example, of the roughly $98M TDHCA is administering, over 90% comes from the 
NSP1 program.   
 

The bar chart shows the status of NSP by program.  The chart shows the progress of the obligations and expenditures for awards to 
subrecipients.  The blue bars show how much funding was awarded to TDHCA for subrecipients under that program.  This is essentially 
the yardstick by which we can measure progress.  The red bars show the funds that have been obligated by executed contract. As one 
might expect, the older program is more fully obligated where the most recent program is moving along but as far.  The green bars 
represent expenditures, the final metric the Snapshot uses to measure progress.  NSP1 is over 80% drawn whereas the newer NSP3 is 
only about 30% drawn. 

Data as of 5/30/2013
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Objective 
• Recap Quarterly Snapshot tool 
• Review Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) 

• Current Snapshot 
• Program Area Snapshot 

TDHCA 3PM – June 13, 2013 2 



Quarterly Snapshot RECAP 

• Designed for Executive Mgmt, Board, external 
stakeholders 

• High-level gauge of Department’s progress  
• Shows advancement towards full implementation of 

funds under current awards/authorities  
• Every program has nuances – staff has used comparable 

benchmarks for each program at each stage 
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Snapshot General Layout - RECAP 
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  Story of  progress from left to right 



Board Direction from February 
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Graphical 
• Graphical representations 

• Staff has developed the trend lines in columns J and K to provide the reader with historical 
“at a glance” information.  Additionally several graphs have been incorporated on the 
Program-Area Snapshot specific to each program that convey a great deal of perspective on 
program activity.  

Program-Level 
• Show Deadlines 

• Staff has incorporated expenditure deadline information within the Program-Area Snapshot 
where applicable.  As the nature of deadlines vary greatly by program, staff still considers this 
facet of the report to be under development. 

• Projections vs. Actuals 
• Staff is still researching this aspect of the report 



Neighborhood Stabilization (NSP) 
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NSP 
•  Multiple single awards but not cyclical funding 
• Division funding received in “programs” such as NSP1 and 

NSP3 
• The fund source, NSP, is split into two major Department 

activity types – Multifamily and Single Family.  Following the 
left-to-right reading of  the Snapshot, one can see that the funds 
are specifically designated as Single Family or Multifamily when 
Contracted (H). 

  A    +   B  =  C;   C  –   D        =                F;   F   -   G   =    H 
Department-level Snapshot excerpt 

The “Properties” performance metric 
refers only to demolitions, all other 
performance is categorized in terms of 
“Units/Households” 

Data as of  5/31/2013 



Neighborhood Stabilization (NSP) 

TDHCA 3PM– June 13, 2013 7 Data as of  5/31/2013 

This charts shows the progress of NSP program.  The above chart is 
what one might expect as it shows older programs being nearer to
fully obligated and thus fully expended. 
The term “expended” as used in the Snapshot is not equivalent to the 
HUD requirement for expenditure of NSP funds. 

Program-Area Snapshot excerpt 

This pie chart helps to illustrate the comparative sizes 
of the division’s funding sources. NSP1 comprises
approximately 90% of the NSP’s financial resources. 



Questions, Concerns,  
or Ideas? 
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Please contact: 
David Johnson 

Program, Planning, Policy & Metrics (3PM) 
david.johnson@ tdhca.state.tx.us 



REPORT ITEMS



R1



Page 1 of 1 
  

BOARD REPORT ITEM 
ASSET MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

 
Executive Report of Multifamily Program Amendments, Extensions, and Ownership Transfers  

 

REPORT ITEM 
 
This report contains information on 3rd Quarter of Fiscal Year 2013 (3/1/13 to 5/31/13).   

 

 21 LURA Amendments (19 Administratively Approved; 2 Board Approved) 

 6 Application Amendments (5 Administratively Approved; 1 Board Approved) 

 5 Extensions (All Cost Certification; Approved Administratively) 

 13 Ownership Transfers (All Cost Certification; Approved Administratively) 

 
4th Quarter information will be reported at the September meeting.  



ADMINISTRATIVELY APPROVED
Dev. 
No.

Date of 
Approval Development Name City Owner Name/Contact Subject of Amendment Approved

08233 02/06/13 Heritage Park Vista Fort Worth Heritage Park Vista Housing Partners, Ltd. Correction to applicable fraction per bldg.
09150 02/25/13 Prairie Village Apartments Rogers Bell Fountainhead, LP Accessible Units identified on LURA are incorrect

07131 02/26/13 StoneLeaf at Dalhart Dalhart Stoneleaf at Dalhart, LP
Request to revise building numbers on the second amended LURA.  Buildings were reduced 
from 10 to 5.

98001 02/28/13 Villas of Marine Creek FORT WORTH Villas Of Marine Creek Limited Partnership Corrected percentage of LI units identified in LURA.
08140 03/06/13 Premier on Woodfair Houston Premier on Woodfair, LP Correct number of mobility accessibility units and correct applicable fraction for building 18
11070 03/12/13 Presidio Palms II San Elizario Presidio Palms II, LTD Amenity swap of 30 year architectural roof shingles for Wi-fi
99111 03/18/13 Roseland Townhomes Dallas Roseland Family Community, L.P. Corrected percentage of LI units identified in LURA. 
09225 03/25/13 Hacienda Del Sol Dallas GS 360 Housing, LLC Correction of LURA to remove HUB requirement
97023 04/09/13 Western Crosby, Ltd. El Paso Western Crosby, Ltd. Correction of LURA to remove HUB requirement
97025 04/09/13 Western Carolina, Ltd. El Paso Western Carolina, Ltd. Correction of LURA to remove HUB requirement
97088 04/09/13 Western Burgundy, Ltd. El Paso Western Burgundy, Ltd. Correction of LURA to remove HUB requirement
98093 04/09/13 Lee Seniors, Ltd. El Paso Lee Seniors, Ltd. Correction of LURA to remove HUB requirement

99097 04/09/13 Western Eastside Seniors, Ltd. El Paso Western Eastside Seniors, Ltd.
Amenity swap of high speed internet with ceiling fixtures in all rooms and microwave ovens in 
each unit.

10152 04/22/13 Sierra Vista Austin Shady Oaks Housing, LP
Replace high speed internet with ceiling fixtures with ceiling fan in all rooms and microwave 
oven in all units.

10169 05/09/13 La Risa San Antonio VDC Babcock, LP HUB was not required by application but mistakenly included in LURA
MF011 05/15/13 Heritage Square Apartments Dallas Asmara Affordable Housing, Inc Amended regulatory agreement to allow one unit to remain as office space
MF012 05/15/13 The Highlands Apartments Dallas Asmara Affordable Housing, Inc Amended regulatory agreement to allow one unit to remain as office space
11179 05/16/13 Meadowlake Village Apartments Mabank Mabank Residential Apartments, LP Add USDA and TDHCA on Addendum A-Consent and Subordination of Lienholder
00002 05/28/13 Coronado Apartments League City Village At Amherst, LP Correction of LURA to remove HUB requirement

19
BOARD APPROVED

98898 5/19/2013 Special Needs Housing- DAHC Denton Jane Provo, Denton Affordable Housing Corp.
Request to delete the 30% restriction for two of the units and all allow all units to be restricted 
to 60%

852026 05/19/13 Transitional Housing for Victims of Domestic Violence-DAHC Denton Jane Provo, Denton Affordable Housing Corp.
Request to delete the 30% restriction for two of the units and all allow all units to be restricted 
to 60%

2

Land Use Restriction Agreement (LURA) Amendments
2013 3rd Quarter



ADMINISTRATIVELY APPROVED

Dev. No. Date of 
Approval Development Name City Owner Name/Contact Subject of Amendment Approved

11138 01/31/13 SilverLeaf at Gun Barrel City Mabank SilverLeaf at Gun Barrel City, LP
Application Amendment to swap walking path with full perimeter fencing and 
controlled gate access

12003 03/12/13 Parkstone Senior Village Phase II Wichita Falls UAH Parkstone II, LP Request to swap  amenities with no change to application points
12339 04/15/13 Hacienda del Sol - San Benito San Benito VDC San Benito Reserve I Homes, LP Change did not constitute an amendment; acknowledgment letter sent

09404 04/17/13 Cevallos Lofts San Antonio Cevallos Lofts, Ltd.
Parking change does not constitute application amendment; 
acknowledgment letter sent

1001254 05/10/13 Heritage Square Apartments Wallis HVM Wallis, Ltd. Remove amenity to require 25 carport spaces
5

BOARD APPROVED
12067 05/06/13 Amberwood Place Longview Amberwood Place, LLC Change to site plan, clubhouse, building and unit plans 

1

Housing Tax Credit Application Amendments
2013 3rd Quarter



ADMINISTRATIVELY APPROVED

Dev. No. Dat of Approval Development Name City Owner Name/Contact Type of 
Extension Original Deadline Approved 

Extension 
08261 2/28/2013 Mid Towne Apartments Bryan Bryan Mid Towne Apartment Homes, LP Cost Cert 1/15/12 1/27/12
10020 3/4/2013 La Posada del Rey Apts San Antonio La Posada 1968, LLC Cost Cert 2/15/13 3/29/13
10152 4/8/2013 Sierra Vista Austin Shady Oaks Housing, LP Cost Cert 1/15/12 11/7/12
10400 4/17/2013 Elmridge Apartments Austin Elm Ridge Affordable Partners, Ltd. Cost Cert 1/15/13 5/10/13
11007 5/15/2013 Terrell Homes I Fort Worth Terrell Homes, Ltd. Cost Cert 5/15/13 6/12/13

5

Housing Tax Credit Extensions
2013 3rd Quarter



ADMINISTRATIVELY APPROVED
Dev. 
No.

Dat of 
Approval Development Name City Person/Entity Departing New Person/Entity Type of Ownership Change

96180 01/09/13 Astoria Park Apartments Amarillo Astoria Park Apartments, Ltd. Cohen-Esrey Apartment investors, LLC Sale of Property 

94023 03/19/13 Creekwood Apartments Houston

Juniper Northwest Freeway-Creekwood, 
Ltd. And
TCGI-Creekwood, Ltd. TEXASTLV LLC Other - Purchase offer withdrawn. Buyer could not obtain financing.

93040 03/22/13 Garden Gate Apartments-Ft. Worth Ft Worth Community Dynamics- Ft. Worth, Ltd. Juniper GG Forth Worth, LLC Sale of Property 
93041 03/25/13 Garden Gate Apartments-Plano Plano Community Dynamics- Ft. Worth, Ltd. Juniper GG Forth Worth, LLC Sale of Property 
96152 04/04/13 Timbers Apartments, The Austin Timbers-104, L.P. Timbers Austin 104, LLC GP Change
04000 04/05/13 King Fisher Creek Austin Gallup Engineering Oaks Peach Creek Management GP Change
09265 04/09/13 Greenhouse Village Cypress None Manish Verma 2012 Trust Other-Changes to ownership structure for estate planning purposes only.

09170 04/09/13 South Acres Ranch II Houston None
Minority interest transferred to owner's 
children Other-Changes to ownership structure for estate planning purposes only.

10014 04/17/13 Artisan at Port Isabel Port Isabel NA Franklin Family Investments, Ltd SLP Change
91021 04/29/13 Mill Run Dallas Bridan Partners LLC Mosaic Mill Run LLC Sale of Property 
97173 05/06/13 Douglas Landing Austin YBOR Group, Inc Holman Isaacs, LLC GP Change
08096 05/14/13 Villas on Raiford Carrollton N/A N/A Denied
70062 05/21/13 1209 Keralum Mission Trdla/Williams Properties Efrain and Maria Garza Sale of Property

13

Housing Tax Credit Program Ownership Transfers
2013 3rd Quarter
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Status Report on the HOME Program Contracts and Reservation System Participants through May 2013, Calendar Year YTD

BOARD REPORT ITEM
HOME DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Activity Type Amount Number
Setups for YearFunded/Awarded for Year Draws for Year

Amount NumberRSP Contracts RSP Contracts NumberAmount NumberAmount
Funded/Awarded for May Setups for May Draws for May

CFD $102,267 $130,786$253,498 $0 $253,498 $0 51 71$133,454 $133,454

CHDO Operating $24,994 $62,494$0 $0 $0 $50,000 10 40$0 $0

Dev SF $26,081 $159,091$0 $0 $0 $0 20 135$0 $472,150

HBA/Rehab $256,149 $1,147,870$426,575 $0 $1,189,376 $0 2022 10370$426,575 $1,271,876

HRA $3,212,059 $11,858,802$2,733,366 $0 $7,918,582 $0 13855 566157$4,738,342 $13,451,092

MFD $3,203,515 $11,303,988$0 $0 $0 $9,450,000 133 4916$2,756,266 $18,016,809

TBRA $385,098 $1,782,100$593,979 $0 $2,027,077 $0 51155 2,489199$635,372 $2,134,199

$4,007,418 $0 $11,388,533 $9,500,000 690136 3,231448Sub Totals:

HRA - Homeowner Rehabilitation
HBA/Rehab - Homebuyer Assistance with Rehab

RSP - Reservation System Participant

CFD - Contract For Deed
CHDO - Community Housing Development Organization

TBRA - Tenant Based Rental Assistance

MFD - Rental Housing Development

Totals: $4,007,418 $20,888,533

$7,210,163 $26,445,131$8,690,009 $35,479,580

Wednesday, June 05, 2013 Page 1 of 1
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REPORT ITEM 

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS DIVISION 

June 13, 2013 

Report on the continued effort to provide services to the service area for Community Services 
Agency of South Texas 

BACKGROUND

At the May 9, 2013 TDHCA Board meeting staff presented a recommendation to reinstate 
services in the 3 county area served by CSA.  At the conclusion of the Board meeting, staff was 
instructed to work towards resolution and report back to the Board.  On May 28, 2013 senior 
TDHCA staff attended the Board meeting of CSA and discussed the TDHCA Board item as 
presented and discussed the potential restart of the contracts with CSA.  The CSA Board 
convened in Executive Session to discuss the contracts and subsequently instructed David Ojeda, 
Executive Director to prepare correspondence to reflect the questions and concerns of the CSA 
Board.  Staff received the letter and is responding to the CSA Board.  After receipt of our 
response the CSA Board will schedule a meeting to take action on the contracts. 

1
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BOARD REPORT ITEM 

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Status Report and Clarification on the CSBG Discretionary NOFA funding amount for Migrant 
and Seasonal Farm Worker Entities 

BACKGROUND

This report provides a clarification on the CSBG Discretionary Item presented to the Board on 
April 11, 2013, regarding changes to CSBG Discretionary funding made because of the 
dissolution of the Data Warehouse initiative. At the Board Meeting of January 17, 2013 the 
Board approved the use of CSBG discretionary funds including the funds that had been 
earmarked for the Homeless Information Exchange/Data Warehouse. Subsequently, the funds for 
the development of the Data Warehouse were determined to be unusable.  At the April 11, 2013 
Board Meeting, staff proposed the reprogramming of discretionary funds for assistance to Local 
Operators of Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, process improvement assistance to 
Community Action Agencies, and TDHCA staff training and technical assistance costs. 

In the Board Action Request for April, the proposed reobligation of the CSBG Discretionary 
funds was detailed in a table; the table did not properly reflect a recommendation made at the 
Strategic Planning and Budgeting Committee meeting of January 17, 2013, and subsequently 
approved by the Board in the meeting later that day.  Specifically, the Board instructed staff to 
increase the Transitional funds for the Migrant Seasonal Farm Workers and Native American 
populations allocation to $200,000 and to lower the Local Homelessness Innovations budget 
allocation by $100,000, which was not reflected.  The corrected table is shown below. 

Assisting Local Operator contracts and CAAs in need of 
Intensive Assistance 

$500,000

Other Homeless Initiatives 
 Statewide Homelessness Efforts 300,000
 Local Homelessness Innovations and Possible  
 Interplay with Community Action Agencies network 

300,000

Transitional Funds for Migrant Seasonal Farmworker and 
Native American populations  

$200,000

Disaster Recovery Reserve $100,000
Total CSBG Discretionary Estimate $1,400,000

*The amounts indicated are those in effect at the time the item was presented to Board. The final allocation resulted in approximately 
$121,000 in additional Discretionary funds..The additional funds will be used for the more generic pool of LO’s, staff costs, and technical 
assistance to CAAs. 

The CSBG Discretionary NOFA and RFP will be released reflecting the above figures with 
applications estimated to be due in July 2013. It is anticipated that final award recommendations 
under these NOFAs or RFPs will be presented to the Board for ratification.  

1
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Page 1 of 1

BOARD REPORT ITEM

LEGAL SERVICES

JUNE 13, 2013

Status Report on Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for outside counsel for Single-family and 
Multifamily Bond Counsel, Low Income Housing Tax Credit Counsel, and Loan Document Preparation 
Counsel

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to Texas Government Code, §402.0212(f), the Office of the Attorney General (OAG) has 
recently adopted new administrative rules related to the retention and contracting of outside legal 
counsel by state agencies.  Previously, the Department was required to publish a Request for Proposals 
before selecting an outside legal counsel. Now, unless an exemption is granted by the OAG, the 
Department is required to publish a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) before selecting outside legal 
counsel.  The RFQ must be published in the Texas State Business Daily for a minimum of thirty (30) 
calendar days.  Previously, the RFPs were generally valid for two years after publication of the request.  
Now, the Department may determine how long a response to a published RFQ will be valid, consistent 
with RFQ limitations.

The Department’s current outside counsel contracts for Single-family and Multifamily Bond Counsel, 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit Counsel, and Loan Document Preparation Counsel, end on August 31, 
2013. RFQs have been developed for the selection of counsels described below, for publication in the 
Texas State Business Daily, RFQs for each of these counsels.  The Department will accept RFQs for 
thirty (30) days, and upon review and scoring, will report the names of the successful applicants at the 
next board meeting.
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BOARD REPORT ITEM 

TEXAS HOMEOWNERSHIP DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Report on a Request For Proposal (RFP) for Master Servicer for the Single Family Mortgage 
Loan Program 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the publication of the RFP will allow the Department to identify 
qualified servicers for future bond transactions or other innovative homebuyer 
programs presented to the Department; and 

WHEREAS, the Board now desires to retain a new servicer;  

Now, therefore, it is hereby 

RESOLVED, that the Executive Director and his designee(s) be, and each of 
them are,  authorized for and on behalf of the Department to publish an RFP for 
Master Servicer and to select a qualified servicer in accordance with that RFP 
and to advise the Board of the firm(s) selected.  

BACKGROUND.

TDHCA’s My First Texas Home Program currently channels competitively priced interest rate 
mortgage funds through participating lenders across the State to eligible borrowers who are 
purchasing a home for the first time or who have not owned a home in the past three years.   In 
order to provide funds for the program, TDHCA generally issues Mortgage Revenue Bonds 
(MRBs) or other alternative funding sources to accomplish this task.  As the loans are originated 
and closed by the program’s participating lenders, they are typically delivered to the trustee via 
the Master Servicer and purchased on the Department’s behalf.  The Master Servicer must service 
the mortgage loans in accordance with sound loan servicing practices and as required by the 
terms and conditions of a Servicing Agreement. 

Additionally, the Master Servicer is responsible for securing commitments from Fannie 
Mae/Freddie Mac/GNMA, pooling and warehousing loans, servicing the loans, issuing Fannie 
Mae, Freddie Mac/GNMA certificates and selling the certificates to the Program’s Bond Trustee 
or other identified investors.  The Master Servicer is also required to assist TDHCA in 
establishing the necessary procedures and guidelines to facilitate efficient operation of the 
Programs. 

The Master Servicer also reviews all documents relating to the Program and examines all loans to 
assure compliance with program guidelines and applicable Federal and State law.  They also 
approve all mortgage lenders for participation in the program.  Additionally, they track and report 
portfolio delinquencies and foreclosures and conduct lender trainings as well as provide detailed 
quarterly status reports regarding program performance. 



The Department currently utilizes U.S. Bank National Association (U.S. Bank) to serve as its 
Master Servicer for its Single Family Taxable Mortgage Program. U.S. Bank has been the Master 
Servicer since October 2011.  

Staff will develop and publish a RFP to identify qualified servicers for any future MRB 
transactions or other innovative homebuyer programs and make a recommendation to the Board. 
Based on responses, staff anticipates selecting a qualified servicer and advising the Board on the 
firm(s) selected.  
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BOARD REPORT ITEM 

TEXAS HOMEOWNERSHIP DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Report on a Request For Proposal (RFP) for a Program Administrator for the Single Family 
Mortgage Loan and Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) Programs. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the publication of the RFP will allow the Department to identify 
qualified program administrators in order to assist in administering and managing 
tax-exempt mortgage revenue bond, mortgage credit certificate or other 
alternatively funded mortgage portfolios; and   

WHEREAS, the Board now desires to retain a new program administrator; 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby   

RESOLVED, that the Executive Director and his designee(s) be, and each of 
them are, authorized for and on behalf of the Department to publish an RFP for 
Program Administrator and to select a qualified program administrator in 
accordance with that RFP and to advise the Board of any firms so selected.  

BACKGROUND

Through the Department’s agreement with its existing Master Servicer, US Bank National 
Association (US Bank) partners with eHousingPlus to provide program administrator 
responsibilities. The responsibilities typically include providing access to a loan reservation 
system, conducting lender systems trainings, performing Internal Revenue Service tax code 
compliance file reviews and providing reporting services to Housing Finance Agencies (HFAs).  
Beginning October 2013, these services will no longer be made available to HFAs through US 
Bank and therefore must be procured separately by the HFA.   

The responses in the RFP will be reviewed, analyzed and scored by Department staff.  Once the 
review process is completed, staff will report the program administrator selected to the Board.    
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TDHCA Outreach Activities, May 2013 
A compilation of activities designed to increase the awareness of TDHCA programs and services or 

increase the visibility of the Department among key stakeholder groups and the general public 

Event Location Date Division Purpose
Affiliated Bank/Lender Training on 
TMP-79, MCC Programs 

Fort Worth May 1 Homeownership Training 

First Thursday Income Eligibility 
Training

Austin May 2 Compliance Training

Housing & Services Partnership 
Academy/Housing Webinar 

Austin May 7 Housing Resource Center Participant 

Housing Tax Credit Training Austin May 9 Compliance Training 
HOME HBA, HRA/Affordable 
Housing of Parker County 

Austin May 9 HOME Training 

First Thursday Income Eligibility 
Training

Fort Worth May 14 Compliance Training 

Texas Interagency Council for the 
Homeless Quarterly Meeting 

Austin May 14 Housing Resource Center Participant 

Housing Tax Credit Training Corpus Christi May 14 Compliance Training 
Housing & Services Partnership 
Academy 

Dallas May 14-15 Housing Resource Center, 
HOME 

Workshop, Participant 

Housing Tax Credit Training Fort Worth May 15 Compliance Training 
2013 WAP Webinar: LIHEAP 
Priority List 

Austin May 15 Community Affairs Training 

HOME HBA, HRA, TBRA/City of 
Levelland 

Austin May 16 HOME  Workshop 

SAMHSA/Developing Effective 
Partnerships with Local Housing 
Providers to Promote Community 
Integration Webinar 

Austin May 17 Housing Resource Center Participant 

Texas Mortgage Bankers 
Association Annual Convention 

Bastrop May 20-21 Homeownership Exhibitor, Participant 

2013 WAP Webinar: ASHRAE 
62.2-2010 Requirements 

Austin May 21 Community Affairs Training 

Roundtable/NOFA for Site Specific 
Acquisition & Reconstruction 

Austin May 22 Asset Management Roundtable Hearing 

2012 HOME Rules for HBA, HRA, 
TBRA Webinar 

Austin May 29 HOME Training 

Disability Advisory Workgroup 
Meeting 

Austin May 30 Housing Resource Center Participant 

Roundtable/2014-2015 Housing 
Trust Fund Plan 

Austin May 30 Housing Trust Fund Roundtable Hearing 

Internet Postings of Note, May 2013
A list of new or noteworthy documents posted to the Department’s Web site 

HOME Administrator Training on Cost Principles — establishing principles for determining costs of grants, 
contracts, and other agreements as they relate to federal grant allocations:
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/home-division/home-training.htm

Public Notice of 2013 MCC Program 81 — outlining the Department’s intent to issue mortgage credit 
certificates to qualified mortgagors to assist eligible first time homebuyers:
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/bond-finance/index.htm



HOME Multifamily Draw Processing & Tracking Workbook — detailing instructions regarding draw requests 
for entities administering HOME multifamily development funds: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/home-division/forms/home_forms_rhd.htm

Request for Proposals: Real Estate Broker Services — seeking qualified real estate broker services for the 
purpose of acquisition and disposition of income and rent restricted multifamily properties (links to Comptroller’s 
Web site): 
http://esbd.cpa.state.tx.us/bid_show.cfm?bidid=105647

2013 1st Quarter NSP Quarterly Reports — providing an analysis of the performance of the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program for NSP1 and NSP3 during the first quarter of 2013: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/nsp/index.htm

2013 4% Housing Tax Credit with TDHCA as Issuer Status Log: May 6, 2013 — listing applicants seeking 
non-competitive Housing Tax Credits in conjunction with bond financing with the Department as issuer: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/multifamily/bond/index.htm

2013 4% Housing Tax Credit with Local Issuer Status Log: May 6, 2013 — listing applicants seeking non-
competitive Housing Tax Credits in conjunction with bond financing through local housing finance agencies: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/multifamily/htc/index.htm

2013 9% HTC Underwriting Reports — providing a comprehensive analysis of applications in the 2013 
Competitive Housing Tax Credit Program cycle: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/rea/index.htm

Accessibility (Design and Construction) Requirements for Multifamily Dwellings under the Fair Housing Act 
-HUD/DOJ Joint Statement — detailing new guidance to help persons with disabilities understand their rights 
regarding pertinent sections of the federal Fair Housing Act (links to HUD Web site): 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/press/press_releases_media_advisories/2013/HUDNo.13-055

Asset Management: Special Reserve Account — establishing a process for approvals regarding withdrawals 
from special reserve accounts for properties financed through the Housing Tax Credit Exchange Program: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/asset-management/index.htm

2014 Draft Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program State Plan — describing the planned use of 
LIHEAP funds and distribution of pass-through and state administrative funds: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/ceap/index.htm

2013 HOME Single Family Program: Contract for Deed Conversion NOFA — detailing funding and applicant 
eligibility for entities interested in assisting colonia residents converting contracts for deed into warranty deeds: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/home-division/nofas.htm

2013 Homeless Housing and Services Program Bond Budget Amendment Form — providing subrecipients 
data elements and general layout of monthly reporting requirements for households assisted with private activity 
bond proceeds: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/hhsp/guidance.htm

2013 Homeless Housing and Services Program HTF Budget Amendment Form — offering subrecipients data 
elements and general layout of monthly reporting requirements for households assisted with Housing Trust Fund 
dollars:
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/hhsp/guidance.htm

2014 Draft Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program State Plan: Notice of Public Hearing — providing
information on hearing to accept comment on 2014 draft state LIHEAP plan and 2013 amendments: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/ceap/index.htm



Roundtable: NOFA for Site Specific Acquisition and Reconstruction — offering developers an opportunity to 
provide input on drafting of notification of funding availability with respect to a proposed 34-unit rental property in 
Dickinson, Texas:
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/asset-management/announcements.htm

2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Program Application Submission Logs: May 17, 2013 — providing 
updated details on applicants participating in the 2013 9% Housing Tax Credit cycle: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/multifamily/htc/index.htm

Scoring Items Outside Applicant Self-Score Forms: May 15, 2013 — reporting scores for applications in 2013 
Housing Tax Credit cycle relating to cost of development per square foot and support or opposition from state 
elected officials: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/multifamily/htc/index.htm

Housing Trust Fund Announcements: 2014-2015 Roundtable — offering individuals and organizations 
opportunity to provide input on how the Department administers the Trust Fund for program years 2014 and 2015: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/htf/announcements.htm

Disaster Recovery Resources Web Page — reactivating Web page offering  a wide range of information critical 
during the immediate aftermath of a disaster; Web presence coincides with hurricane season (June-November): 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/disaster-resources/index.htm

2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Challenges — providing individual letters challenging points assigned to 
specific applications in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Program allocation cycle:
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/multifamily/htc/index.htm

2013 LIHEAP Priority List Webinar — outlining priorities for weatherization measures funded through the Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Program: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/wap/guidance.htm

ASHRAE 62.2-2010 Guidance Webinar: Revised May 22, 2013 — detailing new standards from the American 
Society of Heating, Refrigerating, & Air Conditioning Engineers which impact the Department’s Weatherization 
Assistance Program: 
www.tdhca.state.tx.us/community-affairs/wap/guidance.htm
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Delta Estates Apartments (#13000), 
Edcouch 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit Application was submitted for Delta 
Estates (#13000) under the At-Risk Set-Aside;

WHEREAS, staff terminated the Application because it is not eligible to participate in 
the At-Risk Set-Aside and, pursuant to §11.6(3)(C) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation 
Plan, Applications electing the At-Risk Set-Aside are not be eligible to receive an award 
from funds made available within each of the sub-regions; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the termination and requests that the Board reinstate 
the Application;

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the termination of Delta Estates (#13000) is 
hereby denied.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Tax Credit Application for Delta Estates, located in Rural Region 11, was submitted under 
the At-Risk Set-Aside, claiming that the prior tax credit allocation is the expiring funding that qualifies
the Development as At-Risk. In order to use a prior tax credit allocation as the basis for eligibility under 
the At-Risk Set-Aside, the Development must be eligible to request a Qualified Contract. Pursuant to 10
TAC, Chapter 10, Subchapter E, §10.408, which governs the Qualified Contract:

(b) Eligibility. A Development Owner may submit a Qualified Contract Request at any 
time after the end of the year proceeding the last year of the Initial Affordability Period, 
following the Department's determination that the Development Owner is eligible. The 
Initial Affordability Period starts concurrently with the credit period, which begins at 
placement-in-service or is deferred until the beginning of the next tax year, if there is an 
election. Unless the Development Owner has elected an Initial Affordability Period 
longer than the Compliance Period, as described in the LURA, this can commence at any 
time after the end of the 14th year of the Compliance Period. References in this section to 
actions which can occur after the 14th year of the Compliance Period shall refer, as 
applicable, to the year preceding the last year of the Initial Affordability Period, if the 
Development Owner elected an Initial Affordability Period longer than the Compliance 
Period.

Page 1 of 2



Delta Estates was awarded tax credits in 1998 and was placed in service in 2000; the owner elected to 
begin the Credit Period in the year 2000 as well.  A review of the Development’s LURA also revealed 
that the owner opted to extend the Initial Affordability Period of Delta Estates to twenty-five (25) years. 
Therefore, the Development Owner is not eligible to submit a Qualified Contract Request until the year 
2024, 11 years from now. The Application was therefore terminated.

The Applicant’s appeal does not assert any misapplication of the rules or statute by staff but includes a 
request that the LURA now be amended to reduce the Compliance Period to fifteen (15) years, thus 
making the Application eligible to compete in the At-Risk Set-Aside. However, pursuant to §11.5(3)(F) 
of the QAP, “an Amendment to an Application seeking to enable the Development to qualify as an At-
Risk Development, that is submitted to the Department while the application is under review will not be 
accepted.”

The appeal also states that the original owner, at the time the LURA was executed, could not have 
anticipated that the election to extend the affordability period would prevent a future Application for 
additional tax credits from being competitive and that the Application could not compete regionally. 
However, all types of applicants and developments face issues related to competitive advantage and 
disadvantage in the highly competitive environment of the 9% housing tax credit application cycle. This 
is not a sufficient rationale to disregard the requirements of the set-aside and further does not make them 
“At Risk.” 

The appeal rather asks for permission to make a change to the Application that will make it eligible to 
compete in the At-Risk Set-aside and thus no longer subject to the stated grounds for termination.  
However, as stated previously, this change is specifically disallowed under the rules as this would 
simply allow Applicants to “create” the risk that the development not remain affordable in order to 
qualify for an award to extend the existing affordability.

Staff recommends denial of the appeal.
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From: David Marquez
To: Elizabeth Henderson
Cc: Jean Latsha
Subject: Re: Delta Estates, TDHCA #13000 - REquest for Amendment and Reinstatement
Date: Friday, May 03, 2013 4:54:31 PM

Ms. Latsha
 
In correcting the letter that was forwarded earlier I would like to clarify why we believe the
termination is incorrect.
 
The QAP addresses the issue as of today but when the LURA was executed 15 years ago
nobody could for see the issues a 15 year old property would have and how the current QAP
makes it impossible to update the property by putting it back in the program.
 
Please add this statement to our letter.
 
Thank you
 
 
david Marquez 

From: Elizabeth Henderson <elizabeth.henderson@tdhca.state.tx.us>
To: David Marquez <cdmarquez@sbcglobal.net>; Jean Latsha <jean.latsha@tdhca.state.tx.us>
Cc: Mike Lopez Dora <hidalgoha@aol.com>; Cameron Dorsey <cameron.dorsey@tdhca.state.tx.us>;
Elizabeth Henderson <elizabeth.henderson@tdhca.state.tx.us>
Sent: Fri, May 3, 2013 4:10:59 PM
Subject: RE: Delta Estates, TDHCA #13000 - REquest for Amendment and Reinstatement

David,

 

Jean asked me to let you know that if you do actually intend to appeal the termination of
#13000, that the letter that was submitted today won’t accomplish that.  You will need to get
an appeal letter in before 5:00 pm today. It will need to cite why you believe the termination
was the incorrect course of action. 

 

Thanks very much and have a great day.

 

Best Regards,

 

Elizabeth Henderson

 



From: David Marquez [mailto:cdmarquez@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 1:41 PM
To: Jean Latsha
Cc: Mike Lopez Dora; Cameron Dorsey; Elizabeth Henderson
Subject: Delta Estates, TDHCA #13000 - REquest for Amendment and Reinstatement

 

Ms. Latsha,

I am forwarding our appeal for Delta Estates to run through the process.  We look forward to
hearing from you.

Thank you,

david



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hudson Providence (#13018), Hudson 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit scoring notice was provided to the 
Applicant for Hudson Providence (#13018);

WHEREAS, staff identified seven (7) points that the Applicant elected but that the 
Application did not qualify to receive under §11.9(d)(3) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation
Plan related to Commitment of Development Funding from a Unit of General Local 
Government; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the scoring notice and requests that the Board 
award those seven (7) points under §11.9(d)(3);

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for Hudson Providence 
(#13018) is hereby denied.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Tax Credit Application for Hudson Providence, located in Rural Region 5, was denied
seven (7) points under §11.9(d)(3) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation Plan (“QAP”), related to the 
Commitment of Development Funding from a Unit of General Local Government (UGLG) scoring item. 
The QAP includes a provision for points to be awarded to Applicants whose relevant local governments 
(or qualifying instrumentalities thereof) support an Application but do not have any funds with which to 
provide financial support. In order to be eligible for the points, the Applicant must meet the following 
specific criteria in §11.9(d)(3)(A)(vi) of the QAP:

seven (7 points) for a resolution of support from the Governing Body of the city (if 
located in a city) or county (if not located within a city) in which the Development is 
located stating that the city or county would provide development funding but has no
development funding available due to budgetary or fiscal constraints and, despite 
reasonable efforts, has been unable to identify and secure any such funding. The 
resolution must be submitted with the Application and dated prior to March 1, 2013. A 
general letter of support does not qualify.

In this case the Applicant provided a resolution of support from the City of Hudson, but that resolution 
addressed the requirements under §11.3(b) of the QAP, related to municipalities with twice the state 

Page 1 of 2



average of tax credit units per capita.  This resolution did not reference any commitment of funding for 
the development, or lack thereof, in any way but instead included the specific language required for the
“two-times” resolution in order for the Application to meet a separate and distinct statutory eligibility 
criterion. While the Applicant did submit a letter from the city indicating that there was no funding 
available for the development, no resolution regarding development funding from an UGLG was 
included with the Application.

The Applicant was issued a deficiency and in response provided another letter from the city which 
stated, “By reference of the city not passing a resolution to make a loan of this type it should be quite 
obvious that the city does not have funds available for this type of undertaking at this time.”

The Applicant also provided a copy of the agenda for the city council meeting at which the development 
funding and “two-times” resolution requests were discussed. No transcript of the meeting was submitted 
but staff is told that funding was discussed, not tabled or otherwise eliminated from the meeting’s 
business that day. This is the basis for the Applicant’s appeal, which asserts that the Hudson City 
Council discussion of the possibility of funding and subsequent decision not to pass a resolution is proof 
that they did not have funds to lend the development. However, staff disagrees that the lack of a 
resolution regarding funding represents a statement that no funding is available. The rule governing 
these points requires specific language in a specific format and explicitly excludes letters of support 
from being eligible. The basic concept of the scoring item revolves around a commitment of funding, so 
the inclusion of language regarding funding is essential to satisfying the requirement. Furthermore, a
resolution from the city which includes the required language has not been produced to date, although 
staff could not accept such a resolution after the applicable deficiency period that already ended.

Staff recommends denial of the appeal.
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River Bank Village (#13081), Laredo 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit scoring notice was provided to the 
Applicant for River Bank Village (#13081);

WHEREAS, staff identified two (2) points that the Applicant elected but that the 
Application did not qualify to receive under §11.9(c)(6) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation 
Plan related to locating in an Underserved Area (10 TAC §11.9(c)(6)); and

WHEREAS, staff also deducted one (1) point under §11.9(f)(1) for failing to document 
eligibility for the points elected in the Application self score form for locating the 
Development in an Underserved Area; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the scoring notice and requests that the Board 
award two (2) points under §11.9(c)(6) and not deduct the one (1) point under 
§11.9(f)(1);

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for River Bank Village 
(#13081) for awarding of the two (2) points under 10 TAC §11.9(c)(6), Underserved 
Area points, is hereby denied; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for River Bank 
Village (#13081) for assessing a one (1) point deduction under 10 TAC §11.9(f)(1), is 
hereby _____________.

BACKGROUND

At the May 9, 2013 Board meeting, the Board considered action on an agenda item relating to the 
awarding of points for location in an Economically Distressed Area (EDA). An EDA qualifies as an 
Underserved Area for purposes of the awarding of points under 10 TAC §11.9(c)(6)(B). The issues 
revolve around how an Applicant that elected points can sufficiently document eligibility for the point 
item and whether a point deduction should be applied in instances where the Applicant is not found to be 
eligible for the elected points. The Board ultimately directed staff to allow each of applications that 
elected these points come before the Board through the appeal process such that the Board could handle 
them on a case by case basis. Following is a more robust description of the issues surrounding this point 
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item followed by a description of the documentation provided by the Applicant for River Bank Village 
to document eligibility. The Applicant’s full appeal is attached to this Board Action Request.

Summary of Issues
The multifamily rules define an EDA as, “An area that has been identified by the Water Development 
Board as meeting the criteria for an economically distressed area under Texas Water Code, §17.921.” 
(10 TAC §10.3(a)(40))  This section of the Texas Water Code is referenced several times in Chapter
2306 of the Texas Government Code when citing economically distressed areas and is defined in the 
Texas Water Code for the purpose of administering water infrastructure funding by the TWDB. 
Moreover, the definition in the Water Code reserves the designation of EDA for the TWDB. The EDA 
definition in the Texas Water Code is as follows:

"Economically distressed area" means an area in which:            
(A)  water supply or sewer services are inadequate to meet minimal needs of residential users as 
defined by board rules;
(B)  financial resources are inadequate to provide water supply or sewer services that will satisfy 
those needs;  and
(C)  an established residential subdivision was located on June 1, 2005, as determined by the 
board.
Texas Water Code §17.921(1)
*The “board” is defined in §17.001(1) of the Texas Water Code as the “Texas Water 
Development Board.” 

Staff initially provided applicants guidance that one clear way to support an election of points under the 
QAP for being located within an EDA was to provide a letter from the TWDB reflecting that the site is 
located within an EDA as defined by §17.921 of the Texas Water Code. However, the TWDB does not 
have an established process for designating EDAs in any instance other than for the explicit purpose of 
evaluating an application for TWDB funding. Many applicants contacted the TWDB and were unable to 
obtain such a letter. As the March 1, 2013, application deadline approached, staff received several calls 
from the TWDB and met with the staff of the TWDB on multiple occasions in an effort to identify a 
process by which an applicant could establish whether or not their development site was located within 
an EDA. However, no workable solution was identified. Staff provided guidance that applicants should
exercise caution in electing points under this selection criterion due to the absence of another known and 
clear method of establishing that a site is within an EDA.

Generally, an Applicant that claims points for a particular selection criterion but is unable to provide any 
supporting documentation would be subject to a 1 point deduction under §11.9(f)(1) of the QAP. This 
deduction was established for the purpose of discouraging applicants from electing points for items in 
which an applicant had no solid basis for claiming the points. In the preamble to the rules presented to 
the Board in November 2012, staff provided the following reasoned response relating to the penalty 
deduction:

Staff recommends keeping the point deductions in place for the 2013 program year for 
those items that the developer applicant should clearly know are not properly supported, 
despite the changes to the QAP. Because staff performs full reviews on applications that 
appear to be competitive, it is imperative that applicants accurately self-score their 
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applications. If applicants elect points in good faith and those points are ultimately not 
awarded, staff will not deduct additional points. However, staff wants to discourage 
applicants from requesting points for which they have no reasonable assumption of 
qualifying. 

In response to commenter (58) regarding the points associated with underserved areas, 
particularly the economically distressed areas, staff will make it clear in the multifamily 
programs procedures manual what evidence will be acceptable in order to qualify for 
points. In that specific case, staff will require a letter from the Texas Water Development 
Board. If the applicant requests these points and is not able to produce such a letter, then 
staff would deduct points. In addition, should the original calculation for leveraging 
points be inconsistent with the requested points, staff would not deduct points, even if 
after underwriting that score may change. Staff appreciates the support of commenter 
(46).

While applicants were clearly on notice that a point deduction might be assessed in instances in which a 
TWDB letter was not submitted to support an election for location in an EDA, staff is posing, on a case 
by case basis, whether the Board believes, in light of the way applicants seeking to claim this scoring 
item encountered unanticipated obstacles, a 1 point deduction is warranted. At the time, staff believed 
that a letter from the TWDB was a reasonable method to support an election for location in an EDA. 
However, a clear process for obtaining that letter was not available prior to the application deadline and 
some applicants attempted to find alternative supporting documentation despite no change in guidance 
from staff regarding such alternative evidence. Staff appreciates that some applicants may have chosen 
to not elect these points even though they may have also obtained alternative supporting documentation; 
these applicants chose not to risk any assessment of a point deduction by deviating from staff’s guidance 
by claiming the EDA point with some alternative supporting documentation not consistent with staff 
guidance. Their decision to not elect points may have been different if no risk of a point deduction had 
existed. However, staff also believes that the Board has sufficient discretion, given the preamble 
language that good faith point elections would not result in a point deduction, to direct staff to not apply 
the point deduction to applications electing the EDA points in cases in which some supporting 
documentation was provided, even if such documentation is insufficient for the points to be awarded. 

Documentation provided by Applicant
In this instance, the Applicant for River Bank Village provided several pieces of documentation to 
evidence eligibility for the two (2) Underserved Area points elected in the Application but was unable to 
provide a letter from the TWDB.

A letter from State Representative Richard Peña Raymond was provided which indicates that the 
underserved area is the entirety of Webb County and City of Laredo. A letter from the City of Laredo 
also indentifies the entire City and County as meeting the definition. These letters specifically indicate 
that the city and county meet the definition of economically distressed area under the Texas Water Code, 
§17.921. This expansive area identified as an economically distressed area greatly concerns staff 
because Webb County shares similar characteristics to many counties in Region 11.

The letter from the City references a publically available report from TWDB called “Economically 
Distressed Areas Program (“EDAP”) Status Report (“Status Report”). This report includes a map of 
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counties that have adopted the Model Subdivision Rule but this is just one component in determining 
whether an area is economically distressed. The counties identified as meeting this particular 
requirement cover roughly a third of the entire area of the state. The Status Report also includes a list of 
projects funded under the EDAP and several are located within Webb County or the City of Laredo. 
However, this does not mean that TWDB determined the entire city or county met the definition and no 
“project boundaries” are available. Additionally, status reports such as the one referenced were known to 
staff and the development community generally because it was used in prior years to document location 
in an EDA. However, prior year’s rules specifically designated entire counties as EDAs if one EDAP 
funded project had occurred within that county. The current rules do not permit this same treatment.

The Applicant’s appeal does not provide other evidence of eligibility for the points but point out that in 
light of the fact that no one was able to obtain a letter from TWDB, the applicant believes they met a 
good faith standard and that the two (2) elected points should be awarded. It also requests that, whether 
the Board awards these two (2) points or not, the one (1) point deduction is not warranted. The full 
appeal is attached hereto.

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends denial of the appeal. 
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Serenity Place Apartments (#13124), Dallas 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit Application was submitted for 
Serenity Place (#13124) in Urban Region 3; and

WHEREAS, staff terminated the Application because it did not meet the site control 
requirements of §10.204(9)(B) of the Uniform Multifamily Rules; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the termination and requests that the Board reinstate 
the Application.

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the termination of Serenity Place (#13124) is 
denied.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Tax Credit Application for Serenity Place was submitted in Urban Region 3 and 
subsequently was reviewed by staff. During that review, staff issued approximately 22 Administrative 
Deficiencies relating to site control issues to the Applicant. Pursuant to §10.204(9) of the Uniform 
Multifamily Rules (“Rules”), as part of the full tax credit Application the Applicant was required to 
provide evidence that it had the ability to compel legal title to a developable interest in the Development 
Site. One of the acceptable methods of establishing Site Control is a contract for a ground lease,
allowing for development, with a minimum term of forty-five (45) years.  Such a lease must be valid 
during the entire period the Development is under consideration for Department funding.  The 
continuing review of this Application revealed that although the Applicant, by way of several different 
contracts and resolutions from the City of Dallas, eventually obtained site control in the form of an 
ability to require the City of Dallas to enter into a lease with a 35 year term, the approved lease
document failed to provide for the 45 year lease term required by rule.  Accordingly the Application was 
terminated.

This is a complex transaction, and the details of the documentation submitted both in the original
Application and throughout the deficiency process are provided in the chart below. For purposes of this 
table, “City” refers to the City of Dallas and “CWCDC” refers to City Wide Community Development 
Corporation, sole member of the General Partner of the Applicant.
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Date of 
Document

Title of Document Assessment of Information included in Document

Various dates in 
2012

Purchase Contracts Contracts for CWCDC to purchase various lots from 
various third party sellers. 

December 12, 
2012

Resolution 12-3075 Authorized City to execute Assignment of Purchase 
and Sale and Option to Develop.

December 12, 
2012

Assignment of Purchase 
and Sale Agreement and 
Option to Develop 
(“Assignment”)

Assigned all Purchase Contracts to the City and 
indicates that the City and CWCDC intend to enter 
into a reacquisition agreement or lease. Assignment 
can be terminated by City if CWCDC does not secure 
financing (i.e. HTC award). Assignment can be 
terminated by CWCDC if reacquisition/lease 
agreement cannot be reached.

February 27,
2013

Resolution 13-0459 Authorized City to execute a 35-year land lease with 
CWCDC.  (Note that §10.204(9)(B) requires a 
minimum 45 year term.)

March 1, 2013 Letter from City of Dallas Letter submitted in Application as evidence of 
Commitment of Funding from a Unit of General Local 
Government which indicates that the City has agreed 
to a 35-year land lease.

April 11, 2013 Letter from City of Dallas Submitted in response to an administrative deficiency 
notice, indicates that the City of Dallas will extend the 
term of the lease to 55 years by August 1, 2013

April 24, 2013 Draft of Development and 
Reacquisition Agreement 
– Contract for Lease

Submitted after administrative deficiency notice sent 
by staff as an example of the contract that will be 
executed at a later date. The draft was not included as 
an attachment to any other document and was not 
executed but does indicate a 55-year land lease.

April 29, 2013 Letter from City of Dallas Submitted in response to an administrative deficiency 
notice, it references resolution 13-0459 and indicates 
that extension of the lease term to 45 years will be 
considered at the May 22 city council meeting.

No date Letter from City of Dallas Included in the appeal, this letter represents inclusion 
of an Exhibit C to the Assignment. Exhibit C indicates 
intent to agree to a 55-year lease term.

This documentation taken as a whole indicated that the CWCDC could only compel the City of Dallas to 
enter into a 35-year lease. The attachment of Exhibit C, which was included in the appeal 
documentation, is the only piece of documentation that indicated an intention on the part of the City of 
Dallas (agreement to agree) to enter into a 55-year lease. However, this was not included in the original 
Application and it is unclear when this attachment was made part of that Assignment. Further, there is 
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compelling evidence that in fact the City of Dallas had only approved a 35 year term as of the date of the 
termination, May 3, 2013, and as of the date of the Executive Director’s response to the Applicant’s 
initial appeal, May 21, 2013. 

Since the Executive Director’s denial of the initial appeal, the Applicant has provided evidence that a 
lease term of at least 45 years was approved by city council on May 22, 2013. However, at the time of
the termination and the Executive Director’s appeal denial the Applicant had not submitted the 
documentation required by §10.204(9)(B) of the Rules.

The Applicant’s appeal states that had the Applicant been afforded additional time to cure an 
Administrative Deficiency that was issued regarding the site control documents submitted with the 
Application, that it is possible that the additional documentation requested by staff, namely a resolution 
from the City of Dallas, could have been obtained in time for staff to accept the documentation as 
satisfactory during the review process. This was first based on Applicant’s assumption that it could have 
requested a 30 day extension of the administrative deficiency response deadline. However, no extension 
was requested by the Applicant, and, had it been requested, pursuant to §11.2 of the QAP, a maximum 
of 5 business days could have been granted. The deficiency response in question was originally due on 
April 30, 2013. Therefore, had an extension been requested and subsequently granted, the Applicant 
would have had until May 7, 2013, to provide the necessary documentation to evidence site control. 
However, the initial appeal, dated and received by the Department on May 10, 2013, did not include the 
required information.

The Applicant modified their appeal after realizing that a 30 day extension was not an option and 
included, in a subsequent appeal to the Board, a letter from city council member Carolyn Davis stating 
that a special meeting could have been called to amend the city’s resolution and approve the minimum 
45-year lease term required by the QAP. While this may be true, it is not the responsibility of 
Department staff to direct Applicants to request extensions. It is also not the responsibility of staff to 
contact city officials but only to correspond with Applicants and the contacts/consultants listed in the 
Application when in the process of reviewing Applications and resolving Administrative Deficiencies. 
What is not included in the Applicant’s appeal is detail regarding several phone conversations between 
the Applicant’s consultant and staff. It was made clear to staff in such a phone conversation that no 
additional documentation could be obtained to resolve the Administrative Deficiency surrounding this 
site control issue. Staff’s email confirming receipt of the materials that were submitted in response to the 
deficiency stated that, “…also per our conversation we still do need to determine whether or not the site 
control requirements in the rules have been met.” It was also made clear in those phone conversations 
that the documentation submitted would be reviewed but that if it did not meet the requirements of the 
rule that the Application would be subject to termination. The email from staff, when taken in context of 
the phone conversations, was to effectively acknowledge that no additional documentation would be 
submitted but that staff had what was necessary to finalize a position on site control deficiencies.

The appeal also states that the Applicant believes that they had met the requirements of §10.204(9) of 
the Rules.  However, staff believes the Applicant failed to meet the requirements of the Rules at any 
time during the review process, including at Application submission, at the time multiple deficiencies 
were issued, at the time the Application was terminated, and at the time the termination was initially 
appealed. Staff recommends denial of the appeal.
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Mariposa at Woodbridge (#13138), Wylie 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit scoring notice was provided to the 
Applicant for Mariposa at Woodbridge (#13138);

WHEREAS, staff identified four (4) points that the Applicant elected but that the 
Application did not qualify to receive under §11.9(d)(1) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation 
Plan related to Quantifiable Community Participation; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the scoring notice and requests that the Board 
award a total of fourteen (14) points under §11.9(d)(1) rather than the staff recommended 
ten (10) points;

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for Mariposa at Woodbridge 
(#13138) is hereby denied.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Tax Credit Application for Mariposa at Woodbridge, located in Urban Region 3, was 
awarded ten (10) points out of the fourteen (14) total points requested under the §11.9(d)(1) of the 2013 
Qualified Allocation Plan (“QAP”), related to Quantifiable Community Participation (“QCP”). A letter 
of support as well as a QCP packet was submitted by the Woodbridge Association, Inc. (“Association”),
a neighborhood organization established in 1998 whose boundaries include the development site.  Upon 
review of the letter and packet staff found that the president of the Association is also one of the current 
owners of property on which the proposed development is located. This is a violation of
§11.9(d)(1)(B)(ii) of the QAP which states:

No person required to be listed in accordance with §2306.6707 may participate in any 
way in the deliberations of a Neighborhood Organization of the Development to which 
the Application requiring their listing relates. This does not preclude their ability to 
present information and respond to questions at a duly held meeting where such matter is 
considered; 

The list in §2306.6707 of the Texas Government Code which is referenced in the rule includes a number 
of development team members as well as, “at the time the application is submitted, the owners of the 
property on which the development is located.”
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Additionally, the statement violates §11.9(d)(1)(B)(iii) of the QAP which provides that, “for 
non-Identity of Interest Applications the seller or their agents could be a member of the Neighborhood 
Organization if the seller will maintain primary residence within the Neighborhood Organizations 
boundaries.”  

A review of the Application’s site control documentation indicates that Donald P. Herzog, President of 
the Woodbridge Association, Inc. and its Board of Directors, is one of the owners of the subject 
property. Also, a review of the Articles of Incorporation for the Woodbridge Association, Inc.,
submitted with the QCP packet, indicates in Article 4 that the decision making power of the Association
rests with its Board of Directors.

In the minutes from the meeting at which the decision to support the development was made, it is clear 
that Donald Herzog presided over the meeting.  He requested the motion that a resolution of support be 
approved for the development, and although the motion was actually made by another, the decision of 
the group was voiced by Donald Herzog. As a voting board member it appears that he participated in the 
deliberations of the meeting, which is a violation of the QAP. The Applicant contends that because there 
was a call for a show of hands at the meeting that Mr. Herzog’s participation and subsequent vote as part 
of the board should not be construed as deliberations but as a mere presentation of information, which is 
allowed under the rules. Staff disagrees and sees this participation as directly affecting the Association’s 
position of either support or opposition to the development.

Furthermore, in order to meet the requirements of the QAP, as owner of the property, Donald Herzog is 
not allowed to participate in the association unless his primary residence is within its boundaries. Donald 
Herzog confirmed via email that neither he nor the other contact listed in the original QCP packet 
submission (Doug Herzog) has primary residence within the boundaries of the Association.  As such his 
participation, aside from the provision of information, would necessarily disqualify the Association’s 
statement. The Applicant’s appeal states that because another of the Association’s board members, 
Daryl Herzog, does live within the boundaries of the Association that the statement should not be 
disqualified. Staff again disagrees since one board member’s living within the Association’s boundaries 
does not alter the fact that Donald Herzog is one of the owners of the development site, does not live 
within the Association’s boundaries, is president of the Association, was one of the two contacts given 
for the Association and was, based on the information provided, involved in the decision that produced 
the support letter.

Staff recommends denial of the appeal.
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May 27, 2013 
 
Jean Latsha 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 
221 E. 11th Street 
Austin, TX 78701 
 

RE:  LETTER FROM NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION FOR QUANTIFIABLE 
COMMUNITY PARTICIPTION POINTS FOR MARIPOSA AT 
WOODBRIDGE (TDHCA #13138) 

 
Dear Ms. Latsha: 
 

This appeal relates to the assignment of ten points of the maximum possible fourteen  
points for the above referenced project (the “Project”) as stated in your letter dated May 1, 2013 
to Woodbridge Association, Inc.  The letter, however, bases its determination on the erroneous 
assertion that the statement of support violates §11.9(d)(1)(B)(ii) and (iii).  Because there has 
been no violation of either §11.9(d)(1)(B)(ii) or (iii), we respectfully request that the maximum 
fourteen points be awarded to the Project’s application.   

 
By way of background, Woodbridge is a 1,761-acre mixed-use development in Wylie, 

Texas.  Woodbridge Association, Inc. (the "Association") is its neighborhood group and was 
formed April 24, 1998.  In accordance with Section 3.2 of the Association Bylaws, Don Herzog, 
Doug Herzog, and Daryl Herzog (collectively, the "Herzogs") were appointed to the Board of 
Directors. Since the formation of the Association, subsequent limited partnerships were created 
for the ownership and development of the various phases of Woodbridge.  The Herzogs act 
separately in the capacity of limited partners of the landowner entity, Woodbridge North 
Commercial I, Ltd. 

 
Section 11.9(d)(1)(B)(ii) states that no person required to be listed in accordance with 

§2306.6707 may participate in the deliberations of a Neighborhood Organization of the 
Development to which the Application requiring their listing relates. Section 11.9(d)(1)(B)(ii) 
also specifically provides that this section does not preclude a person’s ability to present 
information at a meeting where such matter is considered.   

 
Don Herzog has been elected President of Association since its formation. As President, 

he called and presided over a special meeting on February 9, 2013 for the purpose of having 
Mariposa at Woodbridge representatives, Casey Bump and Ryan Combs present the Project to 
the membership.  After the presentation and a question and answer period, Don Herzog asked for 
the membership of the Association by a show of hands to indicate either support of the Project or 
to deny support of the Project. The membership unanimously indicated by a show of hands their 
support of the Project.   
 

























































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stonebridge of Plainview (#13139), 
Plainview 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit scoring notice was provided to the 
Applicant for Stonebridge of Plainview (#13139);

WHEREAS, staff identified six (6) points that the Applicant elected but that the 
Application did not qualify to receive under §11.9(d)(6) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation 
Plan related to Community Revitalization Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the scoring notice and requests that the Board 
award six (6) points;

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for Stonebridge of Plainview 
(#13139) is hereby denied.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Tax Credit Application for Stonebridge of Plainview, located in Rural Region 1, was 
denied six (6) points requested under the §11.9(d)(1) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation Plan (“QAP”), 
related to the Community Revitalization Plan (“CRP”) scoring item. Because it is for a development 
located in a rural area, pursuant to §11.9(d)(6)(C) of the QAP, the Application may qualify for points if 
it includes evidence that the city, county, state, or federal government has approved expansion of certain 
infrastructure projects in close proximity to the development site. The QAP also includes specific 
guidance with respect to the required documentation that serves as such evidence, namely a letter from 
the government official with specific knowledge of the infrastructure project. No such letter was 
submitted with the Application and no other supporting documentation of any kind was provided in the 
Application.

In response to an Administrative Deficiency inquiring about the apparent lack of documentation, the 
Applicant produced a letter that appears to meet the requirements of the QAP except that it was not 
provided in the Application. The letter also appears to have existed prior to the March 1 Application
deadline. However, the rule does not allow this issue to be cured. Specifically, §11.9(a) of the QAP 
provides:

Page 1 of 2



Due to the highly competitive nature of the program, Applicants that elect points where 
supporting documentation is required but fail to provide any supporting 
documentation or fail to submit supporting documentation in good faith will not be 
allowed to cure the issue through an Administrative Deficiency. However, 
Department staff may provide the Applicant an opportunity to explain how they believe 
the Application, as submitted, meets the requirements for points or otherwise satisfies the 
requirement to provide supporting documentation in good faith (emphasis added).

In accordance with this rule, staff did not award the requested point because support documentation was 
required but was not submitted in the Application.

The Applicant claims in the appeal that they had submitted their documentation in response to the 
Administrative Deficiency in good faith and that because the omission was purely an unintentional error
that the letter should be accepted and considered eligible for points. They concede, however, that it was 
not originally present in the Application.

Because no supporting documentation was provided with the original Application submission in order to 
qualify it for points under §11.9(d)(6) of the QAP the points were not recommended and staff 
recommends denial of the appeal.
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Barron’s Branch (#13187), Waco 



BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action on Timely Filed Appeals under any of the Department’s 
Program or Underwriting rules

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, a 2013 competitive housing tax credit scoring notice was provided to the 
Applicant for Barron’s Branch (#13187);

WHEREAS, staff identified two (2) points that the Applicant elected but that the 
Application did not qualify to receive under §11.9(c)(6) of the 2013 Qualified Allocation 
Plan related to locating in an Underserved Area (10 TAC §11.9(c)(6)); and

WHEREAS, staff also deducted one (1) point under §11.9(f)(1) for failing to document 
eligibility for the points elected in the Application self score form for locating the 
Development in an Underserved Area; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant appealed the scoring notice and requests that the Board 
award two (2) points under §11.9(c)(1) and not deduct the one (1) point under 
§11.9(f)(1);

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for Barron’s Branch (#13187) 
for awarding of the two (2) points under 10 TAC §11.9(c)(6), Underserved Area points, 
is hereby denied; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, the Applicant’s appeal of the scoring notice for Barron’s 
Branch (#13187) for assessing a one (1) point deduction under 10 TAC §11.9(f)(1), is 
hereby _____________.

BACKGROUND

At the May 9, 2013 Board meeting, the Board considered action on an agenda item relating to the 
awarding of points for location in an Economically Distressed Area (EDA). An EDA qualifies as an 
Underserved Area for purposes of the awarding of points under 10 TAC §11.9(c)(6)(B). The issues 
revolve around how an Applicant that elected points can sufficiently document eligibility for the point 
item and whether a point deduction should be applied in instances where the Applicant is not found to be 
eligible for the elected points. The Board ultimately directed staff to allow each of applications that 
elected these points come before the Board through the appeal process such that the Board could handle 
them on a case by case basis. Following is a more robust description of the issues surrounding this point 
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item followed by a description of the documentation provided by the Applicant for Barron’s Branch to 
document eligibility. The Applicant’s full appeal follows the write-up.

Summary of Issues
The multifamily rules define an EDA as, “An area that has been identified by the Water Development 
Board as meeting the criteria for an economically distressed area under Texas Water Code, §17.921.” 
(10 TAC §10.3(a)(40))  This section of the Texas Water Code is referenced several times in Chapter 
2306 of the Texas Government Code when citing economically distressed areas and is defined in the 
Texas Water Code for the purpose of administering water infrastructure funding by the TWDB. 
Moreover, the definition in the Water Code reserves the designation of EDA for the TWDB. The EDA 
definition in the Texas Water Code is as follows:

"Economically distressed area" means an area in which:            
(A)  water supply or sewer services are inadequate to meet minimal needs of residential users as 
defined by board rules;
(B)  financial resources are inadequate to provide water supply or sewer services that will satisfy 
those needs; and
(C)  an established residential subdivision was located on June 1, 2005, as determined by the 
board.
Texas Water Code §17.921(1)
*The “board” is defined in §17.001(1) of the Texas Water Code as the “Texas Water 
Development Board.” 

Staff initially provided applicants guidance that one clear way to support an election of points under the 
QAP for being located within an EDA was to provide a letter from the TWDB reflecting that the site is 
located within an EDA as defined by §17.921 of the Texas Water Code. However, the TWDB does not 
have an established process for designating EDAs in any instance other than for the explicit purpose of 
evaluating an application for TWDB funding. Many applicants contacted the TWDB and were unable to 
obtain such a letter. As the March 1, 2013, application deadline approached, staff received several calls 
from the TWDB and met with the staff of the TWDB on multiple occasions in an effort to identify a 
process by which an applicant could establish whether or not their development site was located within 
an EDA. However, no workable solution was identified. Staff provided guidance that applicants should 
exercise caution in electing points under this selection criterion due to the absence of another known and 
clear method of establishing that a site is within an EDA.

Generally, an Applicant that claims points for a particular selection criterion but is unable to provide any 
supporting documentation would be subject to a 1 point deduction under §11.9(f)(1) of the QAP. This 
deduction was established for the purpose of discouraging applicants from electing points for items in 
which an applicant had no solid basis for claiming the points. In the preamble to the rules presented to 
the Board in November 2012, staff provided the following reasoned response relating to the penalty 
deduction:

Staff recommends keeping the point deductions in place for the 2013 program year for 
those items that the developer applicant should clearly know are not properly supported, 
despite the changes to the QAP. Because staff performs full reviews on applications that 
appear to be competitive, it is imperative that applicants accurately self-score their 
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applications. If applicants elect points in good faith and those points are ultimately not 
awarded, staff will not deduct additional points. However, staff wants to discourage 
applicants from requesting points for which they have no reasonable assumption of 
qualifying. 

In response to commenter (58) regarding the points associated with underserved areas, 
particularly the economically distressed areas, staff will make it clear in the multifamily 
programs procedures manual what evidence will be acceptable in order to qualify for 
points. In that specific case, staff will require a letter from the Texas Water Development 
Board. If the applicant requests these points and is not able to produce such a letter, then 
staff would deduct points. In addition, should the original calculation for leveraging 
points be inconsistent with the requested points, staff would not deduct points, even if 
after underwriting that score may change. Staff appreciates the support of commenter 
(46).

While applicants were clearly on notice that a point deduction might be assessed in instances in which a 
TWDB letter was not submitted to support an election for location in an EDA, staff is posing, on a case 
by case basis, whether the Board believes, in light of the way applicants seeking to claim this scoring 
item encountered unanticipated obstacles, a 1 point deduction is warranted. At the time, staff believed 
that a letter from the TWDB was a reasonable method to support an election for location in an EDA. 
However, a clear process for obtaining that letter was not available prior to the application deadline and 
some applicants attempted to find alternative supporting documentation despite no change in guidance 
from staff regarding such alternative evidence. Staff appreciates that some applicants may have chosen 
to not elect these points even though they may have also obtained alternative supporting documentation; 
these applicants chose not to risk any assessment of a point deduction by deviating from staff’s guidance 
by claiming the EDA point with some alternative supporting documentation not consistent with staff 
guidance. Their decision to not elect points may have been different if no risk of a point deduction had 
existed. However, staff also believes that the Board has sufficient discretion, given the preamble 
language that good faith point elections would not result in a point deduction, to direct staff to not apply 
the point deduction to applications electing the EDA points in cases in which some supporting 
documentation was provided, even if such documentation is insufficient for the points to be awarded. 

Documentation provided by Applicant
In this instance, the Applicant for Barron’s Branch provided several pieces of documentation to 
evidence eligibility for the two (2) Underserved Area points elected in the Application but was unable to 
provide a letter from the TWDB.

A legal opinion from McGinnis, Lochridge & Kilgore, L.L.P. was provided to document that the area 
meets the Water Code definition. However, the opinion is conditional. In several instances the letter “If 
the TWDB interprets its Rule 363.503,” is used and this condition is followed by an affirmation of how the site 
meets the applicable standard. These conditions are precisely the problem and point to the concerns that TDHCA 
staff have had in the administration of this point item. The applicable definition in the Texas Water Code reserves 
such determinations for the Texas Water Development Board.

A letter from the city was also provided but is insufficient is demonstrate that the Water Code Definition 
is met.
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The letter from the City references a publically available report from TWDB called “Economically 
Distressed Areas Program (“EDAP”) Status Report (“Status Report”). This report includes a map of 
counties that have adopted the Model Subdivision Rule but this is just one component in determining 
whether an area is economically distressed. The counties identified as meeting this particular 
requirement cover roughly a third of the entire area of the state. The Status Report also includes a list of 
projects funded under the EDAP and several are located within Webb County or the City of Laredo. 
However, this does not mean that TWDB determined the entire city or county met the definition and no 
“project boundaries” are available. Additionally, status reports such as the one referenced were known to 
staff and the development community generally because it was used in prior years to document location 
in an EDA. However, prior year’s rules specifically designated entire counties as EDAs if one EDAP 
funded project had occurred within that county. The current rules do not permit this same treatment.

The Applicant’s appeal does not provide other evidence of eligibility for the points but point out that in 
light of the fact that no one was able to obtain a letter from TWDB, the applicant believes they met a 
good faith standard and that the two (2) elected points should be awarded. It also asserts that, whether 
the Board awards these two (2) points or not, the one (1) point deduction is not warranted. Key in the 
appeal is the assertion that staff created an “impossible” documentation requirement that precluded any 
applicant from accessing the points. Moreover, the appeal points out that the documentation requirement 
was not a part of the rule itself and that alternative documentation should be acceptable since the rule is 
controlling. The full appeal is attached hereto.

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends denial of the appeal. 
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST

MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION

JUNE 13, 2013

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action regarding Preclearance requests for Community 
Revitalization Plans filed with Pre-Applications in the 2013 Competitive Housing Tax Credit Cycle

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the applicant for Villas of Vanston Park submitted a timely request for a 
determination by the Board that notwithstanding the fact that their submitted materials 
may not have addressed each of the matters set forth in the Qualified Allocation Plan 
(“QAP”), 10 TAC Chapter 11, they should still be found to have satisfied meaningfully 
and substantively fulfilled the requirements of a revitalization effort and, therefore, 
supports eligibility for points under either §11.9(c)(6)(A) or §11.9(c)(6)(B)(i) of the 
Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP); and

WHEREAS, staff reviewed the submission and has provided an assessment of the 
documentation to be considered by the the Board in making its determination whether 
the plan does or does not substantively and meaningfully satisfy a revitalization effort, 
notwithstanding the lack of one or more specific factors outlined in the QAP, all in 
accordance with §11.9(c)(6)(A)(iv), 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, that the applicant is denied preclearance for the community revitalization 
plans submitted with their pre-applications as provided for under §11.9(c)(6)(A)(iv) of 
the QAP.

BACKGROUND

Under the 2013 QAP and Uniform Multifamily Rules applicants for Competitive Housing Tax Credits 
must seek preclearance from the Department for Community Revitalization Plans in which some QAP- 
required elements may not be present (§11.9(d)(6)(A)(iv)). To implement the preclearance process, staff 
created a supplement to the pre-application known as the Waiver, Preclearance, Disclosure, and 
Determination (“WPDD”) Packet. Any Applicant seeking preclearance for a community revitalization 
plan was required to submit the WPDD Packet during the pre-application acceptance period (provided 
the Applicant chose to submit a pre-application). Staff received such a packet and request for 
preclearance from the Applicant for Villas of Vanston Park. 
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The packet as submitted included, along with the required forms, a copy of the Gus Thomasson Corridor 
Revitalization Code (“GTRC”), a copy of the Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan (“Neighborhood 
Plan”), and a letter from the Director of Community Development for the City of Mesquite certifying 
that the GTRC, which implements the Neighborhood Plan, was duly adopted in a process that allowed 
for public input and that funding and activity under the plan had already commenced. The Neighborhood 
Plan provided an assessment of the area that included concerns about criminal activity, aging housing, 
and inadequate infrastructure but did not include a budget. These materials did not establish that the 
development site was within the target area of the plan. Staff’s review of the GTRC revealed that the 
code was effectively a zoning ordinance.  Although staff later determined that the development site was 
included in the target area of the GTRC this was not established within the application materials, which 
constitute the record for this determination. The original submission also included a budget summary for 
the Gus Thomasson corridor accompanied by a letter from the City of Mesquite. Because the budget did 
not appear to be associated with either the GTRC or the Neighborhood Plan and because these two 
documents also referenced different (although overlapping) target areas, staff questioned the Applicant 
about how these documents collectively established a community revitalization plan. The response from 
the Applicant included additional supporting documentation from the City of Mesquite and provided 
some explanation as to how these documents are related.

The supplemental information included a letter from the Applicant’s attorney which explained that the 
GTRC submitted in the WPDD packet is not a community revitalization plan. Staff’s initial assessment, 
that the GTRC is a zoning ordinance, was confirmed in that letter which stated that it was adopted to 
implement the goals of the Neighborhood Plan. The letter also went on to explain how the target area of 
Neighborhood Plan, which was adopted in April 2007, was combined with the Gus Thomasson Road 
corridor to create the Casa View Heights Neighborhood Sustainability Zone (“CVHNSZ”). This 
sustainability zone was incorporated into the city’s comprehensive plan in November 2007 as evidenced 
by a city resolution. Staff also met with the Applicant and representatives of the City of Mesquite who 
stated that the original target area of the Neighborhood Plan was expanded, but evidence of that 
expanded target area was not made clear in the Applicant’s original submission. They explained that by 
way of the GTRC reference to the Neighborhood Plan and the inclusion of the expanded zone in the 
GTRC that the documentation in the original submission are “book ends” to the entire planning process
and taken together could represent a revitalization plan with a target area that included the development 
site.

The Applicant also addressed staff’s questions about the budget, providing evidence that the city, again 
by way of resolution, identified the Casa View Heights neighborhood as an area targeted for CDBG 
funding. Evidence was also provided that over $14 million in funds from a variety of sources had been 
expended in the area known as the CVHNSZ.

Staff has identified two major concerns with the Applicant’s request for points under the Community 
Revitalization Plan point item. The Comprehensive Plan, the Neighborhood Plan as amended, the 
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Revitalization Code, and several resolutions and letters from the City of Mesquite document a 
significant revitalization effort. However, the documents that constitute the plan encompassing the site, 
namely the Comprehensive Plan incorporating the amended Neighborhood Plan, were not submitted in 
the original WPDD packet. Only with a very large supplement to the original record were the necessary 
components of a plan evident.

Additionally, the budget is a record of actual expenditures that does not appear in any of the planning 
documents. Staff concedes that the actual expenditure of funding is evidence of investment that may be 
stronger than a budget that includes anticipated/committed funding.  However, because the list of 
expenditures was not tied to a planning document, it is difficult to assess whether the expenditures were
specifically made to further the implementation of the revitalization effort or whether they are incidental
or routine improvement and maintenance. Because of this difficulty, in other plans submitted during the 
2013 cycle staff specifically looked for a budget adopted as part of the plan itself. Fundamental to the 
concept of a concerted and meaningful revitalization effort is the adoption of a plan complete with an 
assessment of revitalization needs and a budget to directly address those identified needs. The QAP 
provides the following direction: 

“The adopted plan, taken as a whole, must be a plan that can reasonably be expected to 
revitalize the neighborhood and address in a substantive and meaningful way the material 
factors identified. Generally, because revitalization must identify specific matters needing 
to be addressed by revitalization and provide a plan and budget specifically directed to 
those identified issues, revitalization will be considered distinct and separate from 
broader economic development efforts.” 

Staff recommends that pre-clearance not be granted based on its assessment that the application 
materials as submitted, which constitute the record, did not establish at least two components that staff 
viewed as critical: that the plan area included the development and that the plan had a specific correlated 
and adopted budget supporting the claimed points.    
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GUS THOMASSON CORRIDOR 
REVITALIZATION CODE 

 

Adopted by Ordinance No. 4022 on December 15, 2008 
First Amended by Ordinance No. 4187 on November 7, 2011 
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The images and diagrams appearing in the Gus Thomasson Revitalization Code were derived 
from the SmartCode Version 9.2, authored by Duany Plater-Zyberk & Co. 

 
Metrics of the SmartCode Version 9.2 used in the Gus Thomasson Revitalization Code were 

calibrated for the North Gus Thomasson Corridor District by: 
 

Richard G. Gertson, AICP, Director of Community Development 
Arti N. Waghray, Planner 

  
The Planning and Zoning Division of the Community Development Department gratefully 

acknowledges the assistance of Jerome J. Dittman, P.E., Assistant Director of Public Works.
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1.1 AUTHORITY 

1.1.1 This Gus Thomasson Corridor Revitalization Code (hereinafter, “the Code”) is enacted 
as one of the instruments for implementing the public purposes and objectives of the 
adopted Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan. The Code is declared to be consistent 
with the Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan, and except as noted herein, supplants 
the application of all provisions of the Mesquite Zoning Ordinance (MZO) as it 
pertained to land within the boundaries of the North Gus Thomasson Corridor District 
(hereinafter, “the District”) prior to the effective date of this Code. 

1.1.2 This Code is adopted to promote the health, safety and general welfare of the City of 
Mesquite, Texas and its citizens, including without limitation, the preservation of 
neighborhood character, the creation of sustainable communities, a reduction in sprawl 
development and visual clutter, protection of the environment, conservation of land, 
energy and natural resources, reduction in vehicle miles traveled and traffic congestion, 
more efficient use of public funds and infrastructure, health benefits of a pedestrian-
oriented environment, historic preservation, education and recreation, and improvement 
of the built environment and human habitat. 

1.1.3 This Code, including Infill Regulating Plan and Transect standards, may be amended 
after notice and public hearing in accordance with MZO §5-302.  

1.2 INTENT 

The purpose of this Code is to enable, encourage and quantify the implementation of the 
following policies within the District: 

1.2.1 The Community 
a. That Infill Neighborhood Centers shall be complete, compact, pedestrian-oriented 

and mixed-use. 
b. That Infill Neighborhood Centers shall be the preferred pattern of development and 

that developments specializing in single-use or limited uses shall be the exception. 
c. That ordinary activities of daily living shall occur within walking distance of most 

dwellings, allowing independence to those who do not drive, and giving residents 
with automobiles a range of mobility options. 

d. That interconnected networks of Thoroughfares shall be designed to disperse and 
reduce the length of automobile trips. 

e. That within Infill Neighborhood Centers, a range of housing types and price levels 
shall be provided to accommodate diverse ages and incomes. 

f. That appropriate building Densities and land uses shall be provided within walking 
distance of possible future public transportation. 

g. That Civic, institutional, and Commercial activity shall be embedded in Infill 
Neighborhood Centers, not isolated in remote single-use complexes. 

h. That schools shall be sized and located to enable children to walk or bicycle to them, 
and promote schools as essential to neighborhood vitality. 

i. That a range of Open Space including Parks, Squares, and Playgrounds shall be 
distributed within Infill Neighborhood Centers. 

1.2.2 The Block and the Building 
a. That buildings and landscaping shall contribute to the physical definition of 

Thoroughfares as Civic Spaces. 
b. That development shall adequately accommodate automobiles while giving the 

pedestrian and the spatial form of public space preeminence. 

5

This Code is adopted to promote the health, safety and general welfare of the City of 
Mesquite, Texas and its citizens, including without limitation, the preservation of 
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c. That the design of streets and buildings shall reinforce safe environments, but not at 
the expense of accessibility. 

d. That architecture and landscape design shall grow from local climate, topography, 
history, and building practice. 

e. That buildings shall provide their inhabitants with a clear sense of geography and 
climate through energy efficient methods. 

f. That Civic Buildings and public gathering places shall be provided locations that 
reinforce community identity and support self-government. 

g. That Civic Buildings shall be distinctive and appropriate to a role more important 
than the other buildings that constitute the fabric of the city. 

h. That the renewal of buildings shall be facilitated to affirm the continuity, evolution, 
and viability of the Infill Neighborhood Center. 

i. That the harmonious and orderly evolution of urban areas shall be secured through 
graphic, form-based codes that serve as guides for change. 

1.2.3 The Transect 
a. That Infill Neighborhood Centers shall provide meaningful choices in living 

arrangements as manifested by distinct physical environments. 
b. That the Transect Zone description on Table 2-1 shall constitute the Intent of this 

Code with regard to the general character of the District. 

1.3 APPLICABILITY 

1.3.1 The functions and buildings on all land within the NGTC — North Gus Thomasson 
Corridor zoning classification shall conform exclusively to this Code.  

1.3.2 Provisions of this Code are activated by "shall" when required; "should" when 
recommended; and "may" when optional. 

1.3.3 The provisions of this Code, when in conflict, shall take precedence over those of other 
codes, ordinances, regulations and standards except where the Director determines that 
the application of this rule will result in a material threat to life, safety, or the destruction 
of public or private property. 

1.3.4 The Mesquite Zoning Ordinance and Mesquite Subdivision Ordinance shall continue to 
be applicable to issues not covered by this Code. 

1.3.5 Capitalized terms used throughout this Code may be defined in Article 4 Definitions of 
Terms.  Those terms not defined in Article 4 shall be accorded the commonly accepted 
meanings.  In the event of conflict, the definitions of this Code shall take precedence.  

1.3.6 Where in conflict, numerical metrics shall take precedence over graphic metrics.   

1.4 DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

1.4.1 The standards for this Code have been determined as set forth in Article 2 and Article 3 
through a process of public hearing and approval by the City Council. Projects that 
require no deviation from the Infill Regulating Plan and the requirements of the Code 
shall be processed administratively.  The submittal shall consist of such information as 
the Director may require in order to evaluate compliance with this Code.  If the project 
requires new infrastructure, or if the viability of the project is affected by development 
regulations external to this Code, the Director may provide for concurrent review of the 
project through the Development Review Process.  

 

6



 
 

 

ARTICLE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
GUS THOMASSON CORRIDOR REVITALIZATION CODE: City of Mesquite 

City of Mesquite Community Development Department                                   Article 1. General Provisions 
Page 1-3 

1.4.2 A deviation from the requirements of this Code may be approved by either Warrant or 
Variance.  
a. A Warrant is an administrative ruling that would permit a practice that is not 

consistent with or covered by a specific provision of this Code, but is justified by its 
Intent (Section 1.3).  Variances may be granted in accordance with the procedures 
set forth in MZO §5-402.  

b. The Director shall determine whether a deviation requires a Warrant or Variance. 

1.4.3 The Director shall have the authority administratively to approve or disapprove a request 
for a Warrant.  Such decision shall be made in writing and made a permanent part of the 
applicable Infill Regulating Plan. 

1.4.3 The Board of Adjustment is not authorized to grant relief from the following standards 
and requirements:  
a. The maximum Block Perimeter and Block Face.  (Table 2-2) 
b. The Thoroughfare Assemblies.  (Table 2-3)  
c. The minimum height requirement.  (Table 3-2)   
d. The required provision of Rear Alleys in Section 3.9.   
e.  Parking Location Standards in Section 3.9. 
f. The permission to build Accessory Buildings.  
g. The minimum requirements for parking.  (Table 3-4) 
h. Parking and Density Calculations in Section 3.8. 
i. A building or specific function not permitted.  (See Tables 3-4 and 3-5.) 
j. The Architectural Standards in Section 3.11.  (Also see Table 3-3A-H) 
k. The Signage Standards in Section 3.13. 

1.5 INCENTIVES 

1.5.1 To encourage the implementation of this Code, the City Council, in its sole discretion, 
may grant one or more incentives in accordance with adopted policies for neighborhood 
and economic revitalization, and to the extent authorized by state law.  The project 
owner, or the Director on his initiative, may submit an application for incentives to the 
City Council for consideration. 
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2.1 SECTOR ALLOCATION AND SPATIAL HIERARCHY 

2.1.1 The North Gus Thomasson Corridor District falls within the following SmartCode 
hierarchy: 

 
Infill Growth Sector  G4 
Community Types Infill Neighborhood Center Development 
Transect Zones T-5, Urban Center 

2.1.2 The planning principles and standards of the SmartCode as they pertain to the Sector, 
Community Type and Transect Zones designated in this section shall guide the 
development of the Infill Regulating Plan, provide valuable rationale for evaluating 
applications to rezone additional properties into the District, and aid in the 
interpretation of this Code.   

2. 2 REVITALIZATION PLANNING 

2.2.1 The Community Development Department shall prepare or have prepared on its behalf, 
an Infill Regulating Plan to guide development of the North Gus Thomasson Corridor 
(refer to pages 2-16 thru 2-17).   

2.2.2 The Infill Regulating Plan shall consist of one or more maps showing the following 
elements:  
a. The boundaries of the District  
b. Transect Zones and Civic Zones within the District, assigned according to an 

analysis of existing conditions and future needs  
c. A Thoroughfare network, existing or planned (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3)  
d. Special Requirements (Section 2.8)  
e. A record of Warrants approved by the Director or Variances granted by the Board of 

Adjustment 

2.2.3 Within any area subject to an approved Infill Regulating Plan, this Code becomes the 
exclusive and mandatory regulation. Property owners within the plan area may submit 
Building Scale Plans under Article 3 in accordance with the provisions of this Code.  

2.3 COMMUNITY TYPE 

The Infill Regulating Plan for the District shall encompass the following Community type:  

2.3.1 Infill Neighborhood Center Development (NCD) 
a. An Infill NCD shall be assigned to that portion of the North Gus Thomasson 

Corridor that is predominantly Office and Retail, and has the potential of becoming a 
vital Mixed-Use Corridor for the surrounding Neighborhoods.  In the future, 
Government and other Civic institutions of importance should be incorporated into 
the Infill NCD.  The Infill NCD shall be mapped so as to be oriented around one or 
more existing or planned Common Destinations.  

b. The edges of an Infill NCD should blend into adjacent neighborhoods without 
buffers. 

2.4 TRANSECT ZONES 

2.4.1 The Director shall calibrate Transect Zone standards for the Infill Regulating Plan by 
means of a survey of exemplary existing and intended conditions. Approved metrics shall 
be recorded in Table 3-11. 
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2.4.2 A Transect Zone shall include elements indicated by Article 2, Article 3 and the 
Appendices. 

 
TABLE 2-1: Transect Zone Descriptions: The following describes the Intent of the Transect Zone within the District.   
 

 

T-5 URBAN CENTER 
T-5 Urban Center Zone 
consists of higher density 
mixed use buildings that 
accommodate retail, 
offices, rowhouses and 
apartments. It has a tight 
network of streets, with 
wide sidewalks, steady 
street tree planting and 
buildings set close to 
sidewalks. 

General Character: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Building Placement: 
 

Frontage Types: 
Typical Building Height: 

Type of Civic Space: 

Shops mixed with Townhouses, larger 
Apartment houses, Offices, workplace, and 
Civic buildings; predominantly attached 
buildings; trees within the public right-of-way; 
substantial pedestrian activity  
Shallow Setbacks or none; buildings oriented to 
street defining a street wall 
Stoops, Shopfronts, Galleries 
2- to 3-Story with some variation 
Parks, Plazas and Squares, median landscaping 

 
2.5  THOROUGHFARE STANDARDS 

2.5.1 General  
a. Thoroughfares shall be designed and constructed in context with the urban form and 

desired design speed of the District, as specified in Table 2-3.  
b. Within the District pedestrian comfort shall be a primary consideration of the 

Thoroughfare.  Design conflict between vehicular and pedestrian movement 
generally shall be decided in favor of the pedestrian.  

c. The Thoroughfare network shall be designed to define Blocks not exceeding the size 
prescribed in Table 2-2.  The perimeter shall be measured as the sum of Lot Frontage 
Lines.  Where the edge of the District merges with a non-grid street network, 
dimensions of the Block Perimeter that do not comply with this standard shall be 
subject to approval by Warrant.  

d. All Thoroughfares shall terminate at other Thoroughfares, forming a network.  
Internal Thoroughfares shall connect to those on adjacent sites.  Cul-de-sacs shall be 
subject to approval by Warrant to accommodate specific site conditions only.  At 
every termination point of a street, or where it makes a ninety degree turn (plus of 
minus fifteen degrees), the Thoroughfare shall terminate on a building or vertical 
element in order to establish a Terminated Vista, unless the street terminates into a 
Park or natural area.   

e. Each Lot shall Enfront a Thoroughfare.   
f. The Thoroughfare standards and assemblies shall not be construed to prohibit the 

use of traffic control devices that alter the effective pavement or right-of-way width. 
g. Standards for Paths and Bicycle Trails in the District shall be approved by Warrant.  

2.5.2 Vehicular Lanes  
a. Thoroughfares may include vehicular lanes in a variety of widths for parked and for 

moving vehicles, including bicycles.  Vehicular lanes shall be regulated through the 
Thoroughfare Assemblies shown in Table 2-3.   

b. A bicycle network consisting of Bicycle Trails, Bicycle Routes and Bicycle Lanes shall 
be provided throughout the District as specified in Table 3-11. The community 
bicycle network shall be connected to existing or proposed regional networks. 

2.5.3 Public Frontages  
a. The Public Frontage contributes to the character of the District, and includes the 

types of Sidewalk, Curb, Planter, Bike Lanes and street trees.   
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b. Public Frontages shall be designed as shown in Table 2-3 and allocated within the 
District as specified in Table 3-11. 

c. Within the Public Frontages, the prescribed types of Public Planting and Public 
Lighting shall be as shown in Table 3-8 and Table 3-10. The spacing may be adjusted 
by Warrant to accommodate specific site conditions. 

d. Tree spacing shall begin no less than 30 feet from a stop or yield sign at an 
intersection. 

e. Trees shall be planted below the grade of the sidewalk and the street in structural 
cells with sufficient root space. 

f. Rain Gardens and Bioswales shall be installed to infiltrate runoff from parking lots, 
Thoroughfares, Plazas and other impervious surfaces. 

g. Where vegetative solutions are not feasible, porous concrete or porous asphalt shall 
be specified for Sidewalks and Plazas to infiltrate stormwater. 

h. In order to survive within tree wells and narrow planter strips, the introduced 
landscape shall consist primarily of drought-resistant, durable species tolerant of soil 
compaction.  

i. The Public Frontage shall include trees planted in a regularly-spaced Allee pattern of 
single or alternated species with shade canopies of a height that, at maturity, clears 
at least one Story.  At Retail Frontages, the irregular spacing of trees may be 
approved by Warrant to avoid visually obscuring shopfronts. 

 
TABLE 2-2: Block Size 
The maximum Block Size permitted in the District shall be regulated by the Block Perimeter & Face standards here in.
 

BLOCK SIZE 

 

 
 T-5 

 

 
URBAN 

CENTER 
ZONE 

BLOCK 
PERIMETER 2000 ft. max. 

BLOCK FACE 600 ft. max 
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies: The character and assembly of Thoroughfares are regulated by the 
Thoroughfare Assemblies herein; these shall be applied to the District.  Thoroughfare Assemblies are essential to the creation 
of a walkable community.  People will walk in an environment only to the extent that they feel comfortable doing so.  The 
Thoroughfare Assemblies required in the District are shown in Table 2-3.  The key gives the Thoroughfare type followed by the 
right-of-way width, followed by the pavement width, and in some instances followed by specialized transportation capability. 
 

The dimension of the curb radius is important. In the Urban Center Zone, where there are more pedestrians, the Effective Turning Radius should be smaller to slow the speed of 
vehicle tracking and shorten pedestrian crossing distance. 
Where there is substantial street-level Retail, there is some discretion in the location of street trees so that Shopfronts and important architecture are not blocked, as they would 
be by regular spacing. 

 

20’ 

RA-24-12 PS-20-20  

Local Local Functional Class 

Rear Alley Passage Thoroughfare Type 

T-5 T-5 Transect Zone Assignment 

None A Grid Assignment 

24 feet 20 feet Right-of-Way Width 

12 feet 20 feet Pavement Width 

Yield Movement Pedestrian Movement 

10 MPH N/A Design Speed 

3.5 seconds N/A Pedestrian Crossing Time 

n/a N/A Traffic Lanes 

None N/A Parking Lanes 

Taper N/A Curb Radius 

None N/A Walkway Type 

None N/A Planter Type 

Inverted Crown N/A Curb Type 

Landscape Type None N/A 

Transportation Provision None N/A 
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies (continued) 
 

ST-50-30 CS-60-34  

Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Functional Class 

Street Commercial Street Thoroughfare Type 

T-5 T-5 Transect Zone Assignment 

A A Grid Assignment 

50 feet 60 feet Right-of-Way Width 

30 feet 34 feet Pavement Width 

Yield Movement Slow Movement Movement 

25 MPH 25-35 MPH Design Speed 

8.5 seconds 9.7 seconds Pedestrian Crossing Time 

2 lanes 2 lanes Traffic Lanes 

Both sides @ 7 feet unmarked Both sides @ 7 feet marked Parking Lanes 

15 feet 15 feet Curb Radius 

5 foot sidewalk 13 foot Sidewalk Walkway Type 

5 foot Continuous Planter 4x4’ tree well Planter Type 

Curb Curb Curb Type 

Landscape Type Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. 

Transportation Provision   
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies (continued) 
 
GUS THOMASSON ROAD AND OATES DRIVE 
In the event the Travel Lanes along Gus Thomasson Road and/or Oates Drive are increased and the Median 
width is decreased, the Median along Gus Thomasson Road and/or Oates Drive shall not be reduced to less 
than 8 feet.  The assembly for Gus Thomasson Road shall be from Motley Drive to Interstate Highway 30.  
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100’100’

         12’            10’       10’        10’     16’     10’       10’     10’            12’
         13’                8’             11’        11’     14’         11’       11’               8’            13’

CAV-100-60 CAV-100-60 

Street Name Gus Thomasson Road  Oates Drive 

Functional Class Principal Arterial Principal Arterial 

Thoroughfare Type Commercial Avenue Commercial Avenue 

Transect Zone Assignment T-5 T-5 

Grid Assignment A A 

Right-of-Way Width 100 feet 100 feet 

Pavement Width 60 feet 60 feet 

Movement Medium Movement Medium Movement 

Design Speed 35 MPH 35 MPH 

Pedestrian Crossing Time 8.6 seconds – 8.6 seconds 8.6 seconds – 8.6 seconds 

Traffic Lanes 6 lanes 6 lanes 

Parking Lanes Both sides @ 8 feet marked None 

Curb Radius 20 feet 20 feet 

Walkway Type 13 foot Sidewalk 12 foot Sidewalk 

Planter Type 4x4’ tree well 4x4’ tree well 

Curb Type Curb Curb 

Landscape Type Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. 

Transportation Provision BR BR 
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies (continued) 
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50’ 60’ 

10’             7’             8’                    8’             7’        10’ 12’ 7’       11’ 11’ 7’    12’

CS-50-30 ST-60-37 

Street Name Moon Drive Whitson Way 

Functional Class Collector Collector 

Thoroughfare Type Commercial Street Street 

Transect Zone Assignment T-5 T-5 

Grid Assignment A A 

Right-of-Way Width 50 feet 60 feet 

Pavement Width 30 feet 36 feet 

Movement Yield Movement Slow Movement 

Design Speed 25 MPH 25-30 MPH 

Pedestrian Crossing Time 8.6 seconds 10.3 seconds 

Traffic Lanes 2 lanes 2 lanes 

Parking Lanes Both sides @ 7 feet marked Both sides @ 7 feet marked 

Curb Radius 15 feet 15 feet 

Walkway Type 10 foot Sidewalk 12 foot sidewalk 

Planter Type 4x4’ tree well 4x4’ tree well 

Curb Type Curb Curb 

Landscape Type Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. 

Transportation Provision   
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies (continued) 
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80’ 

            8’           7’   5’11’   20’11’5’7’        8’

 ST-50-30 CS-80-44 

Street Name Motley Drive La Prada Drive  

Functional Class Local Minor Arterial 

Thoroughfare Type Street Street 

Transect Zone Assignment T-5 T-5 

Grid Assignment A A 

Right-of-Way Width 50 feet 80 feet 

Pavement Width 30 feet 44 feet 

Movement Yield Movement Slow Movement 

Design Speed 25 MPH 25-35 MPH 

Pedestrian Crossing Time 8.5 seconds 6.2 seconds – 6.2 seconds  

Traffic Lanes 2 lanes 2 lanes 

Parking Lanes Both sides @ 7 feet unmarked Both sides @ 7 feet marked 

Curb Radius 15 feet 20 feet 

Walkway Type 5 foot Sidewalk 8 foot Sidewalk 

Planter Type 5 foot Continuous Planter 4x4’ tree well  

Curb Type Curb Curb  

Landscape Type Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. 

Transportation Provision  BL @ 5 feet marked 
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies (continued) 
 

 ST-50-30 I-30 

Street Name Karla Drive, Live Oak Drive & Forest Drive Interstate Highway 30 

Functional Class Local N/A 

Thoroughfare Type Street N/A 

Transect Zone Assignment T-5 T-5 

Grid Assignment A B 

Right-of-Way Width 50 feet N/A 

Pavement Width 30 feet N/A 

Movement Yield Movement Fast Movement 

Design Speed 25 MPH Above 60 MPH 

Pedestrian Crossing Time 8.6 seconds N/A 

Traffic Lanes 2 lanes N/A 

Parking Lanes Both sides @ 7 feet unmarked N/A 

Curb Radius 15 feet N/A 

Walkway Type 5 foot sidewalk N/A 

Planter Type 5 foot Continuous Planer N/A 

Curb Type Curb N/A 

Landscape Type Trees at 30’ o.c. Avg. N/A 

Transportation Provision   
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TABLE 2-3: Thoroughfare Assemblies (continued) 
 

 
[Reserved] 

 RD-24-24  

Functional Class Local  

Thoroughfare Type Rear Drive  

Transect Zone Assignment T-5  

Grid Assignment None  

Right-of-Way Width 24 feet  

Pavement Width 24 feet  

Movement Yield Movement  

Design Speed 10 MPH  

Pedestrian Crossing Time 7 seconds  

Traffic Lanes n/a  

Parking Lanes None  

Curb Radius Taper  

Walkway Type None  

Planter Type None  

Curb Type Inverted Crown  

Landscape Type None  

Transportation Provision None  
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2.6 CIVIC ZONES 

2.6.1 General  
a. The Infill Regulating Plan shall designate Civic Space Zones (CS) and Civic Building 

Zones (CB).  
b. Additional Civic Zones may be permitted by Warrant if it does not occupy more 

than 20% of the District. 
c. Parking for Civic Zones shall be determined by Warrant. 

2.6.2 Civic Space Zones (CS)  
a. Civic Spaces shall be designed as described in Table 2-4, their type appropriate for 

the District. 

2.6.3 Civic Building Zones (CB)  
a. Civic Buildings shall be permitted by Warrant on Civic Zones reserved in the Infill 

Regulating Plan. 
b. Civic Buildings shall not be subject to the Requirements of Article 3.  Building design 

shall be determined by Warrant. 
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TABLE 2-4: Civic Space: The design of Civic Space shall be regulated by the Civic Space standards herein; these shall be 
applied to the District to create bounded space.  The Civic Spaces are perceptually enclosed by surrounding frontages, building 
heights and/or trees; essentially this enclosure creates an outdoor room.  Within the District Greens, Squares, Plazas and 
Playgrounds are permitted. 
 
 
Green  
Description: An Open Space, available for unstructured recreation.   
Standards: 
1. A Green may be spatially defined by landscaping rather than 

building Frontages.   
2. Its landscape shall consist of lawn and trees, naturalistically 

disposed.   
3. The minimum size shall be 1/2 acre and the maximum shall be 8 

acres. 
 

 

 
 

 
Square 
Description: An Open Space available for unstructured recreation and 
Civic purposes.   
Standards: 
1. A Square shall be spatially defined by building Frontages.   
2. Its landscape shall consist of Paths, lawns and trees, formally 

disposed.   
3. Squares shall be located at the intersection of important 

Thoroughfares.   
4. The minimum size shall be 1/2 acre and the maximum shall be 5 

acres.  

 

 
 

 
Plaza 
Description: An Open Space available for Civic purposes and 
Commercial activities. 
Standards: 
1. A Plaza shall be spatially defined by building Frontages.   
2. Its landscape shall consist primarily of pavement. 
3. Trees are optional. 
4. Plazas should be located at the intersection of important 

Thoroughfares. 
5. The minimum size shall be 1/2 acre and the maximum size shall be 2 

acres. 

 

 
 

 
Playground 
Description: An Open Space designed and equipped for the recreation 
of children.   
Standards: 
1. A Playground shall be fenced and may include and open shelter.   
2. Playgrounds shall be interspersed within Residential areas and may 

be placed within a Block.   

 

3. Playgrounds may be included within Parks and Greens.   
4. There shall be no minimum or maximum size.    
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2.7 UTILITY STANDARDS 

2.7.1 Utilities in the District shall be placed according to the following specifications: 
a. Franchise utilities shall be placed in the same trench underground.  Franchise 

utilities shall be placed in the alley or rear easement.  If an alley or rear easement is 
not available, franchise utilities shall be placed under the Sidewalk.  Maximum 
trench width shall be 24 inches.  Horizontal and vertical clearances shall be as 
required by the franchise utility’s stated guidelines.     

b. Water lines shall be placed under the Sidewalk.  If a Sidewalk is not available, water 
lines shall be placed underneath the median.  If placed in the median, the water line 
shall be offset from the tree line. 

c. Sanitary and storm sewer lines shall be placed underneath Thoroughfare pavement.  
Storm sewer lines may be placed in alternative, approved locations to implement 
Light Imprint Storm Drainage Tools.  These locations shall be approved by the 
Director of Public Works.     

2.8 STORM DRAINAGE 

2.8.1 Storm drainage shall incorporate tools listed in the Light Imprint Strom Drainage Matrix 
illustrated in Table 2-5. 

2.8.2 In case of conflict, the built environment shall have priority over the natural 
environment. 
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TABLE 2-5: Light Imprint Storm Drainage Matrix 
 

 

  

T-5   

Maint. Cost URBAN CENTER ZONE 
PAVING 
Cast/Pressed Concrete Paving Blocks L $$ 
Grassed Cellular Plastic M $$$ 
Grassed Cellular Concrete M $$$ 
Pervious Asphalt L $$ 
Asphalt L $ 
Concrete L $$ 
Pervious Concrete L $$ 
Stamped Asphalt L $$$ 
Stamped Concrete L $$$ 
Pea Gravel M $ 
Stone/Masonry Paving Blocks L $$$ 
Wood Paving Blocks on Concrete L $$$ 

M $$ Asphalt Paving Blocks 
CHANNELING 
Vegetative/Stone Swale L $ 
Grassed Cellular Plastic M $$$ 
Grassed Cellular Concrete M $$$ 
Soakaway Trench  M $$$ 
Slope Avenue M $$$ 
French Drain M $ 
Sallow Channel Footpath/Rainwater Conveyer L $ 
Concrete Pipe L $$ 
Gutter L $$ 
Planting Strip Trench L $ 
Masonry Trough L $$ 
Canal H $$$ 
Sculpted Watercourse  M $$$ 
Concrete Trough L $$ 

L $$$ Archimedean Screw 
STORAGE 
Vegetative Purification Bed M $$ 
Flowing Park M $$ 
Retention Pond M $$ 
Landscaped Tree Well L $$ 
Pool/Fountain H $$$ 
Underground Vault/Pipe/Cistern-Corrugated Metal L $$ 
Underground Vault/Pipe/Cistern-Precast Concrete L $$ 
Underground Vault/Pipe/Cistern-Cast in Place Concrete L $$ 
Grated Tree Well L $$ 
Underground Vault/Pipe/Cistern-Plastic L $$$ 

M $$$ Paved Basin 
FILTRATION 
Natural Vegetation L $ 
Green Finger L $$$ 
Roof Garden M $$$ 
Waterscapes H $$$ 
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2.9 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

2.9.1 Projects within the Infill Regulating Plan shall conform to the following special 
requirements: 
a. A differentiation of the Thoroughfares as A-Grid and B-Grid.  (See Table 2-3)  

i. Buildings along the A-Grid shall be held to the highest standard of this Code in 
support of pedestrian activity.   

ii. Buildings along the B-Grid may be more readily considered for Warrants 
allowing automobile-oriented standards.  The Frontages assigned to the B-Grid 
shall not exceed 30% of the total length of Frontages within the District.    

b. Designations for Mandatory Stoop Frontage. (See page 2-17) 
i.  A building shall provide a Stoop along its Private Frontage. 

c. Designations for Mandatory Shopfront Frontage.  (See page 2-17) 
i.  A building shall provide a Shopfront at Sidewalk level along the entire length of 

its Private Frontage. 
ii. The Shopfront shall be no less than 70% glazed in transparent glass and shaded 

by an awning overlapping the Sidewalk as generally illustrated in Table 4-3 A 
and specified in Table 4-3H. 

iii. The first floor shall be confined to a Commercial Function through the depth of 
the second Layer.  (Table 4-1)  

d. Designations for Mandatory and/or Recommended Terminated Vista locations.  (See 
page 2-17) 
iv. Requiring or advising that the building be provided with architectural 

articulation of a type and character that responds visually to the location, as 
approved by the Director.    

2.10 PRE-EXISTING CONDITIONS; RETROFITTING REQUIRED  
(Amended by Ord. 4187 / 11-7-2011) 

2.10.1 Existing buildings, Functions and Premises that do not conform to the provisions of this 
Code may continue only as provided in this Section.   
 

2.10.2 At such time as any approval for a permit application as defined in City Code Section 1-17 
is sought for the Expansion of or Substantial Modification to a nonconforming building: 
a. The expanded portion of the building shall comply with the provisions of this Code. 
b. The building being substantially modified shall be retrofitted. 

 
2.10.3 A nonconforming Function shall terminate when the Function is abandoned or ceases to 

actively operate on the Premises for six months or more, after which time the Function 
shall not continue or recommence operations. 

 
2.10.4 Except as provided in Section 2.10.5, the Premises shall be retrofitted to comply with the 

provisions of this Code when: 
a. Any approval for a permit application as defined in City Code Section 1-17 is sought 

for the Expansion of or Substantial Modification to a nonconforming building; 
b. Any nonconforming Function ceases to actively operate and a new or revised 

certificate-of-occupancy is sought for the Premises; or 
c. No Function actively operates on the Premises for more than three (3) months. 
 

2.10.5 The Director may by Warrant approve a transition plan for the retrofitting of the 
Premises pursuant to Section 2.10.4(b) and (c) that allows the property owner a period 
of time to achieve compliance with Sections 3.5, 3.6 and 3.9.  A transition plan shall not 
exceed five (5) years.  A transition plan may also be appended to and made a condition 
for the approval of any other Warrant authorized by this Code.  
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2.10.6 Any Expansion or modification of a Building of Value that has been designated as such 

by Historic Mesquite, Inc. or to a building actually or potentially eligible for inclusion on 
a state, local or national historic register, shall be subject to approval by Historic 
Mesquite, Inc. 

2.10.7 The restoration or rehabilitation of an existing building shall not require the provision of: 
a. Parking in addition to that existing, or  
b. On-site stormwater retention/detention in addition to that existing. 
 

2.10.8 Existing parking requirements that exceed those for this Code may be reduced as 
provided by Tables 3-4 and 3-7. 
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3.1 APPLICATION 

3.1.1 Lots and buildings located within the Infill Regulating Plan prescribed for the District 
shall be subject to the requirements of this Article. 

3.1.2 Applicants may have the design plans required under this Article prepared on their 
behalf.  Such plans require administrative approval by the Director.  Applicants may, at 
their option, request a pre-application meeting with the Community Development 
Department.  The pre-application meeting is not mandatory, and shall not constitute a 
permit under Chapter 245 of the Local Government Code.  

3.1.3 An applicant shall make a complete submittal, which shall consist of Building and Site 
Plans showing the following information, in addition to such other information as the 
Director may require, in order to evaluate compliance with the standards described in 
this Article:   
a. For preliminary site and building approval: 

Building Disposition  
Building Configuration  
Building Function  
Parking and Density Calculations 
Parking Location Standards  

b. For preliminary site and building approval: 
Special Requirements 
Natural Drainage Standards 
Architectural Standards  
Landscape Standards 
Signage Standards  
Lighting Standards  
Utility Standards 

3.1.4 Special Districts that do not have provisions within this Code shall be governed by the 
standards of the Mesquite Zoning Ordinance.   

3.2 PRE-EXISTING CONDITIONS 

3.2.1 For standards regarding Pre-Existing Conditions refer to Section 2.11.  

3.3 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

3.3.1 Special Requirements designated on the Infill Regulating Plan shall be mandatory 
according to the standards of this Article.  

3.4 CIVIC ZONES 

3.4.1 General  
a. Civic Zones are designated on the Infill Regulating Plan as Civic Space (CS) or Civic 

Building (CB).  
b. Parking provisions for Civic Zones shall be determined by Warrant. 

3.4.2 Civic Space Zones (CS)  
a. Civic Spaces shall be generally designed as described in Table 3-7.  
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4.4.3 Civic Building Zones (CB)  
a. Civic Buildings shall not be subject to the requirements of this Article. The par-

ticulars of their design shall be determined by Warrant. 

3.5 BUILDING DISPOSITION 

a. Newly platted Lots shall be dimensioned according to Table 3-6 and Table 3-11.  
b. Building Disposition shall be limited to the type described in Table 3-1.  
c. Buildings shall be disposed in relation to the boundaries of their Lots according to 

Table 3-6 and Table 3-11.  
d. One Principal building at the Frontage and one Outbuilding to the rear may be built 

on each Lot as shown in Table 4-1.  A Backbuilding may be built between the 
Principal Building and the Outbuilding on the side frontage of corner lots as shown 
in Table 4-1.   

e. Outbuildings and Backbuildings shall not be permitted along the B-Grid. 
f. Lot coverage shall not exceed 80%.  See Table 3-6 and Table 3-11.  
g. Façades shall be built parallel to a rectilinear Principal Frontage line or to the 

tangent of a curved Principal Frontage line, and along a minimum percentage of the 
Frontage length at the Setback, as specified on Table 3-6 and Table 3-11.  

h. Setbacks for Principal Buildings shall be as shown in Table 3-6 and Table 3-11. 
Setbacks may otherwise be adjusted by Warrant.  

i. The Front Setback for Principal Buildings along the B-Grid shall be 25 feet.  The Rear 
Setback shall be 0 feet.  Thus, the Principal Buildings along the B-Grid shall have two 
Principal Entrances and Façades: One set back from, Interstate Highway-30 and the 
other Enfronting an A-Grid Thoroughfare.      

j. Rear Setbacks for Outbuildings shall be a minimum of 15 feet measured from the 
centerline of the Rear Alley easement.  In the absence of a Rear Alley, the rear 
Setback shall be as shown in Table 3-6 and Table 3-11. 

k. To accommodate building on slopes over ten percent, relief from front Setback 
requirements shall be available by Warrant.  

l. For grocery stores exceeding 30,000 square feet and lawfully operating as of 
December 15, 2008, relief from front Setback requirements shall be available by 
Warrant.  

 

TABLE 3-1A: Building Disposition: 
 This table approximates the location of the structure relative to the boundaries of each individual Lot, establishing a suitable 
basic building type for the District.  Each of the very general types is intrinsically more or less urban, depending on the extent 
that it completes the frontage.  

 
 
Basic Building Type: Rearyard 
Description: A building that occupies the full Frontage, leaving the rear of 
the lot as the sole yard.  This is a very urban type as the continuous Façade 
steadily defines the public Thoroughfare.  The rear Elevations may be 
articulated for functional purposes.  In its Residential form, this type is a 
Rowhouse. For its Commercial form, the rear yard can accommodate 
substantial parking.  
Specific Rearyard Types: Rowhouse, Flexhouse/Live-Work, Apartment 
Building, Liner Building & Mixed Use Block   
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TABLE 3-1B: Specific Rearyard Types: 
 

 
Rowhouse 
Description: a Rearyard building type.  A single-family 
dwelling with common walls on the side lot lines, the 
façades forming a continuous frontage line.  Rowhouses 
are the highest density type able to provide private yards.   

 

 
 

 
Flexhouse/Live-Work 
Description: a Rearyard, fully mixed-use building type 
with one dwelling above or behind a commercial space.   

 

 
 

 
Apartment Building 
Description: a Rearyard residential building type 
accommodating multiple dwellings disposed above and 
beside each other.  

 

 
 

 
Liner Building 
Description: a building conceived specifically to mask a 
parking lot or a parking structure from the frontage, 
without consuming any of the parking itself.   

 

 
 

 
Mixed-Use Block 
Description: a Rearyard, flexible commercial building 
type.  Commercial buildings have floorplates deeper than 
residential ones.   

 

 
 

 
 

3.6 BUILDING CONFIGURATION 

a. The Private Frontage of buildings shall conform to and be allocated in accordance 
with Table 3-3A-H and Table 3-6 and Table 3-11.    

b. Buildings on corner Lots shall have two Private Frontages as shown in Table 4-1.  
Prescriptions for the second and third Layers pertain only to the Principal Frontage.  
Prescriptions for the first Layer pertain to both Frontages.  

c.  Building Heights shall conform to Table 3-2 and Table 3-11.  Principal buildings shall 
be a minimum of 2 stories, and a maximum of 3 stories, in height.  

d. Stories shall be a minimum of 11 feet in height from finished floor to finished ceiling.  
Stories shall not exceed 14 feet in height from finished floor to finished ceiling, 
except for a first floor Commercial Function, which may be a maximum of 26 feet in 
height.  A single floor level with a minimum height of 26 feet and a maximum height 
of 29 feet from ground level to uppermost roof deck or uppermost eve may be 
counted as two (2) stories by Warrant.  Furthermore, ground level transparency 
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shall be calculated within the first 15 feet of the exterior building wall, measured 
from street level; upper level transparency shall be calculated within the following 11 
feet, not to exceed 14 feet.  Mezzanines extending beyond 33% of the floor area shall 
be counted as an additional floor.  Attics and raised basements are not considered 
Stories. 

e. Height limits do not apply to Attics, raised basements, masts, belfries, clock towers, 
chimney flues, water tanks, or elevator bulkheads.  However, Attics shall not exceed 
14 feet in height. 

f. In a Parking Structure or garage, each level shall count as a single Story regardless of 
its relationship to habitable Stories.  

g. The minimum room areas of a dwelling within a Principal Building or Accessory 
Unit shall conform to the International Residential Code, but in no case shall the 
total living area be less than 450 sq. ft.  Outbuildings may be any size, but shall not 
exceed 500 sq. ft. 

h. Awnings may Encroach the Sidewalk to within two feet of the Curb but shall clear 
the Sidewalk vertically by at least 8 feet. 

i. Stoops, Dooryards, Lightcourts, balconies, bay windows, and terraces may Encroach 
the first Layer 100% of its depth. (Table 4-1) 

j. In the absence of a building Façade along any part of a Frontage Line, a Street Screen 
shall be built co-planar with the Façade. 
i. Street Screens shall be between 3.5 and 8 feet in height and constructed of a 

material matching the adjacent building Façade. 
ii. Street Screens may be a hedge or fence by Warrant. 
iii. Street Screens shall have openings no larger than is necessary to allow 

automobile and pedestrian access. 
iv. All Street Screens over 4 feet high shall be 30% permeable or articulated to avoid 

blank walls.   
k. A first level Residential of Lodging Function shall be raised a minimum of 2 feet from 

average sidewalk grade.   
l. The maximum building height of 3 stories shall be setback 25 feet from a Lot Line 

adjacent to a single-family residential lot (zoned R-1, R-2 or R-3); within the 25 foot 
step down, the maximum building height shall be 2 stories.  In order for this 
standard to be applicable, the structure on the single-family residential lot shall not 
be in excess of one story. 
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TABLE 3-2: Building Height 
The Configurations for different building heights in the District are regulated herein.  The Building Height is expressed in 
numbers of Stories.  Building Height is regulated for the creation of spatial enclosure.  The ratio of Thoroughfare width to 
Building Height is important for creating the sense of an “outdoor room.”  

 
Building Height Standards: 
 
1. Height shall be measured from the average Enfronting Sidewalk grade to the 

uppermost eave of a main pitched roof (not of a dormer), or to the uppermost 
roof deck (not the top of parapet) of a flat roof. 

2. Building Height shall be measured in number of Stories, excluding Attics and 
raised basements.  Height limits do not apply to masts, belfries, clock towers, 
chimney flues, water tanks, elevator bulkheads and similar structures. 

 
N= maximum height as specified in Table 3-11. 
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TABLE 3-3A: Private Frontages: 
The character and arrangement of the Private Frontage is regulated by the Private Frontage Type Standards herein, these 
shall be applied to the District to create a particular and appropriate transitional relationship between the private and public 
realm.  This relationship is what collectively defines the nature of the streetscape.   Private Frontage Types are required for all 
buildings within the District as shown in Tables 3-3A-H. 
 
 

                                                
 
Dooryard: a Frontage wherein the Façade is set back from 
the Frontage Line with an elevated garden or Terrace 
permitted to Encroach.  This type can effectively   buffer 
Residential quarters from the Sidewalk, while removing the 
private yard from public Encroachment.  The Terrace is 
suitable for conversion to outdoor cafes as the eye of the 
sitter is level with that of the standing passerby.  
 

 

 

 
Lightcourt: a Frontage wherein the Façade is set back from 
the Frontage Line by a sunken Lightcourt.  This type buffers 
Residential use from urban Sidewalks and removes the 
private yard from public Encroachment.  The Lightcourt is 
are suitable for conversion to outdoor cafes.  

 
 
Stoop: a Frontage wherein the Façade is aligned close to the 
Frontage Line with the first Story elevated from the 
Sidewalk sufficiently to secure privacy for the windows.  
The entrance is usually an exterior stair and landing.  This 
type is recommended for ground-floor Residential use.  

 
 
Forecourt: a Frontage wherein a portion of the Façade is 
close to the Frontage Line and the central portion is set 
back.  The Forecourt created is suitable for vehicular drop-
offs.  This type should be allocated in conjunction with 
other frontage types.  Large trees within the Forecourts may 
overhang the sidewalks.  
  
 
Shopfront: a Frontage wherein the Façade is aligned close 
to the Frontage Line with the building entrance at Sidewalk 
grade.  This type is conventional for Retail use.  It has a 
substantial glazing on the Sidewalk level and an awning 
that may overlap the Sidewalk to the maximum extent 
possible.   

 
 
Gallery: a Frontage wherein the Façade is aligned close to 
the Frontage line with and attached cantilevered shed or a 
lightweight colonnade overlapping the Sidewalk 
(Public/Private).  This type is conventional for Retail use.   
 

 

 
Arcade: a colonnade supporting habitable space that 
overlaps the Sidewalk (Public/Private), while the Façade at 
Sidewalk level remains at or behind the Frontage Line.  This 
type is conventional for Retail use.   
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TABLE 3-3B: Dooryard 
 

 
Description:  
 
Dooryards are elevated gardens or terraces that are set back from the frontage line.  This type 
can effectively buffer residential quarters from the sidewalk, while removing the private yard 
from public encroachment.  The Terrace is also suitable for restaurants and cafes as the eye of 
the sitter is level with that of the standing passerby.     
 
 
 
 

Section Diagram 

 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. Dooryards/Terraces shall be a minimum of 10 feet deep, and raised at least 12 inches 

above, but no more than 5 feet above, the finished grade. 
2. A retaining wall may be built around the Dooryard or Terrace.  
3. The retaining wall shall not be higher than structurally necessary. 
4. The retaining wall shall be constructed of brick or stone, alone or in combination. 
 

 
 

Axonometric Diagram 

 
Architectural Standards:  
 
a. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
b. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
c. Buildings shall have sloped roofs 

 
 
 
 
 

Illustrative Photograph 
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TABLE 3-3C: Lightcourt 
 

 
Description:  
 
Lightcourts are frontages wherein the Façade is set back from the frontage line by a sunken 
Lightcourt.  This type buffers residential use from urban sidewalks and removes the private 
yard from public encroachment.  The Lightcourt is suitable for conversion to outdoor cafes.  
 
 
 

 
 
 

Section Diagram 

 
 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. Basements accessed by a Lightcourt shall be depressed at least 5 feet below, but not 

more than 7 feet below, the adjacent sidewalk. 
2. Ground floors accessed by a Lightcourt shall be raised at least 12 inches above, but no 

more than 5 feet above, the adjacent sidewalk. 
3. Lightcourts shall correspond directly with the building entry(s) and the stairs may be 

perpendicular to or parallel with the adjacent Sidewalk. 
4. Lightcourts shall be at least 10 feet wide, clear of the stair to the raised ground floor.   
 

 
Axonometric Diagram 

 

 
Architectural Standards:  
 
1. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
2. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
3. Buildings shall have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Illustrative Photograph 
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TABLE 3-3D: Stoop 
 

 
Description:  
 
Stoops are elevated entry porches/stairs placed close to the Frontage Line with the ground 
Story elevated from the sidewalk, securing privacy for the windows and front rooms.  The 
Stoop is suitable for ground floor Residential use at short setbacks.  A shed roof may also 
cover the Stoop.  This type may be interspersed with the Shopfront & Awning Frontage Type.   
 
 
 

 
 

Section Diagram 

 
 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. Stoop Encroachment into the Setback: 8 feet maximum. 
2. Stoops shall be raised a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 36 inches from the 

finished grade.     
3. Stoops shall correspond directly with the building entry(s) and be at least 3 feet wide 

(perpendicular to or parallel with the Sidewalk). 
4. Stoops shall be a minimum of 6 feet and a maximum of 10 feet wide. 
5. There may be a low (30 inches or less) decorative Fence along the property lines. 
 

 
Axonometric Diagram 

 
Architectural Standards:  
 
1. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
2. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
3. Buildings shall have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Illustrative Photograph 
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TABLE 3-3E: Forecourt 
 

 
Description:  
 
Forecourts are uncovered courts within a storefront frontage, wherein a portion of the Façade 
is recessed from the building Frontage.  The court is suitable for outdoor dining, gardens, 
vehicular drop-offs, and utility off loading.  A Fence or wall at the property line may be used 
to define the private space of the court.  The court may also be raised from the Sidewalk, 
creating a small retaining wall at the property line with entry steps in the court.  This type 
should be used sparingly and in conjunction with Stoops and Shopfronts.  
 
 
 
 

Section Diagram 
 

 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. A Forecourt shall be a minimum of 10 feet deep and a maximum of 30 feet deep. 
2. A Forecourt shall be a minimum of 10 feet wide and a maximum of 50 feet wide, or 50 

percent of the lot width, whichever is less. 
3. Forecourts between 10 feet and 15 feet in depth shall be substantially paved, and 

enhanced with landscaping.  Forecourts between 15 feet and 30 feet in depth shall be 
designed with a balance of paving and landscaping. 

4. A fence or wall at the property line may be used to define the private space of the court. 
5. If the Forecourt is raised above the adjacent grade, it should not be more than 3 feet 

above the grade of the sidewalk.  
6. Forecourts shall not occupy over 10% of the Block Face. 
 

Axonometric Diagram 
 

 
Architectural Standards:  
 
1. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
2. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
3. Buildings shall have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. 

 
 
 
 
 

Illustrative Photograph 
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TABLE 3-3F: Shopfront & Awning 
 

 
Description:  
 
Typically, the Shopfront & Awning Frontage Type applies to storefronts.  Storefronts are 
Façades placed at or close to the right-of-way line, with the entrance at Sidewalk grade.  They 
are conventional for Retail Frontage and are commonly equipped with cantilevered shed 
roof(s) or awnings(s).  Recessed storefronts are also acceptable.  The absence of a raised 
ground floor precludes a Residential Function on the ground floor facing the street.  A 
Residential Function would be appropriate above the ground floor and behind another 
Function that fronts the street.   

 
 
 

Section Diagram 

 
 

 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. Storefronts shall be 15 feet tall, as measured from the adjacent Sidewalk, and 10 a 

minimum of 10 feet wide. 
2. Storefront assemblies (the doors, display windows, bulkheads and associated framing) 

should not be set back into the Shopfront openings more than a maximum of 2 feet, so 
that passing pedestrians have a clear view of the shop interior. 

3. Storefronts may be set back up to 12 feet, but not less than 8 feet, for up to 25 feet of the 
building Frontage in order to create a covered Alcove, in which outdoor dining or 
merchandising can occur within the volume of the building. 

4. Display windows: the corresponding storefront(s) opening(s) along the primary 
frontage shall be at least 70% of the first floor wall area, and shall be transparent.  
Where privacy is desired for restaurants and professional services, etc., windows should 
be divided into smaller panes. 

5. Awnings, signs, and related fixtures shall be located a minimum of 8 feet above the 
adjacent sidewalk. 

6. Awnings shall only cover Storefronts and openings, so as not to cover the entire Façade.    
7. Doors should be substantial and well detailed.  They are the one part of the storefront 

that patrons will invariably touch and feel.  They should match the materials, design and 
character of the display window framing.  “Narrowline” aluminum framed doors are not 
recommended.   

Axonometric Diagram 
 

 
Architectural Standards:  
 
1. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
2. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
3. Buildings shall have flat roofs enclosed by parapets.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Illustrative Photographs 
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TABLE 3-3G: Gallery 
 

 
Description:  
 
Galleries are Façades with an attached colonnade. 
 
 
 
 

 
Section Diagram 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. Galleries shall be a minimum of 10 feet wide clear in all directions, with a maximum of 2 

feet between curb face and Gallery eve. 
2. Along Primary Frontages, the Gallery shall correspond to storefront openings. 
3. Primary Frontage storefront openings shall be at least 70% of first floor wall area and 

have transparent glazing. 
 
 
Architectural Standards:  
 
1. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
2. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
3. Buildings shall have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. 
4. Galleries shall be constructed using only the same exterior materials as the Principal 

Building.   
 
 

Illustrative Photograph 
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TABLE 3-3H: Arcade 
 

 
Description:  
 
Arcades are Façades with an attached colonnade, which is covered by upper Stories.  
 
 
 
 

 
Section Diagram 

 
Design Standards:  
 
1. Arcades shall be a minimum of 12 feet wide clear in all directions, with a maximum of 2 

feet between curb face and Arcade eve.   
2. Along Primary Frontages, the Arcade shall correspond to storefront openings. 
3. Primary Frontage storefront openings shall be at least 70% of first floor wall area and 

have transparent glazing. 
 
 
Architectural Standards:  
 
1. In addition to the general standards shown in Section 3.11, specific standards shall be as 

follows: 
2. Compliance with the Community Appearance Manual v. 1.0, regardless of Building 

Function. 
3. Buildings shall have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. 
4. Arcades shall be constructed using only the same exterior materials as the Principal 

Building.   
 
 

Illustrative Photograph 

 
3.7 BUILDING FUNCTION & DENSITY 

a. Buildings in the District shall conform to the Functions on Table 3-4 and Table 3-5 
and Table 3-11.   

b. A public hearing and approval by the City Council in accordance with MZO §5-300 
shall be required for a Function permitted by Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 

c. Accessory Functions shall be permitted within an Outbuilding. 
d. Outdoor display or storage is prohibited, provided that incidental outdoor display is 

permitted pursuant to the MZO §3-601. 
e. First Story Commercial Functions shall be permitted. 
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TABLE 3-4: Building Function – General: 
This table categorizes Building Functions within the District.  Parking requirements are correlated to functional intensity.  
For Specific Function and Use permitted By Right or by CUP, see Table 3-5. 

 
 GTC 

 
a. Residential: 

 

 
The number of dwellings on each Lot is limited by the requirement of 1.0 
parking places for each dwelling, a ratio which may be reduced according to 
the shared parking standards (See Table 3-7). 
 

 
b. Lodging: 
 

 
The number of bedrooms available on each lot for Lodging is limited by the 
requirement of 1.0 assigned parking place for each bedroom.  Food service 
shall be provided at all times.  The area allocated for food service shall be 
calculated and provided according to Retail Function.  The maximum 
length of stay shall not exceed 10 days. 
 

 
c. Office: 
 

 
The building area available for Office use on each Lot is limited by the 
requirement of 2.0 assigned parking places per 1000 square feet of net Office 
space. 
 

 
d. Retail: 
 

 
The building area available for Retail use on each Lot is limited by the 
requirement of 3.0 assigned parking places per 1000 square feet of net Retail 
space.  Retail spaces less than 1500 square feet are exempt from parking 
requirements.   
 

 
e. Civic: 
 

 
See Table 3-5 

 
f. Other: 
 

 
See Table 3-5 
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TABLE 3-5: Specific Function: 
This table expands the Building Function categories of Table 3-4 to delegate specific Functions within the District.  
 
a. Residential By Right By CUP 

Mixed Use Block X  
Flex Building X  

Apartment Building X  
Live-Work Unit X  

Rowhouse X  
Duplex House   

Courtyard House   
Sideyard House   

Cottage   
House   

Villa   
Accessory Unit X  

 
b. Lodging By Right By CUP 

Hotel (no room limit) X  
Inn (up to 12 rooms) X  

Bed & Breakfast (up to 5 
rooms) 

X  

School Dormitory X  
 

c. Office By Right By CUP 
Office Building X  

Live-Work Unit X  
Religious Assembly X  

 
d. Retail By Right By CUP 

Open-Market Building X  
Retail Building, e.g. grocery 

store, personal services 
X  

Display Gallery X  
Restaurant X  

Kiosk X  
Push Cart   

Drive-Through Facility   
Drive-In Facility   

Alt. Financial Establishments   
Used Merchandise  X 

Shopping Mall   
Strip Shopping Center   

Sexually Oriented Business   
 

e. Civic By Right By CUP 
Bus Shelter X  

Transit Stop X  
Convention Center   
Conference Center  X 
Exhibition Center   

Fountain or Public Art X  
Library X  

Live Theater X  
Museum  X 

Outdoor Auditorium X  
Parking Structure X  

Passenger Terminal  X 
Playground X  

Sports Stadium  X 
Surface Parking Lot  X 

 
f. Other: Entertainment By Right By CUP 

Indoor Amusement X  
Movie Theater  X  

 
g. Other: Agriculture By Right By CUP 

Grain Storage   
Livestock Pen   
Green House   

Stable   
Kennel   

 
h. Other: Automotive By Right By CUP 

Gasoline   
Automobile Service   
Truck Maintenance   

Rest Stop   
Roadside Stand   

Billboard   
 

i. Other: Civil Support By Right By CUP 
Fire Station X  

Police Station X  
Cemetery   

Funeral Home   
Hospital  X 

Medical Clinic X  
 

j. Other: Education By Right By CUP 
College  X 

High School  X 
Trade School  X 

Elementary School X  
Other – Childcare Center X  

 
k. Other: Industrial By Right By CUP 

Heavy Industrial Facility   
Light Industrial Facility   

Truck Depot   
Laboratory Facility   

Water Supply Facility   
Sewer and Waste Facility   

Electric Substation X  
Wireless Transmitter   

Cremation Facility   
Warehouse   

Produce Storage   
Mini-Storage   

Construction or Trade 
Contractors 

  

Manufacturing   
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TABLE 3-6: Building Scale Plans: Graphics  
 

ROWHOUSE T-5 URBAN CENTER SPECIFICATIONS 
 Lot Area 1,080 sf min 

Lot Width 18 ft. min – 180 ft. max 
Lot Coverage 80% max 
Setbacks  
at building frontage 0 ft. min – 10 ft. max 
at building side 0 ft. min 
at building rear 10 ft. min 
at outbuilding rear 3 ft. min 
at outbuilding side 0 ft. min 
Building Frontage Setback 100% max 
Encroachments  

 at building frontage 10 ft. max 
 at building side N/A 
BUILDING FUNCTION at outbuilding rear N/A 
Residential open use at outbuilding side N/A 
Lodging  open use Height  
Office open use of principal building  2 stories min, 3 max 
Retail open use of outbuilding 2 stories max 
 Building Disposition Rearyard 
BUILDING PLACEMENT 

 

Private Frontage Type DY, LC, FC, ST, GA 
FLEXHOUSE/LIVE-WORK 

SPECIFICATIONS 
Lot Area 1,440 sf min 
Lot Width 18 ft. min – 180 ft. max 
Lot Coverage 80% max 
Setbacks  
at building frontage 0 ft. min – 10 ft. max 
at building side 0 ft. min – 24 ft. max 

1. Lot lines enfronting thoroughfares or open spaces 
are designated frontage lines. 

2. The façades and elevations of a building shall be 
distanced from the frontage and lot lines as shown 
in the diagram.   

3. Façades shall be set parallel to the cord if broken or 
curved.  Elevations may deviate from the trajectory 
of the lot lines.     

at building rear 10 ft. min 
 at outbuilding rear 3 ft. min 
PARKING PLACEMENT at outbuilding side 0 ft. min 

Building Frontage Setback 100% max 
Encroachments  
at building frontage 10 ft. max 
at building side N/A 
at outbuilding rear N/A 
at outbuilding side N/A 
Height  
of principal building  2 stories min, 3 max 
of outbuilding 2 stories max 
Building Disposition Rearyard 

1. The number of parking places provided shall be as 
required by the Building Function. 

2. The required off-street parking shall be placed 
within the layer as shown in the diagram. 

3. Trash containers shall be located within the third 
layer shown in the diagram (Table 13d) 

4. The first layer is in the area between the frontage 
line and the façade.  The second layer is in the area 
between the façade and a line 20 feet behind.  The 
third layer is the remainder.   

 

Private Frontage Type DY, LC, SF, GA, AR 
 APARTMENT BUILDING 
BUILDING HEIGHT SPECIFICATIONS 

Lot Area 6,000 sf min 
Lot Width 18 ft. min – 180 ft. max 
Lot Coverage 80% max 
Setbacks  
at building frontage 0 ft. min – 10 ft. max 
at building side 0 ft. min 

1. The maximum overall building height shall be 
measured in number of stories. 

2. Height shall be measured from the average 
Enfronting Sidewalk grade to the uppermost eave of 
a main pitched roof (not of a dormer), or the 
uppermost roof deck (not the top of parapet) of a 
flat roof.   at building rear 10 ft. min 

 at outbuilding rear 3 ft. min 
PRIVATE FRONTAGES at outbuilding side 0 ft. min 
DY Dooryard Building Frontage Setback 100% max 
LC Lightcourt Encroachments  
ST Stoop at building frontage 10 ft. max 
FC Forecourt at building side N/A 
SF Shopfront at outbuilding rear N/A 
GA Gallery at outbuilding side N/A 
AR Arcade Height  
 of principal building  2 stories min, 3 max 

of outbuilding 2 stories 
Building Disposition Rearyard 

 

 

Private Frontage Type DY, LC, FC, ST, GA 
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TABLE 3-6: Building Scale Plans: Graphics (continued) 
 

LINER BUILDING T-5 URBAN CENTER SPECIFICATIONS 
 Lot Area 7,200 sf min 

Lot Width 18 ft. min – 180 ft. max 
Lot Coverage 80% max 
Setbacks  
at building frontage 0 ft. min – 10 ft. max/12 ft. AR 
at building side 0 ft. min 
at building rear 10 ft. min 
at outbuilding rear N/A 
at outbuilding side N/A 
Building Frontage Setback 100% max 
Encroachments  

 
at building frontage 10 ft. max/12 ft. AR 

 at building side N/A 
BUILDING FUNCTION at outbuilding rear N/A 
Residential open use at outbuilding side N/A 
Lodging  open use Height  
Office open use of principal building  2 stories min, 3 max 
Retail open use of outbuilding N/A 
 Building Disposition Rearyard 
BUILDING PLACEMENT 

 

Private Frontage Type DY, LC, FC, SF, GA, AR 
MIXED-USE BLOCK 

SPECIFICATIONS 
Lot Area 7,200 sf min 
Lot Width 18 ft. min – 180 ft. max 
Lot Coverage 80% max 
Setbacks  
at building frontage 0 ft. min – 10 ft. max/12 ft. AR 
at building side 0 ft.  min – 24 ft. max 

1. Lot lines enfronting thoroughfares or open spaces 
are designated frontage lines. 

2. The façades and elevations of a building shall be 
distanced from the frontage and lot lines as shown 
in the diagram.   

3. Façades shall be set parallel to the cord if broken or 
curved.  Elevations may deviate from the trajectory 
of the lot lines.     

at building rear 10 ft. min 
 at outbuilding rear N/A 
PARKING PLACEMENT at outbuilding side N/A 

Building Frontage Setback 100% max 
Encroachments  
at building frontage 10 ft. max/12 ft. AR 
at building side N/A 
at outbuilding rear N/A 
at outbuilding side N/A 
Height  
of principal building  2 stories min, 3 max 
of outbuilding N/A 
Building Disposition Rearyard 

1. The number of parking places provided shall be as 
required by the Building Function. 

2. The required off-street parking shall be placed 
within the layer as shown in the diagram. 

3. Trash containers shall be located within the third 
layer shown in the diagram (Table 13d) 

4. The first layer is in the area between the frontage 
line and the façade.  The second layer is in the area 
between the façade and a line 20 feet behind.  The 
third layer is the remainder.   

 

Private Frontage Type DY, LC, FC, SF, GA, AR 
  
BUILDING HEIGHT  

  
  
  
  
  
  

1. The maximum overall building height shall be 
measured in number of stories. 

2. Height shall be measured from the average 
Enfronting Sidewalk grade to the uppermost eave of 
a main pitched roof (not of a dormer), or the 
uppermost roof deck (not the top of parapet) of a 
flat roof.     

   
PRIVATE FRONTAGES   
DY Dooryard   
LC Lightcourt   
ST Stoop   
FC Forecourt   
SF Shopfront   
GA Gallery   
AR Arcade   
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3.8 PARKING & DENSITY CALCULATIONS 

a. Buildable Density on a Lot shall be determined by the sum of the actual parking that 
is provided: 
i. Within the Lot, 
ii. Along the on-street parking lane corresponding to the Lot Frontage; and 
iii. By purchase or lease from a Civic Parking Reserve, within a 1/4 mile radius of the 

Lot, if available within the District.  
b. The actual parking may be adjusted upward according to the Shared Parking Factor 

of Table 3-7 to determine the Effective Parking.  The Shared Parking Factor is 
available for any two Functions within any pair of adjacent Blocks.  

c. Based on the Effective Parking available, the Density of the projected Function may 
be determined according to Table 3-7.  

d. The total Density within each Transect Zone shall not exceed that specified by an 
approved Infill Regulating Plan.  

e. Accessory Units shall not count toward Density calculations.  
f. Liner Buildings less than 30 feet deep and no more than two Stories shall be exempt 

from parking requirements. 

TABLE 3-7: Parking Calculation. 
The Required Parking table summarizes the parking requirements of Table 3-4 for each site or, conversely, the amount of 
building allowed on each site given the parking available.  Use the Shard Parking Factor in the event of Mixed Use.  The actual 
parking is calculated by adding the total number of spaces required by each separate Function and dividing the total by the 
appropriate factor from the Shared Parking Factor matrix.   

 
 GTC SHARED PARKING FACTOR 

Residential 1.0 / dwelling 
Lodging 1.0 / bedroom 

Office 2.0 / 1000 sq. ft. 
Retail 3.0 / 1000 sq. ft. 
Civic To be determined by Warrant 

Other To be determined by Warrant 
  

 

 
 

3.9 PARKING & ACCESS STANDARDS 

a. Parking shall be accessed by Rear Alleys.  The Rear Alley shall serve as the primary 
access to the fire lane, if one is required.  

b. A Driveway may be approved by Warrant.  Driveways shall be no wider than 10 feet 
in the first Layer.  

c. Open parking areas shall be masked from the Frontage by a Building or Street 
Screen.  For Street Screen standards refer to Section 3.6(j). 

d. For buildings on the B-grid, open parking areas shall be masked from the Frontage 
by a vegetative screen not less than 3.5 feet in height. 

e. Along the A-Grid, all parking areas, garages, and Parking Structures shall be located 
at the third Layer.   

f. Along the B-Grid, all parking areas, garages, and Parking Structures shall be located 
at the second Layer.   

g. Carports shall be prohibited. 
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h. For grocery stores having Setbacks approved by Warrant pursuant to Section 3.5(l): 
i. Surface parking areas may be located beyond 25 feet within the first Layer. 
ii. Surface parking areas shall be masked from the Frontage by a Building or 

vegetative screen not less than 3.5 feet in height. 
iii. Parking shall be accessed by private streets connecting to the Thoroughfare 

network as shown on the Infill Regulating Plan.  The alignment of at least one 
private street shall utilize the grocery store as a Terminated Vista.  The design of 
private streets shall be CS-50-30 (Table 2-3).   

i. Vehicular entrances to parking lots, garages, and Parking Structures shall be no 
wider than 24 feet at the Frontage.     

j. Pedestrian exits from all parking lots, garages and Parking Structures shall be 
directly to a Frontage Line (i.e., not directly into a building) except underground 
levels which may be exited by pedestrians directly into a building. 

k. Parking Structures shall have Liner Buildings lining the first and second Stories.   
l. Along the A-Grid, a minimum of one city approved bicycle rack place shall be 

provided within the Public or Private Frontage for every ten vehicular parking 
spaces. 

m. Along the B-Grid and for grocery stores with surface parking in the first Layer in 
accordance with this Section, a minimum of one tree shall be provided within surface 
parking lots for every ten parking spaces.  Each tree shall be placed in a landscape 
island no smaller than 9-feet by 18-feet, which is protected from vehicles through the 
use of concrete curbs, wheel stops, or other permanent barriers no less than 6 inches 
in height.  The landscape islands shall be dispersed evenly throughout the surface 
parking lot.  For Greenfield projects, trees existing on the lot at the time of 
application shall be incorporated into the surface parking lot, and credit toward the 
requirements of this section may be approved by warrant.  

 
 

3.10 NATURAL DRAINAGE STANDARDS 

a. Buildings may be equipped with roofs of shallow 4-inch soils and drought-tolerant 
plants.  Buildings approved for Intensive Green Roofs may hold soils deeper than 4 
inches and larger plants and trees. 

b. Balconies should be equipped with planter boxes designed to capture runoff from 
the balcony. 

c. Green walls, if provided, shall be restricted to non-invasive species. 
d. Cisterns may be used to capture and recirculate stormwater for buildings. 
e. The landscape installed shall consist primarily of durable species tolerant of soil 

compaction (See Table 3-9). 
f. Planter boxes shall be bottomless, flow-through boxes with native plants, placed 

next to buildings and designed to capture building runoff.  They may be placed in 
courtyards or adjacent sidewalks with runoff sent to them via French drains of 
hidden pipes.   

3.11 ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS 

a. In addition to the specific standards shown in Tables 3-3B-H, general standards shall 
be as follows: 

b. No more than two Façade Materials shall be used on any exterior wall.  These 
materials shall be considered Primary Colors for Principle 9.0 of the Community 
Appearance Manual v. 1.0. 

c. Vertical joints between materials shall only occur at inside corners. 
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d. Doors and windows that operate as sliders are prohibited along Frontages. 
e. Pitched roofs, if provided, shall be symmetrically sloped no less than 5:12, except that 

porch and attached shed roofs may be no less than 2:12. 
f. The Façades on Shopfront Frontages shall be detailed as storefronts and glazed with 

no less than 70% of the sidewalk-level story.  
g. Flat roofs shall be enclosed by parapets a minimum of 42 inches high, or as required 

to conceal mechanical equipment, whichever is greater.  
h. Porches and Balconies shall be constructed using only the same exterior materials as 

the Principal Building.  Wood and cementious fiberboard shall be painted the same 
color as the trim of the Principal Building.  The roof shall match the roof materials of 
the Principal Building.  

i. Fences, if provided within the First Lot Layer, shall be wrought iron or painted wood 
board with a maximum height of three and one-half (3 ½) feet. Fences at other 
Layers shall be wrought iron with a minimum height of six (6) feet and maximum 
height of eight (8) feet.  Chain link is prohibited. 

j. A wrought iron fence and dense landscape screen shall be installed on the lot lines 
abutting a residential function either within or outside the District.  Fences shall 
include gates for pedestrian accessibility, where appropriate. 

k. Garage doors shall be a maximum of 9 feet in width if visible from streets, sidewalks, 
or public spaces.  Alley-accessed garages may have 16 feet wide doors.   

l. Sloped roofs shall be shingle, tile or architectural standing seam metal roofing.  
Shingle roofing shall be slate, synthetic wood or better.  Tile roofing shall be clay, 
concrete or metal.  Standard pre-engineered metal roofing shall be prohibited.  

m. Awnings shall be non-translucent canvas on a light metal frame or architectural 
standing seam metal.  Awnings shall be sloped rectangles without end panels or 
curved or sloped shapes with end panels.  Standard pre-engineered metal awnings 
shall be prohibited.  

n. Gasoline pumps shall be located at the third Lot Layer.  Along the B-Grid, gasoline 
pumps may be located at the first or second Lot Layer by Warrant.      

o. All new construction shall be equipped with an automatic approved sprinkler 
system. 

3.12 LANDSCAPE STANDARDS OUTSIDE THE PUBLIC FRONTAGE 
a. Impermeable surface shall be confined to the ratio of Lot coverage specified in Table 

3-6 and Table 3-11. 
b. Landscaping installed to meet the requirements of this section shall be of a species 

indicated in Table 3-9. 
c. Trees shall not be required in the first Layer. 
d. Trees planted within the first Layer shall be a single species to match the species of 

street trees on the Public Frontage. 
e. The first Layer may be paved to match the pavement of the Public Frontage. 
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TABLE 3-8: Public Planting:  
The suitable street trees for the District are specified herein.  Street trees vary in their form and also in their suitability for 
urban use.  The shape of the canopy must integrate with the degree of setback within the District.  For this District there are 
two common types of street tree forms that are appropriate.  The Planning Division shall select the species that are appropriate 
for the bioregion.   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Street Tree Form Axonometric Diagram 

 
Oval 

 

 
 

 
Ball 
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TABLE 3-9: Xeriscape-North Texas:  
Provided is a list of heat and drought tolerant plants which are native and adapted to the North Texas Region.   

Shade Trees – Large Canopy           Perennial & Annual Native Plants 
 
American Elm (Vase) 
Black Hickory (Oval) 
Bur Oak (Vase) 
Cedar Elm (Vase) 
Chinese Tallow (Ball) 
Chinkapin Oak (Vase) 
Green Ash (Ball) 
Lacebark Elm (Vase) 
Live Oak (Umbrella) 
Mesquite (Umbrella/Vase)  

 
Pecan-Hickory (Vase) 
Post Oak (Vase) 
Red Maple (Vase) 
Red Oak (Oval) 
Southern Magnolia (Oval) 
Sweetgum (Vase) 
Thornless Honey Locust 
(Umbrella) 
White Oak (Vase) 
Winged Elm (Vase)

 
Shade Trees – Small Canopy 
 
Bald Cypress (Oval) 
Chinese Pistachio (Ball) 
Desert Willow (Vase) 

 
Ginkgo (Vase) 
Goldenrain Tree (Ball) 
River Birch (Vase)

 
Evergreen Trees 
 
Arizona Cypress (Pyramid) 
Austrian Pine (Ball) 
Deodar Cedar  (Pyramid)  

 
Eastern Red Cedar 
(Pyramid) 
Japanese Black Pine (Ball) 
Savannah Holly (Oval)

 
Ornamental Trees 
 
Aristocrat Pear (Oval) 
Crab Apple (Ball) 
Crape Myrtle (Vase) 
Deciduous Holly (Vase) 
Flowering Peach (Ball) 

 
Purple Leaf Plum (Ball) 
Red Bud (Umbrella) 
Wax Myrtle (Ball) 
Yaupon Holly (Ball) 
Vitex (Ball)

Other Protected Trees 
 
Pond Cypress (Pyramid) 
Texas Ash (Ball) 

 
Western Soapberry (Vase) 

Shrubs & Woody Annuals 
 
Abelia 
Agarito 
Althea 
American Beauty Berry 
Arkansas Yucca 
Blue Carpet Juniper 
Copper Canyon Dasiy 
Flame Acanthus

 
Fragrant Sumac 
Red Yucca 
Salvia Species 
Texas Sage 
Texas Star Hibiscus 
Texas Lantana 
Turk’s Cap

 
Barbra’s Buttons 
Bergamot 
Big Red Saliva 
Bitterweed 
Blackfoot Daisy 
Bluebonnets 
Blue-eyed Grass 
Blue Flax 
Calyophus 
Cedar Sage 
Coreopsis 
Cow Pen Daisy 
Drummond Phlox 
Engelmann Daisy Fall 
Obedient Plant 
Eryngo 
Fall Obedient Plant 
Four-nerve Daisy 
(Hymenoxys) 
Gaillardia 
Green-thread 
Horsemint 
Lantana species 
Liatris Species 
Maximillian Sunflower

 
Mealy Blue Sage 
Mexican Hat 
Milkweed 
Missouri Primrose 
Moss Rose 
Partridge Pea 
Pink Evening Primrose 
Prairie Verbena 
Purple Cone Flower 
(Echinaceae Apec.) 
Rudbeckia 
Ruellia 
Salvia Coccinia 
Skullcap 
Snow-on-the-Prairie 
Spiderwort 
Spring Rain Lily 
Standing Cypress 
Texas Bluebell 
Two-leafed Senna 
Wild Ageratum 
Wild Foxglove (P. cobea) 
Wild Hyacinth 
Wine-cups 
Zexmenia

Ground Covers & Vines, Natives 
 
Cardinal Vine 
Carolina Jessamine 
Climbing Prairie Rose 
Coralberry 
Coral Honeysuckle 
Crossvine 
Cypress Vine

 
Frogfruit 
Horseherb 
Hyacinth Bean Vine 
MO Violets 
Trumpet Vine 
Passion Vine

Non-Native 
 
Ajuga 
Artemesia 
Asian Jasmine 
English Ivy 
Lirope

 
Mondo Grass 
Sedum 
Thrift 
Vinca Minor

Grasses 
 
Big Blue Stem 
Buffalo Grass 
Eastern Gamma Grass 
Gulf Muhly 
Indian Grass

 
Inland Seaoats 
Lindheimer Muhly 
Little Bluestem 
Seep Muhly 
Sideoats Grama
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3.13 SIGNAGE STANDARDS 

Unless stated otherwise, the provisions of Chapter 13 of the Mesquite City Code (MCC) 
shall not apply within the District.  Signage in the District shall be restricted to the 
following sign types and specifications:  
a. Along the A-Grid:  

i. One blade sign for each non-residential function may be permanently installed 
perpendicular to the Façade within the first Layer.  Such a sign shall not exceed a 
total of 4 square feet and shall clear 8 feet above the sidewalk.    

ii. One wall sign may be applied to the Façade of each building, and shall not 
exceed 3 feet in height, one-third the width of the façade, and a total of 40 square 
feet.  Signage shall be externally illuminated, except that window signage within 
the Shopfront glazing may be neon lit.  

b. Along the B-Grid:  
i. Signs permitted in the A-Grid. 
ii. One monument sign may be erected for each building.  The number, height, area 

and placement of monument signs shall be governed by MCC Section 10-
73(10)(a) and (b). 

c. Along all grids:  The address number, no more than 6 inches measured vertically, 
shall be attached to the building in proximity to the Principal Entrance or at a 
mailbox.  

3.14 LIGHTING STANDARDS  

a. Average lighting levels measured at the building Frontage shall not exceed 2.0 fc 
(foot-candles). 

b.   Streetlights shall be of a general type illustrated in Table 3-10 and as approved by 
ONCOR: Decorative Street Lighting.   

 
TABLE 3-10: Public Lighting: 
The suitable Public Lighting Types for the District are established herein.   

 
Public Lighting Type Axonometric Diagram 

Column 

 

 
 

Double Column 
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3.15 UTILITY STANDARDS 

Utilities in the District shall be placed according to the specifications in Section 2.7. 
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TABLE 3-11: Gus Thomasson Corridor Revitalization Code Summary: 

 

 
 Urban Center Zone 
 
A. BASE RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
By  Right Variable 
Other Functions Variable 
 
B. BLOCK SIZE 
Block Perimeter 2000 ft. max 
Block Face 600 ft. max 
 
C. PUBLIC FRONTAGES  
CS Permitted 
ST Permitted 
Rear Alley Required 
Passage Permitted 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Trail Permitted (along the drainage channel) 
Bicycle Route Permitted 
 
D. CIVIC SPACES 
Green Permitted 
Square Permitted 
Plaza Permitted 
Playground Permitted 
 
E. LOT OCCUPATION 
Lot Width 18 ft. min 180 ft. max 
Lot Coverage 80% max 
 
F. SETBACKS – PRINCIPAL BUILDING 
Front Setback Principal 0 ft. min 12 ft. max 
Side Setback 0 ft. min 24 ft max 
Rear Setback 3 ft. min (or 15 ft. from center line of alley) 
Frontage Buildout 80% min 
 
G. SETBACKS – OUTBUILDING 
Front Setback 40 ft. max from rear prop 
Side Setback 0 ft. min.  
Rear Setback 3 ft. max 
 
H. BUILDING DISPOSTION 
Rearyard Permitted 
 
I. PRIVATE FRONTAGES 
Dooryard Permitted 
Lightcourt Permitted 
Stoop Permitted 
Forecourt Permitted 
Shopfront & Awning Permitted 
Gallery Permitted 
Arcade Permitted 
 
J. BUILDING HEIGHT 
Principal Building 2 stories min 3 stories max 
Outbuilding 2 stories max 
 
K. BUILDING FUNCTION  
Residential Open Use 
Lodging Open Use 
Office  Open Use 
Retail Open Use 
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TABLE 4-1: Illustrated Definitions 
 
a. THOROUGHFARE & FRONTAGES 

 
b. TURNING RADIUS c. BUILDING DISPOSITION  

  
d. LOT LAYERS e. FRONTAGE & LOT LINES 

  
f. SETBACK DESIGNATIONS  
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DEFINITIONS                                                                                                         (Amended by Ord. 4187 / 11-7-2011)

The remainder of Article 4 provides definitions for terms in this Code that are technical in nature or that 
otherwise may not reflect a common usage of the term. If a term is not defined in this Article, then the 
Planning Division shall determine the correct definition of the term based on industry planning standards.  
 
A-Grid:  cumulatively, those Thoroughfares that by virtue of their pre-existing pedestrian-supportive 
qualities, or their future importance to pedestrian connectivity, are held to the highest standards 
prescribed by this Code (see B-Grid).  
 
Accessory Building:  an Outbuilding with an Accessory Function or Accessory Unit.  
 
Accessory Function:  a use conducted in conjunction with, incidental to, and commonly associated with, 
the principal function of the lot. 
 
Accessory Unit:  an Apartment sharing ownership and utility connections with a Principal Building 
(Table 4-1).  

Actively Operate: to openly conduct on a Premises the actions, processes or affairs attendant to a 
Function as evidenced by (1) a valid certificate-of-occupancy for the Function and the physical presence on 
the Premises of persons or automated machinery conducting the Function during established hours of 
business, or (2) the possession of an unexpired building permit to construct, Retrofit, remodel, rehabilitate 
or renovate a building necessary to conduct a future Function.  
 
Allee:  a regularly spaced and aligned row of trees usually planted along a Thoroughfare or Path.  
 
Apartment:  a Residential unit sharing a building and a Lot with other units and/or uses. 
 
Applicant: the person, firm or corporation that proposes to develop land that is subject to the application 
of the K20 District. 
 
Arcade:  a Private Frontage conventional for Retail use wherein the Façade is a colonnade supporting 
habitable space that overlaps the Sidewalk, while the Façade at Sidewalk level remains at the Frontage 
Line.  
 
Attic:  the interior part of a building contained within its roof structure.  
 
Avenue (AV):  a Thoroughfare of high vehicular capacity and low to moderate speed, acting as a short 
distance connector between urban centers, and usually equipped with a landscaped median.  
 
B-Grid:  cumulatively, those Thoroughfares that by virtue of their use, location, or absence of pre-existing 
pedestrian-supportive qualities, may meet a standard lower than that of the A-Grid (see A-Grid).  
 
BRT:  see Bus Rapid Transit.  
 
Backbuilding:  a single-Story structure connecting a Principal Building to an Outbuilding.  
 
Base Density:  the number of dwelling units per acre before adjustment for other Functions (see Density).  
 
Bed and Breakfast:  an owner-occupied Lodging type offering 1 to 5 bedrooms, providing, for a fee, 
sleeping accommodations and customary lodging services, permitted to serve breakfast in the mornings to 
guests.  
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Bicycle Lane (BL):  a dedicated bicycle lane running within a moderate-speed vehicular Thoroughfare, 
demarcated by striping.  
 
Bicycle Route (BR):  a Thoroughfare suitable for the shared use of bicycles and automobiles moving at low 
speeds.  
 
Bicycle Trail (BT):  a bicycle way running independently of a vehicular Thoroughfare.  
 
Bioswale:  an extended Rain Garden that sometimes runs the length of the block. 
 
Block:  the aggregate of private Lots, Passages, and Rear Alleys, circumscribed by Thoroughfares.  
 
Block Face:  the aggregate of all the building Façades on one side of a Block.  
 
Building of Value:  a structure designated for protection by Historic Mesquite, Inc. 
 
Bus Rapid Transit:  a rubber tire system with its own right-of-way or dedicated lane along at least 70% of 
its route, providing transit service that is faster than a regular bus.  

By Right:  characterizing a proposal or component of a proposal for a Community Plan or Building Scale 
Plan that complies with the Code and is permitted and processed administratively, without public hearing 
(see Warrant and Variance).  
 
Civic:  the term defining not-for-profit organizations dedicated to arts, culture, government, transit, and 
municipal parking.  
 
Civic Building:  a building operated by not-for-profit organizations dedicated to arts, culture, government, 
transit, and municipal parking, or for use approved by the legislative body.  
 
Civic Parking Reserve:  Parking Structure or parking lot within a quarter-mile of the site that it serves.  
 
Civic Space:  an outdoor area dedicated for public use. Civic Space types are defined by the combination of 
certain physical constants including the relationship among their intended use, their size, their 
landscaping and their Enfronting buildings.  
 
Civic Zone:  designation for public sites dedicated for Civic Buildings and Civic Space.  
 
Code:  the North Gus Thomasson Revitalization Code adopted in Section 4-1020 of the Mesquite Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
Commercial:  the term collectively defining workplace, Office, Retail, and Lodging Functions.  
 
Common Destination:  an area of focused Community activity, usually defining the approximate center of 
a Pedestrian Shed. It may include without limitation one or more of the following: a Civic Space, a Civic 
Building, a Commercial center, or a transit station, and may act as the social center of a neighborhood. 
 
Community:  a regulatory category defining the physical form, Density, and extent of a settlement. The 
Community type addressed in this Code is a NCD. Communities are designed to include a range of housing 
types, a network of well-connected streets and blocks, civic spaces, civic buildings, and have amenities 
such as stores, schools, and places of worship within walking distance of residences. 
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Community Appearance Manual:  regulations set forth by the City of Mesquite to control external 
architectural design, materials and quality.  Reference to any version of the Community Appearance 
Manual shall include all subsequent versions. 
 
Configuration:  the form of a building, based on its massing, Private Frontage, and height.  
 
Corridor:  a lineal geographic system incorporating transportation and/or Greenway trajectories. A 
transportation Corridor may be a lineal Transect Zone.  
 
Curb:  the edge of the vehicular pavement that may be raised or flush to a Swale. The Curb usually 
incorporates the drainage system.  
 
Curb Radius:  the measurement of the inside Turning Radius (Table 4-1).  
 
Density:   the number of dwelling units within a standard measure of land area.  
 
Design Speed:  is the velocity at which a Thoroughfare tends to be driven without the constraints of 
signage or enforcement. There are four ranges of speed: Very Low: (below 20 MPH); Low: (20-25 MPH); 
Moderate: (25-35 MPH); High: (above 35 MPH). Lane width is determined by desired Design Speed.  
 
Director:  the Director of Community Development for the City of Mesquite. 
 
Dooryard:  a Private Frontage type with a shallow Setback and front garden or patio, usually with a low 
wall at the Frontage Line.  
 
Driveway:  a vehicular lane within a Lot, often leading to a garage.  
 
Effective Parking:  the amount of parking required for Mixed Use after adjustment by the Shared Parking 
Factor.  
 
Effective Turning Radius:  the measurement of the inside Turning Radius taking parked cars into account 
(Table 4-1).  
 
Elevation:  an exterior wall of a building not along a Frontage Line.  
 
Encroach:  to break the plane of a vertical or horizontal regulatory limit with a structural element, so that 
it extends into a Setback, into the Public Frontage, or above a height limit.  
 
Encroachment:  any structural element that breaks the plane of a vertical or horizontal regulatory limit, 
extending into a Setback, into the Public Frontage, or above a height limit.  
 
Enfront:   to place an element along a Frontage, as in “porches Enfront the street.”  
 
Expansion:  to enlarge the footprint of a building or intensify a Function taking place on the Premises. 
 
Expression Line:  a line prescribed at a certain level of a building for the major part of the width of a 
Façade, expressed by a variation in material or by a limited projection such as a molding or balcony.   
 
Extension Line:  a line prescribed at a certain level of a building for the major part of the width of a 
Façade, regulating the maximum height for an Encroachment by an Arcade Frontage.  
 
Façade:  the exterior wall of a building that is set along a Frontage Line.  
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Flex Building:  see Live-Work. 
 
Forecourt:  a Private Frontage wherein a portion of the Façade is close to the Frontage Line and the central 
portion is set back.  
 
Frontage:  the area between a building Façade and the vehicular lanes, inclusive of its built and planted 
components. Frontage is divided into Private Frontage and Public Frontage.  
 
Frontage Line:  a Lot line bordering a Public Frontage. Façades facing Frontage Lines define the public 
realm and are therefore more regulated than the Elevations facing other Lot Lines (Table 4-1).  
 
Function:  the use or uses accommodated by a building and its Lot, categorized as Restricted, Limited, or 
Open, according to the intensity of the use.  
 
Gallery:  a Private Frontage conventional for Retail use wherein the Façade is aligned close to the Frontage 
Line with an attached cantilevered shed or lightweight colonnade overlapping the Sidewalk.  
 
Green:  a Civic Space type for unstructured recreation, spatially defined by landscaping rather than 
building Frontages.  
 
Greenfield:  an area that consists of open or wooded land or farmland that has not been previously 
developed.  
 
Green Roof:  a building roof partially or completely covered with vegetation and soil, or a growing 
medium, over a waterproofing membrane.  Green roofs may be categorized as Extensive, Semi-Intensive, or 
Intensive, depending on the depth of the planting medium and the amount of maintenance required.     
 
Hotel:  a Lodging type, owner-occupied, offering at least 12 rooms with no room limit; providing, for a fee, 
sleeping accommodations and customary lodging services.  Related ancillary uses may include conference 
and meeting rooms, restaurants, bars, and recreational facilities.   
 
Infill:  noun - new development on land that had been previously developed, including most Greyfield and 
Brownfield sites and cleared land within Urbanized areas. verb- to develop such areas.  
 
Inn:  a Lodging type, owner-occupied, offering 6 to 12 bedrooms, providing, for a fee, sleeping 
accommodations and customary lodging services, permitted to serve breakfast in the mornings to guests.  
 
Intensive Green Roof:  a building roof with a planting medium between 8 inches and 4 feet.  It can sustain 
elaborate plantings that include shrubs and trees.  Intensive Green Roofs are heavy and are usually 
installed over concrete roof decks.  They require considerable maintenance.  In addition to their role in 
carbon mitigation, they are used for recreation or aesthetics, being park or garden-like.  
 
Layer:  a range of depth of a Lot within which certain elements are permitted (Table 4-1).  
 
Lightwell:  a Private Frontage type that is a below-grade entrance or recess designed to allow light into 
basements.  
 
Live-Work:  a Mixed Use unit consisting of a Commercial and Residential Function.  The Commercial 
Function may be anywhere in the unit. It is intended to be occupied by a business operator who lives in the 
same structure that contains the Commercial activity or industry.  
 
Lodging:  premises available for daily and weekly renting of bedrooms.  
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Lot:  a parcel of land accommodating a building or buildings of unified design. The size of a Lot is 
controlled by its width in order to determine the grain (i.e., fine grain or coarse grain) of the urban fabric.  
 
Lot Coverage:  the ratio of all impermeable surfaces, including surface parking and drives, to the total area 
of the Lot. 
 
Lot Line:  the boundary that legally and geometrically demarcates a Lot.  
 
Lot Width:  the length of the Principal Frontage Line of a Lot.  
 
Manufacturing:  premises available for the creation, assemblage and/or repair of artifacts, using table-
mounted electrical machinery or artisanal equipment, and including their Retail sale.  
 
Metrics:  the variables that define the form-based elements of the Code. 
 
Minor Reconstruction:  to undertake repairs to a building as a direct result of damage caused by 
accidental fire or natural disaster, the cost of which is less than 50% of the unadjusted taxable value of the 
entire building according to records of the Dallas County Appraisal District. 
 
Mixed Use:  multiple Functions within the same building through superimposition or adjacency, or in 
multiple buildings within the same area by adjacency.  Mixed Use is one of the principles of NCD 
development from which many of its benefits are derived, including compactness, pedestrian activity, and 
parking reduction.   
 
Net Site Area:  all developable land within a site including Thoroughfares but excluding land allocated as 
Civic Zones.  
 
Office:  premises available for the transaction of general business but excluding Retail, artisanal and 
manufacturing uses.  
 
Open Space:  land intended to remain undeveloped; it may be reserved for Civic Space.  
 
Open Market Building:  the sale or display of retail merchandise or services outside of permanent 
structure, including but not limited to the sale of fruits, vegetables, shrubbery, plants, seeds and other 
home garden supplies.   
 
Outbuilding:  an Accessory Building, usually located toward the rear of the same Lot as a Principal 
Building.  It is sometimes connected to the Principal Building by a Backbuilding (Table 4-1).  
 
Park:  a Civic Space type that is a natural preserve available for unstructured recreation.  
 
Parking Structure:  a building containing one or more Stories of parking above grade.  
 
Passage (PS):  a pedestrian connector, open or roofed, that passes between buildings to provide shortcuts 
through long Blocks and connect rear parking areas to Frontages.  
 
Path (PT):  a pedestrian way traversing a Park or rural area, with landscape matching the contiguous 
Open Space, ideally connecting directly with the urban Sidewalk network.  
 
Planter:  the element of the Public Frontage which accommodates street trees, whether continuous or 
individual.  
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Plaza:  a Civic Space type designed for Civic purposes and Commercial activities in the more urban 
Transect Zones, generally paved and spatially defined by building Frontages.  
 
Porch:  a covered area projecting from and structurally connected to a building. 
 
Premises:  a parcel or tract of land that is subject to the provisions of this Code. 
 
Principal Building:  the main building on a Lot, usually located toward the Frontage (Table 4-1).  
 
Principal Entrance:  the main point of access for pedestrians into a building.  
 
Principal Frontage:  On corner Lots, the Private Frontage designated to bear the address and Principal 
Entrance to the building, and the measure of minimum Lot width. Prescriptions for the parking Layers 
pertain only to the Principal Frontage. Prescriptions for the first Layer pertain to both Frontages of a 
corner Lot. 
 
Private Frontage:  the privately held Layer between the Frontage Line and the Principal Building Façade 
(Table 4-1).  
 
Public Frontage:  the area between the Curb of the vehicular lanes and the Frontage Line.  
 
Rain Garden:  sunken garden using native plants and sometimes trees.   
 
Rear Alley (RA):  a vehicular way located to the rear of Lots providing access to service areas, parking, and 
Outbuildings and containing utility easements. Rear Alleys should be paved, with drainage by inverted 
crown at the center or with roll Curbs at the edges.  
 
Rearyard Building:  a building that occupies the full Frontage Line, leaving the rear of the Lot as the sole 
yard. This is a more urban type, as the continuous Façade spatially defines the public Thoroughfare.  For 
its Residential Function, this type yields a Rowhouse.  For its Commercial Function, the rear yard can 
accommodate substantial parking.    
 
Regulating Plan:  a Zoning Map or set of maps that shows the Transect Zones, Civic Zones, 
Thoroughfares, Special Districts if any, and Special Requirements if any, of areas subject to, or potentially 
subject to, regulation by the Code.  
 
Residential:  characterizing premises available for long-term human dwelling.  
 
Restaurant: a Retail establishment where food and beverages are prepared, served, and consumed 
primarily within the Principal Building. 
 
Retail:  characterizing premises available for the sale of merchandise and food service.  
 
Retrofit: to remove, modify or improve the nonconforming elements of a building or Premises so as to 
achieve substantial compliance with the provisions of this Code.  A building is Retrofitted by complete or 
partial demolition, modification, incorporation within or joining to new construction so that the resultant 
new or composite building complies with the Code.  A Premises is Retrofitted when the entirety of the 
property, including any building, is brought into compliance with the Code.  
 
Rowhouse:  a single-family dwelling that shares a party wall with another of the same type and occupies 
the full Frontage Line.  
 

City of Mesquite Community Development Department                               Article 4. Definitions of Terms 
Page 4-7 60



ARTICLE 4. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS 
GUS THOMASSON CORRIDOR REVITALIZATION CODE: City of Mesquite 

 
Secondary Frontage:  on corner Lots, the Private Frontage that is not the Principal Frontage. As it affects 
the public realm, its First Layer is regulated.  
 
Sexually Oriented Business: commercial activities regulated by Chapter 12 of the City Code of the City of 
Mesquite. 
 
Setback:  the area of a Lot measured from the Lot line to a building Façade or Elevation that is maintained 
clear of permanent structures, with the exception of Encroachments.   
 
Shared Parking Factor:  an accounting for parking spaces that are available to more than one Function 
and which is calculated by adding the total number of spaces required by each separate Function and 
dividing the total by the appropriate factor from the Sharing Factor matrix.  
 
Shopfront:  a Private Frontage conventional for Commercial use, with substantial glazing and an awning, 
wherein the Façade is aligned close to the Frontage Line with the building entrance at Sidewalk grade.  
 
Shopfront Frontage:  Frontage designated on a Regulating Plan that requires or recommends the 
provision of a Shopfront, encouraging the ground level to be available for Commercial use.  
 
Shopping Mall: a common design mode for regional and superregional commercial centers with an 
enclosed, climate-controlled walkway, promenade, or concourse between two facing banks of stores and 
surrounded by a large parking field. 
 
Sidewalk:  the paved section of the Public Frontage dedicated exclusively to pedestrian activity.  
 
Sideyard Building:  a building that occupies one side of the Lot with a Setback on the other side. This type 
can be a Single or Twin depending on whether it abuts the neighboring house.  
 
Special District (SD):  an area that, by its intrinsic Function, Disposition, or Configuration, cannot or 
should not conform to one or more of the normative Community types or Transect Zones specified by the 
Code. Special Districts may be mapped and regulated at the community scale.  
 
Special Requirements:  provisions of Section 3.11 and Section 4.3 of this Code and/or the associated 
designations on a Regulating Plan or other map for those provisions.  
 
Square:  a Civic Space type designed for unstructured recreation and Civic purposes, spatially defined by 
building Frontages and consisting of Paths, lawns and trees, formally disposed.  
 
Stoop:  a Private Frontage wherein the Façade is aligned close to the Frontage Line with the first Story 
elevated from the Sidewalk for privacy, with an exterior stair and landing at the entrance.  
 
Story:  a habitable level within a building, excluding an Attic or raised basement.  
 
Street (ST):  a local urban Thoroughfare of low speed and capacity.  Its Public Frontage consists of raised 
curbs drained by inlets and sidewalks separated from vehicular lanes by a planter and parking on both 
sides.  The landscaping consists of regularly placed street trees.  
 
Street Screen:  a freestanding wall built along the Frontage Line, or coplanar with the Façade. It may mask 
a parking lot from the Thoroughfare, provide privacy to a side yard, and/or strengthen the spatial definition 
of the public realm.  
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Strip Shopping Center: a pattern of auto-dominated, commercial development located along one or both 
sides of a street which is generally one lot in depth and is characterized by multiple and relatively closely 
spaced driveways.  It includes power centers that consist of several freestanding anchors or big boxes 
occupied by “category killers” and only a minimum number of small tenants. 

Substantial Modification:  any improvement to, Expansion or alteration of a building the cost of which is 
greater than 25% of the unadjusted taxable value of the entire building according to records of the Dallas 
County Appraisal District, except Minor Reconstruction. 
 
Swale:  a low or slightly depressed natural area for drainage.  
 
T-Zone:  Transect Zone.  
 
Terminated Vista:  a location at the axial conclusion of a Thoroughfare. A building located at a 
Terminated Vista designated on a Regulating Plan is required or recommended to be designed in response 
to the axis.  
 
Third Place:  see Public Hall 
 
Thoroughfare:  a way for use by vehicular and pedestrian traffic and to provide access to Lots and Open 
Spaces, consisting of Vehicular Lanes and the Public Frontage.  
 
Transect:  a cross-section of the environment showing a range of different habitats. The rural-urban 
Transect of the human environment used in the Code is divided into six Transect Zones. These zones 
describe the physical form and character of a place, according to the Density and intensity of its land use 
and Urbanism.  
 
Transect Zone (T-Zone):  one of several areas on a Zoning Map regulated by the Code. Transect Zones 
are administratively similar to the land use zones in conventional codes, except that in addition to the 
usual building use, Density, height, and Setback requirements, other elements of the intended habitat are 
integrated, including those of the private Lot and building and Public Frontage.  
 
Transition Plan:  a written memorandum appended to a Warrant or incorporated into a binding 
agreement that sets forth the scope and sequencing of a process to Retrofit a Premises. 
 
Transit Route:  an existing or planned route for public service in the local or regional transportation plan. 
 
Turning Radius:  the curved edge of a Thoroughfare at an intersection, measured at the inside edge of the 
vehicular tracking. The smaller the Turning Radius, the smaller the pedestrian crossing distance and the 
more slowly the vehicle is forced to make the turn (Table 4-1).  
 
Urbanism:  collective term for the condition of a compact, Mixed Use settlement, including the physical 
form of its development and its environmental, functional, economic, and sociocultural aspects.  
 
Urbanized:  generally, developed. Specific to the Code, developed at T-3 (Sub-Urban) Density or higher.  
 
Variance:  a ruling that would permit a practice that is not consistent with either a specific provision or 
the Intent of this Code. Variances are usually granted by the Board of Adjustment in a public hearing.  
 
Warrant:  a ruling that would permit a practice that is not consistent with a specific provision of this 
Code, but that is justified by its Intent. Warrants are usually granted administratively by the Director.  
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Work-Live:  a Mixed Use unit consisting of a Commercial and Residential Function. It typically has a 
substantial Commercial component that may accommodate employees and walk-in trade. The unit is 
intended to function predominantly as work space with incidental Residential accommodations that meet 
basic habitability requirements (see Live Work).  

Yield:  characterizing a Thoroughfare that has two-way traffic but only one effective travel lane because of 
parked cars, necessitating slow movement and driver negotiation. Also, characterizing parking on such a 
Thoroughfare.  
 
Zoning Map:  the official map or maps that are part of the zoning ordinance and delineate the boundaries 
of individual zones and districts (see Regulating Plan). 
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Project Allocation Funding Source Use of Funds Status
Blighted Structures

Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan $ - Inhouse - CDBG To create a neighborhood improvement plan Completed 2007

Gus Thomasson Revitalization Code $ - Inhouse - CDBG

Per the neighborhood plan, purpose to make 
zoning regulations reflective of the residents' 
desire to reconnect with the nearby Gus 
Thomasson commercial corridor

Completed 2008

Housing Stabilization Study $29,711 City of Mesquite General Fund

Assessment of current housing conditions in the 
Gus Thomasson area and strategies to combat 
declining conditions Completed in Summer 2011

Lack of Access to Employment

Retail Market Study $21,695 City of Mesquite General Fund
Assessment of current retail needs in the Gus
Thomasson area

Completed Summer of 2011

Economic Development Study $18,500 City of Mesquite General Fund

Study to define the potential economic, 
employment and tax revenue benefit of the 
implementation of the Thomasson Square 
Project

Completed May 2012

Inadequate Transportation

Thomasson Square $3,000,000

North Central Texas Council of 
Governments, 2009 Sustainable 
Development Grant Design & Construction of at-grade improvements 90% Design

Thomasson Square $750,000 City of Mesquite 4B Fund
Design & Construction: required grant match for 
at-grade improvements

90% Design

Thomasson Square $600,000 City of Mesquite 4B Fund Additional funds for at-grade improvements

Anticipated Construction 
Start Date: Summer 2013

Presence of Adverse Environmental Conditions
Thomasson Square $125,368 City of Mesquite Water Sewer & Drainage Design 90% Design

Thomasson Square $1,676,045

Combination of DUD and Water
and Sewer Funds
Water Sewer & Drainage Construction

Anticipated Construction 
Start Date: Summer 2013

Blighted Structures

Thomasson Square $285,000 City of Mesquite 4B Fund

Purchase of private property for the completion 
of grant objectives and project design Purchased August 2012

Thomasson Square $22,000 City of Mesquite 4B Fund
Demolition of purchased property for future
redevelopment

Property Cleared November 
2012

TOTAL $6,528,319

Funding Sources for Gus Thomasson Corridor Revitalization Code 



January 4, 2012

Jay O. Oji
Sphinx Development Corporation
3030 LBJ Freeway, Suite 880
Dallas, TX 75234

Mr. Oji,

This letter is to confirm the budget of $6.5 million for the Thomasson Square Project. For your reference
please find the attached detailed budget summary of the entire Gus Thomasson Corridor, which
includes the Thomasson Square Project. If you have additional questions please contact our office at
(972) 216 6216.

Sincerely,

Danielle Wonkovich
Senior Planner
Thomasson Square Project Manager
1515 N. Galloway Ave.
Mesquite, TX 75149
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OVERVIEW   
ORIGINS OF ADDRESSING MESQUITE 

The city recognizes that its older neighborhoods are 
aging and showing signs of deterioration.  Some of these 
neighborhoods, built during the 1950’s, provided the 
strong foundation for the growth that the city has enjoyed 
over the years.  As these neighborhoods continue to age 
and evolve, proactive intervention will be necessary to 
prevent further decline. 

In 2004, the City Council commissioned a Residential 
Building Condition Survey to analyze the state of the 
city’s neighborhoods.  The Residential Building Condition 
Survey included a general assessment of the conditions 
of every single-family home throughout the city.  The 
Survey found, for the most part, that neighborhoods are 
in good shape.  Eighty-four percent of all single-family 
homes within the city are in Grade A, or good condition.  
However, there were neighborhoods where nearly 40% 
of the structures were rated below Grade A condition. 

In 2005, to address overall building conditions and other 
critical issues that affect the quality of life in these 
neighborhoods, the City Council initiated a 
comprehensive neighborhood revitalization program 
called ADDRESSING MESQUITE.  The ADDRESSING 

MESQUITE program involves three major initiatives: 
neighborhood planning, a Rental Certificate-of-
Occupancy program, and enhanced code enforcement.   

For now, the primary source of funding for the 
ADDRESSING MESQUITE program is the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG).  As a result, the city 
must focus its neighborhood revitalization efforts within 
the Census 2000 block groups that qualify as low- to 
moderate-income areas.  These areas must also be 
eligible for the use of CDBG funds.  The city reviewed its 
26 CDBG-eligible neighborhoods and selected four 
priority neighborhoods based on several different factors.  
Based on the analysis of the different factors, the four 
neighborhoods identified by the City Council as priority 
neighborhoods are: Priority Neighborhood 

Selection Factors: 
1. CDBG Eligible 
2. Single-family building 

conditions
3. Number of environmental 

code violations 
4. Median age of single-family 

structures 
5. Median housing value 
6. Within a problem-oriented 

policing district 
7. Elementary school within the 

block group

Casa View 
Heights
Mesquite Park 
Sherwood Forest 
Truman Heights
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OVERVIEW   

THE ROLE OF NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING 
Neighborhood planning is a major component of the 
ADDRESSING MESQUITE program.  It includes an in-
depth examination of neighborhood conditions and 
identifies strategies that are designed to bring about 
change.  A neighborhood plan is intended to achieve 
several goals leading toward overall improvement in the 
health and sustainability of the neighborhood: 

 To provide a systematic framework for residents to 
identify issues and solutions 

 To educate the city about the neighborhood’s 
concerns

 To address a wide range of interrelated issues 
 To initiate and coordinate neighborhood 

improvement projects and activities 
 To propose proactive strategies for change 

Anatomy of a Neighborhood Plan

A neighborhood plan has many of the same features of a 
community-wide comprehensive plan.  But because it is 
much smaller in scale, a neighborhood plan can focus on 
a street-level assessment of issues and opportunities that 
residents contend with on a daily basis.  For purposes of 
planning in Casa View Heights, the discussion, analysis, 

and recommended strategies were grouped into four 
major planning elements: 

Neighborhood Appearance:
Issues that affect the appearance and aesthetics of 
the neighborhood, such as code enforcement, 
building conditions, and property maintenance 

Neighborhood Infrastructure:
Issues that are important to essential functionality, 
such as street and sidewalk conditions, drainage 
problems, and water and sewer lines 

Neighborhood Safety:
Issues that impact vehicle and pedestrian safety or 
personal security, such as speeding, street lighting, 
animal control, and the design of public spaces 

Neighborhood Land Use and Zoning:
Issues that arise from conflicting land uses or the 
city’s development regulations, such as inappropriate 
commercial encroachment, and excessive exposure 
to inappropriate commercial uses 

Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan      Community Development Department          2006 7
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OVERVIEW   
Planning in Casa View Heights
The Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan is the 
result of a systematic neighborhood planning process.  
This Plan is a snapshot of the issues that currently 
impact quality of life for residents of Casa View Heights.  
The Plan is also a call-to-action that sets the stage for 
implementing objectives and strategies designed to foster 
positive change. 

The Casa View Heights planning process relied heavily 
on public participation to identify neighborhood issues 
and opportunities; outline goals and a vision for the 
neighborhood; and develop a strategy.  With guidance 
and assistance from a neighborhood planner in the 
Planning Division of the Community Development 
Department, the neighborhood actively worked to forge 
its own neighborhood plan that outlines what residents 
would like see accomplished.

The planning process consists of collecting data, 
conducting analysis, identifying the issues, developing 
objectives, and creating an action plan.  The source of 
information collected during the planning process 
includes Census 2000 data, the building condition 
survey, City of Mesquite Zoning Ordinance, 
neighborhood questionnaires, Dallas Central Appraisal 
District records, and input from neighborhood residents. 

The primary source of information and support for the 
neighborhood planning process is public participation by 
the neighborhood residents.  Throughout an 18-month 
period, the city staff met with the Casa View Heights 
neighborhood residents to discuss the issues or concerns 
that were important to them.  The city staff held a total of 
8 neighborhood meetings with the neighborhood 
residents, which included two introductory meetings on 
the ADDRESSING MESQUITE program and 4 
neighborhood planning sessions. 

The neighborhood meetings on June 23, 2005, and 
August 18, 2005, gave the residents an opportunity to 
learn about the ADDRESSING MESQUITE program.  
The staff briefed the neighborhood residents on the state 
of the building conditions within the neighborhood and 
the benefits of neighborhood planning.  In addition, the 
residents had the opportunity to meet with city staff from 
various departments to discuss generally their concerns 
or ask questions.  The residents that attended the first 
introductory meeting were able to complete a 
questionnaire.  The results from the questionnaire and 
the comments from the first two meetings directed the 
topics of discussion at the neighborhood planning 
sessions that followed. 
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OVERVIEW   
The Planning Sessions 
Neighborhood planning sessions were held with the 
neighborhood residents on four separate occasions, 
October 27, 2005, November 10, 2005, January 12, 
2006, and February 2. 2006.  Session participants 
discussed in detail specific issues related to their 
neighborhood.  Each planning session dealt with a range 
of issues that fell under the four major planning elements: 
appearance, infrastructure, safety, and land use & 
zoning.  Staff facilitated the discussion by organizing 
each session around only one planning element at a 
time.

On June 29, 2006, the city staff presented a draft set of 
implementation strategies to the neighborhood residents.  
The participants clarified the issues, added their 
comments, voted and prioritized the implementation 
strategies that would comprise the substance of the 
neighborhood plan.  A draft of the Casa View Heights 
Neighborhood Plan was confirmed during a final meeting 
held on March 15, 2007.

The residents of Casa View Heights neighborhood 
presented the Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission on March 26, 
2007.  After the presentation and affording all parties an 
opportunity to be heard, the Commission voted to 

recommend adoption of the plan.  The Casa View 
Heights Neighborhood Plan was officially received and 
adopted by the Mesquite City Council on April 2, 2007. 

Table 1: Meeting Subject & Attendances 
Meeting Date Subject Attendances
June 23, 2005 Introduction 26

August 18, 2005 Introduction 19

October 27, 2005 
Neighborhood

Safety
13

November 10, 2005
Neighborhood
Appearance  

13

January 12, 2006 
Neighborhood
Land Use & 

Zoning
16

February 2, 2006 
Neighborhood
Infrastructure 

15

June 29, 2006 
Strategy

Prioritization
14

March 15, 2007 
Draft Plan 

Presentation
14
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OVERVIEW   

Figure 1: Addressing Mesquite Neighborhood Planning Model 

Introduction
to ADDRESSING
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NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE 

Casa View Heights Neighborhood Profile 
The Casa View Heights neighborhood is located in the 
northwest part of the city, just west of Gus Thomasson 
Road and borders the City of Dallas to the west.  The 
neighborhood boundaries are La Prada Drive to the 
north, Gus Thomasson Road to the east, Oates Drive to 
the south, and Sherwood Drive to the west.  The 
neighborhood is located in the City Council District 4 and 
Census Tract 179.00 Block Group 1.  The Casa View 
Heights Neighborhood Plan is part of the Casa View 
Heights #15 subdivision.  Map 1 depicts the 
neighborhood.

The development of the neighborhood occurred during 
the 1950’s and early 1960’s as a middle-class 
neighborhood.  The majority of the homes are traditional 
in style with common features such as gabled roofs, 
brick, and one car attached garages.  Today, the 
neighborhood remains a high quality neighborhood with 
highly affordable housing. 

The neighborhood amenities include the close proximity 
to neighborhood services along Gus Thomasson Road.  
Additionally, the neighborhood offers access to major 
arterial routes and close proximity to IH-30.  In addition, 
the neighborhood is located a couple of blocks east of 
Eastfield Community College. 

Housing
There are 280 housing units within the Casa View 
Heights neighborhood.  According to the 2000 Census 
data of the 280 housing units, 268 are occupied.  Of the 
268 occupied housing units, there are approximately 183 
or 68% owner occupied and 85 or 32% renter occupied.  
According to the Dallas Central Appraisal District records, 
the average appraised market value in 2006 for a single-
family home in Casa View Heights was approximately 
$72,228.

Neighborhood Boundaries 
North – La Prada Drive 
West   – Sherwood Drive 
South  – Oates Drive 
East  – Gus Thomasson Road 
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Map #2: Casa View Heights Boundary
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NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE 
Demographics
A review of the 1990 and 2000 Census shows minor 
changes in the number of neighborhood residents. 
However, the data also shows significant changes in the 
makeup of the neighborhood residents.  The population 
for the neighborhood in 2000 was 812 people, which is 
up 2.6% from 791 people in 1990.  There was also a 
slight increase in the number of families from 212 families 
in 1990 to 216 families in 2000. 

Demographically, in 2000 the majority of the 
neighborhood was Caucasian with 72% of the population, 
which is down from 91% of the neighborhood population 
in 1990.  African-Americans comprised 5% of the 
population in 2000, while in 1990 African-Americans 
made up only 0.5% of the neighborhood population.  
Other races made up 23% of the neighborhood
population in 2000, which is up from 9% of the 
neighborhood population in 1990.  

Ethnically, there has been a significant increase in the 
Hispanic neighborhood population.  In 2000, Hispanics 
made up 31% of the neighborhood population, which is 
up from 16% of the neighborhood population in 1990.  
The Casa View Heights neighborhood has a significantly 
larger percentage of Hispanic population compared to 

citywide data, which in 2000, made up 16% of the 
citywide population.

Figure 2 and 3 compare the demographic characteristics 
between Casa View Heights from 1990 to 2000.
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Figure 2:  Population by Race
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Figure 3: Hispanic Population
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NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE 

Census data shows that age distribution is consistent 
with citywide data.  In the period between 1990 and 
2000, the age group 19 and under increased slightly in 
percentage of the neighborhood population.  The age 
groups 20-29, 30-39, and 50-59 decreased in percentage 
of the total neighborhood population.  The 40-49 age 

group registered an increase.  The neighborhood 
population has aged between 1990 and 2000.  However; 
this is consistent with the changes in the citywide census 
data between 1990 and 2000.  Figure 4 shows the 
percentages of the different age groups in 1990 and 
2000.
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Figure 4: Age Distrubition
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NEIGHBORHOOD INVENTORY & ANALYSIS       
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INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS 
This section provides an inventory and analysis of the Casa View Heights neighborhood.  The neighborhood 
stakeholders, with the assistance of city staff familiar with the area, took an inventory of the issues affecting the 
neighborhood under four traditional neighborhood planning elements: neighborhood appearance, neighborhood land use 
and zoning, neighborhood infrastructure, and neighborhood safety.  Using that information, the Planning staff prepared 
the following analysis that led to the development of neighborhood objectives.  Findings are presented in greater detail 
following the Summary below.

SUMMARY
The Casa View Heights neighborhood is a quality 
neighborhood described by its residents as having 
excellent access to nearby commercial services, health 
care, and major freeways.  The goal of the Casa View 
Heights Neighborhood Plan is to sustain these qualities 
of the neighborhood while addressing the issues that the 
neighborhood faces. 

Neighborhood reinvestment activity increased in 2005.  
The building permit activity for home improvements, 
home additions, foundation repairs, and garage 
conversions have all shown an increase in number and 
value of the building permits compared to the last five 
years (Appendix A).  Continued growth in property owner 
reinvestment, combined with increased investments from 
the city, will greatly assist in revitalizing and ensuring a 
strong, sustainable neighborhood. 

Through the neighborhood planning process, the 
information provided by the neighborhood stakeholders,
combined with the following staff assessment for each of 
the four planning elements, identified the issues and 
concerns that need to be addressed.

Neighborhood Appearance 
The neighborhood residents expressed concerns not only 
with specific homes that are in need of improvements, 
but also with the commercial buildings along Gus 
Thomasson.  Residents are concerned that nearby 
businesses with appearance issues negatively affect the 
neighborhood.  The neighborhood building conditions 
data shows the housing conditions have improved 
between 2004 and 2005.  However, the neighborhood 
still faces challenges not only in maintaining the improved 
residential building conditions but also in improving the 
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appearance of nearby businesses within the 
neighborhood.

Neighborhood Land Use & Zoning: 
The Casa View Heights neighborhood has a variety of 
different uses.  The neighborhood is mainly residential, 
however, there are a significant number of commercial 
uses that may serve the immediate neighborhood and 
general area.  A significant issue for the neighborhood, 
as identified by staff and residents, is the deterioration of 
commercial uses along the Gus Thomasson corridor.  
This is evident from the appearance of negative 
secondary commercial uses and commercial vacancies.

The Casa View Heights neighborhood is bordered by a 
major business corridor, which provides excellent access 
to the services. However, when the commercial activity 
begins to deteriorate, the impact will have negative 
repercussions on the nearby surrounding neighborhood.  
The major challenge for the Casa View Heights 
neighborhood is to not only revitalize the residential area 
but also revitalize the commercial corridor. 

The Mesquite 2003 Development Guide has designated 
the neighborhood area along Gus Thomasson as 
General Business.  The 2003 Development Guide

outlines areas designated as General Business, which 
primarily provide services to residents of the surrounding 
neighborhood.  Within a Community Area, such as Casa 
View Heights neighborhood, the General Business 
designation is generally assigned along the fringe of an 
established neighborhood, indicating that goods and 
services should be oriented to the surrounding area.  
Additionally, entertainment/recreation uses, highway 
related uses, outdoor display lots, and storage yards, are 
not appropriate.  While the 2003 Development Guide
calls for restrictions on inappropriate uses in Community 
Areas, the neighborhood residents indicate more could 
be done to protect the residential character of the 
neighborhood.

Planning tools such as a neighborhood overlay district 
could be used to outline complementary uses and/or 
design standards.  Design standards are regulations that 
that can be used to identify acceptable building and site 
layout standards that are more aesthetically pleasing and 
provide more protection to adjoining residential uses.  
Neighborhood residents have given high priority to 
utilizing planning tools such as overlay districts and/or 
design standards. 
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The neighborhood residents expressed a desire to 
improve neighborhood linkage by utilizing the existing 
neighborhood drainage system.  The residents are cut off 
from the commercial activities along Gus Thomasson due 
to a drainage channel that runs between San Marcus and 
Gus Thomasson.  The neighborhood residents support 
improving walkability to the commercial activities by 
installing a pedestrian bridge over the drainage channel 
and other pathways throughout the neighborhood.  Work 
is currently under way to ensure that the 2007 Trails 
Master Plan includes possible trail paths for the Casa 
View Heights Neighborhood.  

Neighborhood Safety 
The main safety concerns expressed by neighborhood 
residents during the planning meetings were speeding, 
the lack of streetlighting, and concerns with crime spilling 
over from the adjacent neighborhood to the west.  The 
residents identified concerns regarding speeding and cut 
through traffic along San Marcus Ave and Modlin Drive.  
Residents cited specific areas in the neighborhood that 
need enhanced streetlighting. 

The overall number of crimes within the neighborhood is 
low.  However, there has been an increase in the number 
of crimes over the past few years.  In addition, there are 

concerns with residents about being vulnerable to the 
migration of criminal activity from the adjacent 
neighborhoods within the City of Dallas, particularly with 
gang activity.  

Residents identified specific areas within the 
neighborhood that lack sufficient streetlight coverage.  An 
initial review by city staff found that all street intersections 
had streetlighting. However, further review with residents 
is needed to identify streetlights that could be added in 
the mid-block range of the street and alley entrances.

Neighborhood Infrastructure 
In 2005 and 2006, major infrastructure improvements 
were completed within the neighborhood.  The project 
included replacing water lines, street resurfacing, partial 
sidewalk replacement, and alley resurfacing.  The 
improvements upgraded the appearance and 
functionality of the neighborhood.  However, the project 
did not include replacing sidewalks unless it was 
necessitated by water line excavation.  As a result, only 
one side of the street received new sidewalks, and 
residents would like to see new sidewalks on both sides 
of a block.  Additionally, there are unimproved alleys that 
were not addressed during the project.  

85

The overall number of crimes within the neighborhood is 
low.  However, there has been an increase in the number 
of crimes over the past few years.  In addition, there are 

concerns with residents about being vulnerable to the 
migration of criminal activity from the adjacent 
neighborhoods within the City of Dallas, particularly with
gang activity. 



NEIGHBORHOOD INVENTORY & ANALYSIS       

Neighborhood Appearance 
Neighborhood appearance is primarily concerned with 
how the neighborhood looks, how the properties are 
maintained, and the condition of the housing stock.  The 
following assessments of housing conditions and 
property upkeep provide the current status of the 
appearance of the neighborhood.  The neighborhood 
stakeholders identified neighborhood appearance, 

particularly property upkeep, a major issue for the 
neighborhood.

Figure #4: Building Conditions Chart 
Grade A – Excellent Condition: 
Adequate weather protection; no deterioration to roof; exterior 
surfaces, cornice, siding, windows, driveways, or sidewalks 

Grade B – Minor Repair:
Slight deterioration of weather protection found to the roof, exterior 
surfaces, cornice, or siding; minor widow damage due to cracks or 
breaks; driveways and sidewalk with minor cracks presenting safety 
or trip hazards 

Grade C – Major Repair: 
Found inadequate exterior paint with less than 50% of all having 
exposed wood; some roofing materials missing or loose, waves in 
roof and missing grit; two or more windows broken; driveway and 
sidewalk in need of repair due to safety and trip hazards 

Grade D – Dilapidated: 
Eaves and cornice need replacing; large amount of roofing is 
missing; greater than 50% of wall area with exposed, bare, or 
decayed wood; numerous windows are broken or missing 

Chart 1: Casa View Heights Building Conditions
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Grade B – Minor Repair:
Slight deterioration of weather protection found to the roof, exterior 
surfaces, cornice, or siding; minor widow damage due to cracks or 
breaks; driveways and sidewalk with minor cracks presenting safety
or trip hazards

Grade C – Major Repair:
Found inadequate exterior paint with less than 50% of all having
exposed wood; some roofing materials missing or loose, waves in
roof and missing grit; two or more windows broken; driveway and
sidewalk in need of repair due to safety and trip hazards

Grade D – Dilapidated: 
Eaves and cornice need replacing; large amount of roofing is
missing; greater than 50% of wall area with exposed, bare, or 
decayed wood; numerous windows are broken or missing 
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Housing Conditions:
The information collected through the 2004 Residential 
Building Condition Survey, shows a 75.5% rate of Grade 
A single-family homes within the neighborhood compared 
to a 84% rate of Grade A single-family homes citywide.  
The 2004 Residential Building Condition Survey 
evaluated the exterior condition of every single-family 
home throughout the city, including Casa View Heights.  
The evaluations took place from the public right of way to 
review the condition of the structure, sidewalk, and 
driveway of each single-family and duplex property.  The 
structure, driveway, and sidewalk were each given one of 
four grades based on the conditions: Grade A, Grade B, 
Grade C, or Grade D.  As part of the ADDRESSING 
MESQUITE, the Rental Inspection Program and 
enhanced code enforcement implemented in 2005 have 
shown minor improvements in the building conditions 
within Casa View Heights. 

As trained observers, the Community Development 
Department inspectors constantly update the building 
condition grades.  At the end of 2005, the survey of 
building conditions shows an increase in the number of 
Grade A properties.  See Figure 4 for a breakdown on 

the building conditions.  Maps 2 & 3 show the building 
conditions in 2004 and 2005 respectively. 

The neighborhood residents have shown in 2005 an 
increase in reinvestments within the neighborhood.  The 
building permit activities for home improvements, home 
additions, foundation repairs, and garage conversions 
have all shown an increase in number and value 
compared to the last five years (Appendix A).  As a 
result, the 2005 building survey shows a decrease in the 
percentage of Grade C & D homes from 4% in 2004 to 
1% in 2005, a decrease of 3%.  The neighborhood 
residents and property owners have made significant 
improvements in the building conditions between 2004 
and 2005.  However, the neighborhood still faces 
challenges in improving the building condition levels 
comparable to the citywide average of 84% Grade A. 
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Map #3: Casa View Heights Building Conditions 
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Map #4: Casa View Heights Building Conditions 
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Property Upkeep:
In recent years, the number of environmental code 
violations has risen within the neighborhood.  
Environmental code violations include high grass and 
weeds, trash and junk, parking on the grass, inoperable 
vehicles, overhanging limbs, etc.  In reviewing the 
number and type of violations, the staff focused on the 
more severe violations that have the greatest impact on 
neighborhood appearance, such as inoperable vehicles, 
unsafe structures, high grass and weeds, and fencing.  
To ascertain a measure of how the appearance of the 
neighborhood is being affected by these code violations, 
the staff took the number of severe violations and divided 
by the number of total violations for the neighborhood to 
obtain a severe violation index.  A higher index indicates 
that the neighborhood is experiencing a decline in overall 
appearance.  For 2005, the citywide severe violation 
index was 0.31 while the Casa View Heights 
neighborhood was 0.37.  Table 2 provides a three-year 
history of the severe violation index. 

Table #2: Severe Violation Index 
2004 2005 2006

Citywide 0.24 0.31 0.38
Casa View Heights 0.26 0.37 0.36
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Neighborhood Infrastructure 
Neighborhood Infrastructure covers issues that deal with 
drainage, sidewalk conditions, streets, and alleys.  In the 
following section, the staff presents the current 
assessment of each infrastructure item.  During the 
course of the neighborhood planning meetings, the 
residents were primarily concerned with street conditions.

Drainage
The Casa View Heights Neighborhood currently has had 
drainage improvements, which includes a channel that 
runs southeast between Gus Thomasson Road and Sam 
Marcus Avenue on the eastern end of the neighborhood.
These drainage improvements, as well as other 
improvements, have remedied drainage issues for the 
neighborhood.
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Sidewalks
Sidewalks are present throughout the neighborhood. The 
recent infrastructure improvements of 2005 and 2006 
have improved a large portion of the sidewalks in the 
neighborhood.  However, there are still sections of 
sidewalks that need to be addressed.  Map 5: Sidewalk 
Conditions, shows the neighborhood sidewalk conditions 
from 2004 before the recent improvements.  Additionally, 
there are missing sidewalk sections along Gus 
Thomasson Road and Oates Drive.   The Sidewalk 
Conditions map will require updating not only for 
residential sidewalks but also to review the sidewalk 
conditions along Gus Thomasson Road and Oates Drive. 
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Map #5: Casa View Heights Drainage Map
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Map #6: Casa View Heights Sidewalk Conditions 
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NEIGHBORHOOD INVENTORY & ANALYSIS       
Streets & Alleys
The City of Mesquite’s 2005 Thoroughfare Plan
categorizes the streets within the Casa View Heights 
Neighborhood with the following classifications. 

Casa View Heights Neighborhood Street Classification
See Map 5: Street Classification 

Arterial Streets:  Gus Thomasson Road 
 Oates Drive
   La Prada Drive 
Residential Streets:  San Marcus Ave 

Gus Thomasson Road Modlin Drive 
 Dumont Drive
 Sherwood Drive

Hyde Park Drive 
 Ridgedale Drive

The residential streets listed above, that provide 
circulation through the neighborhood, are all paved and 
have curbs and gutters.  Additionally, all residential 
streets have been resurfaced during the 2005 and 2006 
improvement project.  The arterial streets are all up to 
standards according to the 2005 Thoroughfare Plan.

Oates Drive
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Map #7: Casa View Heights Street Classification 
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Neighborhood Land Use & Zoning
Neighborhood Land Use and Zoning deals with issues 
related to the use of land and zoning destinations within 
the neighborhood.  The following staff assessments of 
the neighborhood land use and zoning will identify the 
current land uses and zoning within the neighborhood.  
Initial review found potential conflicts or issues related to 
the use of land or zoning.  In addition, the neighborhood 
residents expressed some concerns about the land uses 
or zoning in and around the neighborhood.

Land Use
The Casa View Heights neighborhood has a wide variety 
of land uses within its border with residential and 
commercial uses.  Residential uses include single-family 
homes and duplexes, accounting for 88% of all land uses 
within the neighborhood.  The single-family homes are 
located throughout the neighborhood while the duplexes 
are located on the south end of San Marcus Ave.   

The commercial component of the Casa View Heights 
neighborhood includes such uses as a retail strip center, 
fast food restaurant, gasoline service station, an auto 
repair shop, and medical offices.  The commercial use 
accounts for 6% of the land uses within the 

neighborhood.  The commercial uses are located along 
Gus Thomasson Road. 
While the neighborhood is mostly developed, there are 
still some vacant parcels that account for 5%.  
Institutional uses such as churches make up 1% of the 
land uses.  The neighborhood has one church and a 
Boys and Girls Club within its boundaries.  See Map 6: 
Land Use and Map 7: Zoning. 

Land Use 
Category 

Parcels Percent

Commercial 20 6%
Institution 2 1%
Residential 287 88%
Vacant 19 5%

Zoning
The Casa View Heights neighborhood includes multiple 
zoning designations.  (See Map 7: Zoning) Zoning 
governs how the land is used and how it is developed.  
The zoning districts included in the neighborhood are:  R-
3 Single-Family Residential, A-1 Multi-Family, GR-
General Retail, LC-Light Commercial, and C-
Commercial.  The current zoning matches fairly well with 
the existing land uses. 
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There are 264 parcels zoned R-3 which are located in the 
center of the neighborhood along the residential streets.  
Fourteen parcels zoned A-1 are located along San 
Marcus Street across from eighteen parcels zoned 
Duplex.

Twenty-seven parcels, zoned General Retail, are located 
along Gus Thomasson with four parcels zoned 
Commercial and one parcel zoned Light Commercial.

In addition to the standard zoning district, there are two 
situations where additional zoning was required to 
accommodate a use on the lot.  A list of permitted and 
conditional uses for each zoning district is presented in 
the Appendix B.

Neighborhood Connectivity     
During the January 12, 2006 session on land use and 
zoning, the residents identified a potential opportunity for 
the large drainage channel that runs from north to south 
between Gus Thomasson Road and San Marcus 
Avenue.  The residents believed that the drainage 
channel and nearby vacant land in the area could be 
further utilized as a part of unique trail system.    

Residents and staff believe that improving the drainage 
channel with improved landscaping and trails would 
create a valuable amenity not only for the immediate 
Casa View Heights neighborhood but also for the 
surrounding the neighborhoods.  Additionally, a trail that 
follows along the drainage channel, which runs the length 
of the neighborhood from north to south all the way to IH 
30, would greatly improve neighborhood linkages. 

Currently, the Parks and Recreation Department is 
developing a Master Bike and Trail Plan for the City of 
Mesquite.  Through a joint department cooperation, 
proposed sketches of a potential Casa View Heights trail 
is being developed to be included in the 2007 Trail 
Master Plan.  See Map 12 for a conceptual sketch for 
possible locations of trails and trails heads within the 
neighborhood.
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Map #8: Casa View Heights Land Use Map
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Map #9: Casa View Heights Zoning Map
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Map #10: Casa View Heights Trail System Map
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Neighborhood Safety
Neighborhood Safety includes issues related to crime, 
streetlighting, and traffic. In the following section, the 
staff presents the current assessment of each of the 
safety items.  The neighborhood residents mainly 
expressed concerns related to speeding and traffic.

Crime
The neighborhood stakeholders that attended the 
neighborhood meetings indicated some crime issues 
within the neighborhood.  The neighborhood residents 
cited gang activity along the drainage channel as a major 
safety concern. 

A review by city staff of the Crime-Reporting District 121, 
which includes the Casa View Heights neighborhood, 
found recent increase in the number of reported criminal 
incidences from 2001 to 2005.  As shown in Table 4: 
Crime Reporting District 121; larceny is the most 
common crime reported.  Larceny is followed by auto 
theft, burglary, and robbery.  Year to year there are 
several incidences of assault.  However, it is important to 
note that Crime Reporting district 121 covers an area 
larger than the Casa View Heights neighborhood.  As a 
result, while the criminal activity numbers may be inflated 

they still provide information on any trends of criminal 
activity in the area.

Crime 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Rape 0 0 0 0 0 0
Robbery 0 6 6 5 3 7
Assault 3 5 5 4 4 3
Burglary 5 7 22 20 27 24
Larceny 40 68 34 47 63 60
Auto
Thief 7 7 12 4 9 8

Homicide 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 57 93 79 80 106 102

Street Lighting
As shown in Map 12: Neighborhood Streetlighting,
streetlighting exists throughout the neighborhood.  The 
general standard for streetlights in a residential district is 
that they be a minimum of 500 feet apart.  In addition, 
streetlights should be present at each street intersection.  
Visual inspections by Community Development 
Department staff found 16 streetlights attached to 
wooden utility poles maintained by TXU Electric Delivery 
within the neighborhood. 

The staff review found that the neighborhood has some 
streetlight coverage.  The residents identify a lack of 
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streetlight coverage in the mid-block range and where 
there is curvature in the residential streets.  The residents 
also expressed the need for additional lighting around 
alley entrances.  The residents did identify streetlighting 
as an important safety issue for the neighborhood. 

Traffic
During the neighborhood planning session on October 
27, 2005, the residents identified speeding as a major 
issue for the neighborhood.  During the planning 
sessions, the residents indicated speeding along Modlin 
Drive from vehicles coming from Oates Drive.  Modlin 
Drive has no stop signs.  Additionally, concerns were 
expressed regarding on street parking which make it 
difficult to get in and out of the neighborhood.
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 Map #11: Police Reporting District 121
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Map #12: Existing Street Light Map 
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NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGIES for CHANGE       
 The Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan is derived 
directly from the input of neighborhood residents and 
stakeholders.  Most of their time, in the planning 
meetings, was spent discussing the impacts and causes 
and effects of the Issues and Concerns that impact the 
quality of life in the neighborhood.  As issues were 
raised, the group brainstormed specific actions for 
dealing with the problems.  At each meeting, an 
interdepartmental team of city staff provided practical 
guidance on the merits of ideas, options for 
implementation, and assessments of the potential for 
successfully grappling with the issues. 

On June 29, 2006, the Community Development staff 
presented a set of Summary Objectives and Strategies
to address the issues debated during the planning 
process.  Fourteen residents attended.  The participants 
had the opportunity to question, comment, revise, and 
ultimately vote on which strategies should have the 
highest priority.

Summary 
Objective 

I
s
s
u
e
s

Strategies
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NEIGHBORHOOD APPEARANCE
Neighborhood Appearance Issues and Concerns 

The generally poor state of building conditions and property maintenance creates a negative impact on property 
values and neighborhood appearance 

Summary Objective 
Customize the code enforcement methods to meet the needs of the neighborhood by concentrating 
enforcement on a subset of codes, providing different times for enforcement surveys, and reducing the 
amount of time to correct violations.
Strategies for Change 

NA1. Focus code enforcement efforts on 5 code items that have the biggest impact on neighborhood 
appearance
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NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE
Neighborhood Infrastructure Issues and Concerns 

There have been significant improvements in the neighborhood infrastructure in 2005 and 2006 which included water 
line replacement, street surfacing, and sidewalk replacement, however sidewalk replacement only included replacing 
one side of street

Section of unimproved alleys located between Ridgedale and Hyde Park 

Summary Objective 
Improve or repair streets, sidewalks, alleys, and drainage system where appropriate. 
Strategies for Change 

NI1. Update the 2004 Sidewalk Conditions survey; target properties with sidewalks that are in Grade B 
condition or lower for sidewalk improvements at 100% city share  

NI2. Increase the city’s share of the cost in the alley petition-paving program from 33% to 70% and 
lower the property owner cost on each side of the alley to 15% 

NI3. Install sidewalks along Gus Thomasson to improve neighborhood linkage

Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan      Community Development Department          2006 44

109



NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGIES for CHANGE       

NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY 
Neighborhood Safety Issues and Concerns 

Speeding throughout the neighborhood particularly along Modlin Drive and San Marcus Drive 
Lack of streetlighting within the neighborhood 
Concerns with criminal and gang activity throughout the neighborhood 

Summary Objective 
Improve overall safety and security of the neighborhood by working with the neighborhood residents to 
tailor specific actions to address their safety needs. 
Strategies for Change 

NS 1. Research and implement innovative traffic calming devices to reduce speeding within the 
neighborhood

NS 2. Research and implement alternative methods to improve the security and safety of the 
neighborhood

NS 3. Work with residents to identify areas to install additional streetlights for security and traffic 
safety
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NEIGHBORHOOD LAND USE & ZONING
Neighborhood Land Use & Zoning Issues and Concerns 

Concerns with the deteriorating appearance of the commercial activity along Gus Thomasson
Future land uses and developments should complement the neighborhood and not bring in negative impacts 
There is an opportunity to use the large drainage system that runs throughout the neighborhood to improve 
neighborhood linkage between residents and neighborhood services along Gus Thomasson
The high number of rental properties within the neighborhood is indicative of neighborhood instability

Summary Objective  
Revise the city’s planning and development policies to ensure compatible commercial infill development. 

Strategies for Change 

NLZ 1. Develop and incentivize a Neighborhood Economic Development program to improve the 
façade of future and existing small businesses within the neighborhood 

NLZ 2. Research and implement methods to utilize the drainage channel between San Marcus and 
Gus Thomasson as a neighborhood amenity to improve walkability and neighborhood linkage 
between neighborhood residents and neighborhood services 

NLZ 3. Create a commercial overlay along Gus Thomasson Road specifying acceptable land uses 
and design standards 

NLZ 4. Identify a suitable location for a neighborhood park or playground 
NLZ 5. Research and implement a first-time homebuyer program to assist potential homeowners in 

purchasing a home
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NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGIES for CHANGE       
The ultimate purpose of providing the opportunity for the 
neighborhood residents to vote on the strategies is to 
prioritize.  Prioritizing the strategies gives residents a 
voice on the issues that require immediate attention, and 
the process informs decision-makers of the 
neighborhood’s view on where the city should invest its 
limited resources and time.  While the planning process 
gives the neighborhood plan its credibility, voting and 
prioritizing provides a structure for implementation.

VOTING RESULTS
Each neighborhood resident had the opportunity to vote 
for only five of the twenty-two different strategies.  The 
residents were given five colored stickers to represent 
their votes.  Each vote carried a different weight for 
scoring the final results.  The weights were assigned by 
color, as shown below.    

Highest Priority Red = 5 points 
Green = 4 points 
Blue = 3 points 

Lowest Priority Yellow = 1 point 

Each participant was given one vote of red, green, and 
blue, and two votes of yellow.  A voter could only vote 
once for a given strategy.  All of the strategies were 
posted on the wall of the meeting room, and residents 

placed their stickers next to the strategies they deemed 
to be most important.  The city staff photo-documented 
the results to preserve a record of the vote.  See 
Appendix B. 

Using a weighting scheme, rather than simply counting 
votes, yields a more reliable indication as to which 
strategies are most critical to the neighborhood.  The 
number of votes does not reveal how committed voters 
are to a particular strategy. However, through weighting, 
and forcing the voter to ration his or her votes among 
competing choices, the results provide a clear picture as 
to the direction that neighborhood residents want the city 
to follow during implementation.  The two tables below 
display the results of voting by the residents who 
attended the meeting on June 23, 2006.  Priorities are 
presented for the strategies grouped by planning 
element, and then relative to all other neighborhood 
strategies.
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STRATEGIES BY PLANNING ELEMENT AND RANK 

Strategy # Red Votes 
5pts

# Green Votes 
4pts

# Blue Votes 3pts # Yellow Votes 1pt Total Votes Weighted 
Value

A
pp

ea
ra

nc
e NA 1 0 4 3 1 8 26

NI 1 9 0 0 0 9 45
NI 2 0 0 1 0 1 3

In
fra

st
ru

ct
ur

e 

NI 3 0 1 0 5 6 9
NS 3 1 5 4 0 10 37
NS 1 1 2 2 2 7 21

S
af

et
y 

NS 2 0 0 3 3 6 12
NLZ 1 2 1 0 7 10 21
NLZ 2 1 0 1 3 5 11
NLZ 4 0 4 O 3 4 7
NLZ 3 0 0 0 4 4 4La

nd
 U

se
 

NLZ 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
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NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGIES for CHANGE       
STRATEGIES BY OVERALL RANK 

Strategy Statement Strategy 
(High priority) 

(Low priority) 

NI 1 Update the 2004 Sidewalk Conditions survey; target properties with sidewalks that are in Grade B condition or 
lower for sidewalk improvements at 100% city share 

NS 3 Work with residents to identify areas to install additional streetlights for security and traffic safety 
NA 1 Focus code enforcement efforts on 5 code items that have the biggest impact on neighborhood appearance 

Develop and incentivize a Neighborhood Economic Development program to improve the façade of future and 
existing small businesses within the neighborhood 

H
IG

H

NLZ1/
NS 1 

Research and implement innovative traffic calming devices to reduce speeding within the neighborhood 

NS 2 Research and implement alternative methods to improve the security and safety of the neighborhood 

M
O

D
E

R
A

TE
 

NLZ2
Research and implement methods to utilize the drainage channel between San Marcus and Gus Thomasson 
as a neighborhood amenity to improve walkability and neighborhood linkage between neighborhood residents 
and neighborhood services 

NI 3 Install sidewalks along Gus Thomasson to improve neighborhood linkage 
NLZ4 Identify a suitable location for a neighborhood park or playground 
NLZ3 Create a commercial overlay along Gus Thomasson Road specifying acceptable land uses and design 

standards
NI 2 Increase the city’s share of the cost in the alley petition paving program from 33% to 70% and lower the 

property owner cost on each side of the alley to 15% 

LO
W

NLZ5 Research and implement a first-time homebuyer program to assist potential homeowners in purchasing a 
home
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NEIGHBORHOOD ACTION MATRICES       
PLAN IMPLEMENTATION: An Action Matrix

Planning is a proactive process that should extend into 
and through the established timeline for completion.  The 
strategies outlined in the neighborhood plan will not 
implement themselves.  There are many variables 
involving different actors, schedules, and precedent 
events, thus taking a passive approach to implementation 
will doom the plan to failure.  Cities than are committed to 
neighborhood planning devote the resources necessary 
to coordinate, manage, and oversee the implementation 
phase.

When a neighborhood plan is completed, there is a great 
sense of pride and a strong desire among participants to 
produce results.  The feeling of accomplishment provides 
important momentum for a brief time to “keep the ball 
rolling.”  That period provides the opportunity to secure 
the resources and put a mechanism in place for 
oversight.  However, interest can wane quickly.  Without 
a tangible and immediate organizational commitment to 
bring the strategies and ideas to fruition, the opportunity 
to ensure the success of the neighborhood planning 
effort may be irretrievably lost.

An Action Matrix is a plan for implementing the strategies 
for each of the four neighborhood planning elements.  In 

the following tables, each strategy is presented along 
with the actors, potential funding sources, and a general 
timeframe for achieving the strategy. 

Actors The neighborhood residents, 
absentee property owners, the city, 
and other entities all have mutual 
responsibility for carrying out the 
plan.

Funding Casa View Heights is an income-
qualifying neighborhood and CDBG 
funds will remain a principal, though 
not exclusive, funding source. 

Time Frame   All strategies are deemed important, 
but they cannot all be accomplished 
immediately.  They vary in 
complexity, and some require 
extensive work in advance.  In 
general, the strategies with higher 
priority have the shorter timeframes 
for implementation.
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NEIGHBORHOOD APPEARANCE
Strategy Item Priority Actors Funding

Source Timeframe Performance Measure 

NA1. Focus code enforcement efforts on 5 code 
items that have the biggest impact on 
neighborhood appearance (determined by 
the neighborhood residents) 

NR
City
CDD

City
CDBG 6-18 mos. 

 Upgrade Grade B or C 
properties to Grade A 

 Reduction in severity 
index

Abbreviations:
NA
NI
NS
NLUZ

Neighborhood Appearance 
Neighborhood Infrastructure 
Neighborhood Safety 
Neighborhood Land Use and Zoning 

Actors and Funding Sources: 
CDD
City 
CDBG
CIP
NR
4B MQL 

Community Development Department 
City Departments (unspecified) 
Community Development Block Grants 
Capital Improvements Program 
Neighborhood Residents 
4B Quality of Life Corporation 

H
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NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE
Strategy Item Priority Actors Funding

Source Timeframe Performance Measure 

NI 1. Update the 2004 Sidewalk Conditions 
survey; target properties with sidewalks that 
are in Grade B condition or lower for 
sidewalk improvements at 100% city share1

City
City
CDBG
CIP

12-48 mos. 
 Update survey 
 Policy change adopted 
 Reduce % of < Grade A 

sidewalks by 25% 

NI 2. Increase the city’s share of the cost in the 
alley petition paving program from 33% to 
70% and lower the property owner cost on 
each side of alley to 15%1

City
NR City 3-12 mos.  Policy change adopted 

NI 3. Install sidewalks along Gus Thomasson to 
improve neighborhood linkage City CIP 12-36 mos.  Project completed 

Abbreviations:
NA
NI
NS
NLUZ

Neighborhood Appearance 
Neighborhood Infrastructure 
Neighborhood Safety 
Neighborhood Land Use and Zoning 

Actors and Funding Sources: 

1 City Council policy change required. 

CDD
City 
CDBG
CIP
NR
4B MQL 

Community Development Department 
City Departments (unspecified) 
Community Development Block Grants 
Capital Improvements Program 
Neighborhood Residents 
4B Quality of Life Corporation 

L

H

L
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NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY

Strategy Item Priority Actors Funding
Source Timeframe Performance Measure 

NS1. Research and implement innovative traffic 
calming devices to reduce speeding within 
the neighborhood 

City City 6-18 mos.  Project completed 

NS2. Research and implement alternative 
methods to improve the security and safety 
of the neighborhood 

City City 12-48 mos.  Project completed 

NS3. Work with residents to identify areas to 
install additional streetlights for security and 
traffic safety 

City City 12-36 mos.  Project completed 

Abbreviations:
NA
NI
NS
NLUZ

Neighborhood Appearance 
Neighborhood Infrastructure 
Neighborhood Safety 
Neighborhood Land Use and Zoning 

Actors and Funding Sources: 
CDD
City 
CDBG
CIP
NR
4B MQL 

Community Development Department 
City Departments (unspecified) 
Community Development Block Grants 
Capital Improvements Program 
Neighborhood Residents 
4B Quality of Life Corporation 

H

M

H
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NEIGHBORHOOD LAND USE AND ZONING

Strategy Item Priority Actors Funding
Source Timeframe Performance Measure 

NLZ 1. Develop and incentivize a Neighborhood 
Economic Development program to 
improve the façade of future and existing 
small businesses within the neighborhood 

CDD City 12-60 mos.  Program established 

NLZ 2. Research and implement methods to 
utilize the drainage channel between San 
Marcus and Gus Thomasson as a 
neighborhood amenity to improve 
walkability and neighborhood linkage 
between neighborhood residents and 
neighborhood services 

NR
CDD City 12-36 mos. 

 Integrate area into 
citywide trails plan 

 Develop bridge plans and 
specs 

NLZ 3. Create a commercial overlay along Gus 
Thomasson Road specifying acceptable 
land uses and design standards

CDD City 18 mos.  District created 

NLZ 4. Identify a suitable location for a 
neighborhood park or playground

NR
CDD City 6-18 mos.  Integrate into parks plan 

NLZ 5. Research and implement a first-time 
homebuyer program to assist potential 
homeowners in purchasing a home

City
CDD
NR

City 12 mos.  New CDBG activity 
adopted 

Abbreviations:
NA
NI
NS
NLUZ

Neighborhood Appearance 
Neighborhood Infrastructure 
Neighborhood Safety 
Neighborhood Land Use and Zoning 

Actors and Funding Sources: 
CDD
City 
CDBG
CIP
NR
4B MQL 

Community Development Department 
City Departments (unspecified) 
Community Development Block Grants 
Capital Improvements Program 
Neighborhood Residents 
4B Quality of Life Corporation 

L

L

M

L
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN EVALUATION, MONITORING, AND UPDATING  
Planning adapts to changing conditions in a 
neighborhood.  In order to ensure successful 
implementation of the Casa View Heights Neighborhood 
Plan and its continuing viability, the neighborhood 
residents and Community Development Department must 
work collaboratively to monitor and evaluate the plan’s 
effectiveness.

The action matrices suggest the use of certain 
performance measures that are associated with each 
strategy.  The measures are of two types: Output and
Outcome.  Output measures are quantitative methods 
that tabulate up program results.  Outcome measures are 
qualitative in nature, and are more indicative of whether 

ultimate program goals are being reached.  A mix of 
output and outcome measures should be used whenever 
possible in order to draw multiple inferences about the 
effectiveness of a particular strategy.

A static neighborhood plan loses its relevance and 
support as an instrument for bringing about positive 
change.  In the future, city staff and residents will hold 
additional meetings to assess progress toward meeting 
the plan objectives and strategies.  Amendments and 
updates to the Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan 
will be made when necessary to re-energize the initial 
objectives outlined in the plan, or adapt to new problems 
and opportunities. 

Strategy ImplementedCasa View 
Heights

Neighborhood
Plan

Monitoring

Updating

E
valuating

Process of Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating 
Casa View Heights Neighborhood Plan Strategies 

Accomplish
Objectives

and
Strategies
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Table 5: Residential Building Permit Activity 
20000 20012001 20022002 20032003 20042004 20052005Priority 

Neighborhood 
# $ Value 

% of 
Citywide # $ Value 

% of 
Citywide # $ Value 

% of 
Citywide # $ Value 

% of 
Citywide # $ Value 

% of 
Citywide # $  Value 

% of 
Citywide 

Casa View 
Heights 6 $44,900 0.12% 12 $71,400 0.13% 14 $59,590 0.15% 7 $48,393 0.13% 10 $61,736 0.14% 18 $108,775 0.26%

Mesquite Park 4 $38,084 0.10% 9 $30,800 0.06% 13 $78,248 0.19% 17 $99,845 0.26% 14 $95,667 0.22% 17 $146,120 0.35%

Sherwood 
Forest 9 $45,573 0.12% 9 $29,099 0.05% 15 $93,585 0.23% 16 $41,263 0.11% 13 $44,695 0.10% 15 $164,825 0.39%

Truman Heights 1 $300 0.00% 2 $10,800 0.02% 4 $21,499 0.05% 3 $22,500 0.06% 3 $27,080 0.06% 3 $21,700 0.05%

Total Priority 
Neighborhoods 20 $128,857 0.34% 32 $142,099 0.26% 46 $252,922 0.63% 43 $212,001 0.56% 40 $229,178 0.53% 53 $441,420 1.05% 

Citywide 1,319 $37,936,720   1,522 $55,177,897 1,681 $40,234,629 1,626 $37,932,881   1,421 $43,306,903 1,390 $42,073,344

*Does not include new single-family construction

Chart 6: 
Total Priority Neighborhood Building Permit Activity by Percentage of Citywide Permit 

Value

0.26%

0.63% 0.56% 0.53%

1.05%

0.34%

0.00%

0.20%

0.40%

0.60%

0.80%

1.00%

1.20%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Percentage of Total Building Permit Value

In 2005, when viewed as a percentage of the 
City’s total permit activity, three of the four 
Addressing Mesquite neighborhoods 
experienced significant increases in restoration, 
remodeling and rehabilitation activity over 
historical levels
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Appendix B: 

2-203 Mesquite Zoning Ordinance – Permitted Residential Uses 
3-203 Mesquite Zoning Ordinance – Permitted Nonresidential Uses 
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Supplemental Information for Agenda Item 3a 

3a Presentation, Discussion and Possible Action regarding Preclearance Requests for 
Community Revitalization Plans filed with Pre-Applications in the 2013 Competitive 
Housing tax Credit Cycle 

This upplement includes information that was received by the Department 
. Although this information is permitted 

for inclusion in the board book, not conside  of the 
original submission .
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BOARD ACTION REQUEST 

 MULTIFAMILY FINANCE DIVISION 

JUNE 13, 2013 

Presentation, Discussion, and Possible Action to Issue a list of Approved Applications for 
Housing Tax Credits (“HTC”) in accordance with §2306.6724(e) of the Texas Government Code 

RECOMMENDED ACTION

WHEREAS, the Department must approve a list of approved competitive (9%) 
HTC applications each year by June 30, in accordance with §2306.6724(e) of the 
Texas Government Code, from which final commitments may be made prior to 
July 31, 2013, in accordance with §2306.6724(f); and

WHEREAS, not all applications on the approved list have completed the review 
process and not all will ultimately receive an award of housing tax credits;
however this list will satisfy the statutory requirements; 

NOW, therefore, it is hereby

RESOLVED, the attached list of active applications for the 2013 competitive 
HTC application round, modified to reflect prior actions relating to appeals on 
today’s agenda, is approved in accordance with §2306.6724(e) of the Texas 
Government Code, subject to meeting the requirements of the Qualified 
Allocation Plan and associated rules. 

BACKGROUND

The Department’s Board is required by §2306.6724(e) of the Texas Government Code to 
“review the recommendations of department staff regarding applications and shall issue a list of 
approved applications each year in accordance with the qualified allocation plan not later than 
June 30.”  Moreover, as required by §2306.6724(f) of the Texas Government Code, the Board 
“shall issue final commitments for allocations of housing tax credits each year in accordance 
with the qualified allocation plan not later than July 31.”  At the Board meeting of July 25, 2013, 
the list presented to the Board will clearly identify those applications being recommended for a 
Commitment.   

One-hundred thirty-three (133) competitive (9%) HTC applications were submitted prior to the 
application deadline of March 1, 2013. To date, five applications have been withdrawn or 
terminated, excluding those terminated but with appeal rights remaining. Of the 128 applications 
remaining, many have not been fully reviewed and may be determined to be ineligible at a later 
date, including several applications appealing a staff termination on today’s agenda. 

Not all of the 128 approved applications will be recommended for an award and receive a 
commitment of housing tax credits; this list today merely reflects the approval of 
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applications to participate in the pool of applications from which awarded applications 
may be selected.  Staff currently anticipates that there will only be funds sufficient to award 
approximately 65 new developments. This is approximately a 30% increase over the number of 
awards that have been typical in the recent annual competitive cycles, which is primarily the 
result of incentives for smaller scale developments, a reduction in the award maximum from 
$2,000,000 to 1,500,000 for all non-At-Risk transactions, incentives to leverage other non-tax 
credit resources and the lack of forward commitments from the previous years. 

The attached list includes the current score for each active application as well as relevant 
application information. Those applications that have received a final scoring notice are 
identified in the “Review Status” column with a “C,” indicating that a complete program review 
has been completed. Those applications that are currently under review are identified with a 
“UR” and those with an “N” have not been prioritized for review.

At this time, applications remain subject to underwriting, completion of any remaining program 
review, a complete review of any challenges that may have been filed by the challenge deadline 
of May 15, 2013, and a previous participation review. Further, the credit amount reflected on this 
list is the requested credit amount and may change to reflect a recommended credit amount 
and/or may have conditions placed on the allocation in July.  In addition to applications that may 
be removed from the list for issues of financial feasibility, applications may also be removed 
from the list of approved applications as determinations are made on appeals.  



Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs
2013 Competitive (9%) Housing Tax Credit (HTC) Program
Application Submission Log

Version date: June 4, 2013
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At Risk Set Aside
13006 Country Place Apartments 1300 Courtland Road Atlanta 75551 Cass 4 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 72 0 72 General $500,000 Marlon Sullivan Winston Sullivan 115 10 12 10 4 151 UR 48067950400 4th Q 26.6%

13004 Stone Creek Apartments 400 Pine Burr Kilgore 75662 Gregg 4 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 56 0 56 General $300,506 James W. Fieser Melissa Baughman 107 10 12 10 4 143 C 48183010600 1st Q 10.0%

Basic Demographic Information for
Census Tract

Review Status: C = complete; UR = under review; N = not
reviewed

Summary of Scoring Information:
Several columns of the log relate to the scoring of the applications, beginning with "Points Requested/Awarded" and ending with "Review Status." For the applications that have
received a complete program review the review status column reflects a "C" and for these applications the "Total Possible Score" column reflects the staff determined final score.
These final scores are subject to appeal and adjustments pursuant to the rules as provided for in the scoring notices sent to each of these applicants.
The remaining applications do not have final scores. For these remaining applications, the review status is either reflected as "UR" for under review or "N" for not under or prioritized
for review. Additionally, the "Best Possible Score" column reflects the maximum points staff believes an application could achieve. However, an appeal or staff review may ultimately
increase or decrease any of the scores listed. The applications with a review status of "N" or "UR" may have final scores for Quantifiable Community Participation (§11.9(d)(1)) and
Community Support from State Representative or Senator (§1.9(d)(4)). Logs with more information regarding these specific scoring items are available on the HTC section of the
website.
The log has been organized based on the "Total Possible Score" column for each subregion or At Risk Set Aside.
Several issues may still affect the ranking of applications, such as testing for the $3 million cap (§11.4(a)) or the impact of challenges. Applicants are encouraged to exercise caution in
drawing conclusions from the log.
Where applications appear to be tied, there is a separate worksheet indicating the distance from the nearest Housing Tax Credit assisted Development pursuant to §11.7(2). This
information is provided solely to allow applicants to understand what may occur in the event that the final decisions in late July must involve tie breakers. No final tie breaker
information is provided herein.
An additional description for each scoring column is provided in the tab identified as "Scoring Notes."

13177 Rosewood Apartments 9000 E Hwy 72 Three Rivers 78071 Live Oak 10 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 24 0 24 General $192,497 Ronald Potterpin Gary L. Maddock 107 10 12 10 4 143 C 48297950100 1st Q 14.0%

13000 Delta Estates Apartments 300 S Mile 2 West Edcouch 78538 Hidalgo 11 Rural X Acq/Rhb 64 0 64 General $301,229 Beatriz Farias David Marquez 107 8 12 10 4 141 terminated per §11.5(3)(E)
pending appeal

48215024500 3rd Q 45.0%

13088 Riverwood Apartments 1870 E King David Dr Three Rivers 78071 Live Oak 10 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 36 0 36 Elderly $277,750 Ronald Potterpin Gary L. Maddock 103 1 10 12 10 4 138 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1) 48297950100 1st Q 14.0%

13207 Pecan Creek Village 205 Riverview Dr Lampasas 76550 Lampasas 8 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 40 0 40 Elderly $327,223 Dennis Hoover Kim Youngquist 101 10 12 10 4 137 C 48281950400 4th Q 23.4%

13212 Prairie Village 1915 N Wharton St El Campo 77437 Wharton 6 Rural X Acq/Rhb 37 1 38 Elderly $332,500 Matt Rule Suzann Cunningham 101 8 12 14 0 135 C 48481740800 2nd Q 19.0%

13252 Oak Creek Village 2324 Wilson St Austin 78704 Travis 7 Urban X NC 173 0 173 General $2,000,000 Rene Campos Mark Rogers 98 10 12 14 0 134 C 48453001305 3rd Q 26.7%

13119 Emma Finke Villas 1101 E Kennedy St Beeville 78102 Bee 10 Rural X X X Rehab 76 0 76 General $391,709 Adrian Iglesias Viola Salazar 100 8 12 10 4 134 C 48025950300 3rd Q 15.6%

13003 Crossing at Oak Grove 200 Daniels Dr Kerens 75144 Navarro 3 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 32 0 32 General $228,810 James W. Fieser Melissa Baughman 99 8 12 10 4 133 C 48349970600 4th Q 17.4%

13048 Shepherd Seniors Apartments 1791 S Byrd Ave Shepherd 77371 San Jacinto 5 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 32 0 32 Elderly $212,376 Shepherd Seniors Housing, Ltd. James E. Washburn 99 1 8 12 10 4 132 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1) 48407200101 3rd Q 22.5%

13234 Wynnewood Family Housing Appr 2048 S Zang Boulevard Dallas 75224 Dallas 3 Urban X X NC 160 0 160 General $2,000,000 Brian L. Roop Tamea A. Dula 100 4 8 12 10 4 130 UR not eligible for CRP points 48113006200 3rd Q 24.1%

13047 GardenWalk of La Grange, Schulenburg, and
Weimar

1018 N Madison, 104 Simpson, 303 N Smith La Grange, Schulenburg,
Weimar

78945,
78956,
78962

Fayette, Fayette,
Colorado

Rural X X Acq/Rhb 40 0 40 General $306,739 Shawn Smith Corey Farmer 92 10 12 10 4 128 C **see scoring notes for
explanation of increase in
points requested

13001 Sunset Place Apartments 100 Sunset Malakoff 75148 Henderson 4 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 36 0 36 General $240,606 James W. Fieser Melissa Baughman 94 8 12 10 4 128 UR 48213951000 4th Q 18.2%

13089 Pinewood Park 120 Kirksey Dr Lufkin 75904 Angelina 5 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 94 0 94 General $920,500 Tracy Ambridge Tamea Dula 89 8 12 14 0 123 C 48005000500 4th Q 36.7%

13007 Spring Creek Apartments 305 Hwy 8 N Linden 75563 Cass 4 Rural X X Acq/Rhb 24 0 24 General $200,000 Marlon Sullivan Winston Sullivan 93 8 10 12 10 4 121 C point losses for §11.9(f)(1) and 48067950600 3rd Q 18.4%

13232 Pine Lake Estates 2012 Durst St Nacogdoches 75964 Nacogdoches 5 Rural X Acq/Rhb 100 0 100 Elderly $727,307 Rick J. Deyoe Juli Gonzalez 85 8 12 10 4 119 C 48347950700 4th Q 50.7%

13069 Grand Manor Apartments 2700 N Grand Ave Tyler 75702 Smith 4 Urban X Acq/Rhb 120 0 120 General $1,212,809 Melissa Adami Dewey Stevens 91 8 0 14 0 113 N 48423000201 4th Q 33.9%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $8,794,981 Total HTCs Requested $10,672,561

Amount Available in USDA Set Aside $2,931,660

Region 1 / Rural
13245 The Reserves at Sawgrass SEQ of Navajo Rd & Laguna Dr Pampa 79065 Gray 1 Rural NC 38 10 48 General $525,830 Brett Johnson Matt Gillam 110 1 10 0 10 4 133 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1) 48179950300 1st Q 5.2%

13139 Stonebridge of Plainview NEC of Mesa Dr & 16th St Plainview 79072 Hale 1 Rural NC 53 27 80 General $647,000 Victoria W. Spicer Dru Childre 108 10 0 10 4 132 C scoring pending appeal 48189950300 1st Q 5.3%

13129 Rose Meadows Apartments SWC of Alamo Rd & Holly St Levelland 78336 Hockley 1 Rural NC 38 10 48 General $442,000 Justin Zimmerman Ben Mitchell 106 10 0 10 4 130 N 48219950500 2nd Q 14.9%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $656,903 Total HTCs Requested $1,614,830

Region 1 / Urban
13247 The Reserves at South Plains SE Corner of Ave U & 98th St Lubbock Lubbock 79423 Lubbock 1 Urban NC 83 25 108 General $1,146,793 Brett Johnson Matt Gillam 105 10 12 10 4 141 C 48303010511 1st Q 6.7%

13106 Playa Lake Apartments Ave U, 1 block S of 82nd St Lubbock 79423 Lubbock 1 Urban NC 97 23 120 General $1,075,000 Justin Zimmerman Ben Mitchell 103 10 12 10 4 139 N 48303010506 2nd Q 8.5%

13010 Plum Creek Estates Plum Creek Dr E of Tascosa Rd Amarillo 79124 Potter 1 Urban NC 96 0 96 General $1,132,040 Tim Lang Brenda Given 102 10 12 10 4 138 N 48375013300 1st Q 6.4%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $1,149,766 Total HTCs Requested $3,353,833

Region 2 / Rural
13128 Winchester Arms Apartments SWC of W Summit Ave & State Hwy 16 Comanche 79118 Comanche 2 Rural NC 38 10 48 General $434,000 Justin Zimmerman Ben Mitchell 112 10 12 10 4 148 C 48093950200 2nd Q 16.8%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $505,218 Total HTCs Requested $434,000
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Region 2 / Urban
13246 The Reserves at Maplewood S side of N Regent Dr, E of McNiel Ave Wichita Falls 76308 Wichita 2 Urban NC 36 0 36 General $571,912 Brett Johnson Matt Gillam 96 10 12 10 4 132 C 48485012600 2nd Q 8.7%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $580,335 Total HTCs Requested $571,912

Region 3 / Rural
13115 Abbington Meadows SWC of Hall Cemetery Rd & S Collins Freeway Howe 75459 Grayson 3 Rural NC 39 25 64 General $500,000 William J. Rea, Jr. Sean Brady 118 10 12 10 4 154 C 48181001801 1st Q 11.3%

13184 The Village at Forney Crossing E side of FM 460, N of US Hwy 80 Forney 75126 Kaufman 3 Rural NC 57 9 66 General $710,000 Stacy Kaplowitz Mike Rodriguez 115 10 0 10 4 139 N 48257050201 1st Q 3.6%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $544,485 Total HTCs Requested $1,210,000

Region 3 / Urban
13152 KIRON at Aubrey 5700 Hwy 377 S Aubrey 76227 Denton 3 Urban NC 100 50 150 General $1,238,447 Thomas Huth Dru Childre 113 10 12 10 4 149 C 48121020103 2nd Q 7.4%

13240 Summit Place SW Corner of Merit Dr & Hwy 635 Dallas 75251 Dallas 3 Urban NC 75 23 98 General $1,487,000 Lisa Stephens Mitchell Friedman 109 10 12 10 4 145 C 48113013200 1st Q 8.3%

13124 Serenity Place Apartments 3124 Denley Dallas 75216 Dallas 3 Urban X NC 45 0 45 Supp. Hsg. $451,191 Sherman Roberts Will Henderson 108 10 12 10 4 144 UR terminated per §10.204(9)
pending appeal

48113005700 4th Q 41.1%

13214 Flora Street Lofts 2121 Flora Dallas 75201 Dallas 3 Urban NC 39 8 47 General $500,000 Graham Green Ben Reavis 108 10 12 14 0 144 C 48113002100 1st Q 4.6%

13259 The Millennium McKinney NEQ of McKinney Ranch Prky & Stacy Rd McKinney 75070 Collin 3 Urban NC 130 34 164 General $1,500,000 Brandon Bolin Alan McDonald 108 10 12 10 4 144 C 48085030513 1st Q 12.3%

13102 Reserve at McAlister N of McAlister Rd & E of Hemphill St Fort Worth 76028 Tarrant 3 Urban NC 112 12 124 Elderly $1,238,974 Chris Applequist Brian M. McGeady 107 10 12 10 4 143 C 48439111016 1st Q 1.9%

13023 Patriot's Crossing (fka Veteran's Place) 4623 S Lancaster Road Dallas 75216 Dallas 3 Urban X NC 150 0 150 General $1,499,292 Yigal Lelah Claire Palmer 106 10 12 10 4 142 UR 48113005700 4th Q 41.1%

13058 Evergreen at Hebron Senior Community 2200 Block of Parker Road Hebron 75010 Denton 3 Urban X NC 136 0 136 Elderly $1 500 000 Brad Forslund Becky Villanueva 106 10 12 10 4 142 C 48121021625 1st Q 0 4%13058 Evergreen at Hebron Senior Community 2200 Block of Parker Road Hebron 75010 Denton 3 Urban X NC 136 0 136 Elderly $1,500,000 Brad Forslund Becky Villanueva 106 10 12 10 4 142 C 48121021625 1st Q 0.4%

13145 Mariposa at Elk Drive Appr 100 block Elk Dr, NWQ Elk Dr & SE John Jones Dr Burleson 78676 Johnson 3 Urban NC 117 63 180 Elderly $1,500,000 Stuart Shaw Casey Bump 106 10 12 10 4 142 C 48251130215 1st Q 1.1%

13044 Villas of Vanston Park 4540 Gus Thomasson Road Mesquite 75150 Dallas 3 Urban NC 113 47 160 General $1,500,000 Joseph Agumadu Vanessa Hardy 106 10 12 14 0 142 N CRP under review 48113018001 3rd Q 12.3%

13140 Villas at Justin 18 acres off of FM 156 adjacant & S of Bishop Park Justin 76247 Denton 3 Urban NC 130 28 158 General $1,500,000 Kecia Boulware Donna Rickenbacker 111 6 10 12 10 4 141 N not eligible for CRP points 48121020308 2nd Q 5.4%

13186 Desoto Senior Living SW Corner of S Westmoreland Rd & W Belt Line Rd Desoto 75115 Dallas 3 Urban NC 120 12 132 Elderly $1,500,000 Deepak P. Sulakhe Jason Lain 104 10 12 10 4 140 N 48113016612 1st Q 1.7%

13138 Mariposa at Woodbridge Appr S of intersection of McCreary Rd & W Kirby (aka FM
544) on McCreary Rd (East Side)

Wylie 75098 Collin 3 Urban NC 120 60 180 $1,500,000 Stuart Shaw Casey Bump 106 10 12 10 0 138 N scoring pending appeal 48085031317 1st Q 3.3%

13091 Heritage Park Vista Phase Two 8729 Ray White Rd Fort Worth 76244 Tarrant 3 Urban NC 80 5 85 Elderly $1,095,676 Therese Allgeier Robert G. Hoskins 99 8 12 14 0 133 N 48439113921 1st Q 7.8%

13064 HomeTowne on Magnolia NWC of US 380 & FM 1385 Savannah 76227 Denton 3 Urban NC 117 45 162 General $1,500,000 Kenneth W. Fambro, II Christina Schwartz 107 10 0 10 4 131 N 48121020105 2nd Q 7.6%

13045 Evergreen at Murphy Senior Community 401 W FM 544 Murphy 75094 Collin 3 Urban X NC 132 0 132 Elderly $1,500,000 Brad Forslund Becky Villanueva 106 10 0 10 4 130 N 48085031313 1st Q 3.0%

13249 Old Town Plaza Apartments Leonard St & E Walters St Lewisville 75057 Denton 3 Urban NC 112 28 140 General $1,500,000 Deepak P. Sulakhe Jason Lain 102 10 0 10 4 126 N 48121021618 3rd Q 13.7%

13090 Residences at Caruth Lake 1049 Williams St Rockwall 75087 Rockwall 3 Urban X NC 57 3 60 General $998,472 Dan Allgeier Monique Allen 104 10 12 10 4 116 N 48397040200 1st Q 0.6%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $10,419,539 Total HTCs Requested $23,509,051

Region 4 / Rural
13114 Abbington Estates Appr 250' S of Veterans Memorial Prky on Arnold Paul Rd Canton 75103 Van Zandt 4 Rural NC 40 40 80 General $500,000 William J. Rea, Jr. Sean Brady 116 10 12 10 4 152 C 48467950600 1st Q 14.0%

13173 Canton Village Homes SW intersection of IH 20 & Edgewood Rd (aka FM 859) Canton 75103 Van Zandt 4 Rural NC 65 15 80 General $619,000 Doak Brown Leslie Holleman 116 10 12 10 4 152 C 48467950600 1st Q 14.0%

13032 StoneLeaf at Eustace 320 FM 316 Eustace 75124 Henderson 4 Rural NC 45 4 49 General $656,094 Victoria Sugrue Ben Dempsey 114 10 12 10 4 150 C 48213950500 1st Q 12.1%

13011 Villas at Henderson W Fordall St Henderson 75652 Rusk 4 Rural NC 80 0 80 General $1,254,960 Jay Collins Brenda Given 109 10 12 10 4 145 N 48401950800 2nd Q 12.7%

13235 Pinecrest Park Lots 6 & 7 off Whipporwill, Pinecrest Addition #1 Kilgore 75662 Gregg 4 Rural X NC 52 4 56 Elderly $747,187 Emanuel H. Glockzin, Jr. Pixie Stracener 108 10 12 14 0 144 N 48183010600 1st Q 10.0%

13073 Lakeland Villas 1390 CR 4628 Athens 75751 Henderson 4 Rural NC 49 0 49 General $482,650 Jay Milam Jack Jenks 114 10 0 14 0 138 N 48213950300 1st Q 11.9%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $1,274,727 Total HTCs Requested $4,259,891

Region 4 / Urban
13242 Saige Meadows SEQ of Hwy 69 & Experimental Station Rd/James Fair Pkwy Tyler 75706 Gregg 4 Urban NC 82 10 92 General $1,163,876 Lisa Stephens Michael Wohl 100 8 12 10 4 134 C 48423001601 4th Q 29.8%

13037 The Preserve at the Crossing SWQ of Three Lakes Pkwy & Crosswater Dr, TBD Crosswater
Dr

Tyler 75703 Smith 4 Urban NC 124 20 144 Elderly $1,409,847 Tracy Ambridge Tamea Dula 88 10 0 10 4 112 N 48423001905 1st Q 6.1%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $1,182,128 Total HTCs Requested $2,573,723

Region 5 / Rural
13005 Tower Village Tower Rd & Park St Nacogdoches 75961 Nacogdoches 5 Rural NC 36 0 36 General $805,000 Mark Musemeche Ofelia Elizondo 100 1 8 12 10 4 133 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1) 48347951000 4th Q 34.9%

13018 Hudson Providence NWQ of Hwy 94 W of Hudson Heights Hudson 75904 Angelina 5 Rural NC 80 0 80 Elderly $871,803 Miranda Ashline Tamea Dula 96 1 10 12 10 4 131 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1); scoring
pending appeal

48005000301 1st Q 13.8%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $867,094 Total HTCs Requested $1,676,803
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Region 5 / Urban
13203 Providence on Major SWQ of N Major Dr & Westfield, Appr 3900 N Major Dr Beaumont 77713 Jefferson 5 Urban NC 108 20 128 Elderly $1,245,259 Miranda Ashline Tamea Dula 100 10 12 10 4 136 C 48245000307 1st Q 12.0%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $842,885 Total HTCs Requested $1,245,259

Region 6 / Rural
13053 Heritage Plaza Flagship Blvd & Hwy 149 (Liberty St) Montgomery 77356 Montgomery 6 Rural X NC 64 16 80 General $749,479 Chris Richardson Jessica Bailey 117 10 12 10 4 153 C 48339694500 1st Q 9.3%

13059 Timberbrook Village 11899 Old Montgomery Rd Willis 77318 Montgomery 6 Rural NC 62 18 80 General $750,000 David Mark Koogler Keith Richards 113 10 12 10 4 149 N 48339694202 1st Q 2.8%

13183 Newport Village SWQ of S Diamondhead Blvd & N Main St (FM 2100) Crosby 77532 Harris 6 Rural NC 80 0 80 General $750,000 Justin Hartz Chris Dischinger 113 10 12 10 4 149 N 48201251902 1st Q 4.9%

13254 Rice Senior Housiing 862 acres Southwest from the corner of Loop 2765 & Hwy
71

El Campo 77437 Wharton 6 Rural X NC 52 4 56 Elderly $749,360 Emanuel H. Glockzin, Jr. Pixie Stracener 102 10 12 14 0 138 N 48481740900 1st Q 13.3%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $500,000 Total HTCs Requested $2,998,839

Region 6 / Urban
13222 Gardens at Friendswood Lakes II 1423 W Parkwood Ave Friendswood 77546 Galveston 6 Urban NC 31 5 36 Elderly $500,000 Les Kilday Phyllis Sefeldt 106 10 12 10 4 142 C 48167720400 1st Q 0.1%

13113 Reserve at Arcola Senior Living South of Hwy 6 & E of Darby Lane Arcola 77583 Fort Bend 6 Urban NC 112 12 124 Elderly $1,280,834 Chris Applequist Brian M. McGeady 105 10 12 10 4 141 C 48157674501 1st Q 4.2%

13026 The Huntington at Sienna Plantation 4200 block Trammel Fresno Road Missouri City 77459 Fort Bend 6 Urban NC 105 27 132 Elderly $1,300,000 Mark Musemeche Ofelia Elizondo 104 10 12 10 4 140 C 48157674501 1st Q 4.2%

13062 The Retreat at Westlock W side of 24000 block of SH 249, just S of Westlock Houston ETJ 77377 Harris 6 Urban NC 99 41 140 Elderly $1,260,904 Marcialete Voller Ann Duggin 103 10 12 10 4 139 UR 48201555502 1st Q 4.7%

13042 The Cottages at South Acres E side of the Appr 11300 block of Scott St Houston 77047 Harris 6 Urban NC 102 42 144 General $1,425,351 Marcy H. Voller Ann Duggin 102 10 12 14 0 138 C 48201331500 4th Q 23.3%

13110 El Dorado Green Apartments Appr 240 W El Dorado Blvd Houston 77546 Harris 6 Urban NC 88 20 108 Elderly $1,424,000 Gary Brinkley Donna Rickenbacker 105 10 12 10 0 137 C 48201350601 1st Q 1.6%

13151 Lafayette Plaza Appr NEC of Clarewood Dr & Bonhomme Rd Houston 77036 Harris 6 Urban NC 98 24 122 Elderly $1,439,550 William D. Henson Cheryl L. Henson 102 8 12 10 4 136 UR 48201432802 4th Q 29.6%

13144 Mariposa at Pecan Park Approx the 3600 block of Canada 0.2 miles N of W Fairmont
Pkwy

La Porte 77571 Harris 6 Urban NC 120 60 180 Elderly $1,500,000 Stuart Shaw Casey Bump 101 8 12 10 4 135 C 48201343000 2nd Q 11.5%

13143 The Hamilton 1800 St Joseph Parkway Houston 77003 Harris 6 Urban NC 134 14 148 General $1,500,000 J. Steve Ford Carrie Ford 98 1 8 12 14 0 131 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1) 48201100000 2nd Q 32.7%

13223 Campanile at Jones Creek 1717 Fm 359 Richmond 77406 Fort Bend 6 Urban X NC 72 6 78 Elderly $890,000 Les Kilday Phyllis Sefeldt 107 10 0 10 4 131 N 48157673400 1st Q 4.8%

13117 Red Bluff Apartment Homes NEC of Strawberry Rd & Genoa Red Bluff Rd Houston 77034 Harris 6 Urban NC 50 22 72 General $650,000 Adrian Iglesias Rick J. Deyoe 107 10 0 10 4 131 N 48201324000 1st Q 6.8%

13256 4320 Lofts 4320 Old Spanish Trail Houston 77021 Harris 6 Urban NC 81 15 96 General $1,000,000 Audrey Martin Teresa Bowyer 102 10 0 10 4 126 N 48201313200 3rd Q 20.5%

13077 KIRON at Spring NW quadrant of Kuykendahl Rd & Louetta Rd Spring 77379 Harris 6 Urban NC 108 52 160 General $1,328,377 Thomas Huth Dru Childre 108 10 12 10 4 120 N 48201553801 1st Q 3.1%

13052 Southfork Plantation Southfork Parkway & County Rd 59 Manvel 77578 Brazoria 6 Urban X NC 94 23 117 Elderly $1,040,709 Chris Richardson Jessica Bailey 108 10 12 10 0 116 N 48039660602 1st Q 7.2%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $9,384,969 Total HTCs Requested $16,539,725

Region 7 / Rural
13022 Liberty Manor US Hwy 29 W @ Bailey Lane Liberty Hill 78642 Williamson 7 Rural NC 70 4 74 Elderly $750,000 Ken Blankenship Breck Kean 113 10 12 10 4 149 C 48491020202 1st Q 7.6%

13201 The Trails at Carmel Creek West of FM 685, S of Carl Stern Dr extension Hutto 78634 Williamson 7 Rural NC 50 11 61 Elderly $500,000 Janine Sisak Teresa Bowyer 112 10 12 10 4 148 UR 48491020804 1st Q 6.3%

13251 River Terrace Home Depot Way & Hwy 304 Bastrop 78602 Bastrop 7 Rural NC 35 13 48 General $500,000 Will Markel Jim Markel 112 10 12 10 0 144 N 48021950300 2nd Q 9.1%

13137 Mariposa at Ranch Road 12 Appr the 1440 Blk of RR 12 on E Side of Ranch Rd 12 Wimberley 78676 Hays 7 Rural NC 40 40 80 Elderly $500,000 Stuart Shaw Casey Bump 111 8 12 10 4 121 N 48209010804 2nd Q 4.1%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $500,000 Total HTCs Requested $2,250,000

Region 7 / Urban
13112 Liberty Trails Townhomes Appr 95 acres; NEC of Hwy 29 & Hwy 1869 Liberty Hill 78642 Williamson 7 Urban NC 75 25 100 General $1,090,000 Jorge A. Aguirre Donna Rickenbacker 109 10 12 10 4 145 C 48491020202 1st Q 7.6%

13071 Windy Ridge Apartments 10910 Ranch Rd 620 Austin 78726 Travis 7 Urban NC 120 0 120 General $1,080,918 Adrian Iglesias Rick Deyoe 108 10 12 10 4 144 C 48453001765 1st Q 6.2%

13108 Skyway Studios 2800 S Lamar Blvd Austin 78704 Travis 7 Urban X NC 109 0 109 Supp. Hsg. $1,002,000 Walter Moreau Jennifer Hicks 107 10 12 14 0 143 C 48453001901 2nd Q 4.7%

13109 Homestead Apartments 3226 W Slaughter Lane Austin 78748 Travis 7 Urban X NC 126 14 140 General $1,252,000 Walter Moreau Jennifer Hicks 105 10 12 10 4 141 N 48453001746 2nd Q 5.2%

13125 Songhai at West Gate 8700 Westgate Boulevard Austin 78745 Travis 7 Urban NC 140 6 146 General $1,220,000 Miguel Medellin Cherno M. Njie 104 10 12 14 0 140 N 48453001729 2nd Q 6.3%

13159 4800 Berkman SWC of Berkman Dr & Barbara Jordan Blvd Austin 78723 Travis 7 Urban NC 140 30 170 General $1,500,000 Janine Sisak Wayne Gerami 105 8 12 14 0 139 N scoring pending appeal 48453000306 4th Q 19.1%

13142 The Hills of Pflugerville SWS of "to be built" Colorado Sand Dr, N side of Pflugerville
Pkwy

Pflugerville 78660 Travis 7 Urban NC 117 0 117 Elderly $1,500,000 J. Steve Ford Carrie Ford 105 10 12 10 0 137 N 48453001858 1st Q 2.1%
Pkwy

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $3,361,954 Total HTCs Requested $8,644,918

Region 8 / Rural
13033 StoneLeaf at Fairfield 113 W Reunion St Fairfield 75840 Freestone 8 Rural NC 45 4 49 General $500,000 Victoria Sugrue Ben Dempsey 116 10 12 10 4 152 C 48161000200 1st Q 8.1%

13147 Eagles Crossing Apartments 1800 Block of Old Brandon Road Hillsboro 76645 Hill 8 Rural NC 38 10 48 General $470,493 Justin Zimmerman Ben Mitchell 115 10 12 10 4 151 C 48217961100 1st Q 12.1%

13250 Hidden Glen NE of intersection of Mary Ln & Vaness St Salado 76571 Bell 8 Rural NC 35 10 45 Elderly $500,000 Will Markel Jim Markel 112 10 12 10 4 148 N 48027023403 1st Q 3.5%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $543,735 Total HTCs Requested $1,470,493

Region 8 / Urban
13118 Oak Ridge Apartments W of 10th St & Nolan Ridge Dr Nolanville 76559 Bell 8 Urban NC 48 0 48 General $500,000 Chris Applequist Brian M. McGeady 109 10 12 10 4 145 C 48027021800 1st Q 12.8%
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13187 Barron's Branch N 9th St & Colcord Ave (Appr 1323 N 9th st) Waco 76707 McLennan 8 Urban NC 77 15 92 General $963,900 Lisa Stephens David Deutch 105 1 8 12 14 0 138 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1); scoring
pending appeal

48309001200 4th Q 58.1%

13021 The Manor at Commerce Park SWQ of Commerce St & Sparta Road Belton 76513 Bell 8 Urban NC 80 8 88 Elderly $956,000 Ken Blankenship Breck Kean 101 10 12 10 4 137 C 48027021700 1st Q 8.2%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $1,541,431 Total HTCs Requested $2,419,900

Region 9 / Rural
13167 Freedoms Path at Kerrville 3600 Block of Memorial Blvd Kerrville 78028 Kerr 9 Rural X NC 49 0 49 Supp. Hsg. $717,000 Donald Paxton Craig Taylor 116 10 12 10 4 152 UR 48265960100 2nd Q 6.9%

13020 The Manor at Currey Creek 10 FM 474 Boerne 78006 Kendall 9 Rural NC 70 4 74 Elderly $715,000 Ken Blankenship Breck Kean 111 10 12 10 4 147 UR 48259970402 1st Q 1.2%

13013 Ana's Cove S Uvalde St to US 281 to E side of Sierra Blvd Pleasanton 78064 Atascosa 9 Rural NC 36 0 36 General $625,288 Rene Sierra Sylvia Romans 98 4 10 12 10 2 128 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1) 48013960100 3rd Q 13.2%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $500,000 Total HTCs Requested $2,057,288

Region 9 / Urban
13262 Paso Fino Apartment Homes 10729 Shaenfield Rd San Antonio 78254 Bexar 9 Urban NC 149 11 160 General $1,500,000 Manish Verma Walter Martinez 109 10 12 10 4 145 C 48029181726 1st Q 5.3%

13273 Richland Meadows Apartments +/ 9.31 Acres on Richland Hills Dr San Antonio 78251 Bexar 9 Urban NC 140 0 140 General $1,324,827 Ezequiel P. Elizondo Enrique Flores 108 10 12 10 4 144 C 48029171924 1st Q 2.1%

13192 Shaenfield Apartments 10585 Shaenfield Rd San Antonio 78254 Bexar 9 Urban X NC 105 39 144 General $1,405,470 Shaenfield Apartments Ltd. Ben Amor 108 10 12 10 4 144 C 48029181726 1st Q 5.3%

13193 Balcones Lofts SC of Gentleman Rd & Hillcrest Dr Balcones Heights 78201 Bexar 9 Urban X NC 50 34 84 General $711,849 Balcones Lofts Ltd. Debra Guerrero 107 10 12 10 4 143 UR 48029180800 4th Q 31.1%

13196 Emerald Village NEC of NW Loop 1604 & Corporate Woods Dr San Antonio 78259 Bexar 9 Urban X NC 134 30 144 General $1,500,000 Emerald Village Ltd. Lori Hall 112 4 10 0 10 4 132 N not eligible for CRP points 48029121906 1st Q 2.7%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $3,991,607 Total HTCs Requested $6,442,146

Region 10 / Rural
13213 Bailey Square SEQ of N Valley St & E Bailey St Cuero 77954 DeWitt 10 Rural NC 48 8 56 General $500,000 Audrey Martin Teresa Bowyer 113 10 12 10 4 149 C 48123970300 2nd Q 12.6%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $500,000 Total HTCs Requested $500,000

Region 10 / Urban
13082 Woodland Creek Apartments 11641 Leopard St Corpus Christi 78410 Nueces 10 Urban X Recon 94 0 94 General $1,356,998 Gilbert M. Piette Roger H. Canales 103 10 12 14 0 139 C 48355003601 1st Q 10.0%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $1,196,625 Total HTCs Requested $1,356,998

Region 11 / Rural
13046 La Esperanza Del Rio W of FM 3167 & S of Eisenhower Rd Rio Grande City ETJ 78582 Starr 11 Rural NC 50 10 60 General $500,000 Sara Reidy Linda S. Brown 118 10 12 10 4 154 C 48427950104 1st Q 17.0%

13051 Royal Gardens Eisenhower St (SW of Eisenhower St & Charco Blanco Rd) Rio Grande City 78582 Starr 11 Rural X NC 80 0 80 General $586,271 Noorallah Jooma Robert Wilson 117 10 12 10 4 153 N 48427950104 1st Q 17.0%

13087 Villas del Rio N Hwy 83 & 300' W of Hernandez Rd & Corrales Rd Rio Grande City 78582 Starr 11 Rural NC 50 30 80 General $860,000 Kyndel Bennett Matthew Long 117 10 12 10 4 153 UR 48427950104 1st Q 17.0%

13154 Trosper Apartments Near 5 mile Rd & Trosper Alton 78573 Hidalgo 11 Rural NC 80 0 80 General $1,138,000 Mike Lopez Tim Smith 102 8 0 10 4 124 N 48215024113 3rd Q 41.3%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $923,603 Total HTCs Requested $3,084,271

Region 11 / Urban
13100 Villages of Penitas 10 acres out of Diamond Commercial Park Subdivision Penitas 78576 Hidalgo 11 Urban NC 116 12 128 General $1,383,000 Steve Lollis Donna Rickenbacker 112 10 12 10 4 148 C 48215024203 2nd Q 17.0%

13263 Sunland Apartments 19000 FM 508 Combes 78550 Cameron 11 Urban NC 100 40 140 General $1,500,000 Mr. Sunny K. Philip Michelle Grandt 115 6 10 12 14 0 145 UR not eligible for CRP points 48061010203 1st Q 25.0%

13281 Sunquest Apartments 23850 Stuart Place Road Primera 78552 Cameron 11 Urban X NC 100 28 128 General $1,400,000 Mr. Sunny K. Philip Michelle Grandt 108 10 12 10 4 144 C 48061010302 1st Q 30.5%

13081 River Bank Village 202 Aquero Boulevard Laredo 78045 Webb 11 Urban NC 114 38 152 General $1,225,000 Apolonio ("Nono') Flores Doak Brown 109 1 10 12 10 4 144 C penalty per §11.9(f)(1); scoring
pending appeal

48479001711 1st Q 11.7%

13270 Bella Terra Apartments +/ 10.5 acres at SEQ of Morrison Rd & Pablo Kisel Blvd Brownsville 78526 Cameron 11 Urban NC 120 0 120 General $1,420,889 Enrique Flores Enrique Flores, IV 108 10 12 10 4 144 C 48061012612 1st Q 12.9%

13275 Bella Vista Apartments +/ 8.5 acres at SWQ of McColl Rd & Sprague St Edinburg 78539 Hidalgo 11 Urban NC 120 0 120 General $1,210,263 Enrique Flores Enrique Flores, IV 107 10 12 10 4 143 N 48215023904 1st Q 12.3%

13068 Mayorca Villas 8.75 acres W Marcelo Blvd at Jose Marti Blvd Brownsville 78575 Cameron 11 Urban NC 48 72 120 General $500,000 Melissa Adami Dewey Stevens 112 10 12 0 4 138 N 48061012613 1st Q 22.2%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $4,912,368 Total HTCs Requested $8,639,152$ , , q $ , ,

Region 12 / Rural
13180 Mission Village of Pecos SEC of Texas St & W Washington St Pecos 79772 Reeves 12 Rural NC 49 11 60 General $500,000 Michael Ash Marissa Downs 115 10 12 10 4 151 C 48389950400 1st Q 23.3%

13211 Mustang Springs Apartments NWC of Quail Ridge Dr & NE Mustang Dr Andrews 79714 Andrews 12 Rural NC 49 11 60 General $500,000 Michelle Den Bleyker Joseph Ortega 115 10 12 10 4 151 N 48003950100 1st Q 16.9%

13160 Sands Terrace Apartments IH 20 Business Appr 3,000' E of S James Ave Monahans 79756 Ward 12 Rural NC 38 10 48 General $453,000 Justin Zimmerman Ben Mitchell 112 10 12 10 4 148 N 48475950200 2nd Q 9.1%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $500,000 Total HTCs Requested $1,453,000

Region 12 / Urban
13016 Westridge 5100 Blk of Graceland Midland 79703 Midland 12 Urban X NC 84 12 96 Elderly $739,061 Granger MacDonald Carrie Adams 94 10 12 10 4 130 C 48329001300 2nd Q 9.0%

13043 Progress Senior Living NEC of W Loop 338 & W 8th St Odessa 79763 Ector 12 Urban X NC 80 0 80 Elderly $817,898 Bernadine Spears Sharon Laurence 93 8 12 10 4 127 N 48135001100 3rd Q 22.4%
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13136 Concho Villas 2001 S Concho Dr San Angelo 76904 Tom Green 12 Urban NC 49 0 49 General $638,000 Jay Milam Jack Jenks 89 10 0 10 4 113 N 48451001708 1st Q 2.2%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $750,260 Total HTCs Requested $2,194,959

Region 13 / Rural
13131 Montana Vista Palms Off of Montana Ave at Peggy Hopkins & Oshea Dr El Paso 79938 El Paso 13 Rural NC 48 0 48 General $474,000 R.L. "Bobby" Bowling, IV Demetrio Jimenez 95 10 12 10 4 131 C 48141010340 1st Q 14.1%

13132 San Elizario Palms II A parcel directly behind 13850 Socorro Rd San Elizario 79849 El Paso 13 Rural NC 48 0 48 General $415,000 R.L. "Bobby" Bowling, IV Demetrio Jimenez 87 10 12 10 4 123 N 48141010501 4th Q 57.5%

13096 Laureles del Este SWQ Fabens St & Citizen Transfer Station Rd Fabens 79838 El Paso 13 Rural NC 42 0 42 General $460,396 Ike J. Monty Maria Espinoza 85 10 12 10 4 121 N 48141010505 4th Q 42.4%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $500,000 Total HTCs Requested $1,349,396

Region 13 / Urban
13133 Verde Palms Btwn Joe Battle & Pine Springs Dr on Loma Verde Dr El Paso 79936 El Paso 13 Urban NC 100 52 152 General $1,254,000 R.L. "Bobby" Bowling, IV Demetrio Jimenez 103 10 12 10 4 139 UR 48141010338 1st Q 6.5%

13130 North Desert Palms 11001 Dyer St El Paso 79934 El Paso 13 Urban NC 100 52 152 General $1,254,000 R.L. "Bobby" Bowling, IV Demetrio Jimenez 100 10 12 10 4 136 C 48141010207 2nd Q 10.2%

13099 Villas at West Mountain NWQ Helen of Troy & New Harvest (fka Export) El Paso 79912 El Paso 13 Urban NC 76 0 76 General $813,434 Ike J. Monty Maria Espinoza 100 10 12 10 4 136 C 48141010215 1st Q 9.8%

13098 Meadow Heights 11620 Pellicano El Paso 79936 El Paso 13 Urban NC 50 0 50 General $500,000 Ike J. Monty Maria Espinoza 100 10 12 10 2 134 C 48141004309 1st Q 12.5%

13097 Eastpointe Estates NEQ Zaragosa & Pebble Hills El Paso 79938 El Paso 13 Urban NC 104 0 104 General $1,135,364 Ike J. Monty Maria Espinoza 97 10 12 10 4 133 UR 48141010341 2nd Q 18.9%

13166 Artspace El Paso Lofts 601 N Oregon St El Paso 79901 El Paso 13 Urban NC 51 0 51 General $1,077,426 Sarah White Cathryn Vandenbrink 105 0 12 14 0 131 UR 48141001600 4th Q 46.3%

Estimated Amount Available to Allocate $2,399,822 Total HTCs Requested $6,034,224

TOTALS
Total Estimated 2013 HTC Ceiling $58,824,435 Total Applications Received 128 Total HTCs Requested $118,557,172

* The notes included herein are abbreviated in form and are intended to convey the summary result of an Applicant's or Staff's actions related to a pre application or application. Applicants are advised not to rely soley on the notes section for a complete understanding of the
circumstances for which the notes relate.
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