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1. Roll call

Present 10 - Murphy, Soika, Hiller, Kammholz, Sanchez, Peters, Dummer Combs, Gore,

Schmidt and Lyles

Excused 2- Bauman and Madden

Also present: Garry Werra, Dept. of Admin., Community Development Grants
Administration, Assistant City Attorney Tom Gartner, and Jeff Osterman, Legislative
Reference Bureau

2. Approval of the minutes of the May 9, 2008 meeting

Mr. Lyles asked that the minutes be amended as follows:
On page 6, in the middle of the page in the paragraph that starts out "Mr. Lyles
replied...” change the $1 million to $100 million.

Ms. Gore moved approval of the minutes as amended, Mr. Lyles seconded. There were
no objections.

3. Discussion relating to the WHEDA Qualified Allocation Plan for 2009

Ald. Murphy introduced Mr. Leo Ries, the Executive Director of the Local Initiatives
Support Corporation (LISC). He said he thought it would be important to hear about
the WHEDA process, because a number of the housing trust fund applicants rely upon
funding from WHEDA.

Mr. Ries appeared and said that it was disappointing how the WHEDA allocations
played out this year. He said that every two years WHEDA revises its Qualified
Allocation Plan (QAP). He said there are several steps in the QAP process. The first

is to meet with developers, which took place in May. The second step was to create an
advisory board, which he was a member of, and that board has been created and has
had two meetings already. The third step is that the WHEDA staff prepares a draft
proposal, and that has been done and has been posted on WHEDA's website. The
proposal is than reviewed by the governor's office and then the WHEDA board will
meet in August to approve the revised QAP. He said now is the time for groups,
officials, etc. to weight in on the new QAP proposal.
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Mr. Ries said that in early May, LISC convened a meeting with various developers from
the community and his memo (Exhibit 1) that he provided to the board members
provides a summary of what came out of that meeting. He said most of the people
who showed up at the meeting were mainly city-based developers. He said that
representative for some of the bigger non-profit developers, such as Hartland and
Mercy Housing, etc., were not at the meeting, because they couldn't make it. He said
he would be interested in those bigger non-profit developers' reactions to some of the
points listed in the summary.

Mr. Ries said the second document he gave to the board members is called "Major
Changes" (Exhibit 2) and that is the list of proposed changes that WHEDA provided to
the advisory board for review.

In addition, Mr. Reis provided a copy of a draft of a letter (Exhibit 3) that the LISC
board has approved to send to the Governor. He said the letter focuses on a few points
that his organization is advocating for the proposed changes to the 2009 QAP.

Mr. Ries than explained each of the major changes, listed in the "Major Changes”
document.

Ald. Murphy asked Mr. Ries if he knows how much money WHEDA is thinking about
setting aside for 2009?

Mr. Ries replied that it is 10% of the total allocation, which could easily be sufficient to
support two major housing projects per year.

Mr. Ries than went on to elaborate on each of the three major issues that are noted in
the draft letter from LISC to the governor. Those issues are as follows:

1. A trend toward rewarding projects that utilize fewer tax credits;

2. Decreasing support for small developments; and

3. Continue over emphasis on “Preservation projects”.

Ms. Sanchez said that she was wondering about the recommendation to reduce the
mix income projects and said that it seem to be a desirable way to include affordable
housing in neighborhoods and to increase integration.

Mr. Ries replied that it is desirable, but under the reasons stated for urban
environments, in LISC memo, it isn't that significant, because the market rents are so
close to affordable rents.

Ms. Sanchez replied in the affirmative if the developers are not using other deep
subsidys, but they can combine with housing trust funds to bring those rents down
then that’s not necessarily the case.

Mr. Ries replied that under smaller deals it is more difficult to have mixed income,
because you have to come up with deeper subsidies to compensate for the market.
He said he wasn't tracking that issue very closely, because it wasn't the two or three
issues that he was working on. He said he can't really give a thoughtful response to
Ms. Sanchez's points.

Mr. Hiller asked Mr. Ries to elaborate on the definition that is written in Mr. Reis memo
under "Transparency Issues, Awarding points section”, that says “The manner in
which points are awarded for developer/management team give too much discretion to
WHEDA".
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Mr. Ries replied that the advisory board didn't have a chance to discuss that issue, but
WHEDA is actually proposing a scoring matrix for the developer and management
team. He said he has a copy of WEHDA'’s proposed scoring changes, (Exhibit 4) if Mr.
Hiller would like to see it.

Mr. Hiller asked is there a concern about competition?

Mr. Ries replied in the affirmative. He said that some of the same developers received
four or five project awards. He said that If the same developers get the awards each
year it is a disincentive for other developers to come in.

Ald. Murphy asked Mr. Werra if the city's Community Development Grants Admin.
(CDGA) or the Housing Authority has taken a formal position on the proposed
WHEDA'’s 2009 QAP?

Mr. Werra replied that CDGA hasn't, but the Dept. of City Development (DCD) has
been working closely on the proposed 2009 QAP with LISC and other the agencies
involved.

Ald. Murphy asked if a letter has been sent by DCD regarding this the proposed 2009
QAP?

Mr. Ries replied that he has been working closely with Maria Prioletta, but doesn't
know if DCD has prepared a letter.

Ald. Murphy said that he will invite Ms. Maria Prioletta with the DCD to appear at July's
Housing Trust Fund Advisory Board meeting to discuss what the DCD's plans are
regarding a formal position on WHEDA's proposed 2009 QAP. He said this board
could also draft a letter.

Mr. Soika commented on Ms. Sanchez's comment earlier on the mixed income
projects and said that tax credits typically fund projects that run 50-60% CMI and the
whole point of the housing trust fund is to drive those projects down to something less
than 50% CMI. He said that if this board is saying that it doesn't matter, that could
hurt.

Ald. Murphy said that Ms. Sanchez should put together a memo that would elaborate
on the mixed income issue for this board to review and at its next meeting.

Mr. Ries replied that WHEDA did make some changes to the mixed income issue, for
example, it increased points if it served large families, from 12 to 18 points, and it
increased the number of points for those projects that serve the lowest income
residents, from 50 to 70. He said that there is other changes as well.

Ald. Murphy asked Mr. Ries for a copy of WHEDA’s 2009 QAP proposed changes.

Mr. Ries said he will leave a copy of the WHEDA's proposed changes (Exhibit 4) for
the board members.

4. Communication from Ms. Cindy Holler, President of Mercy Housing Lakefront requesting
an extension on the use of Housing Trust Fund award

City of Milwaukee Page 3



HOUSING TRUST FUND ADVISORY Meeting Minutes June 12, 2008
BOARD

Ald. Murphy said that Mercy Housing Lakefront submitted a letter to this board and
came before this board at its last meeting to elaborate on the fact that the Mercy
Housing project did not receive its tax credits from WHEDA. He said today the
discussion will be on the written request (Exhibit 5) received from Mercy Housing
Lakefront to grant them an extension of its housing trust fund award.

Ald. Murphy asked Atty. Gartner if there is any legal issue that would prevent this
board from granting an extension of the housing trust fund award given to Mercy
Housing Lakefront?

Atty. Gartner replied in the negative.

Mr. Lyles said that he has concerns that this could be setting a precedent for this
board. He explained that WHEDA changes its application every two years and
because it is such a fluid process, he worries that this board will be held up by a
process that it has no control over.

Atty. Gartner said that historically this board has had a number of discussions about
timing and setting fairly stringent parameters on projects, but the primary concern was
maintaining the ability at the board level to reallocate funds to projects in the event

that a particulate project that received an award was unable to proceed. The focus
was primarily on retaining some discretion at the board level to deal with those types of
circumstances.

Ald. Murphy said he will address both those issues brought up by Mr. Lyles and Atty.
Gartner.

Ald. Murphy said that when this board was created it recognized that a project's
financing is based on layers and if one doesn't work it will fall apart. He said the intent
was to give this board the flexibility to deal with these types of issues. He also said
that this is an advisory board and the final decision is up to the full Council.

Ald. Murphy said he is not concerned that this will set a precedent, because at this
point in time the extension will only be for eight months. He said this project was given
the biggest award and that it scored the highest, therefore, this request is worth
consideration by this board.

Mr. Hiller asked does the applicants who were not successful in the first round have
aright to challenge this extension request and if an extension is given will there be a
deadline on it or is it open ended?

Atty. Gartner replied that any one can attend these HTFAB meetings and be heard,
but there isn't an appeal process. He replied that as far as the extension request there
is no requirement or set limitation for an extension.

Mr. Soika said he isn't worried about setting a precedent and that this board reserves
the right to make decisions on a case- by-case basis.

Mr. Schmidt asked if any one knows what the situation is regarding the non-response
by the Milwaukee Public Schools regarding the MPS property for sale?

Ald. Murphy replied that the MPS brokers will probably try to negotiate the quick sale
of the property, because they are looking for their commission. He further said that he
had advised Mercy Housing this morning that he and/or the Mayor will be willing to
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contact the MPS Superintendent to ask for an extension for the purchasing of the
property in question.

Mr. Ries said that he would be very surprised if Mercy Housing didn't get a WHEDA
allocation next year.

Mr. Lyles said that the points raised by Mr. Soika and Mr. Reis are important to
recognize as it relates to WHEDA's focus, but not only will Mercy Housing be
submitting a WHEDA application for tax credits in the next round, but there will also be
several other developers submitting WHEDA applications for tax credits as well.

Ms. Gore replied that there is the second round.

Mr. Lyles replied that there wouldn't be as much money available, now that the tax
credit pricing is such that there will always be additional subsidy going forward. He
said the tax credit market was $.96 on the dollar last year and this year it is at $.82 on
the dollar.

Mr. Ries said that for informational purposes, the WHEDA tax credit application is not
an easy application to complete, there are a number of threshold tests that the
applicants have to meet and it’s not something that can be put together in 6 months.
He said that if there are other applicants out there they would have heard about them
by now.

Ald. Murphy asked someone from Mercy Housing to come to the table.

Mr. Barry Mullen, Vice President of Real Estate Development for Mercy Housing
Lakefront appeared at the table.

Ald. Murphy asked Mr. Mullen to elaborate on the status of the MPS property.

Mr. Mullen said that he heard back from the MPS brokers and they want to move
forward and work with Mercy Housing. He said the Mercy Housing's letter of interest on
the property outlines a series of steps that will need to be dealt with to make sure the
property is suitable for its needs. He said he thinks the best option right now is to
simply take an option and that it would also depend on if Mercy Housing receives an
allocation from WHEDA next year.

Ald. Murphy said that the option route is probably the best route to take right now and
that the city will assist Mercy Housing in this effort.

Ms. Sanchez asked what is WHEDA'’s time line, as far as when are the WHEDA
applications due and when does the award announcement take place?

Mr. Mullen replied that the next round of WHEDA applications are due in February of
2009 and the award announcement will take place in April 2009. He continue to say
that there is also a due date of July 15th for projects that received awards, to submit
their second series of information and at that time some of the awardees may fall out.

Ald. Murphy said that since the market for tax credits has changed due to the credit
crunch, he asked if Mercy Housing's initial application to WHEDA will change, by

asking for a higher contribution?

Mr. Mullen replied that Mercy Housing’s current application had an estimated tax credit
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pricing of $.87 on the dollar and that the projects Mercy Housing are doing in Chicago
have a pricing in the same area or higher. He said because Mercy housing is a
national organization it is in the position to negotiate.

Ald. Murphy said that Mercy Housing's initial award was $750,000 and asked if they
would be looking for a greater subsidy?

Mr. Mullen replied in the negative and said they may see a slight increase in
construction cost.

Mr. Lyles asked if it is possible to use a portion of HTFAB monies to buy the MPS
property?

Ald. Murphy replied that that suggestion did come up, but based on the HTFAB
guidelines that can not be done. He said that the view of the HTFAB has been that
the HTFAB monies should be the last monies that go into the project.

A motion was made by Mr. Soika, seconded by Ms. Gore that the housing trust fund
award to Mercy Housing Lakefront be extended until April 2009. Mr. Lyles, Schmidt and
Kammbholz voting no. (7-3) The motion prevailed.

5. Update from Mr. Vincent Lyles, Chair fo the HTFAB Finance Subcommittee

Mr. Lyles said that this morning the Finance Subcommittee met and had Atty. Brent
Gregory with the law firm of Wille, Gregory & Lundeen, who is a trust and estates
attorney, appear to talk about setting up a trust. Atty. Gregory said that a mechanism
is already in place for this Board to set up a trust. He said according to its enabling
resolution there is 15% of the housing trust fund monies that could be used to start a
trust. Mr. Lyles said that Atty. Gregory said that in order to create a trust it would need
a large seed grant, because the trust wouldn't kick off a lot of monies in the initial
years. This seed grant could come from a large private or corporate donation. He said
that this would function like an endowment, where funds or property is put aside for a
period of time and then the interest and/or earnings that it bears over its life would go
to a specific purpose.

Mr. Lyles said that Atty. Gartner was also present at that HTFAB Finance
Subcommittee meeting and he pointed out that this Board will want to create a
mechanism that is out side the City’s budget process to protect the funds. Atty.
Gartner used the NIDC and Milwaukee Tech Foundation as examples.

In addition, Mr. Lyles said that Mr. Leo Ries appeared and told the HTFAB Finance
Subcommittee that there is already work being done behind the scenes, where a study
is being contemplated by the Public Policy Forum. He said as part of the study it will
include the creation of a trust idea that could be look at as a way to sustain the
housing trust fund and it will also include the collaboration of both the City and County.

Ald. Murphy said he recently put in legislation that will give an avenue for the City to
accept private donations up to $250,000.

Ald. Murphy said that he is meeting with Mr. Zilber, his staff and the new individual with
the MacArthur Foundation next week to discuss the Housing Trust Fund. He asked
Attorney Gartner to attend that meeting with him to explain the idea of creating a trust
or endowment.
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Ald. Murphy said that it would be helpful if something could be spell out in writing on
the idea of creating a trust and have it brought to the next HTFAB meeting for review.
He asked that examples be included.

Roll call taken at 11:58 A.M.

Present 9- Murphy, Soika, Hiller, Kammbholz, Bauman, Sanchez, Peters, Dummer
Combs and Gore

Excused 3- Madden, Schmidt and Lyles

6. Update from the Community Block Grants Administration relative to the award funding
process

Attorney Gartner said that he has been in contact with the attorneys for the St.
Catherine’s project and that project is under way. He said he is waiting to hear from
them about the grant agreements.

Atty. Gartner also said that the Milwaukee Christian Center will be the next applicant to
move though the process.

7. Discussion on the scheduling of the second round of Housing Trust Fund awards

Ald. Murphy asked if there is any feedback regarding when the second round of
funding would take place?

Mr. Kammbholz said that the Technical Review Subcommittee met a couple of weeks
ago to review the application and scoring sheet. He said the subcommittee plans to
meet again to review and vote on those changes and will forward those
recommendations to this board for final approval at its July 10th meeting.

Mr. Kammbholz said that he thinks they should be able to start the second round of
applications at the end of the third, beginning of the forth quarter of this year.

Meeting adjourned: 12:02 A.M.

Terry J. MacDonald
Staff Assistant
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To: Interested Parties

From: Leo J. Ries, Executive Director
LISC - Milwaukee

Date: May 8, 2008
Re: WHEDA'’s 2009 QAP

On May 6, 2008 a number of individuals, who work on affordable housing in
Milwaukee, met to consider the tax credit allocation process in the State of
Wisconsin. The following is a summary of that discussion.

Key recommendations:

Encourage high quality, low density developments by increasing points for
smaller projects

Decrease emphasis on Preservation projects

Create a new category for supportive housing projects

Increase the set aside for nonprofit developers

Give greater consideration to local preferences and priorities

Change the way in which market studies are handled

Encourage expanded developer involvement by limiting the number of
awards to a single developer in any given year

Implement procedural changes to increase the transparency of the
process

—
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Specific recommendations:

1. Add 12 points to the 24 units or less category and get back to 24 points

2. Add 20 points back for locations near jobs and mass transit

3. Raise or eliminate the cost cap.

4. Eliminate points for RCAC. _

" 5. Instead, create a new set aside for supportive housing, and in the scoring

give extra points for the strength of the service provider

6. Significantly reduce target and percentage set aside for preservation
projects.

7. Use different scoring for Preservation projects to encourage competition.

8. Reduce points for mixed income in QCT areas due to the significant drop

in tax credit sales price

9. Increase the nonprofit set-aside to 20%

10. Limit the number of projects that can be awarded to a single developer
each year —two (2) seems like a reasonable number; 64% of the credits

EXHIBIT
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awarded this year went to just 6 firms (some states even limit the number
of applications that can be submitted each year)
11. Give consideration to priority projects as ranked by the local municipality

Summary of concernsf/issues with the current QAP and allocation process:
* Current scoring decreases support for smaller, “neighborhood-friendly”
projects

v

v

Emphasis onlarger developments tends to concentrate LI

residents in large developments and reduce the likelihood for

projects that address economic development.

Emphasis on larger developments runs against national trends that

tent to favor “sustainable” development linked to and leveraged by

other public investments - e.g. transit-oriented development

Typically smaller developments are within the financial capacity of

nonprofit development corporations and emerging, minority

developers.

Smaller developments lease up faster, spur economic development

activities in many neighborhoods and lead to a disciplined and

incremental development approach.

Higher quality, lower density developments are desirable for the

following reasons:

1. These projects create a “design standard” in blighted
neighborhoods for other projects that follow

2. These projects generate more economic development projects
in L1 neighborhoods

3. These projects result in higher quality and safer environments
for residents :

4. These projects create a more positive perception of affordable
housing

5. Smaller projects encourage more competition and enables

more developers to enter the field

These projects generate property tax revenue for municipalities

These projects generate more investor/ equity interest

These projects are less likely to distort local markets through

over-building

®~o

= Current scoring strongly favors Preservation projects

v
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Basically no competition for preservation projects - currently
funded on a 1:1 basis — even non-deserving projects were approved
Many preservation deals could work with 4% credits, so why use
the more precious 9% credits?

There are not many opportunities for preservation in Milwaukee,
but we do have vacant lots that need developing

If the preservation category stays at 40%, then the category should
be broadened to include adaptive re-use

Generally, Preservation projects do not add tax base for local
municipalities due to the “fix up, paint up” nature of an existing
development as opposed to a new development that adds value to
the tax base.
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Some “preservation” projects were initially poorly designed and/or
maintained over the years. In some cases tax credits provided a
higher than market acquisition price effectively bailing cut poor
design and/or management.

Preservation developments also tend to cluster low income
residents in a concentrated area.

= Consideration of local priorities & loca! knowledge

v

The City of Milwaukee provides WHEDA with a ranking of preferred
projects — how is this ranking treated by WHEDA? In some cases
the City and / or the County have made financial commitments, yet
these priorities seem to be disregarded

= Developer qualifications

v

In evaluating developer experience, developers should be given
credit for local knowledge and local involvement - often “outside™
developers may have impressive credentials, but have no
understanding of focal conditions

A big problem seems to be that projects are being designed to
maximize the score for tax credits rather than the needs of the
community or appropriateness — e.g. some sites are inappropriate
even if the site “scores” well; projects are designed with a RCAC
component, but the developer has no expertise in that area
Consequently, greater consideration needs to be given to local
preferences

» Market studies and market issues:

v

Although market studies are required, the results are often
disregarded by staff — proposals are thrown out on the basis that
there is “no market” regardless of what the market study says
Every neighborhood is different — you can’t base a market study for
a project in one Milwaukee neighborhood based on an assessment
of the market in the entire city

Since market studies seem to discounted by WHEDA, perhaps
market studies should be a “post submission” item —i.e. after the
initial allocation decision

Some states allow an early submlssmn of the market study, so the
developer has a sense of how the HFA views the location of the
proposed development

Apptications for tax credits are getting very expensive —up to
$40,000 - and this pricing some developers out of the market
Perhaps studies from the previous year should be accepted rather
than requiring new studies

WHEDA needs to expand the list of approved market study
providers (perhaps encourage minority providers, like WHEDA is
doing with developers and contractors)

= Costcap:

v

Urban projects (especially in QCT) are more expensive due to
1. Contamination /environmental issues



n

Soil compaction issues due to non structural fill placed in

most vacant properties;

The higher use of DBE firms;

Storm water management plans;

Design requirements and Municipal reviews (brick and first

floor commercial)

The need for secure indoor parking in urban areas.

Higher operational costs

v For example a developer could theoretically use modular
construction, but then it would more difficult to reach DBE / MBE
goals

O
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* Mixed-income points are hard to achieve in LI urban markets due to
market rent levels not being substantially different than tax credit units.
This leads to a larger financial gap for QCT developments that you find in
most large cities. Housing development in urban areas are primarily a
revitalization tool rather than an affordable housing development tool.

=  Why are there neo points for mixed use?
v it would seem that in urban environments, you would want to
encourage linkages and integration into the streetscape

Transparency lssues:
» Awarding points

v" The manner in which points are awarded for developer/
management team give too much discretion to WHEDA

v Applicants should be told up front how they “score”

v Developer / management agent “scores” should be shared, so that
developers can assemble teams with the greatest likelihood for
approval

v" Other states are more transparent — team is scored according to
specific criteria - i.e. successfully completed X projects, etc.

v Developers should be told prior to April 15t why points are being
rejected so that supplemental information can be provided -
sometimes evaluators take off points based on a misunderstanding
only to learn, after the fact, that a mistake was made

* Showing the scores of applicants
v" Scores should be shown for all groups on the waiting list, so that
everyone knows how the waiting list is ranked
v Some states show all scores above the threshold requirements

» Returned credits & “left-over” credits

v" How is the use of returned credits prioritized?

v When credits are not completely utilized in a set aside (e.g. the
nonprofit set aside), they are allocated to a project “next in line”
and then that project receives the first priority for credits in the
next round - this is problematic, because in the next round there



may be a more deserving projects then the one that is left over from
the previous year

= Timing of the QAP
v Itis hard to plan for a strong proposal if the QAP comes out in
November / December and an application is due in early February —
developers need to know WHEDA'’s priorities sooner so that they

can plan accordingly



WISCONSIN HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AU'I_'HORITY
2009-2010 Wisconsin Qualified Allocation Plan

Preliminarv-For Discussion Only
MAJOR CHANGES

Scoring Changes:

e Category 1 — Lower-Income Areas. Decrease from 15 to 10 points.

¢ Category 2 — Location. Change name to “Location and Energy Efficiency”. Increase
from 20 points to 30.

e Category 3 — Local Support. No major changes.
Category 4 - Mixed-lncome Incentive. Decrease from 25 to 15 points.

e Category 5 — Serves Large Families. Increase from 12 to 18 points.

e Category 6 — Serves Lowest-Income Residents. Increase from 50 points to 70
points.

e Category 7a. - Resident Populations with Special Needs. Change name to
“Supportive Housing". Add project based voucher requirement.

e Category 7h. — Create sub-category for Elderly Assisted Living/RCACs. Decrease
points from 25 to 15 or 20.

e Category 8 - Small Developments. Decrease points from 12 to 6. Increase
development size from a maximum of 24 to 30 units.

e Category 9 — Market Appeal. No major changes.

e Category 10 — Accessible Design. No major changes.

e Category 11 - Financial Participation. Expand local/municipal financial participation
options. Decrease points from 40 to 25.

e Category 12 — Ownership Characteristics. No major changes.

o Category 13 (hew category) — Eventual Residential Ownership — For 6 points

o Category 14 — Development Team. Decrease from 60 to 45-50 points. Add ability o
reduce score up to 15 points for failure to deliver on previous deals (i.e. Amenities,
accessibility, etc.)

e Category 15 - Readiness to Proceed. No major changes.

e Category 16- Credit per Unit. Increased points from 15 points to 35.

QAP/Process Changes:

1. Set-Asides: Reduce preservation set-Aside from 40% to 30%. Create Supportive
Housing Set-Aside.

2. Developer Fee Policy: Eliminate 15% fee for 24 units or less and for HUD/RD
deals. All will be 12%. Only exception: 4% LIHTC deals in which 25% or more is
deferred.

3. Process: Revise allocation schedule to issue Reservation Agreements at award,

rather than wait 90 days.

Process: Added site inspection at 8609 issuance.

Revised Appendix M to the application: Changed name from Energy

Efficiency” to “Design Requirements”. Added “universal design” elements and

some additional energy efficiency requirements.

8. Fees: Fees for document re-issuance (i.e. Reservation, Carryover, 8609 etc.)
doubled from $250 to $500. Re-issuance fees for 8609s shall be $250 per 8609
document.

o
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June 5, 2008

Honorable Jim Doyle, Governor
State of Wisconsin

P.O. Box 7863

Madison, Wl 53707-7863

DRAFT

Dear Governor Doyle,

| am writing in my capacity as a business leader and as Chairman of the
Advisory Board for LISC — Milwaukee. Specifically, I'm writing to discuss
with you some proposed-changes to the 2009 QAP {Quadlified Allocation
Plan) for the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program which is
administered by WHEDA. -

As you know, LISC (Local Initiatives Support Corporation) is a national non-
profit intermediary that provides financial and technical assistance to
community-based organizations, public agencies and privaie {for-profit)
entities focused on the redevelopmenti of urban neighborhoods and rural
communities. Founded in 1979, LISC works in 30 mefropolitan areas
throughout the nation to assist its various pariners in the development of
affordable multi-family and senior housing, homeownership opporiunities,
commercial enterprises, community facilities and various community-
building programs such as employment, day care, health care and open
space. Since LISC began working in Milwaukee in 1995, over $20 million
has been invested in the form of grants, loans and loan guaraniees;
nearly $35 million has been invested as equity through Low Income
Housing Tax Credits and New Market Tax Credits. These local investments
have leveraged $202,372,633 in additional investmenis in Milwaukee
neighborhoods.

All of us who serve in a voluntary capacity with LISC are motivated by our
deep concern for the well-being of Milwaukee’s central city
neighborhoods which, we believe, is critical to the long-term, economic
well-being of the entire state of Wisconsin.

We want to acknowledge and commend, unequivocally, the greai work
that is being done by WHEDA's executive director, Antonio Riley. Under
his leadership, we've seen an infusion of energy and creativity that has
benefited Milwaukee and the entire state of Wisconsin greatly.
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We are aware that WHEDA is currently considering changes to the 2009
QAP. The QAP is the policy document that will guide WHEDA's allocation
of Housing Tax Credits for the next two years. We are very encouraged
by some of the changes being proposed including a reduction to the set-
aside for "preservation housing” from 40% to 30% and creation of a new
10% set-aside for special needs housing.

Having said that, there are a few areas of concern that we would like fo
bring to your attention. One of the stated objectives for the State’s QAP is
to “support community-initiated and neighborhood-supported affordable
housing plans”. We strongly support that objective, however, some of the
proposed changes to the QAP run conftrary to that stated goal. There are
three specific issues that we would like to bring to your attention:
1. A trend toward rewarding projects that utilize fewer credits for
housing units produced
2. Decreasing support for small developments (i.e., projects with 24 or
fewer units).
3. Confinued over-emphasis on "Preservation projects™

Although, we're sure it is not infended, each of these trends implies a
certain anti-urban bias, since development in an urban environment is
more expensive and more complicated than “"green field" development.
Some of the reasons for this disparity are the following:

» Thereis less vacant land in urban environments and site assembly is
more complicated. ,

» There is often sub-surface soil conditions due to non-structural fil
used when previous structures were demolished.

» There is generally a higher use of MBE/DBE firms.

» There is a requirement to incorporate storm water management
plans and often more demanding design requirements and
municipal reviews.

= There is often the need for secure indoor parking and higher
operational costs.

Trying to produce more units for the same amount of money may on the
surface appedar to be an admirable goal; however, it is really a short-
sighted strategy. | think most people would prefer to have fewer units of
high qudlity, rather than concentrating low income individuals in large
complexes that will not stand the test of time. For these reasons, we
sirongly encourage you and the WHEDA Board not fo change the scoring
for “Credit per Unit" category.

Similarly, relative to small developments, while we recognize that these
projects may be more expensive on a per unit basis, these projects bring



numerous secondary benefits in distressed urban neighborhoods like we
have in Miwaukee. These smaller, “neighborhood-friendly” projects are
desirable for many reasons, including:

» They blend into the neighborhood context and act as a stimulus for
complementary development, especially in neighborhoods that
have not seen new development in decades.

» They lease up faster and are less likely to distort local markets
through over-building.

= Typically, smaller developments are within the financial capacity of
nonprofit development corporations and emerging, minority
developers. Hence, these projects encourage more competition
and enable more developers to enter the field.

» Smaller developments are more in line with national frends that
favor “sustainable™ development linked to and leveraged by other
public investments — e.g. transit-oriented development.

» These projects result in higher qudlity and safer environments for
residents and reduce the concentration of low income residents in
large "project-like” facilities.

For all these reasons, we hope that you and the WHEDA Board will return
the scoring for “Small Developments” to level it was at in during the
2005/2006 QAP, L.e. 24 points.

Although we're pleased that WHEDA is proposing to reduce the set-aside
for “Preservation projects” from 40% to 30%, we believe this is sfill in excess
of what is necessary. During the last round of allocations, there was a
dearth of competitive preservation projects. Clearly, even a 30% set-
aside is more than what is needed at this time. Because of the set-aside,
some preservation projects secured an adllocation with fewer than half the
points of projects that were denied credits in other categories. While we
agree that it is critical that the $tate preserve federally subsidized units,
perhaps a better way to do this would be to eliminate the set aside
completely and instead provide a large allocation of points (30 - 50
points) for preservation projects. Using this approach, preservation
projects would receive a significant advantage in scoring, but in other
respects would compete with other worthy projects.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues in greater
depth at your convenience.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,



Michael Weiss, President
General Capital Group LLP
Chair, LISC - Milwaukee Advisory Board

C: WHEDA Board Members



20098 -Self Scoring Exhibit
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Calculate Applicant Scores for your development on this Exhibit. You must proactively choose
or decline participation in each scoring category. Points will not be awarded if not requested,
or if the required documentation for a category is not submitted, is insufficient, or is in an
unacceptable form. Applicants must conimit via written agreéements to actions supporting
points awarded in scoring categories. Once a dévelopment has executed a Reservation of
Credit, no changes to the development score will be allowed.

WHEDA will determine final point scores after réviewing information provided by applicant, If two or more
applicants réceive the same score, the application with the highést percéntage of units set aside at 30%
and 40% of county median income will be ranked the highest. A secondary tiebreaker, if needed, will rank

applications by lowest cost per unit.

All developments must score at least 1 2004 points to be eligible for Credit. Points ending in a fraction will be
rounded down. WHEDA reserves the right o change-this threshold as it deems appropriate. '

2008
Maximum
: . Points
1. Lower-incoma Areas g ) 045
2. Location/Energy Effictency : ) 3020
3. Local Support 27
4. Mixed-Income Ingentive ' ‘ 1825
5. Serves | arge Families (Three-bedroom or larger units} 1852
8. Serves Lowest-Income Residents _ _ 7080
7.2 Resldent Populations with Special Noeeds/Supn Hsa 2538
OrR : ; .
7.5 Bldordy- Assisted Livno RCADS i . 512
8. Small Daveloomants. : - o s
9, Market Appeal _ . ' g b 2p
10, AcsessiblsUniversal Design ' o 230
_11.. Financial Participation L ' 2840
12. Ownership Characteristics . ' i
A3, Eveniual Tenant Chwnorshin ) &
144, Project Team : . 086
154, Readingss to Proceed ] 15.
188, Credit per Unit . 3848
Scoring Total _ AAXIB2-
' . . : 38198




| 2. Location and Energy Efficiency - Maximum Score (3020 Points)

|

[

Points wii be awarded to developments In which location and desion brorete leng tenm sneray

conservation, in which indoor alr duality is maximized and in which recveled materials sre incarporated.

*In scattere

d site developments, two-thirds of the sites must meet criteria to receive points in any of the

subcategories

Points.

Description

Eg\
£n

. Infill Location (New construction and adaptive reuse only)
The following. criteria will be considered by WHEDA in determining whether & site is infill or not:

Select all that you bglieve apply fo the projech

Site has had water, electric, gas, and sewer service for atleast 15 years

Site platted and subdivided for at least 15 years

Site directly bounded on at least three sides by existing developments

Site is in downtown, urban, or central city area

Provide corroborating information with this application {i.e., site map, land use plan, dated plat map,

- dated aerial or other photos, certifled survey miap, fact Ietterfrom local planner or zoning official, etc.).

WHEDA, in its sole discretion, will determine whether the corroborating information satisfies
inflll requirements. . _

‘Public Transportation

Points will be awarded (o dBevelopments located no more than two_tenths (0.2} of & mile {236l

from a regularly scheduled bus stop OR developments served by government-supported transportatson
services (service must be doar-to-door and be offered ata clearly subsidized rate) .

Provide corroborating information with this application.

tndoor Alr Quality {1 point)

1 Check box next to all that apply: :
. Developments using Ensray Stardabeled bathroom fans (exhausted o the puidoors dnd
gquipped with g humidistal sensor or fimer), AND using Energy. S%afw aboied power vanied
fz;ms or range hoods (gxhausted 1o ihe puidaors)
Resource Conservation (3 points for each item below )
26 Check box next to all that appiyv:
3 Minimum of 20% recycled content material — excluding msshanical equipment and
elachrical souioment, Architect Certification required
3 Minimuer of 25% of wood products thaé et tAl salvaged wond, (B engiriesrad matediiis,
andior Forast Stewatdshin Cm(m% cemfned wood mc-ciuats nncf materals. Archilect
Certification required.

T

|2

: Pmntq will b panrried to develonments cerillyl

Mational Green Standards

i b vhave been hullt acoording o one bif the
oliowing national.areern Bulliing standas: LEED Graen Communilies Prooram, or NARE. The

art.hawrz muyst ceritfe the bullding will befhas Seen bulit s the. s%amzﬁm ks rzm Necessany ook

%?m achuzt certfication from he r‘s&aema shandan,

Focus on Engray Consultation

{12

Submit & letter from Focus on Enerqy, siating thet the apnl I'}cxi"h s mislin perso il Foeus o
Eneroy staff 1o review this proposed develohmient for r;a% iﬁ!e anaray savings ideas, {w@h e

hiod e Jonusonenangy, cam?




3. Community Support {27} Eoints)

Points Description
7] cl a] Su

15 Su dmated ar the atls cal Notification Foom
Sugggg =15 )
No position or opposed = 0

Maximum 15 polnts

Community Support. Check box _
8 Two {2) polnts fureach latter of sur mun"icl oﬁiclale,: local Alavted pubhc
o _ £

Lroups, or. loaalhougn_gg_ggmggﬁggg_, ' - .
“The lakex(s ot ha nedteal sng must orghle sunport.

The {elter{sh must fiet be. from multiple individuals fmm thesame entihiorganization,
The lefteile} musinat be irom o offcial i o & different judsdlction, :
Tha lettersimust be.recelved. r than e asglication deadline dats,
Maximum: 6 points L
Financial Support. Check box T
] Ewdance of 1} qwammnt OR ﬂmmmmt-mnMIte tmor(}m%aﬁ&a hat- bmeﬂt the

Routing mmtﬂnﬂnna_
shall be oo moare thar 2/ (}ms of

cr y
# miile distant frﬁm {ha devalcmmrtt

Maximum 8 points

| 4. Mixed Income Incéntive (1535 Points)

Percentage of market-rate units In, development. Score 1. 00356 {oro-S-—ona-guarter polnts for every peroentage
point-of market-rate units in the development as a whole; up to 1526 points.

Number of Market Rate Unlté .
Total Unlts . . = XA%
| Multiplied by 1.Q025 _ X 1.0025 . i = XX Points

Note: Applicants with scattered site developments should consult with thelr tax or legal counset before selsctlng
polnts In this category. ‘See IRS Code Section 42(9) (7).

Developments eiec’dng pomts in Category 4 (Mixed Income) may be. subjact fo a reduction.In Credit by the equﬁy
gap calcuiation, in order to encourage and essist developments in providing both market rate units and very low
rent units, eppllcants are allowéd an "override” of the equity gap mode! if the application provides for at least as
many 30% CMI units as merket rate units proposed.

lizations sco ing points far Su orfive Hous: bited from scading polnis in this tategory, .
llcations in the: sation Set- are prohibited from scorint olniy in this category dnless Sneﬂ‘ﬁ{:aj_jy_
designad to arnommoedate an aver—inmmg pesson., Provids documen@ggm.




| 5. Serves Large Families (1842 Points)

Divide the n_umber'of three-bedroom (or larger) iow-ingome: Jow-ingsme units by total number of low-income units.
immmm?mmﬁm@hemmimm;a@m-am@s :

All units fincluding Proservation units’ New sorstrustionoiadaptive.seuse units must havegpee%’rﬁeef-
%wﬁfumi{{w%}a;m&;m&w washer/dryer hookups for three bedroom units to claim points. Saly-towahousa,
siagla-famibe Mﬂ«zm&e&»&@y e-coRETEsibnae-adtapiable
New construciion units must be 80% Chiter helow it olaim poinis

Appl:cant must prowde architect’s certification with initial application showing washeridrver hookups
2 néd-construction-stdes will be mcorporated info the development.

Three-Bedroom (or Larger) Low [ngome Low-
Ingome Unlts _ .
Totzal low-income units ' 1 = XX%
Percentage Poinis
10-15% 106
16-20% 128
21-25% 1448
26%+ 1812




| 6. Serves Lowest Income Residents (7058 Points)

WHEDA will award points to developments withi:a miriimum percéntage of.units reserved for households with
incomes at 50% or iess of county median income, mm%mwmw@mgwa%m@mwm%

median-inesmae. The market study must show there is a sufficient market for the target population.

Points wiii not be awarded in this category for developments appiymg in the Preservatxon Set-aside, or for
deveiopments with federai operating or rentai subsidies, or developments with federai financing unless

_ they ciearly result in the creation of new low-income units. in addition, points are not awarded for units
with dedicated, prolect-biased vouchers or certificates®. Tax-exempt bond-financed deveiopments are
ailowed to score points. Projects using HOME funds that resultin the addition of new iow-income units are
aiso aliowed to score points.

“Develonments scoring ooins in Caleaore 7. Sunpordive Hoﬂs.m Wy usecommiited dedi cated vouchers gs 50%
CWI squivaslerds for the balow ealeuiation,

_ Calculate appropriate percentages and points
Total Units for
Deveiopment

" Percentage of Total

CMI Set-Aside Number of (Must equal or Multiply Percent Total Points
Percentage Units @ CMI exceed 5%) by Factor :
50% % X1.00=
40% % .. X 1.25=
30% or lower % X 1.50=

Hote to Applicants: The unit mix-stafed In the Aoplication, and the unit mey for which poinis are

taken above. will be reflected in the eventual Land Use Restiiction Agreement for the groveriy.




Billacldod this-2/4 4 |
7.a. Supportive Housing {25 Points)

Points will be awarded to developmenis intending to pfovide supportive services in at least BU% of tha units to
those with special needs. Following are examples of populations for which supportive housing might be targeted:
Persons with alcohol-and substance abuse problems, ex-offenders, persons with a sevgfe and persistent mental
flness, persons with a permanent physical andfor sensory disability that limit major lif¢ activities, persons with a
developmental disability, persons. with AIDS, homeless indjviduals or families.

Please describe primary target population you intend to serve in the Project segtion of the application.
In order to scare points in this category the applicant must demonstrate to HEDA's satisfaction the following:
Service Provider(s) for the target population. Complete and attach aAelevant Experience and Cerfification Service

Provider sheet. (see www .wheda.com forform). Note: All Servicé Providers described must be a S01€(3) non
profit or lax exempl eriianization with a minimum of five years experience In the fleld.

1. Support Service Provider - Provide to WHEDA documentation;/ngi afing experience, mission and capacity of

2. Service Ptan-Provide to WHEDA a Memorandur: of Understandina@erdise-Rias executed by both the apolicant

and anticipated Service Provider detailing: :
+ hHow the services will enhance independent living success and promote the dignity of residents

the services that will be offered S

how the services will be funded _

a marketing plan to insure the'target populagon can be attracted to the development

how residents will be connected with a segfice provider if setvices are not provided by the owner

S—Design-FoaturesThe-dovalopmentd
the—aap&ia&*ewphymhy—d;sabi@d—

3. Market Demand — The market study. su
the target population.

ludefostans-nocossamdonibe-sopulativn-belng semved
itted must Speciﬁcally support a sufficient market for and demand by

4. Couniy agency and/or Care Mana }:{ement Organization Support-Provide to WHEDA a lefter of support from
the appropriate county agency or Car Management Organization {in Family Care. countles} where the development
will be located indicating that:
= the proposed development'and the Service Plan has been reviewed;
« the agency or organizatio i feels there is a need is for the supportive housing, and that the housmg and
service plan is consistent with State or local plans and policies;
¢ the agency or organizgion currently provides or will provide funding for services to residents that meet its
eligibility criteria;
+ the agency or orgapization does {or does not) have experience with the proposed service provider and, ifit
does have experi ce with the service provider, a description of that expenence

5. Project-Based Rentdl Assistance. Provide evidence the applicant has a commitment of Project-based Section . -

8 vouchers or similar ofher rental subsidy assistance for a minimum of 50% of the units targeted for supportive-
housing. .

POINTS {check onfy one}

20 poifts Check the box If the develoﬁment_and application meets all of the above criteria,asd-
et bupnerive-sominenit- 00 ol ibatotal dovalopmentuniis.

2540ints  Check the box if development and application meets all of the above criteria srd-istends-
& am&aammmmwméaémwi@;@mmn@s AND includes a firm commitment of Project-

unpbriive Housing develonments intending to ofief SEvices m o, é‘hfen *{.&% o the otal develosmon]
units g[aﬂ not sears aomts i ?8!6{:«&1‘*} 4, Mixed Incoms,




7.a. Supportive Housing (25 Points) May 28 version

Points will be awarded to developments intending to provide supportive services to those with special needs.
Following are examples of populations for which supportive housing might be targeted: individuals and
families who are homeless, at risk of homelessness and/or have disabilities, ex-offenders, persons with a
severe and persistent menlal finess, persons with a permanent physical and/or sensory disability that limit
major life activities, persons with a developmental disability, persons with AIDS, and who require access to
supportive services to maintain housing.

POINTS {check only one)

5 points Check the box if the development and application meets all of the helow criteria
AND intends to offer supportive services to a minimum of 5% of the developmeant units.

25 points Chack the hox if the development and application meets all of the below criteria
AND intends to offer supportive services to a minimum of 50% of the development units. Developments

saeking these points must apply in the Supportive Housing Set-Aside.

Please describe primary target popylation you intend to serve balow.

1

In order to score points in this category the applicant must demonstrate to WHEDA's satisfaction the
following:

1. Rental Assistance. Provide documentation the applicant has a firm commitment of rental subsidy
assistance for the targeted number of units. Example: A 24 unit development with 50% targeted units must
demonstrate rental assistance commitments for 12 units. Examples of allowable rental assistance inciude:
Project-based Section 8 vouchers, operating subsidy, or capitalized operating fund or similar rental subsidy
assistance provided by a public housing authority or other government entity.

2. Support Service Provider - Provide documentation indicating experience, mission and capacity of
Service Provider(s) for the target population. Documentationi examples include financial reports, annual
reports, brochures, resumes, letters of recommendation, etc. Also, complete and attach a Relevant
Experience and Certification Service Provider sheet. (see www.wheda.com for form). Note: All Service
Providers desgribed must be a2 301€(3) non profit or tax exempt organization with a minimum of five vears

experience in the field.

3, Service Plan-Provide to WHEDA a Memorandum of Understanding executed by both the applicant and
anticlpated Service Provider detalling:
« how the services will enhance indepanderit living success and promote the dignity of residents
the services that will be offered
how the services will be funded
a marketing plan to insure the target population can be attracted to the development
a draft tenant selection plan
how residents will be connected with a service provider if services are not provided by the owner

* S & » > »

4, Market Demand — The market study submitted must specifically support a sufficient market for and
demand by the target population,

5. County agency and/or Care Management Organization Support-Provide to WHEDA a letter of
support from the appropriate county agency (or Care Management Organization in Family Care counties)
where the development will be located indicating that:
s the proposed development and the Service Plan has been reviewed;
+ the agency or organization feels there is a need is for the supportive housing, and that the housing
and service plan is consistent with State or local plans and policies;
« the agency or organization currently provides or will provide funding for services to res;dents that
meet its eligibility criteria;
« the agency or organization does (or does not) have experience with the proposed service provider
and, if it does have experience with the service provider, a description of that experience.



7.h. Elderly Assisted Living (15 Points)

Points will be awarded to developments intending to provide supportive services to elderly persons in a cettified

Residential Care Apariment Complex (RCAC).

In brder to score points in this category the applicant must demonstrate to WHEDA's satisfaction the foliowing:

1. Support Service Provider - Provide to WHEDA documentation Endicating experience, mission and capagcity of
Service Provider{s) for the target population. Complete and attach a -Relevant Experience and Cerfification Service
Provider sheet. (see www.wheda.com for form). Note: All Service Providers must demonstrate a minimum of five

years experience in the field.

2. Service Plan-Providé to WHEDA a Service Plan gxgcuted by both the applicant and anticipated Service
Provider detailing:

+ - How the services will enhance independent living success and promote the dignity of res:dents
the services that will be offered
how the setvices will be funded
a marketing planto-insure the target population can be ‘atiracted {o the: deveiopment
how residents will be connected with a service provider if services are not provided by the owner

3. Des:gn Features —laclute arcisicct s cerlificaticn tis builting will be buill according o the reguirementsin
rcoasin Statuie 50, HFS 85 The-appication-mastnelude-guossrplon-of ihedesign-atesnstossansiorine-
papulativnbsingsened.- Dovelonmanisrsciesinaptinisdn s setsuoncmustaeens. the-masimutn number.or
sointe-in-Oalonens H8-Aosossible-Desian,

4. Market Demand - The market study submitted must specifically support a sufficient market for and demand by
the target population. WHEDA's Market Study Guidelines for RCACs must be-followed.

5. County agency and/or Care Management Organization Support-Provide to WHEDA a letter of support from
the appropriate county agency or Care Mahagement Orgamzatlon {in Fam:iy Care counties} where the development
will be locatéd indlcating that:
« the proposed developmient and the Serv:ce Plan has been reviewed;
« the agency or organization feels there is a need is forthe RCAC, and that the housing and service plan is
consistent with State or local plans and paolicies;
« the agency or organization currently provides or will provide funding for services to residents that meet its
eligibility criteria;
= the agericy or organization does (or does nat) have experience with the proposed service prowder and, if it
does have experience with the service provider, a descr:pt[on of that experience.

6. Licensed CBRFs and Adult Family Homes are not eligible for credit.

| POINTS (eheckp;gz_am)

| 1520 points Check the box if the development and application meets all of the above criteria. and
intends to offer supportive services to the elderly in a cerified (State of Wisconsin Administrative Code HFS 89)
RCAC in at least 50% of the total developmient units.

i 8. Small Developments (642 Pomts)

§12 points will b awarded 16 Applications with 3024 or fewer units.
Scattered site deve]opments fotaling greater than. 3024 units do not qualify for points.




9. Market Appeal (20 Points)

g,
aﬁ,/é"’_ﬁ |

WHEDA will award points to Projects in which the owner 3:-: providing -amenities that enhance market appeal and

promote long-term Project viabilily. . This list is all inclusi

€. Appiicants may not add "Other Amenities”. 'Noter

Qwner-paid items checked below must be included as a line ifem in the Project operating. budge

Unit Amenities, Amenlty must be inciuded in a minimum of 50% of units. Check box next to all that appliy.

Check
Box

Points

Amenity

3

Separate ground floor exterior entries or kasement in townhouse, duplex or sinate.
famiiy unit .

; %asamemw:%h@usa«dup’ax»m—smqle‘fam:wa&m

Washer and dryer (Stacked units or individual washeér and drver units acceptable)

% oole

Underground parking andfor garage {at least 1 space per 2 umts) no carports/other covered
parking

Air conditioning {central omuwa—mwaﬁéta}

Washer and dryerhgokup (in addition to central/common laundry)

Eleotronic pess keys

Private b balconies/patios/porches (mm:mum 4X8 size)

Both-roguired-Buili-indishwasher and-aarbage-disposal-T-hold for g 2B ynils orlan Flaros £,

~Mini-blindg— T hold

Owner-paid hlgh-speed internet s&moeaﬂms (this.means rae. unresinctod INtamet service
supplied fo the residenithy the developmentinet just wirgd picess)

Common Area- Amenities, In scattered site development amemty must be Included in a mmlmum of two-

thirds of sites.

Check box next to ali that apply.

Check
Box

Points

Amenity

Bedicaied community space appropriately furnished & equipped

Gampaunitdiningraomwi-kiishen-senvitg-ablacebd-mndiidavlnat Masls cn Wbaeiss.

Elevator installation for existing preservation/acauisition-rebab transactions

Dedicated playground areas with new playground equipment (equtpment appropriate to size- of
development)

Beauty salon/barber shop - plumbed & equipped

Business center with computer and copy machine and/or fax machme

Sports court or fitness centér (with equipment appropriate to development size & type}

e s

Individuai storage lockers (no charge) in residents' building




| 10. Universal Ascessible-Design (2320 Points)

Developments oﬁenng archntectural features that increase accessnbliltywﬂi broaden the market for many units, AH
items must be specified-and certified by an architect and attached to the application,

Common Area Features. in scattered site developments, feature must be included in:a minimum of two-
thirds of sites. Check box next to all that apply.

~CommonAres Featurds

Check
Box | Poinis | Feature .

3 Hand rails on both sides. of common haliways

3 " Automatic door openers at main entrances to all buildings . ]

2 QWWQMWW%W@M@rMaWMMM zapereqwmé_'
emewmtemmmmeareasaeé_;m;}wetilmoweeenmgsmmwﬁoe%nsﬁmm;ght«
diffors .

2 Front-loading washers and standard dryers (mounted on_permanent base for aocessmlilty)

Unit Features. Minimum of 20%. of unlts. Check box next to all that apply

Check
Box

Points

Feature

Five-foot turn:ng diameter: or T-twriye 387 in widih in kitchen(s) and bathroom(s). Space shail
permit knee-toe clearance per ANS! Chapter 3. Space required to. make 180-degree turn is clear
space. Floor space beiow countertopivanity is Initlally constructed to self-support: and base
cabinet is easily removable.

Switches at accessible height for garbage disposai range hood and electrical receptacles
mounted on the front of cabinets or on.an end wall

At minimum, one accessibie work counter at 2 maximum 34" height and minimum 36" wide &
25% of base cabinets with puil-out shelves

Roll-in showers with trench drains or low curb showers. Shower compartment at minimum 36" X
60" with no raised curb over 2" and have, at minimum, a clear-floor-space in front of 36" X 48"

tn,staﬂeé—noaekeserfae%ba%%hrm@%t&&tnwtmswwe::#tutanaetoﬁw
aler) '

Exterior doors with, delayed closures

' .mﬁtmrewwwntngm&#mge{erw%eemwthnea‘e@e)m—tfreozop

Mutti-story townhouse units:
Accessible bathroom on main. level: (352" door! clearance, plus clear floor space atleast 30" x 48'
to allow either forward or paraﬂel approach by wheeichair)

| Leverdoorhandiaswihin-unils

Closets shell.havowib-adiustohlo-rads-and-shaClosets shall have: Mﬁg—ﬁoowe .
Mmu%%%&%ﬁ@@%p@&ﬁwmw&mgm&&m@mhw@m@
sodiahei sxesads- 10" thahaightehall be 48" depth-nello-onsead-2—Cglear floor spaoe at jeast
30" X 48" to aliow either forward or parallel approach by wheelchair.

-1 Sinks in kitchen with offset drain ‘and 30-inch minimum clear open knee space beiow s:nks with

elther removable or stowaway doors on front

Windows and window locks accessible- Windows requiring iess than 5 Ibs. of pressuie to
operate, Handles, pulls, ste. shall have shape easily grasped with one hand. No tight grasping,

. hecessary pinching, OR twisting of wrist required-o operate. l.ocksflaiches mounted no more

than 48" above finished floor.

Low-pile carpeting (HUD UiM44d standards) Restricted to smgie level pilein corndors & exit
ways.

Elderly Housmg class 1. Moderate wear in-unit; 2, heavy wear for all levels, but, spec:f oain for
public areas such as lobbigs & corridors:

Family Housing - Type 1, class 1 In-unit; class 2 heavy-wear for use at all ieveis Not all textures

are recommended for sta:rs

"I Medicine cabinet andfor permanently-m0unted titt mirror access:bie or 38" mirror mounted on
1 wall with bottom ne h:qher ihan 40" above ﬂoor .

Items be!ow onty avatlable for Acqu:s:tnonfRehab and Preservatnon prolects

Bathtub!shower stail with offset controts

All interior doors 36" (minimuim 32" clear)

=N N

Electrical outiets and cable/datea outputs set to a maxlmum he:ght 27" above the ficor:




1 Thermostats, primary fuseelectrlcal box and light switches set to a maximum helght of 48" above
the floor. '

2 Sinks in battiroom AND kitchen must have single-lever faucets

1 Anti-scald devices on water-supply fixiures

| All unit liaht switches shall be Rocker type light switches -inthe-ugils:

3 100% visitable units (i.c (I.e. Accessible route from véhicle parking, at least one no-step entry with
weather-sealed door threshold less than 2" high, alf exterior doors 36" wide, and 60" x 60" level
maneuvering space on-both sides of exterior doors),

2 Toilet space will have a minimum 42” side clear area and be 18” from the wallltublcabmet on the
opposite side to the center of bowl. .. -

2 Low-profile thresholds - %" maximum vertucaE height, or V2" .maximum beveled at 1:2 are requlred
between ALL interior common areas and in alf dwelling unit-openings when floor transition height
differs

2 All walls within 36" of tollet, and'in tublshower area, shall have %" plywood behind drywall to
provide sufficient support for grab bars orother assist devices

1 Bathtub/shower stall permanently lined with non-skid surface or pattem covering 75% of floor

Sum of Maximum
Checked items . Totat Points
‘38 and Over 20 '
30-37 16
22-2% 12
14-21 8
68-13 -4

11‘ Finangial Par.{iciﬂ&iiaﬂ {25 Pﬂfnfs}

Puints will Be swartded for varioys vpes of financisl partic inationfhat ig nm\adefi 1o a development: The percantage

of development costs or .hea ;gc}rc'enhge of ren?a[ units coversd i}v @ nﬁmal of aperating subsidy auahfv for pomxs in

this category..

Funding sburgeg that gggmai[y fund g nortion of the deveioament costs mclude* unafflslated mwate rommn"ea

federal, state ot local government loans or subisidies, faderal or state Histerie texccradits, tag-axempt hond financing

{only on 4% tax credit anpiications) unaffiliated religious, philanthronic, or chagiable organizations, unai‘ﬁhated

nonprefts and unaffiliated public of nrwafe fnﬂn{iahons or aubizc hausmc; guthorties.




LDevelopment oneraling or rental subsidies alse seore points as outiined below,

A, Lp 16 25 points wilk be awarded by dwnqu the financiat gamclgattan amount by the total development costs, cests
Score 1 point forevery perentaqe fmmt of financial participation,

B. See!mn 8 HAP or RAP or gther rental subsidy contracis and all docurmentsd: conlracts groviding onaratmtl
subsities are aligiblé To sobrg points. Bcore 1 poinifor each 4% of ihe devalopment units that are covered by the
rental or operating subsidy, The polni-score miust be reunged down 1o the next whola number when gom lating the
paint score calculation, :

An goplicant egrnpt dlalm points frorm & combination of Sections A and B above.

Exampies of the tvpes of financial pactizipation include, but are not mited to. the following:

s The loosl covernment funcs on-site profect costs by pioviding HOME COEG finds orother financi)
restuiroes in he forme of lonns, granis, gr 8 sombination thersof
= The lovet goveraepent creates a guantifisble reduction of on-site nrolont devsiopment coste, Examnips of

guantifiable reduciion of or-sile develonment costs incluge: vislverabwrloror sower Taes wiiver of
budiding semdt fees or oifier ghvemment development fees. walver.of impast fees, dénation orwalverof
preiect snecific ssseasrrent or Infradtryotios codts, provides demolition and rermoval of existing struciures.
at nofreduced cost '

% USDA RD Section 515 fingtwing, generaliy inthe form of a loan

“ Foderal Home Loan Bank ARP funds, generalty in the form ol g loan
# MAHABDA %mmm geinaraliv 1 the forn of a.lvan

* A Sertion 8 HAR or BAP, ar gthar rental sulsidy contract

1 _Documented devalonmont contract broviding sn dperating subsidy,

. NE Sonneing in the forin of 8 grant.or loan, '

v Pempneni amorizing debt from banks or other fnancial institutions
* Cash donptions or grants rom sny of e above named enditiss

¥ Loans, arams of cash domations made by aresamploveds)

Mote: A Pavoentin Bleu of Taxas (2 1T BGrdemant. il 2 | Local Government dogs not cualify for. pezn sy ihis
GAIEanIY,

Guidellyes under which noints will be awarded:
A. Funding or proiect oot radueiions must be documedied i tha lormofa witten conni imam
&, Funding can fa jrthe form of 8 losm grent, or cash donation, '
&, Only fosns which prondde permanent fnanting fors minimom el @n 010 vears wili be cr*nsmwv,d oy
puints in this caleonry, Thedosn inustbe ot 2 rade soual tn of lessitan, hadong Term Apolicabia F&ém.i
Bate leompounded anouslivy, Orgination fes may not exceed 2.5%...
3. Al loand. grants fr sash donstions medt be Incluged as A sourcerel flunding for ihé ﬁew}“eg}mmi arthe
slication. i cash donations or arai Iyl will e weddd v muiticle vesrs, oaly the Trilia) et Fanding Wil b
-included In the point scorng. '
£ Al Local Goverpment contribydions wmh provits a gusniifiable seduction of on-atte development atﬁs?s ]
prust be entified i the arsm:m“rmn
£ Local govermment’ zn{:lmes e ity lown, villag a oreounty 2\{518?@ tm nroposed ﬂwe‘fﬁggmmtw he
located,
&, Amifram& riust rjrcmd@ a labtor from e aonrondats refzrﬁserstetw of e Labal Goverment cartiving the
Local Goverment's sontribution and/or agtions that create 2 quaniifiable reduction of on-site develooment
cost The “aporopriate reoreseniative” of the Losal Govkmgment wiuld Include the person or peronfs)that
e the authority (0 slan such & commitment, That person mey include the MAVer, LOMMmo, cmmm%
resident, or desariment fead. ein. The lotinr it clearly show the lvnes, ammzrzts value of teerhaamd
- oondiitne of such mn;nbmtamg andior guaniiiisble reémmns At soeh acnirabuhoﬁs must be ineluded in mﬁ

Application.




M, Commitments may coatain condilicns, but anly within ceatol or hased unén the pedornance of g

finrrowsn, nolibe iveal aovemment or pthar provider,.

1. Tu reppive points in ihig cataaary, weitles, fully executed, conditipnal funding cnmm:irﬁaﬁis raust be

sibmitted Wit e apoiicstion o dosumentany ndints claimed.
£ Hoimiming Histors Tax Cradie, submib 2 wrilten gvidenne tharhistone desionetion (Part 1Y hag bc»m anpdiag

$ar. or that the buiding s aiready desmpd Historie, g b letter o iniorest by invesior, and &b dataiiad

calculation of the credit amount.
¥, AL eding commitments muat ingiude the hwe of funding mmm grlgar or cash donalion) amounts, fatms

 angd ponditions of gl funding, Commitments that _lm;sgéa_ ihe ttins eyt orinlend” will ngt m«s £6a0 ’i_?:ﬂ_ﬁ for

scennq purpases of this cateqory,

LGoniesof any mntal or operating subsidy mni:ram st e mitamstmcﬁ with {he mnfsmtwr& The contfadis

mast Includs the smount of the subisidy and/or the number of units covared By g conract, Contracts that do
not lnclude the reauired Infopnation will need & separate tetter frot the provider which nrovides that,
infarenation,

Dollar Amount of Qualified. Fmanmai

Participation
Total Development Cost

Percentage Points

ii; ey,

OR

Number of units covared by subsidy
Total Nurmber of Developmaent unlls /

4%

Paoinis

Percentage of units — 1ptforeach  Ya/4

Maximurm 25 Points

| 12, Ownefship Characteristics {Maximum of 6 Points)

Check
Box-

Points

ltem

6

Developments where the controllmg entity (managmg member or general partner) is at Ieast 5?% :
owned and confrolled by a member-of.a minority group as defined by DOC Comm. 105.02(29).
Please refer to page 2 of the Minority Business Enterprise Cerfification Manual. Found at
www.commerce.state. wi.us/bd/mi-fax/0810.htm!.._ Conirolling entity must have accentable
orevipus sxpadenoe in the develeniment dndfor snération.of bousing simifar fo et ﬁ’csmsae:i in
he spptication. - Previous sxserience must be documentad

Please name minority:

The controlling entity (managing member or general parinery)is at least 51% owned and

controlled by a lesal tax-exempt organization (including local govemments and public housing _
authorities) with acceptable previous experience in the development andfor operation of housing .
similar to that proposed in the application. Previous expetience must be documented.

The-devsiopmentisirtonded-loravenua-rasitdontownershipn-A-planmust be-sulrsitiot
;na@q;@mwv&%ﬁmw@y«muémghmmw&m:a»ma&%‘%ﬁm@m-éw satual -
rasignnd i Sttt ma%&%m&w%&m&%&@dﬁmé@m
WWM@W}%MM&MW : de-sove mﬁM&&n&%&%‘—
as-BOTH -4 M%W%%mmwmmam%wiw%ﬂmmaaam '




1443, Development Team (5059 Points) THIS NEEDS A RE WRITE — o be completed prior to next
meeting ' ’ ’

Applicants must document Development Team strength and experience. Appendix P details factors that will be
considered by WHEDA in evaluating the Development Team. Applicants are encouraged to consult with WHEDA
staff regarding documentation in advance of submitting thelr application. ' .

- FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY - SCORING WILL BE COMPLETED BY WHEDA

*Primary. Developer” Quality Scoring - ' i Available Points
Experience _ ' 1
« Years of Multifamily/Section 42 Experience Documented Z
i 1
L 2
: 3
Q-b-Ypars o4
B0 Oere-Yaars 3
s Quality/Success of Projects
3
Haer 28
Satisfacton 3
Exgallant 48
~Narket (Product-type) FamiliadtvGualibtofRoiacts IR
j HaoF 28
- : 3
: Exgelont 45
Market {Geoqraphic) Familiarity )
' i
Fobr 20
Batishaclon) 3
o : Exselest. 45
Understanding of Tax Credit Process :
- o . 4
. Fopr 25
Satsfostory | 3
Excellont 45
Ability to Bring Strong Players Together :
1
>
3
: Roor G
Salistactory | 3
Exgollent &
Non-Performance Deduction ' ‘ :
WHEDA resarvas the ot lo deduat oo 1018 soints Drnorccomglisnce willg
ious, X sentation of scope. desian, score oz carlifications,
Total Daveloper Quality Points 2633



- Management Aqent Quahty Scoring . |__Available Points
Compliance History B
1
Poar 20 .
e : 33
Excailent 45
Vacancy History
Portfolic more than 10% vacant. 19
Portfolic 7-10% vacant 23
Portfolio 5-7% vacant 38
Portfolio less than 5% vacant &E
Property Condition . T
. 1
Roormaintenance-hislory 20
 ieTacior fraintonERce Histery 3
Capacity
1
Popr 82
Satistagiory 3
Excellent | 45
Foor | 2
Satsiaciory 3
Excellont E
Total Management Agent Quality Points 102

15. Readiness to Proceed (15 Points)

Zoning Status: Permissive zoning in piace mcludlng any conditional use permlt or other acceptable zoning. (Final
plan approval not required.) :



16. Credit Usage (354% Points maximum) {Compatithee-93%-Anplic

| Parti. Credit Per Low-Income Unit (3048 Points maximum). WHEDA will award points to developments
requesting refativety fewer credits per low incomé unit produced, as calculated in the initiat application.

-Preservation' '
Set-aside

Credit per Unit i E;Jints '
| 186000 or less 1030
| $7000t0$6001  |515

More than $7000 _ 0

All Other Set-Asides

Credit per Unit Points
| 159000 or less 3030
| 1$11,000 to $9001 515 |

000 e

Nole: Aoplications requesiine poinls must complate Apgendix O in erdar for @) adiust the credit pecunit saigalation
to the broposed unit mix (1.6, number ol 1BR units v, 2 BRandg), and b) adiust the o8t per ol caicuistioning
“non-QCT estimate” for hose develapmants n a QCT Devslopments recaiving +30%-Crodits thasat-on-lesation
w@mﬁa&%wiwmh%ﬁmé&%ﬁ&wmmiwﬁmsmﬁ;@éamwwﬁwﬁ@a&&?&r&h&m@@@@&éﬂ%}%&

soeprng-catogons
Part 2. Credit Capped (5 Points}

Check this box to fimit annual Credit to the amount specified in the fully executed Reservation Agreement.
No Tncrease in annual Credit will be allowed between LIHTC applications One and Two. In addition, the applicant
waives the option to request additional Creditin a subsequent application cycle. '



Mercy Housing Lakefront

more than a roof

June 3, 2008

Alderman Michael Murphy

Chair, Housing Trust Fund Advisory Committee
City Hall, room 205

200 E. Wells

Milwaukee, WI 53202

Re: Request for extension for use of Housing Trust Fund award
Dear Alderman Murphy,

As Chair of the Housing Trust Fund Advisory Board, Mercy Housing Lakefront, on behalf on the
Johnston Center Residences, is requesting that you and the Advisory Board grant an extension on
the use of Trust Fund award until summer of 2009.

As you know, MHL has been generously awarded $750,000 from the homeless category of the
City of Milwaukee’s Housing Trust Fund. This award was granted to the Johnston Center
Residences, a project proposing 89 units of permanent supportive housing targeted for use by
people who have been homeless, at high risk for homelessness and/or those who have special
needs.

At the last Housing Trust Fund Advisory Board meeting, MHL presented a status report on the
project, including a revised timeline. The new timeline showed a delay in the project due to the
decision of the Wisconsin Housing and Economic Development Authority’s (WHEDA) not to
allocate tax credits to the project this year,

With this letter MHL is formally requesting an extension on the timeline for the use of the
Housing Trust Fund award until after the 2009 WHEDA tax credit allocation announcement in
the spring of 2009. This extension will allow MHL to continue work on the project, especially on
site control for the property adjacent to the Johnston Center, while we apply for and await
WHEDA’s decision on the 2009 tax credit allocation.

We strongly believe that by spring of 2009 we will have worked out site control on the adjacent
property, owned by Mexican Fiesta; relocating the organization to a site currently owned by the
Milwaukee Public Schools. We aiso believe that the revisious to the 2009 QAP currently being
considered by WHEDA will also enhance the project’s ability to score well and receive an
allocation in the next round.

Our experience shows that it takes 3-5 years from first funding to opening the doors of a
permanent supportive housing development. Milwaukee (City, County and community) have
come a long way in this project’s development in only 18 months. We ask that the Trust Fund
Advisory Board grant an extension until summer of 2009 for this critical project.

Sincerely,

Cindy-Holler

President
www.mercyhousing.org

247 South State Street, Suite 810 + Chicago, Iinois 60604 + 312.447.4500 + Fax: 312.447.4750 EXHIBIT
Mercy Housing Lakefront is o merger of Lukefront Supportive Housing and Mercy Housing Midwest. ‘
Mercy Housing s sponsored by communities of Catholic Sisters. S




June 2, 2008

Alderman Michael Murphy

Common Council, City of Milwaukee
City Hall, room 205 '
200 E. Wells

Milwaukee, W1 53202

Re: Johnston Center and Milwaukee Public Schools—
CORRECTED VERSION-06-04-08

Dear Alderman Murphy,

Thank you for your time last Tuesday, May 27" We have been continuously {mpressed
- with Milwaukee’s commitment to creating affordable, supportive housing for those who
have been homeless or who have special needs.

In our discussion about Mercy Housing Lakefront’s proposal for permanent supportive

housing, we focused on MHL’s work to obtain site control of a suitable site into which

we might move Mexican Fiesta so that MHL might gain complete control of the site
adjacent to the former Johnston Medical Center now owned by Mexican Fiesta.

In response to your request we have prepared the following summafhy of our preference
for the process of gaining site control of the MPS site at 2977 S. 20" Street, Milwaukee,
WL

1. MPS would agree to negotiate with MHL exclusively for the purchase of the site.
Utilizing MHL’s non-binding offer as a starting point, MPS would grant MHL a
30-60 day due diligence period. During this time MHL would obtain an appraisal
and finalize the building improvement plans that would be needed to satisfy
Mexican Fiesta.

2. When the due diligence period is completed, MHL would negotiate a final price
for the project and request an exclusive option agreement which would give MHL
the sole right t0 purchase the property at that price on or before May 30, 2009.
This would put the closing date past the WHEDA notification threshold in May
2009.

3. Closing on the property would occur after MHL is assured that the propetty has
received an allocation of tax-credits. . MHL would use a combination of City and
County Trust Fund dollars to purchase the Mexican Fiesta site; Mexican Fiesta
would use the proceeds of the sale to purchase the MPS site on the same day.




4. Inthe event that tax- 'ere not awarded to the site, the'optlon would expire
and MPS could sell th perty to an altcmatc buyer R

. This process would aIlow thai the acqmsmon process to take place aﬁer MI-IL is assured
of the allocation of 2009 Low-Income Housing Tax Credits. It would also make proper
use of City Trust Fund dollars and would satisfy Mexican Fiesta with a suitable site for
their relocation.

All of this together would allow for Milwaukee to proceed with its objective of creating

permanent supportive housing for 89 formerly homeless and/or special needs people. In

. a separate letter we will request a 9 month extension for the use of City Trust Fund from
that proposed in the original proposal.

As of today, we have not yet heard a response from the MPS regarding our bid, submitted

on May 1, 2008. It is worth noting that this bid was submitted without mention of

the option arrangement described above since it was submitted before our

conversations. The terms of this letter wounld amend this bid. We would be happy to
provide you with a copy or a summary of the bid if it would be heipful to you.

Aga.m, thank you for your time in scekmg to understand more about the status of this
jmportant project. Please feel free to contact me at (312)-972-1274 or our V.P. of Real
Estate Development, Barry Mullen, at 312-447-4560. :

Sincerely,

" Cindy.Holler
President




Mercy Housing Lakefront

PAj| more than a roof
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June 2, 2008

Alderman Michael Murphy

Common Council, City of Milwaukee
City Hall, room 205

200 E. Wells

Milwaukee, WI 53202

Re: Johnston Center and Milwaukee Public Schools
Dear Alderman Murphy,

Thank you for your time last Tuesday, May 27™. We have been continuously impressed
with Milwaukee’s commitment to creating affordable, supportive housing for those who
have been homeless or who have special needs.

In our discussion about Mercy Housing Lakefront’s proposal for permanent supportive
housing, we focused on MHL’s work to obtain site control of a suitable site into which
we might move Mexican Fiesta so that MHL might gain complete control of the site
adjacent to the former Johnston Medical Center now owned by Mexican Fiesta.

In response to your request we have prepared the following summary of our preference
for the process of gaining site control of the MPS site at 2977 S. 27" Street, Milwaukee,
WL

1. MPS would agree to negotiate with MHL exclusively for the purchase of the site.
Utilizing MHL’s non-binding offer as a starting point, MPS would grant MHL a
30-60 day due diligence period. During this time MHL would obtain an appraisal
and finalize the building improvement plans that would be needed to satisfy
Mexican Fiesta.

2. When the due diligence period is completed, MHL would negotiate a final price
for the project and request an exclusive option agreement which would give MHL
the sole right to purchase the property at that price on or before May 30, 2009.
This would put the closing date past the WHEDA notification threshold in May
2009.

3. Closing on the property would occur after MHL is assured that the property has
received an allocation of tax-credits. . MHL would use a combination of City and
County Trust Fund dollars to purchase the Mexican Fiesta site; Mexican Fiesta
would use the proceeds of the sale to purchase the MPS site on the same day.

www.mercyhousing.org

247 South State Street, Suite 810 » Chicago, Illinois 60604 + 312.447.4500 « Fax: 312.447.4750
Mercy Housing Lakefront is o merger of Lakefront Supportive Housing and Mercy Housing Midwest.
Mercy Housing is sponsored by communities of Catholic Sisters.



4. Inthe event that tax-credits were not awarded to the site, the option would expire
and MPS could sell the property to an alternate buyer.

This process would allow that the acquisition process to take place after MHL is assured
of the allocation of 2009 Low-Income Housing Tax Credits. It would also make proper
use of City Trust Fund dollars and would satisfy Mexican Fiesta with a suitable site for
their relocation.

All of this together would allow for Milwaukee to proceed with its objective of creating
permanent supportive housing for 89 formerly homeless and/or special needs people. In
a separate letter we will request a 9 month extension for the use of City Trust Fund from
that proposed in the original proposal.

As of today, we have not yet heard a response from the MPS regarding our bid, submitted
on May 1, 2008. It is worth noting that this bid was submitted without mention of
the option arrangement described above since it was submitted before our
conversations. The terms of this letter would amend this bid. We would be happy to
provide you with a copy or a summary of the bid if it would be helpful to you.

Again, thank you for your time in seeking to understand more about the status of this
important project. Please feel free to contact me at (312)-972-1274 or our V.P. of Real
Estate Development, Barry Mullen, at 312-447-4560.

Sincerely, /




