STATE OF FLORIDA
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION
Florida Housing Finance Corporation
MADISON LANDING II, LLC, AND FILED 12/17/2020 1:44 P.M.
ARC 2020, LLC, AND NEW SOUTH RESIDENTIAL, LLC,

Petitioners,
FHFC CASE NO.: 2020-072BP
Vs. APPLICATION NO: 2021-021C
REQUEST FOR APPLICATIONS: 2020-202
FLORIDA HOUSING FINANCE
CORPORATION,

Respondent.
/

FORMAL WRITTEN PROTEST OF AWARD
AND PETITION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING

Pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57(3), Florida Statutes, and Chapter 28-110 and Rule
28-106.201, Florida Administrative Code (“Fla. Admin. Code”), Petitioners, Madison Landing I,
LLC, and ARC 2020, LLC and New South Residential, LLC (collectively, “Petitioners™), file this
Formal Written Protest of Award and Petition for Administrative Hearing and state:

Affected Agency

1. The agency affected is the Florida Housing Finance Corporation (“Florida
Housing”), 227 N. Bronough Street, Suite 5000, Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1329. The telephone
number is 850-488-4197.

Petitioners

2. Petitioners’ address is 558 W. New England Ave., Suite 230, Winter Park, Florida
32789. Petitioners’ telephone number is 407-333-1440. For purposes of this proceeding,
Petitioners’ address is that of its undersigned counsel.

3. Petitioner Madison Landing II, LLC (“Madison Landing”) is the Applicant entity

for a proposed affordable housing development to be located in Orange County, Application



#2021-021C. ARC 2020, LLC (“ARC”) and New South Residential, LLC (“New South”) are the
“Developer” entities as defined by Florida Housing in Rule 67-48.002(28), Fla. Admin. Code.

4. Petitioners are challenging the eligibility for funding under Request for
Applications 2020-202, Housing Credit Financing for Affordable Housing Developments Located
in Broward, Duval, Hillsborough, Orange, Palm Beach and Pinellas Counties (the “RFA” or
“RFA-2020-202") of the applicants named in this petition for their failure to meet Eligibility or
Proximity Funding Preference Point requirements for an award of Housing Credits (“HC”) through
an administrative hearing before the Department of Administrative Hearing (“DOAH”).

Petitioners’ Counsel

5. Counsel for Petitioners and Petitioners' address for this proceeding is:

J. Timothy Schulte

Zimmerman, Kiser, & Sutcliffe, P.A.
315 East Robinson Street, Suite 600
Orlando, Florida 32801

Email: tschulte@zkslawfirm.com

BACKGROUND

6. Florida Housing administers various affordable housing programs including the
Housing Credit (HC) Program pursuant to Section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code (the “IRC” or
“the Code”) and Section 420.5099, Florida Statutes, under which Florida Housing is designated as
the Housing Credit agency for the State of Florida within the meaning of Section 42(h)(7)(A) of
the IRC, and Chapters 67-48 and 67-60, Fla. Admin. Code.

7. Florida Housing administers a competitive solicitation process to implement the
provisions of the housing credit program under which developers apply for funding. Chapter 67-

60, Fla. Admin. Code.



8. Rule 67-60.006, Fla. Admin. Code, provides that “[t]he failure of an Applicant to
supply required information in connection with any competitive solicitation pursuant to this rule
chapter shall be grounds for a determination of non-responsiveness with respect to its
Application.”

0. Furthermore, by applying, each applicant certifies that:

Proposed Developments funded under this RFA will be subject to the
requirements of the RFA, inclusive of all Exhibits, the Application
requirements outlined in Rule Chapter 67-60, F.A.C., the requirements
outlined in Rule Chapter 67-48, F.A.C. and the Compliance requirements
of Rule Chapter 67-53, F.A.C.

(RFA at pg. 6).

10.  Because the demand for HC funding exceeds that which is available under the HC
Program, qualified affordable housing developments must compete for this funding. To assess the
merits of proposed developments, pursuant Chapters 67-48 and 67-60, Fla. Admin. Code, Florida
Housing has established by rule a competitive solicitation process known as the Request for
Applications (“RFA™).

11. Specifically, Florida Housing’s solicitation process for RFA 2020-202, as set forth
in Rules 67-60.001-.009, Fla. Admin. Code, involves the following:

a) Florida Housing publishes its competitive solicitation (RFA) in the
Florida Administrative Register;

b) applicants prepare and submit their response to the competitive
solicitation;

C) Florida Housing appoints a scoring committee (“Review
Committee”) to evaluate the applications;

d) the scoring committee makes recommendations to Florida
Housing’s Board, which are then voted on by the Board; and

e) applicants not selected for funding may protest the results of the

competitive solicitation process.
12.  Florida Housing issued RFA 2020-202 on or about August 26, 2020. The

application deadline for the RFA as modified was October 20, 2020 (“Application Deadline”).



13. The RFA sets forth the information required to be provided by the applicants, which
includes a general description of the type of projects that will be considered eligible for funding
and delineates the submission requirements. (RFA at pp. 2-77). The RFA sets forth on Pages 70
and 71, a list of mandatory Eligibility and Point Items that must be included in a response. The
RFA expressly provides that “[o]nly Applications that meet all of the Eligibility Items will be
eligible for funding and considered for funding selection.” (RFA at pg. 70).

14. The highest scoring Applications are determined by sorting together all eligible
Applications according to the priority established in the RFA. If all priorities are the same between
applicants the applicant with the lowest lottery number receives preference. (RFA pg. 74).

15. On or about November 17, 2020, the Review Committee, which consisted of
Florida Housing staff, met and considered the applications responding to the RFA. At the meeting
the Review Committee listed and input the scores for each application and ultimately made
recommendations to the Florida Housing Board of Directors (“Board”) for their consideration.
The Review Committee determined that Madison Landing II was eligible, but not selected for
funding.

16. On December 4, 2020, Florida Housing’s Board of Directors adopted the Review
Committee’s recommendations and tentatively authorized the selection for funding of those
applications identified in RFA 2020-202 Board Approved Preliminary Awards report, which
reflected the preliminary funded applicants.

NOTICE OF AGENCY ACTION

17.  Petitioners received notice on December 4, 2020 of Florida Housing’s Final
Agency Action entitled “RFA 2020-202 Board Approved Preliminary Awards” dated December

4, 2020 (“Corporation’s Notice”).



NOTICE OF PROTEST

18. On December 7, 2020, Petitioners timely filed their Notice of Protest in which they
challenged the selection of the applications in the Corporation’s Notice (See attached Exhibit A,
which includes the Corporation’s Notice reflecting the preliminarily funded applicants).

SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS

19. Petitioners timely submitted an application in response to the RFA, Application
#2021-021C (“Application”). In their Application, Petitioners sought an allocation of $1,950,000
in annual federal tax credits to help finance the development of their project, an 86-unit High Rise
Apartment complex in Orange County. As reflected in RFA 2020-202, All Applications Report,
Petitioners were assigned lottery number 5. Petitioners were scored as having satisfied eligibility
requirements for funding, satisfied Proximity Funding Preference requirements and scored 25 out
of 25 Total Points. (See RFA 2020-202 All Applications Report, attached as Exhibit (B).

20. MHP FL II, LLC (“The Enclave”) submitted an application in response to the RFA,
Application #2021-013C. The Enclave sought an allocation of $1,828,000 in annual federal tax
credits to help finance the development of its project, a 96-unit Garden Apartments complex in
Orange County. As reflected in RFA 2020-202 All Applications Report, The Enclave was
assigned lottery number 1.

21. WRDG T4 Phase Two, LP (“WRDG”) submitted an application in response to the
RFA, Application #2021-025C. WRDG sought an allocation of $2,375,000 in annual federal tax
credits to help finance the development of its project, a 120-unit High-rise Apartment complex in
Hillsborough County. As reflected in RFA 2020-202 All Applications Report, WRDG was

assigned lottery number 2.



22. All of the challenged applicants were scored as having satisfied eligibility
requirements for funding, satisfied Proximity Funding Preference and Mandatory Distance
requirements and scored 25 out of 25 Total Points. (See RFA 2020-202 All Applications Report).

23. The challenged applicants failed to meet or satisfy RFA eligibility requirements,
and are not entitled to the eligibility determination of their applications. As a result of the
preliminarily scoring process the challenged applicants were incorrectly included in the
preliminary awards rankings and should have been scored lower than Petitioners’ Application. As
discussed below, Florida Housing improperly determined that these applicants satisfied RFA
mandatory eligibility requirements.

24, Through this proceeding Petitioners are challenging and seeking a determination
that Florida Housing erred in its preliminary eligibility and the decision to preliminary award
Housing Credits to The Enclave and WRDG. But for the errors described in this petition,
Petitioners would have been ranked in the funded range and would have been entitled to an
allocation of housing credits from RFA 2020-202. (Although this Petition challenges a number of
competing applicants, Petitioners are not required to displace all of the challenged applicants in
order to be funded.)

25. The defects in each challenged application are presented below, delineated first by
applicant name and then each issue applicable to that applicant.

THE ENCLAVE

1. Site Control

26. With respect to Site Control and an Eligible Contract, Section Four, Part A. of the
RFA provides, in pertinent part:

7. Readiness to Proceed



a. Site Control:

Demonstrate site control by providing, as Attachment 8 to Exhibit A, the
properly completed and executed Florida Housing Finance Corporation Site
Control Certification form (Form Rev. 08-18), which is provided on the
RFA Webpage.

For the Site Control Certification form to be considered complete, as an
attachment to the form, include the documentation required in Items (1),
(2), and/or (3), as indicated below, demonstrating that it is a party to an
eligible contract or lease, or is the owner of the subject property. Such
documentation must include all relevant intermediate contracts,
agreements, assignments, options, conveyances, intermediate leases, and
subleases. If the proposed Development consists of Scattered Sites, site
control must be demonstrated for all of the Scattered Sites.

(RFA pg. 35-37).

27. In an attempt to demonstrate Site Control, The Enclave Application included as part
of Attachment 8, a Purchase and Sale Agreement (“Enclave Agreement”) entered into by and
between Kennedy Commercial, LLC and E.G. Banks, collectively the (“Seller”) and McDowell
Acquisitions, LLC, (“Buyer”) which was later assigned to MHP FL II, LLC (“Applicant”). The
Enclave Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

28. The Enclave Agreement references multiple times that there is a lease (the “Lease”)
on the property that is the subject of The Enclave Application (“The Enclave Property”).However,
the Lease was not included in The Enclave Application as required by the RFA.

29. A lease gives possession of real property to the tenant during the term of the lease.
Even if the lease is not recorded, when the property is sold to another owner the lease holder’s
interest will be superior to the interest of the new owner for the term of the lease. The new owner
will take ownership subject to the possession rights of the tenant.

30. Without a copy of the Lease, there is no way to determine the term of the Lease.

The Enclave Agreement states that “Seller shall terminate the Grazing Lease on or before Closing;”



which implies that the term of the Lease is longer than the term of the Enclave Agreement. The
Lease is relevant to determine whether the Seller has a right to unilaterally terminate the Lease.

31. For this reason, the Lease mentioned in the Enclave Agreement is a relevant
intermediate lease that should have been included in The Enclave’s application.

32. There is no information within the The Enclave’s Application to determine whether
the Lease can be terminated prior to the Closing. This information is relevant in determining
whether the Seller actually has the ability to sell The Enclave Property to the Buyer/Applicant and
whether the Buyer can take possession of and develop the Property.

33, The Enclave failed to demonstrate site control, because The Enclave failed to
include a relative intermediate lease in its site control documentation.

34, The Enclave’s Application is ineligible, because it did not include a relevant

intermediate lease with The Enclave Agreement for purposes of demonstrating site control.

2. Zoning

35. Zoning is also a Mandatory Item in the RFA. If an Applicant does not demonstrate
Appropriate Zoning as required by the RFA, then the Application must be deemed nonresponsive
and ineligible for consideration of funding. Rule 67-60.006(1). Fla. Admin. Code.

36. With respect to Appropriate Zoning, the RFA states:

(1) Appropriate Zoning. Demonstrate that as of the Application Deadline the entire
proposed Development site is appropriately zoned and consistent with local land use
regulations regarding density and intended use or that the proposed Development site is
legally non-conforming by providing, as Attachment 9 to Exhibit A, the applicable
properly completed and executed verification form:

(a) The Florida Housing Finance Corporation Local Government Verification
that Development is Consistent with Zoning and Land Use Regulations form (Form
Rev. 06-20); or



(b) The Florida Housing Finance Corporation Local Government Verification
that Permits are Not Required for this Development form (Form Rev. 06-20).

(RFA pg. 37) (Emphasis added).

37.  The Enclave included at Attachment 9 to its application Florida Housing’s Zoning
Verification Form in an attempt to demonstrate zoning for the Development site. (See attached
Exhibit D).

38.  However, the Zoning Verification Form is incorrect. The current zoning for the
Development site is Commercial and does not allow the Applicant’s proposed multifamily
construction. Thus, the Applicant’s intended use is in fact, NOT consistent with current land use
regulations.

39. The Zoning Verification Form should not have been signed, and Florida Housing's
determination that The Enclave was eligible for funding was incorrect.

WRDG

Eligibility — Development Location Point

40. One of the mandatory Eligibility Items is "Development Location Point (DLP)
provided." (RFA pg. 70).
41. The DLP must be on the Development Site. Rule 67-48.002(34), F.A.C provides:
(34) “Development Location Point” means a single point selected by the
Applicant on the proposed Development site that is located within 100 feet of a
residential building existing or to be constructed as part of the proposed

Development.

42. The RFA requires applicants to provide latitude/longitude coordinates for the DLP

on the proposed Development. (RFA pg. 21).



43. WRDG’s Application identified its DLP as follows:

“(1) Development Location Point:

Latitude in decimal degrees, rounded to at least the sixth decimal place:
27.958129

Longitude in decimal degrees, rounded to at least the sixth decimal place:
-82.472088”

44. When the coordinates are plotted and compared against the WRDG’s Development
Site, the DLP is not located on the WRDG Development Site.

45. The RFA requires the DLP to be used to measure distances from the proposed
Development to Transit Services and Community Services. Those measurements establish
whether the applicant has chosen a site that meets all Mandatory Distance requirements, Proximity
Eligibility requirements, and Proximity Tiebreakers in the RFA. (RFA pp. 21-26). WRDG
submitted distance measurements on pages 6-7 of its Application.

46. Those measurements are all incorrect, because the measurements start from a DLP
that is not on the proposed Development.

47.  As a result, FHFC incorrectly scored the WRDG application as meeting all
Mandatory Distance requirements, Proximity Eligibility requirements and Proximity Tiebreakers.

48.  WRDG’s failure to provide correct DLP coordinates for their Development Site
and failure to provide correct proximity measurements is an “omission of material information.”
The correct DLP coordinates and correct proximity measurements cannot be found elsewhere in
the WRDG Application. WRDG has obtained a competitive advantage over other applicants that

were required to provide the correct information at the time of application. The WRDG



Application should therefore be deemed ineligible and Florida Housing's determination that The

Enclave was eligible for funding was incorrect.

ISSUES OF MATERIAL FACT AND LAW

49. Disputed issues of material fact and law include those matters pled in this petition,

and include but are not limited to the following:

a) Whether the requirements for eligibility found in the provisions of
the RFA have been followed with respect to the proposed allocation of tax credits
to The Enclave and WRDG under the RFA or correct eligibility determinations

have been made based on the provisions of the RFA;

b) Whether Florida Housing’s proposed allocation of the tax credits to
The Enclave and WRDG are consistent with the RFA, the requirements of a
competitive procurement process and Florida Housing’s rules and governing

statutes;

C) Whether the criteria for determining eligibility, ranking and

evaluation of proposals in the RFA were properly followed;

d) Whether the preliminarily rankings properly determine the
eligibility of potential applicants for funding in accordance with the standards and

provisions of the RFA;

e) Whether the rankings and proposed awards are consistent with the

RFA and the disclosed basis or grounds upon which tax credits are to be allocated;



f) Whether the rankings and proposed awards are based on a correct
determination of the eligibility of the applicants or correct scoring and ranking

criteria in the RFA;

g) Whether the rankings and proposed awards are consistent with fair

and open competition for the allocation of tax credits;

h) Whether the rankings and proposed awards are based upon clearly

erroneous or capricious eligibility determinations, scoring or rankings;

1) Whether the proposed awards improperly incorporate new policies
and interpretations that impermissibly deviate from the RFA specifications,

existing rules or prior Florida Housing interpretations and precedents;

1) Whether The Enclave’s Application should be deemed ineligible for
funding under the RFA because of its failure to satisfy RFA requirements with respect to

Site Control.

k) Whether The Enclave’s Application should be deemed ineligible for
funding under the RFA because of its failure to satisfy RFA requirements with

respect to Zoning.

1) Whether WRDG’s Application should be deemed ineligible for funding
under the RFA because of its failure to satisfy RFA requirements with respect to
Development Location Point, Proximity Points, Mandatory Distance and Proximity

Funding Preference;



m) Whether the criteria and procedures for the scoring, ranking and
eligibility determination of The Enclave and WRDG Applications are arbitrary,
capricious, contrary to competition, contrary to the RFA requirements, or are
contrary to prior Florida Housing interpretations of the applicable statutes and

administrative rules;

n) Whether the RFA’s criteria were properly followed in determining

eligibility, ranking and evaluation of the The Enclave and WRDG’s Applications;

0) Whether The Enclave and WRDG’s eligibility determination and

ranking is consistent with fair and open competition for the allocation of tax credits;

P) Whether The Enclave and WRDG’s eligibility determination and
ranking are based on clearly erroneous or capricious eligibility determination,

scoring or ranking;

q) Whether The Enclave and WRDG’s eligibility determination and
ranking improperly incorporate new policies and interpretations that impermissibly
deviate from the RFA specifications, existing rules or prior Florida Housing

interpretations and precedents; and,

r) Such other issues as may be revealed during the protest process.

50. Petitioners reserve the right to seek leave to amend this petition to include

additional disputed issues of material fact and law that may become known through discovery.

STATEMENT OF ULTIMATE FACTS AND LAW




51. As a matter of ultimate fact and law, The Enclave and WRDG failed to complete
their applications in accordance with the competitive solicitation; their applications were not
responsive to and failed to comply with relevant portions of the RFA 2020-202; and, therefore,
their applications should not have been considered for funding or scored as being an eligible
application.

52. As a matter of ultimate fact and law, Florida Housing improperly determined that
The Enclave and WRDG applications were completed in accordance with the competitive
solicitation; were responsive to all applicable provisions of the RFA 2020-202 and, as a result,
were eligible for funding under RFA 2020-202.

53.  As a matter of ultimate fact and law, Florida Housing improperly scored The
Enclave and WRDG’s Applications as having satisfied all mandatory eligibility requirements as
of the Application Deadline.

54.  As a matter of ultimate fact and law, Florida Housing improperly scored the
WRDG Application as having satisfied all Development Location Point, Proximity Funding
Preference Point and Mandatory Distance requirements as of the Application Deadline.

55.  As amatter of ultimate fact and law, Florida Housing improperly determined that
The Enclave and WRDG were eligible for funding.

56. As a matter of ultimate fact and law, but for these errors in The Enclave and
WRDG’s Applications, Petitioners would have been entitled to an allocation of its requested tax

credit funding.



STATUTES AND RULES

Statutes and rules governing this proceeding are Sections 120.569 and 120.57(3), and
Chapter 420, Fla. Stat., and Chapters 28-106, 67-60, 67-48 and 67-40, Fla. Admin. Code.

WHEREFORE, Petitioners request that:

A. Florida Housing refer this Petition to the Division of Administrative Hearings for a
formal administrative hearing and the assignment of an Administrative Law Judge pursuant to
Section 120.57(3), Fla. Stat.;

B. The Administrative Law Judge enter a Recommended Order determining that:

1) The Enclave and WRDG failed to complete their applications in
accordance with the competitive solicitation; that their applications
were non-responsive to and failed to comply with RFA 2020-202;
and that their applications should not have been scored as having
satisfied mandatory eligibility, Proximity Funding Preference, and
Mandatory Distance requirements as prescribed by RFA 2020-202;

2) Florida Housing improperly determined that the applications
submitted by The Enclave and WRDG were completed in
accordance with the competitive solicitation;

3) Florida Housing improperly determined that the applications
submitted by The Enclave and WRDG were responsive to RFA
2020-202.

4) Florida Housing improperly determined that The Enclave and
WRDG applications were eligible for funding under RFA 2020-202.

C. The Administrative Law Judge enter a Recommended Order recommending
Florida Housing award Petitioners their requested tax credit funding;

D. Florida Housing enter a Final Order awarding Petitioners their requested tax credit
funding; and,

E. Petitioners be granted such other relief as may be deemed appropriate.



Respectfully submitted this 17th day of December, 2020.

J. Timothy Schulte, Esquire

FBN: 769169

Zimmerman, Kiser, & Sutcliffe, P.A.

315 East Robinson Street, Suite 600 (32801)
P. O. Box 3000

Orlando, Florida 32802

Email: tschulte@zkslawfirm.com

Email: spape@zkslawfirm.com
407-425-7010 (phone)

407-425-2747 (fax)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that the original of the foregoing Formal Written Protest of Award and Petition for
Administrative Hearing (Application #2021-021C) has been filed by electronic mail to the
Corporation Clerk, Florida Housing Finance Corporation, 227 N. Bronough Street, Suite 5000,

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 (CorporationClerk@floridahousing.org) and a copy furnished via

electronic mail to Hugh Brown, Esq., General Counsel, Florida Housing Finance Corporation, 227

N. Bronough Street, Suite 5000, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 (Hugh.Brown@floridahousing.org)

this 17th day of December, 2020.

J. Timothy Schulte, Esquire
Florida Bar No.: 769169
Zimmerman, Kiser & Sutcliffe, P.A.



A



Corporation Clerk

Florida Housing Finance Corporation
December 7, 2020

Notice of Protest

Page 2

cc cont.:
New South Residential, LLC (via email)
D. Scott Baker, Esq. (via email)
Ava M. Sigman, Esq. (via email)






RFA 2020-202 Board Approved Scoring Results

Page 1 of 3

Development is in
Hllisborough County
or Orange County and
g y Qualifies for . L. .
Name of . serves the Family Per Unit |Development Proximity | Grocery Transit 3 3
) . Eligible . the Local . . . . Community | Florida Job
App Name of Authorized Total HC Funding Demographic Total | Construction Category Leveraging | Funding Store Service X . Lottery
County L. Developers Demo . For . Government . . ) N . . Service Creation
Number |Development Principal Units Amount R Commitment, and Points Funding Funding |Classification| Preferenc| Funding Funding Number
. Funding? e Area of Preference | Preference
Representative qualifies for the . Preference | Preference e Preference |Preference
R Opportunity
Geographic Area of
Opportunity
Funding/SADDA Goal
Eligible Applications
HTG Tallman Villas
Tall Pi Matthew A. ;
2021-001c| 2™ P g oward ratthew Developer, LLC; F 80 2,145200 | Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 28
- Phase | Rieger Building Better
Communities, Inc.
University Matthew A University Station Il E, Non
2021-002C|Station - Broward . ' v ! 108 2,881,940 Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 23
Rieger Developer, LLC ALF
Phase Il
HTG Parkvi
2021-003C|Parkview  [Duval Matthew A Rieger arkview F 110 1,855,000 y N N 20 % Y B y v N % v 3
Developer, LLC
HTG Madi Park E, Non-
2021-004C|Madison Park |Broward Matthew A Rieger adison rar $ YO 103 2,881,960 y N N 25 % % A y y % % y 7
Developer, LLC ALF
University . . .
2021-005C Station - Broward | VatthewA. University Station | F 108 2,881,880 | Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 12
Rieger Developer, LLC
Phase |
. . . Landmark Development
2021-006C|City Place Broward Francisco A Rojo Corp F 110 2,796,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 11
2021-007C|Ocean Crest [Broward | V2TNeW A HTG Ocean Crest £ Non-1 g5 2,266,000 | Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 26
Rieger Developer, LLC ALF
2021-00gc|Residencesat fo rd |Robert G. Hoskins |\ ROk Development F 100 2,482,000 | Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 33
Marina Mile Partners, Inc.
2021-009c|23MOUNt o ward Matthew A. HTG Paramount E.Non 1 103 2,881,980 y N N 25 Y Y A y v Y Y v 10
Park Rieger Developer, LLC ALF
Blue Dolphin | _. .
2021-010C Towe Pinellas Shawn Wilson Blue Sky Developer, LLC F 81 1,868,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 15
ower
Madi ARC 2020, LLC; N E, Non-
2021-012¢ ]V aerson Orange Patrick E. Law » o New PN g 1,950,000 y N N 25 % % A y y % % y 5
Landing Il South Residential, LLC ALF
The Enclave ) MHP FL Il Developer,
Christopher L. .
2021-013C|at Lake Orange Shear LLC; Magellan Housing F 96 1,828,000 Y Y N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 1
Shadow LLC
Norstar Development
USA, LP; PCHA E Non
2021-014C|Heritage Oaks |Pinellas Brian Evjen Development, LLC; 'ALF 80 1,868,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y N Y 25
Newstar Development,
LLC
Ambar3, LLC; HAPB
Blanche Ely ! . E, Non-
2021-015C Villas Broward Ralph Adderly Supporting Housing ALF 102 2,608,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y B Y Y Y N Y 19
Opportunities, Inc.
Mount Matthew A HTG Mount Hermon E, Non
2021-016C|Hermon Broward R ' ’ 103 2,881,900 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 8
Rieger Developer, LLC ALF
Apartments
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Development is in
Hllisborough County
or Orange County and
g y Qualifies for . L. .
Name of . serves the Family Per Unit |Development Proximity | Grocery Transit 3 3
) . Eligible . the Local . . . . Community | Florida Job
App Name of Authorized Total HC Funding Demographic Total | Construction Category Leveraging | Funding Store Service X . Lottery
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. Funding? e Area of Preference | Preference
Representative qualifies for the . Preference | Preference e Preference |Preference
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2021-017C|Pinnacle 441 |Broward David O. Deutch E'L';nade Communities, | 110 2,882,000 | Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 4
HTG Tallman HR
Tallman Pines Matthew A. Developer, LLC; E, Non-
2021-018C Broward . e 75 2,256,500 Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 22
- Phase Il Rieger Building Better ALF
Communities, Inc.
Island Cove SHAG lIsland Cove, LLC;
2021-019C Palm Beach |DarrenJ Smith Delray Housing Group, F 54 1,140,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 24
Apartments
Inc.
Berkeley Landing
Berkele Devel LLC;
2021-020c| &Y Palm Beach [Jonathan L Wolf |- c Pl F 112 2,375,000 y N % 25 % % A y y % % y 6
Landing Pinnacle Communities,
LLC
2021-021C|Kelsey Cove |Hillsborough |James R. Hoover |TVC Development, Inc. F 108 2,000,000 Y Y N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 14
Southport
Development, Inc., a
Parkview WA Corporation doing
2021-022C Commons Duval J. David Page business in FL as F 122 1,868,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 32
Southport
Development Services,
Inc.
Pi leatlL Pi le C iti E, Non-
2021-023¢c| "2 @ 2 Broward  |David 0. Deutch || ace Fommunities, & Ton= 4y gy 2,882,000 | Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 17
Cabaia LLC ALF
Matthew A. HTG Island Vi
2021-024C|island View  |Paim Beach [ .o o slanad view F 104 2,020,000 | Y N N 25 Y Y B Y v Y Y v 34
Rieger Developer, LLC
WRDG T4 WRDG T4 Ph T E, Non-
2021-025C Hillsborough  |Leroy Moore ase Two 5 VO 190 2,375,000 | Y N N 25 Y Y A Y v Y Y v 2
Phase Two Developer, LLC ALF
2021-026¢| YPeSS Broward Matthew A. HTG Preserve E,Non-1 g5 1,923,550 y N N 25 Y Y B y v Y Y v 27
Preserve Rieger Developer, LLC ALF
Burlingt Burlington Post 2 D E, Non-
2021-027¢[-"MEON pinellas Oscar A Sol urlington Fost 2 bev, | & Hon - gg 1,672,000 | v N Y 25 Y Y A y v % % v 21
Post Il LLC ALF
Grand Mile GM Dev,
2021-028C|Marina Grand |Broward Oscar A Sol LLC; SFCLT Grande Mile F 94 2,690,000 Y N N 25 Y Y B Y Y Y Y Y 30
Developer, LLC
Herit Matthew A. HTG Herit
2021-029¢]| " c"'te8€ Hillsborough [0 o" eritage F 88 2,224,880 y y N 20 Y Y B y y % % y 35
Place Rieger Developer, LLC
Southport
Development, Inc., a
WA Corporation doing E. Non
2021-030C|Calusa Pointe |Palm Beach [J David Page business in FL as ’ALF 140 2,375,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 13
Southport
Development Services,
Inc.
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Development is in
Hllisborough County
or Orange County and
g y Qualifies for . L. .
Name of . serves the Family Per Unit |Development Proximity | Grocery Transit 3 3
) . Eligible . the Local . . . . Community | Florida Job
App Name of Authorized Total HC Funding Demographic Total | Construction| Category Leveraging | Funding Store Service X . Lottery
County L. Developers Demo . For . Government . . ) N . . Service Creation
Number |Development Principal Units Amount R Commitment, and Points Funding Funding |Classification| Preferenc| Funding Funding Number
. Funding? e Area of Preference | Preference
Representative qualifies for the . Preference | Preference e Preference |Preference
R Opportunity
Geographic Area of
Opportunity
Funding/SADDA Goal
Norstar Development
. USA, LP; PCHA
Sunshine . . . E, Non-
2021-031C Pinellas Brian Evjen Development, LLC; 78 1,868,000 Y N Y 25 Y Y A Y Y N Y Y 29
Lofts on 78th ALF
Newstar Development,
LLC
. Cornerstone Group
2021-032C|Avalon Pinellas Mara S. Mades F 96 1,868,000 Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 20
Partners, LLC
MHP Douglas
Developer Il, LLC;
Douglas Christopher L velop E, Non-
2021-033C Broward Douglas Gardens VI 130 2,882,000 Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 16
Gardens VI Shear ALF
Developer, LLC;
Magellan Housing LLC
Andrew E, Non-
2021-034C . Duval James R. Hoover |TVC Development, Inc. 96 1,800,000 Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 9
Landing ALF
2021- Springfield . . Roundstone
Duval Clifton Phillips F 96 1,868,000 Y N N 25 Y Y A Y Y Y Y Y 31
035C* Plaza P Development, LLC
Ineligible Applications
NRI Development
2021- Col Park Corp.; Neighborhood
eman Fa paim Beach  |Terri Murray rp-; e1ghbor F 42 921,567 N N N 15 % % y y % % y 18
011Cc* Renaissance Renaissance, Inc.; Stone
Soup Development, Inc.

*The Corporation Funding Per Set-Aside Amounts were calculated during scoring.

On December 4, 2020, the Board of Directors of Florida Housing Finance Corporation approved the Review Committee’s motion to adopt the scoring results above.

Any unsuccessful Applicant may file a notice of protest and a formal written protest in accordance with Section 120.57(3), Fla. Stat., Rule Chapter 28-110, F.A.C., and Rule 67-60.009, F.A.C. Failure to file a protest within the time prescribed in Section 120.57(3), Fla. Stat., shall constitute a
waiver of proceedings under Chapter 120, Fla. Stat.
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acres ol vacant land located approximately 890 feet west of the intersection of Keller Road and
Kennedy Blvd., Eatonville, Orange County, Florida., all as more particularly described on the
Exhibit “A™ attached hereto (“Property™);

B.

Buyer desires to purchase the Property from Seller, and Seller desires to sell the Property
to Buyer, pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, and the mutual covenants set forth
in this Agreement, Seller and Buyer hereby agree as follows:

]

Purchase and Sale.  Seller agrees to sell and convey the Property to Buyer, and Buyer

agrees to purchase the Property from Seller. The Property includes all of Seller’s right,
title and interest in and to (i) all easements, rights of way, privileges, licenses,
appurtenances and any other rights, privileges and benefits belonging to the awner of,
running with title to, or in any way related to, the Property; (ii) all land use or other
consents, authorizations, variances, waivers, licenses, permits, approvals, development
orders, or any other entitlements issued or granted by or from any governmental authority
with respect to the Property, to the extent assignable without the consent of the granting
authority; (iii) all percolation, soil, topographical, traffic, engineering and environmental
reports or studies in the possession or control of the Seller, and all riparian, littoral rights,
title to submerged lands and other water rights related to or benefiting the Property; (iv) all
utility mains, service laterals, hydrants, connections, hook-ups and valves located on the
Property; and (v) any and all other agreements, contracts, covenants, variances and rights,
benefits and privileges related to or benefiting the Property.

Purchase Price. The purchase price for the Property (“Purchase Price™) is the greater of

(1) One Million Nine Hundred Seventy Five Thousand and no/100 Dollars ($1,975,000.00)
or (ii) One Million Nine Hundred Seventy Iive Thousand and no/100 Dollars
($1,975,000.00) plus Twenty Thousand Five Hundred Seventy Five and no/100 Dollars

EXHIBIT

‘ C
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Exhibit “A”

Legal Description of the Property

Parcel 1 (Dennison-A)
Parcel Identifioation Number: 34-21-29-0000-00-012

The West 165 feet of the West 330 feet of the Southwest 1/4 of the Northeast 1/4 of Section 34,
Township 21 South, Range 29 East (less the South 40 feet for road), Orange County, Florida.

AND

Parcel 2 (Dennison-B)
Parcel Identification Number: 34-21-29-0000-00-013

The East 165 feet of the West 330 feet of the Southwest 1/4 of the Northeast 1/4 of Section 34,
Township 21 South. Range 29 East (leas the South 40 feet for road), Orange County, Florida,

AND

Page 1 of 2
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Parcel 4 (Rogers)
Parcel Identification Number: 34-21-29-0000-00-041

From the Southeast corner of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 34, Township 21 South, Range 29
East, run N. 04 degrees 01' 15" W. along the East line of the Northwest 1/4 of said Section 34, &
distance of 40.10 feet to a point on the North right-of-way line of Lake Avemue for a Point of ‘
Beginning; contimue N, 04 degrees 01' 15" W, a distance of 1255.67 feet to the Northeast comer
of the Southeast 1/4 of the Northwest 1/4 of said Section 34; thence N. 89 degrees 46' 45" W.
alohg the North line of the Southeast 1/4 of the Northwest 1/4 of said Section 34, a distance of
144.23 feet; thence run S. 02 degrees 49" 00" W. s distance of 1254.69 feet to the North right-of-
way line of Lake Averue; thence East, a distance of 293.94 foet to ths Point of Beginning,

LESS (“Retained Parcel”):

From the Southeast corner of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 34, ‘i‘awmlhip 21 South, Range 29

East, run N, 04 dogrees 01" 15" W. along the East line of the Northweat 1/4 of ssid Section 34, a
distance of 40,10 feet to & point on the North right-of-way line of Lake Avenize; thence run Wost
along said North right-of-way line 155.94 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence lesving said

North right-of-way line run North 192.00 feet; thence West 128,55 feet; thence §. 02 degrees 49'

00" W. 192.23 feet to the aforesaid North right-of-way line; thence East 138.00 feet to the Point -
of Beginning (the “Retained Parcel"), ot

; THER WITH a non-exclusive mmmn»rﬁonofﬂwkmimd?ncd' |
described as follows (the *Access Easement”):

outheast comer of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 34, Township 21 South, Range 29
melsi 04 degrees 01' 15" W. dongthenmlineof_tthmhm 1/4 of said Section 34, a

Page 2 of 2
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