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OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY
EXPANDED AGENDA

June 7, 2017

A. Development Corporation Annual Meetings

1. Alexander House Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

2. Barclay Apartments Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

3. Glenmont Crossing Development — Annual Meeting and Approval of FY 18
Budget

4. Glenmont Westerly Development — Annual Meeting and Approval of FY
18 Budget

5. Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

6. The Metropolitan Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

7. Montgomery Arms Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

8. The Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation — Annual Meeting
and Approval of FY 18 Budget

9. Paddington Square Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

10. Pooks Hill Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and Approval of
FY 18 Budget

11. RAD 6 Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and Approval of FY 18
Budget

12. Scattered Site One Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

13. Scattered Site Two Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

14. Sligo Hills Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and Approval of FY
18 Budget

15. TPM Development Corporation — Annual Meeting & Approval of FY 18
Budget

16. VPC One Corporation — Annual Meeting and Approval of FY 18 Budget

17. VPC Two Corporation — Annual Meeting and Approval of FY 18 Budget

18. Wheaton Metro Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval of FY 18 Budget

19. Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation — Annual Meeting and
Approval to Accept Extension of HOC $60 Million Line of Credit

20. Damascus Gardens Development Corporation — Annual Meeting

B. Limited Partnership Annual Meetings
1. Brookside Glen Limited Partnership Annual Meeting and Approval of

FY 18 Budget
2. Diamond Square Limited Partnership Annual Meeting and Approval of
FY 18 Budget
Adjourn
Recess

l. CONSENT ITEMS
A. Approval of Minutes of May 3, 2017 HOC Meeting

10400 Detrick Avenue
Kensington, Maryland 20895
240-627-9425
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INFORMATION EXCHANGE

Report of the Executive Director
Calendar

Correspondence and Printed Matter
Commissioner Exchange

Resident Advisory Board
Community Forum

Status Report

ITEMS REQUIRING DELIBERATION and/or ACTION

mmo oW

o

1. Approval of New HOC Procurement Policy
IV. COMMITTEE REPORTS and RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION

A. Budget, Finance & Audit Committee — Com. Nelson, Chair

1.
2.
3.

Acceptance of Third Quarter FY’17 Budget to Actual Statements
Approval of FY’17 Third Quarter Budget Amendment
Acceptance of Calendar Year (CY) 2016 Tax Credit Partnership
Audits

Approval of Loans and Advances to Non-HOC Owned Entities
Authorization to Write Off Bad Debt Related to Tenant Accounts
Receivable

Approval to Extend the $60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit and
the $90 Million Real Estate Line of Credit (RELOC) to Finance
Commission Approved Actions related to: Montgomery Homes
Limited Partnership (MHLP) VII, Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy
Chase Lake Development Corporation and Ambassador
Apartments

Approval of Amendment to FY’18 Agency Budget

B. Development and Finance Committee — Com. Simon, Chair

1.

Approval of the Financing Plan and Budget, Feasibility and Public
Purpose for Greenhills Apartments, and Authorization for the
Commission to Make Loans and for Greenhills Apartments
Limited Partnership to Accept Loans in Accordance with the
Financing Plan

Authorization to Contract for Alarm and Sprinkler Installation at
Bauer Park Apartments and Approval to Advance Funds from the
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (OHRF) to Fully Fund the
Contract

Approval to Increase Predevelopment Budget and Funding for the
Submission of the Detailed Site Plan for Elizabeth House IlI,
Elizabeth House IV, and South County Regional Recreation and
Aguatic Center (“SCRRAC”) and to Complete Construction
Development Plans for Elizabeth House IIl and SCRRAC

Adoption of Resolution in Support of Holy Cross Health's
Application for Funding from Maryland Hospital Administration
for its Participation in the Elizabeth House Il Development

C. Financial Advisor Evaluation Committee

1

V.
1.

. Approval of Firm to Serve as Financial Advisor to the Housing

Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County and
Authorization for the Executive Director to Execute a Contract
with Recommended Firm

*FUTURE ACTION ITEMS
Approval of Renovation Budget and Scope of Work for Seven (7)
Public Housing Units at Tobytown and Authorization to Select
General Contractor for Renovation of Tobytown in accordance
with IFB #2066
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6:10 p.m. VI. INFORMATION EXCHANGE (continued)
A. Community Forum
6:15 p.m. VIl. NEW BUSINESS
1.
VIIl. AMINISTRATIVE SESSION FINDINGS
6:20 p.m. ADJOURN
NOTES:
1.  This Agenda is subject to change without notice.
2. Public participation is permitted on Agenda items in the same manner as if the Commission was holding a legislative-type Public Hearing.
3. Times are approximate and may vary depending on length of discussion.
4.  *These items are listed "For Future Action" to give advance notice of coming Agenda topics and not for action at this meeting.
5.  Commission briefing materials are available in the Commission offices the Monday prior to a Wednesday meeting.

If you require any aids or services to fully participate in this meeting, please call (240) 627-9425 or email Patrice.birdsong@hocmc.org.

Page 3 of 3
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Development Corporation
Annual Meetings
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Alexander House
Development Corporation
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ALEXANDER HOUSE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm

8pportunlt|es
ommission Page 6 !#2&7, 2017

Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Alexander House Development Corporation
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OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Property Snapshot:

* Locatedin Downtown
Silver Spring.

e Originally constructedin
1992.

e Refinanced onJan 31,
2017.

e Comprehensive
renovations are
currently underway.

e The estimated substantial
completion date for the

projectis August 2018.
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Alexander House Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

* November 6, 1996 - Commission authorized the creation of
Alexander House Development Corporation and approved the
Articles of Incorporation.

e December 11, 1996 - The Board of Directors for the Development
Corporation adopted the By-laws which provide for the
operations and functions of the Corporation and elected the
seven Commissioners as the officers.

* January 22, 1997 - Corporation executed the Asset Management
Agreement which requires the Corporation to submit to the
Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each fiscal year.

8560 2" Avenue, Silver Spring, MD 20910
e April 23,1997 - Board of Directors approved a resolution that Manager; Avision Young

allowed for the incorporation of the Alexander House annual

budget preparation and presentation into the HOC budget mm

process.
Studio 16

14 30
e January 31, 2017 - Alexander House was refinanced using tax

exempt bond financing in the amount of $48,788,075. The 1BR 93 67 160

property now consists of two entities:
2BR 74 41 115

e Alexander House Development Corporation - 183 market

rate units. Total Units 183 122 305

e Alexander House Apartments Limited Partnership - 122

. . 0 .
affordable tax credit units. The regulatory agreement restricts 6 units at or below 30% AMI, 6 units

at or below 40% AMI, 8 units at or below 50% AMI, and 102 units at or

e Equity from the refinancing will contribute to funding the below 60% AMI.

affordable housing component of Elizabeth House L.

Housing

2o ais

June 7, 2017 = c 833%}5%?3585 3
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Alexander House Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

Management staff is working with residents and the * The largest volume of work tickets was for plumbing
Real Estate/Construction team to coordinate resident (21%) followed by general maintenance — hardware,
relocations within the building. The first set of moves drywall damage, flooring, etc. (16%), and appliances (15%).

is scheduled to occur in May/June 2017.

e Current residents are completing certifications to

determine their income eligibility for affordable units. Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Close

* Alease-up plan will be implemented upon completion

of the certifications. 1,611 3
Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Occupancy
CY 2016
33% 82% 75%
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
The Development Budget includes funds to repair Alexander House is currently under renovations. The
the balconies, update the fire system, kitchens and in-place renovations are being completed in phases.
baths, flooring and carpeting, and lighting. In addition, Phase | includes 45 units. The estimated substantial
common area upgrades include a business center, completion date for the project is August 2018.

fitness center, and garden patio area for outdoor
entertaining.

¢ Asmall budget has been established for urgent capital
needs during the renovations.

P~ Housing
= Opportunltles
Commission 4
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Alexander House Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Total Revenue $3,769,819 $5,711,034  $5,582,922 $5,183,011  $5,550,414
e Rentincreases are budgeted at 1.8% while the property is
Expenses: . .
Operating - Admin 202,452 516,190 500,723 456,706 463,414 under renovation. Residents who relocate to a renovated
Operating - Fees 151827 201,176 195,592 190027 182245 unit will receive a 5% annual rent increase until the rental
Tenant & Protective Services 106,920 144,005 153,661 179,312 149,821
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 276,960 466,218 452,843 435,199 452,405 amount reaches market rent.
Maintenance 333,012 685,910 670,816 606,754 694,184
Subtotal - Operating Exp $1,161,171  $2,013,499  $1,973,635  $1,867,998  $1,942,069 *  Property cash flow is budgeted at $2,347,558 of which
Net Operating Income (NOI) $2,608,648 $3,697,535 $3,609,287 $3,315,013  $3,608,345 $118471558 is restricted.
Debt Service - 450,505 450,505 284,425 717,134 e The operating budget will not bear any debt service in
Debt Service Reserves - 1,154,412 1,154,412 1,290,968 - FY' 18
Replacement Reserves 64,050 150,000 150,000 150,000 300,000 ‘
Asset Management Fees 197,040 114,640 185,930 234,110 242,510
Development Corporation Fees 500,000 500,000 893,795 1,281,263 1,499,308 =
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 1,847,558 1,327,978 774,645 74,247 849,393
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $2,608,648 $3,697,535 $3,609,287 $3,315,013 $3,608,345 TI me F rame
NET INCOME 20 30 30 30 20 The FY'18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Alexander

House Development Corporation were presented to the HOC
Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board
actionis requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:
Computer Equipment - - - - 986 Budget I mpact
Kitchen and Bath Supplies - - - 820 26,279

Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap. 8032 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets

Doors - - 8,500 - 2,927

Paint and Wallcoverings - - - ; sso  establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal

HVAC Equipment 12,000 26,928 26,400 36,704 33,015 year

Appliance Equipment - 60,037 58,860 34,709 51,562 *

Tools - - - 2,332 -

Miscellaneous Equipment - - - - 15,171 = =

blumbing Contracts : : : 3689 el Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

HVAC Contracts 12,000 28,764 28,200 - 12,660 . ) i i

Flooring/Carpet Contracts 30,000 86,904 85,200 51333 s0063  Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Miscellaneous Contracts - - - - 18504 Alexander House Development Corporation by the Board of

Total Capital Budget $54,000 $202,633 $207,160 $129,587 $243,179 .
Directors.
e'/ﬁ lél)gggpt%nities
June 7,2017 ® Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-002,4 RE: Alexander House Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Alexander House Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, by resolution at the April 23, 1997 Board of Directors meeting, the
Corporation agreed to include the Alexander House annual budget preparation, presentation
and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
the Alexander House Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Alexander House Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Alexander House Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Alexander House Development Corporation

Page 11 of 411



Barclay Apartments
Development Corporation
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BARCLAY APARTMENTS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm

8pportunlt|es
ommission Page 13 !#2&7, 2017

Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Barclay Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

e Locatedin Chevy
Chase, Bethesda
Central Business
District which is in the
midst of Master Plan
Revisions.

e Constructedin 1955,
interiors updated in
2005.

e Amenitiesinclude a
Community Room,
Fitness Room, Business
Center, Controlled
Building Access, and 24
Hour Laundry
Facilities.
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Barclay Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

Background

e July 7,2004 — Commission established Barclay One Associates
Limited Partnership (the “Partnership”). The Commission also
authorized the creation of Barclay Apartments Development
Corporation (the “Corporation”) and approved the Articles of
Incorporation and the By-laws which provide for the operations
and functions of the Corporation and elected the seven
Commissioners as the officers.

e June 13, 2007 - Corporation approved the purchase of 76 units
from the Partnership and authorized the execution of the Asset
Management Agreement which requires the Corporation to
submit to the Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each 4716 Bradley Blvd., Chevy Chase, MD 20815
fiscal year. The Board also approved a resolution that allowed for Manager: Edgewood

the incorporation of the Barclay Apartments annual budget
preparation and presentation into the HOC budget process. mm Affordable
13 24

* The Barclay consists of 157 units which are distributed as follows: Studio 11
e 81 tax credit units owned by Barclay One Associates LP 1BR 40 51 91
with HOC as the General Partner.
2BR 25 17 42
* 76 units owned by Barclay Development Corporation.
Total Units 76 81 157

The regulatory agreement restricts 25 units at or below 30% AMI and
56 units at or below 60% AMI.

Housin

e = Opporjt%nities
Commission 3
OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 15 Of 411
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Barclay Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

e The largest volume of work tickets was for plumbing

Occupancy continues to remain stable despite competition
(31%) and appliances (25%), and general work orders

in the submarket. Aging unit finishes and lack of
community amenities present some challenges to (19%).
keeping the community leased.

Avg. Occupancy Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Current Occupancy CY 2016 Close

27% 96% 97% 1,502 2

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

e Development plans deferred pending Bethesda CBD

Most of the proposed capital funding is to support
Master Plan Revision regarding height and density

routine turnover activity to include replacement of

kitchen countertops, unit flooring, and appliances. increases.
Additionally, common area carpeting and painting will
continue throughout the community.
ec |C‘|)OUSII'}:g s
ortunities
OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 16 of 411



Barclay Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Total Revenue

Expenses:
Operating - Admin
Operating - Fees
Tenant & Protective Services
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities
Maintenance
Subtotal - Operating Expenses

Net Operating Income (NOI)

Debt Service

Replacement Reserves

Asset Management Fees
Development Corporation Fees
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI

NET INCOME

Capital Budget:
Kitchen and Bath Supplies
Electrical Supplies
Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap.
Windows and Glass
Doors
Flooring and Carpeting
Paint and Wallcoverings
Plumbing Equipment
HVAC Equipment
Appliance Equipment
Miscellaneous Equipment
Windows/Glass Contracts
Roofing/Gutter Contracts
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts
Miscellaneous Contracts
Total Capital Budget

June 7, 2017

$1,241,133 51215046 $1,198,021 51,262,931 $1253595 e Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
116,513 118,091 115,068 ~ 106,659~ 107,512
8071 ason 4728 a7310 40384 e Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
7,797 7,797 7,644 11,042 6,730 . “ ”
1219097 122587 1190717 1205037 117432 be increased to the current “market rate”.
145,041 147,845 144,541 114,791 117,037 .
$439,331  $444,328  $433,552 sa00305  sss90es ¢ Property cash flow is budgeted at $18,763.
$801,802 $770,718 $764,469 $862,536 $864,500 ° DSCR iS 118
" 678,409 ~ 678,410 ~ 679,777 " 681,298 682,539
" 22,800 " 22,800 " 22,800 ” 22,800 ~ 22,800
" 81,830 60,070 " 57,210 57,210 59,260 -
" 18,763 ~ 9,438 " 4,682 " 101,228 " 99,901 Tl me Fl’ame
$801,802 $770,718 $764,469 $862,536 $864,500
$0 50 50 $0 2 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Barclay
Apartments Development Corporation were presented to the
HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017.
Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
7,200 1,800 1,800 2,170 350
i . : : Budget Impact
3,500 3,500 4,120 1,767 -
- - - - 754 . .
2400 2400 1,500 . ) The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
izggg 11,460 11,460 8,149 5324 establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
1:082 1,082 1,082 - - year.
2,300 2,300 4,600 2,281 645
7,560 2,900 2,530 2,167 567 H H
o e o 2 ° Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
800 800 800 - 3,286
200 200 00 222: ) Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
4,000 4,000 - - 375 Barclay Apartments Development Corporation by the Board of
$78,602 $33,542 $36,572 $20,857 $11,731 D | reCtO rs
> P~ Housing
e = Opportunltles .
Commission

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001 gc RE: Barclay Apartments Development
Corporation Annual Meeting and
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Barclay Apartments Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Barclay Apartments annual budget preparation was considered in
the presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget
process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of HOC on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Barclay Apartments Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Barclay Apartments Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Barclay Apartments Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Barclay Apartments Development Corporation
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Glenmont Crossing
Development Corporation
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GLENMONT CROSSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm
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ommission Page 20 !#2&7, 2017

Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

* Locatedin Wheaton.
e Constructed in 1965.
* Amenities include Washer/Dryer

in Unit, Free Onsite Parking, and
Outdoor Community Space.
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Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

¢ October 3, 2012 - Commission authorized the formation
of two single purpose entities, Glenmont Crossing
Development Corporation and Glenmont Westerly
Development Corporation, to acquire a 199-unit property
in the Glenmont area of Silver Spring consisting of two
parcels, one with 97 townhome units (Glenmont Crossing)
and the second parcel containing 102 garden units
(Glenmont Westerly).

* November 20, 2012 - Glenmont Crossing Development
Corporation was formed to acquire the 97 townhome unit
portion of the project, referred to as “Woodberry” and the
second parcel containing 102 garden units referred to as 2309 Shorefield Road, Wheaton, MD 20902
“Westerly” was acquired by Glenmont Westerly Manager: Avison Young
Development Corporation.

e December 5, 2012 - The Board of Directors for the
2BR 9 12 21

Development Corporation adopted the By-laws which
provide for the operations and functions of the Corporation,

and elected the seven Commissioners as the officers. 3BR 38 38 76
* December 31, 2012 - Corporation executed the Asset Total Units 47 50 97

Management Agreement which requires the Corporation to
submit to the Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each

fiscal year. The regulatory agreement restricts 18 units at or below 50%

AMI and 32 units at or below 80% AMI.
e March 6, 2013 - Board of Directors approved a resolution an units at orbelow stz

that allowed for the incorporation of the Glenmont Crossing
annual budget preparation and presentation into the HO & Housing
budget process. = Opportunities

Commission 3
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Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

* Glenmont Crossing maintains consistent e The largest volume of work tickets was related to
occupancy of 95% or greater. Property staff kitchen and bath repairs (22%), plumbing (18%), and
aggressively treats periodic infestation issues. HVAC (10%).

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Total Work Orders Average Days to
Rate CY 2016 Occupancy CY 2016 Close
8% 96% 94% 651 3

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

The Capital Budget includes appliance and flooring Immediate capital needs were addressed following
replacements at turnover, or as needed, as well as acquisition.
replacing one water heater and two
condensing units. e Funds set aside for additional capital needs will be
used for reconstruction of HVAC closets and kitchen
e Waterproofing the foundations at four townhomes upgrades.

will be completedin FY 2018.

e
ortunities
June 7, 2017 D C(I))I‘[r)‘lmISSIOI‘! 4
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Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

R G S e sues for Consideration

Total Revenue $2,008,357  $2,069,324  $2,022,889  $1,974,83 $194,978 * Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
. ) County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Xpenses:
Operating - Admin 192,644 198,065 192,552 158,017 172,228 . . .
Operating - Fees 72601 72611 71229 69,933 70403 * Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Tenant & Protective Services 7,466 7,466 7,320 4,175 4,294 be increased to the cu rrent ”market rate” .
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 255,611 256,831 246,795 234,629 233,620
Maintenance 369,912 349,816 340,915 328,429 282,912 . s
, , ) , 5 .
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $898,234 $884,789 $858,811 $795,183 $763,457 Prop(.erty cash ﬂOW IS budgeted at $154'56l' a“ Of WhICh IS
restricted.
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,146,123  $1,184,535  $1,164,078  $1,179,653  $1,201,521
e DSCRis 1.38.
Debt Service 828,912 828,912 828,912 828,914 828,913
Replacement Reserves 58,200 58,200 58,200 58,200 58,200
Asset Management Fees 104,450 76,670 73,020 73,020 75,640
Development Corporation Fees - 56,503 39,696 20,482 - -
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 154,561 164,250 164,250 199,038 238,768 T| me F rame
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,146,123  $1,184,535  $1,164,078  $1,179,654  $1,201,521
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0” $0 so  The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for

Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation were presented
to the HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2,
2017. Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:

Computer Equipment 1,836 1,836 1,800 - - d g p
Kitchen and Bath Supplies - - - 13,643 16,669 B u et I m aCt

Grounds/Landscaping Sup--Cap. - - - 2,900 >80 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets

Doors 1,836 1,836 1,800 800 1,600 . . ) - . .

Miscellaneous Supplies 11,832 11,832 11,600 - - establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal

Appliance Equipment 30,014 30,014 29,425 9,574 23,762 ear

Miscellaneous Equipment - - - - 517 y *

Plumbing Contracts 6,834 6,834 6,700 - -

HVAC Contracts 5,202 5,202 5,100 - - = =

Flooring/Carpet Contracts 55,304 55,304 54,220 41,640 55,918 Staff Recommendatlon and Board ACtIon Needed

Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - - 400 - . . .

Miscellaneous Contracts 28,560 28,560 28,000 30,060 } Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Total Capital Budget slaLa1s  $141418  $138,695 $99,017 8104066 Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation by the Board of

Directors.
e'/ﬁ lél)gggpt%nities
June 7,2017 ® Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-0015c RE: Glenmont Crossing Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing
Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Glenmont Crossing Development
Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

S Secretary to the Board of Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation
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Glenmont Westerly
Development Corporation
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GLENMONT WESTERLY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation

GE] = v ﬁ Marriottsville
0 ® ® = : @ @
Buckeystown @ // \\ R
Urbana - \\ Woo
e \ Cooksville =)
Adamstown @ T5E / By () it
(Zj),//J Friendship o
Lilypons @7
) ®
HyattSiown Al Sl D)
| 108 198 & Woodmark
‘%-‘?m?‘ s hv—n.\
= e 124, s
@ - Tuscarora o @ x\_\ Glenelg
: -
= /// Comus L\
Clarksburg . . Dayton
@ @ e RN )
Gg Y ; Wildoat Forest o @)
/ Dickerson  Barnesville Sunshine L
Lucketts r \/ = Laytonsville = b, : 11
izt (.:’ SRTIE 121 - J 'l Clarksville C
= L2710 P
D) 2z
Boyds : i
Beallsville 5 Brookeville L
Germantown,  Monigomery =
illage Se—
@) @ @ @ il w®
: (118) A = :
Poolesville D) Gaithersburg 78 Loy T'DHOr‘;;d ¢
@) UL i
(as5) €D ~Watershed 7
197 KENTLANDS h370) @ ”}%ﬂ |
g T : %
270 Cloverly Burtonsville |
T Darnestown Leisure World
'\t\ Morth Potomac
S @)
Lansdowneis. Rockville
BELMONT \_Mq'-':“-—-“ S @ Colesvyille Fairland /
COUNTRY CLUB — = @ 200
= == —[owes Island s (586 /
i) (01) . Travilah (355) €D Calverton
Narth *
pstiburn @ Bethesda
p27o o
Broadlands Potomac Lol i
Sterling ! 291 787 @ Aéeh}hi e
183} Great Falls \ @ Chey Chissee Vi
= ! i §i1 ver Spring . College Park
(Goi} @ @) d v Bethesda R ] %
193w - P 42 T
Herndon G/ \/
576, A
Dulles Reston ' Hyattsville
Arcola ) ) (@sg
267 . 7638
) &2) Wolf Trap (=)
] ()

Housin

25 -

= Oppor_t%r_lltles
Commission

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY

June 7, 2017

Property Snapshot:

e Located in Wheaton.
e Constructed in 1965.
* Washer/Dryer in Unit, Free Onsite

Parking, Outdoor Community
Space.
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Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

¢ October 3, 2012 - Commission authorized the formation
of two single purpose entities, Glenmont Crossing
Development Corporation and Glenmont Westerly
Development Corporation, to acquire a 199-unit property
in the Glenmont area of Silver Spring consisting of two
parcels, one with 97 townhome units (Glenmont Crossing)
and the second parcel containing 102 garden units
(Glenmont Westerly).

* November 20, 2012 - Glenmont Crossing Development
Corporation was formed to acquire the 97 townhome unit
portion of the project, referred to as “Woodberry” and the
second parcel containing 102 garden units referred to as 2309 Shorefield Road, Wheaton, MD 20902
“Westerly” was acquired by Glenmont Westerly Manager: Avison Young
Development Corporation.

e December 5, 2012 - The Board of Directors for the
1BR 6 13 19

Development Corporation adopted the By-laws which
provide for the operations and functions of the Corporation

and elected the seven Commissioners as the officers. 2BR 45 38 83
* December 31, 2012 - Corporation executed the Asset Total Units 51 51 102

Management Agreement which requires the Corporation to
submit to the Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each

fiscal year. The regulatory agreement restricts 18 units at or below 50%

AMI and 33 units at or below 90% AMI.
e March 6, 2013 - Board of Directors approved a resolution an units at orbelow =17

that allowed for the incorporation of the Glenmont Westerly
annual budget preparation and presentation into the HO & Housing
budget process. = Opportunities

Commission 3
June 7, 2017 OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 29 of 411




Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

Glenmont Westerly maintains consistent occupancy of e The largest volume of work tickets was related to
95% or greater. Property staff aggressively treats kitchen and bath repairs (22%), plumbing (18%), and
periodic infestation issues and is exploring options HVAC (10%).

to upgrade common areas.

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current

Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Close

Rate CY 2016 Occupancy
8% 96% 97% 651 3

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

The Capital Budget includes appliance and flooring Immediate capital needs were addressed following
replacements at turnover, or as needed, as well as acquisition.
replacing one water heater and two condensing units.

e Funds set aside for additional capital needs will be

e Exterior foundation waterproofing and interior sealant used for exterior door replacements in four buildings
in four buildings will be completed in FY 2018. and kitchen upgrades.
<& i
ortunities
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Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

SR S e W sues for Consideration

Total Revenue $1,736,149  $1,758,954  $1,719,502  $1,689,971  $1,673,856 « Rent increases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
.8%;
Expenses: County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Admin 203,866 203,866 198,157 157,950 167,404
Operating - Fees 65,272 65,292 64,059 60,837 60,245 . . 0, .
B Protastive Services 5670 5670 5500 7101 7310 ¢ Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 209,107 202,490 195,859 164,175 198,784 be increased to the current “market rate”.
Maintenance 349,663 341,274 332,660 308,911 281,961
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $836,578 $821,592 $799,235 $698,974 $715,704 ° Property cash ﬂOW is budgeted at $189 728 Of WhICh
’
Net Operating Income (NOI) $899,571 $937,362 $920,267 $990,997 $958,152 $128,289 is restricted.
Debt Service 538,813 538,813 538,812 538,812 538,812 e DSCRis 1.67.
Replacement Reserves 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200
Asset Management Fees 109,830 80,620 76,780 76,780 79,540
Development Corporation Fees 61,439 128,440 115,186 134,524 138,902
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 128,289 128,289 128,289 179,681 139,698 "
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $899,571 $937,362 $920,267 $990,997 $958,152 T | m e F ram e
NET INCOME 50 50 50 50 0 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Glenmont

Westerly Development Corporation were presented to the HOC
Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board
actionis requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:

Computer Equipment 1,530 1,530 1,500 - -

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 23,664 23,664 23,200 17,259 15,969 B Udget I m paCt

Doors 867 867 850 800 1,500 , . .

Miscellaneous Supplies 11,832 11,832 11,600 - - The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets

Appliance Equipment 30014 30014 29,425 20327 13873 astablish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal

Miscellaneous Equipment - - - - 543

Plumbing Contracts 6,834 6,834 6,700 - - yea r.

Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - - - 690

Flooring/Carpet Contracts 66,072 66,072 64,776 39,430 52,606

Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 3,000 3,000 9,200 1,400 -

Miscellaneous Contracts 28,560 28,560 28,000 - - - -

Total Capital Budget $172,373  $172,373 8175251 $79,216 eyl Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation by the Board of
Directors.
e'/ﬁ lél)gggt{}%nities
June 7,2017 ® Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001w RE: Glenmont Westerly Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing
Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation
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Magruder’s Discovery
Development Corporation
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MAGRUDER’S DISCOVERY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

e Locatedin Bethesda.

e Consists of two-story and

terrace level buildings
constructed in 1980.

* Interiors updated in

2007.

¢ Amenitiesinclude a

Community Room,
Recreation Center,
Controlled Building
Access, and onsite laundry.

* Two playgrounds and

ample green space.
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Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

Background

¢ August 2008 - Commission authorized the establishment of
Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation, a wholly
controlled corporate instrumentality, and passed a resolution
approving the Articles of Incorporation.

e June 3, 2009 - the Board adopted the By-laws and elected
Directors. The property was transferred to Magruder’s Discovery
Development Corporation on June 17, 2010 and was refinanced
with a new loan in the amount of $11,780,518 secured by a note
and deed of trust credit with mortgage insurance under the FHA
Risk Sharing Program.

10508 Westlake Dr., Bethesda, MD 20817
* The Corporation executed an Asset Management Manager: HOC
Agreement which requires submission of an annual budget to
the Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each fiscal year
and approved a resolution that allowed for the incorporation of mm
the annual budget preparation and presentation into the HOC
budget process. 1BR 0 36 36

e Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation consists of 134 22 ¢ 2t 2t

units all of which are Project-Based/New Construction.

Total Units 0 134 134

Housin

e = Opporjt%nities
Commission 3
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Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

*  Occupancy continues to remain stable. e The largest volume of work tickets was for plumbing
(17%) followed by interior window and lock repairs
e The current waiting list is being purged and new (16%), and appliance repairs (13%).

applicants will be pulled from Housing Path starting in
FY18.

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Total Work Orders Average Days to
Rate CY 2016 Occupancy CY 2016 Close

4% 96% 96% 1,125 5
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
e Budget for FY 2018 includes flooring and appliance e There are currently no plans underway for
replacements, landscaping redesign, and HVAC upgrades. redevelopment or refinancing for Magruder’s
Discovery.
Housin
45 -
June 7, 2017 €@§ Opportinities 4
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Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

R g e D Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $2,394,143  $2,393,850  $2,346,957 $2,314,304  $2,173,362
. ¢ Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Xpenses:
Operating - Admin 96,426 95,114 90,802 102,445 135,885 County Executive’s volunta ry rent gwdellne is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 116,994 124,019 123,171 120,306 113,819
Tenant & Protective Services 36,501 39,738 37,819 30,048 33,416 . . .
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 143,631 141,993 139,286 128,430 120,333 * Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Maintenance 232,046 222,388 213,745 313,215 192,108 . « ”
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $625,598 $623,252 $604,823 $694,444 $595,561 be Increased to the cu rrent ma rket rate .
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,768,545  $1,770,598  $1,742,134  $1,619,860  $1,577,801 . Property ca sh flow is bud geted at $80 1,591
Debt Service 928,110 928,108 929,054 929,941 943,483 .
Replacement Reserves 38,844 38,843 37,896 36,972 36,072 i DSCR |S 1 . 9 1
Development Corporation Fees 801,591 803,647 775,184 652,947 563,980
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - - - 34,266
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,768,545 $1,770,598  $1,742,134 $1,619,860  $1,577,801

NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Ti me F rame

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Magruder’s
Discovery Development Corporation were presented to the HOC

Capital Budget: Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board
e etes 4000 e 3600 ot e action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Appliance Supplies - - - 291 -
Plumbing Supplies - - - 1,466

Cleaning/Janitorial Supplies - - - 244 -
Health and Safety Materials - 490 480 - - B u d g et I I I l paCt
Doors - - - 2,460

1,309

HVAC Supplies - - - -

Flooring and Carpeting 3,000 6,120 6,000 7,662 3,411

Paint and Wallcoverings - 6,120 6,000 3,600 220 ’ H H

Mssollansous Summliod : ; ; o ’ The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets

Plumbing Equipment 2,000 : - establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
HVAC Equipment - - - 11 517

Appliance Equipment 6,000 3,672 3,600 6,820 2,874 yea r.

Maintenance Equipment - - - 126

Electrical Contracts

- 4,786
Appliance Contracts 2,000 -

Plumbing Contracts 2000 i I : s Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - 3,672 3,600 - -

Windows/Glass Contracts o Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for

HVAC Contracts 6,120 6,120 6,000

Flooring/Carpet Contracts 1500 A 16580 2047 Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation by the Board of

Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. 880 1,898

Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont 938 D | recto rsS.
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 62,355 -

Total Capital Budget $40,120 $42,106 $41,280 $103,007 $25,906

Housing
“an o
June 7, 2017 e'- Opportunities

Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001yp RE: Magruder’s Discovery Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing
Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation
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The Metropolitan

Development Corporation
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METROPOLITAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Metropolitan Development Corporation

T 253 i — Marriottsville
(s - @ arri
f a7, 32 .
® A ebor—_ P 5 Property Snapshot:
Buckeystown (20) Urbana // \ Woo
_//’ \'l Cooksville @.
Adamstown () 358 / A\ D) Weste=yr
@ _~ \\ T i * Located in Downtown Bethesda.
Lilypons / @ : {-;5}
Hiattstown Anhapolis Ciapicod =
- 0 Rock D) . . .
S, o) S = 2 Wesglimerk * Luxury High-Rise community.
L ~ w T ., Glenelg
fléj Tuscarora o R\\
o Comus 3 o in 1998.
// S ebiburg & Lm\ Daytan Constructed 99
# 109,
@ '/’.'Dickerson Barnesville = efidcagForest Sunshine . @ . f k . t
Lucketts A i, e . e . * Renovations of market units
Py, ellman = h
o Sl - 1 = completed 2012.
YN 8) o
o 4 Bafd Brookeville 'f._,
e Germantown,  Mentgomery 2 * Amenities include a Club Room,
illage - — . )
7 = ] & Fitness Center, Business Center,
ney s . .
Poolesville Gakharsbiifgs G13 b= e Garage Parking, Onsite Storage, 24-
=, Ve LCKE 2 .
@) ® Watershed s hour Concierge and Rooftop
= S as o @ & 9 Swimming Pool.
E_?_El Cloverly Burtonsville |
:‘\ Darnestown ol Leisure World T
\‘-\ O omac @ /
Lansdou;"ﬁ}‘_\ (12) Rockville : _ /’
W {“‘:: Seneca @ Colesyille  Fairfand
T T s
COUNTRY CLUE e y :
- i =[owes Island == : (55 Calverton
E’) (D) : Travilah Nk 7
Ashbum @ \ Bethesda /
N 270 jao )
Broadlands 5 Potomac Eﬁ
Sterling @ o =0 > = 2 z) ,Aﬁemhi Gree
1%3)  GreatFalls 2 I
s LoThat Climko Silver Spring ¢ College Park
(o) @ &) Bethesda - N i
Herndon - \/ &
ETE, /
Dulles Reston T Hyattsville i
Arcela ) @ =
)
(;_3 @ Wolf Trap " @
i e ==

CHousin
2017 e £ Opporft%r_lities ,
e Commision ge 4201 11



Metropolitan Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

* May 28, 1997 - Commission authorized the creation of a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality known as The Metropolitan
Development Corporation, adopted By-laws which provide for the
operations and functions of the Corporation, and approved the
appointment of the Commissioners as the Corporation’s Board of
Directors.

* August 27, 1997 - Board approved the purchase of The Metropolitan
Apartment Development (216 units) from HOC and authorized the
execution of the appropriate documents necessary to purchase the
property and secure the loans from HOC.

7620 Old Georgetown Road, Bethesda, 20814
Manager: Bozzuto (utilizes Yieldstar)

* August 27, 1997 — Board authorized the execution of the Asset
Management Agreement which requires submission of an annual

budget to the Owner 90 days prior to each fiscal year and approved a mm Affordable

resolution that allowed for incorporation of the annual budget

i o Efficiency
preparation and presentation into the HOC budget process.
1BR 113 43 156
* The Metropolitan consists of 308 units distributed as follows: 2BR 78 24 102
e 92 tax credit units owned by the Metropolitan of Bethesda 3BR 12 2 e
LP with HOC as the General Partner. Total Units 216 92 308

* 216 units owned by the Metropolitan Development The regulatory agreement restricts 43 units at or below 30% AMI, 30

Corporation, including five retail spaces . units at or below 40% AMI, and 19 units at or below 50% AMI.

Housing
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Metropolitan Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

Property occupancy remains stable despite the highly The largest volume of work tickets was related to lighting and
competitive nature of the Downtown Bethesda submarket. electrical (19.6%), appliances (7%) followed by general
maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, flooring, etc.
* Leasing strategies include a robust online media plan, strong (16%).

social media and reputation management strategies, and
extensive outreach to local businesses and employers.

Total Work Orders Average Days to
Avg. Occupancy Current Occupancy
Turnover CY 2016 CY 2016 Close

50% 95% 96% 2,829
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
e The FY 18 capital budget includes funding renovations of Renovation of the market rate units was completed in
the patio and outdoor seating area, replacing HVAC units June 2012.

at turnover and sewer pump replacement.
e Appliance replacements for the tax credit units are
done at turnover; however, the affordable units require
a similar level of rehabilitation.
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Metropolitan Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

R Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $6,876,399  $7,155,954  $7,078,969  $7,039,850  $6,871,638 .
¢ Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Expenses: . ’ . . . 0,
Overative < Adimin 638579 638579 626,058 630205 634112 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 204,378 207,265 203,262 215,442 176,777 . . .
Tenant & Protective Services 105,444 105,444 103,406 102,686 126,860 ¢ Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 561,296 566,267 551,994 518,099 514,269 . “ ”
Maintenance 485,876 485,876 476,348 472,158 504,298 be increased to the current “market rate”.
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1,995,573 $2,003,431 $1,961,068 $1,938,590 $1,956,316 . .
* Property cash flow is budgeted at $2,412,676 of which
Net Operating | NOI 4,880,826 5,152,523 5,117,901 5,101,260  $4,915,322 . .
et Operating Income (NOI) $ $ $ $ $ $1,471,868 is restricted.
Debt Service 2,308,930 2,308,932 2,312,101 2315073 2,317,863 .
Replacement Reserves 97,200 97,200 97,200 97,200 97,200 ® DSCR IS 211
Asset Management Fees 62,020 68,215 66,680 68,320 67,950
Development Corporation Fees 940,808 1,060,903 1,047,022 946,257 408,577
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 1,471,868 1,617,273 1,594,898 1,674,410 2,023,732 "
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $4,880,826  $5,152,523  $5,117,901  $5,101,260  $4,915,322 T| me Frame
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Metropolitan Development Corporation were presented to
the HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2,
2017. Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:

Electrical Supplies - - - - 568

Doors 10,461 10,461 10,256 949 14,071

HVAC Equipment 24,480 24,480 24,000 23,013 43,074 BUdQEt I mpaCt

Appliance Equipment 8,568 8,568 8,400 4,909 4,543 ’ . .

Miscellancous Equipment ’ ” 2100 ’ 5,037 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets

Electrical Contracts - 8,503 establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal

Plumbing Contracts 25,900 25,900 8,400 10,613 26,605

Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - 2,484 - year.

Roofing/Gutter Contracts - - 48,807 - -

HVAC Contracts 14,000 14,000 41,300 - 22,144 y .

Flooring/Carpet Contracts 33,000 33,000 43,995 31,926 22,527 Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 3,724 3,724 3,651 - -

;“e‘zﬁfi't':gs‘s’t‘::""““‘s 66,067 66,067 11;;:‘; 4;32 86,868 Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Total Capital Budget $186,200 $186,200  $326,298 $126,238  $257,940 Metropolitan Development Corporation by the Board of Directors.
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001 RE: The Metropolitan Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the “Commission”);
and

WHEREAS, The Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial and
operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, by resolution at the December 10, 1997 Board of Directors meeting, the
Corporation agreed to the incorporation of The Metropolitan annual budget preparation,
presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC) budget
process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance
and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for The
Metropolitan Development Corporation and wishes to approve them; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has budgeted to grant/transfer of $531,060 for FY’18 of the
available cash flow to the Housing Opportunities Commission, as allowed for in the By-laws, so that
HOC may fund The Metropolitan of Bethesda Limited Partnership’s anticipated operating deficit.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Development Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors of
The Metropolitan Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

S Secretary to the Board of The Metropolitan Development Corporation
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Montgomery Arms
Development Corporation
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MONTGOMERY ARMS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Montgomery Arms Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

e Located in Downtown Silver

Spring.

e Historic apartment community

constructed in 1941, restored in
1992, and renovated in 2005.

¢ Community Room, Fitness

Room, and Limited Free Parking.
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Montgomery Arms Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

July 17, 2002 - Commission authorized the creation of
Montgomery Arms Development Corporation and passed a
resolution approving the Articles of Incorporation for the
Montgomery Arms Development Corporation and By-laws.

May 21, 2003 - Commission priced and sold its Multi-family
Housing Development Bonds to finance a mortgage of
$10,400,000 for the Montgomery Arms Apartments
Development.

June 11, 2003 — Commission adopted a resolution authorizing
the transfer of the property and the assignment of all assets and
liabilities associated with the property to the Montgomery Arms
Development Corporation. The resolution further authorized the
Executive Director of the Commission to issue a loan
commitment to the Montgomery Arms Development
Corporation to finance a loan for the property and allowed for
the incorporation of Montgomery Arms annual budget
preparation and presentation into the HOC budget process.

11175 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, MD 20902
Manager: Edgewood

3 7

Studio 4
1BR 41 58 99
2BR 10 13 23
Total Units 55 74 129

The regulatory agreement restricts 22 units at or below 30% AMI and
52 units at or below 60% AMI. Restricted units include 12 Project-
Based Section 8 units and 10 McKinney units.

Housing
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Montgomery Arms Development Corporation— FY 2018 Update

* The property maintained 95% occupancy in 2016 in a The largest volume of work tickets was for turnover and
competitive market in downtown Silver Spring. The REAC/HQS Inspections (34.7%); followed by plumbing (22.5%);
property received a 2016 REAC score of 95B. general maintenance — hardware; drywall damage, flooring,

Avg. Occupancy

etc. (10%); and, appliances (9.3%).

Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Close
831 2

28% 97% 97%

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/ Refinancing

Most of the proposed capital funding is to support routine e There are currently no plans underway for

turnover activity to include replacement of kitchen redevelopment or refinancing for Montgomery Arms.
countertops, HVAC units, and appliances. Additionally, a

new retention wall will be built in front of the management

office to reduce water infiltration.

e
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Montgomery Arms Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Total Revenue $1,954,351 $1,942,123 $1,900,197 $1,856,945 $1,858,860 . Rent increases u pOn Iease reneWaI budgeted at 1 8‘y . the
.0/0,
Expenses: County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Admin 244,409 236,216 229,920 245,772 230,441
Operating - Fees 77,867 79,284 77,599 77,170 76,350 . . . o, .
e ororestive Services Y550 2876 2820 Y532 4136 Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 128,633 130,697 128,218 136,490 119,449 be increased to the current “market rate”.
Maintenance 240,774 238,431 240,400 320,427 229,496
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $694,563 $687,504 $678,957 $783,391 $659,922 ° Property cash ﬂow |S budgeted at $386' 135
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,259,788 $1,254,619 $1,221,240 $1,073,554 $1,198,938 . DSCR iS 1 83
Debt Service 688,553 688,059 689,522 695,763 702,287
Replacement Reserves 46,200 46,200 46,200 46,200 46,200
Asset Management Fees 138,900 101,960 97,110 97,110 100,590
Development Corporation Fees 386,135 418,400 388,408 234,481 349,861

Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,259,788 $1,254,619 $1,221,240 $1,073,554 $1,198,938 T i m e F r am e

NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Montgomery Arms Development Corporation were presented to
the HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017.

Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Capital Budget:

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 1,650 1,650 1,500 5,685 4,450

Electrical Supplies - - - - 4,049

Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap. 5,000 9,180 9,000 5,384 - B u d g et I m p aCt

Doors 1,000 1,326 1,300 - - , . K

Flooring and Carpeting 19,695 20,465 20,064 24,266 21,455 The FY’18 Amended Operatlng and Ca plta| Budgets
Plumbing Equipment - : - 2,350 . establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
HVAC Equipment 5,000 5,100 5,000 1,971 6,928

Appliance Equipment 5,097 5,097 4,556 3,042 4,620 year.

Miscellaneous Equipment 1,200 1,200 2,400 23,864 1,201

Roofing/Gutter Contracts - - - 2,250 -

Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - - 8,000 4176 - Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 7,000 - 12,145 7,730

Miscellaneous Contracts - - 8,000 31,275 14137 Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Total Capital Budget $45,642 $44,018 $59,820 $117,008 $64,570

Montgomery Arms Development Corporation by the Board of
Directors.
Elél)ousintg o
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001a RE: Montgomery Arms Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the Montgomery Arms Development Corporation (“The Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7, 2017,
and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial and
operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Montgomery Arms annual budget preparation was considered in the
presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget process;
and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance
and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Montgomery Arms Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Montgomery Arms Development Corporation that:
1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors of
Montgomery Arms Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Montgomery Arms Development Corporation
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The Oaks at Four Corners
Development Corporation
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OAKS AT FOUR CORNERS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

e Locatedin West Silver

Spring.

* Low-rise apartment

community constructed in 1985
for residents 62 years of age or
older.

e Community Room,

Business Center, Free
Parking, Outdoor
Recreational Space , Pet
Friendly.
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Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

Background

e August 21, 1996 - Commission authorized the creation of The
Oaks at Four Corners Corporation and passed a resolution
approving the Articles of Incorporation for the Development and
By-laws.

e September 3, 1996 - The Housing Opportunities Commission
(HOC) executed a Contract of Sale Agreement with the
Corporation whereby the Corporation purchased the
improvements known as The Oaks at Four Corners together
with a ground lease.

e December 11, 1996- The Board of Directors for The Oaks at
Four Corners Development Corporation adopted the By-laws
which provide for the operations and functions of the

Corporation and elected the seven Commissioners as the 321 University Boulevard, Silver Spring, MD 20910
officers. Manager: Edgewood

* March 26, 1997 - Corporation executed the Asset Management mm Affordable
1BR 56 35 91

Agreement which requires the Corporation to submit to the
Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each fiscal year.

e April 23, 1997 - Board of Directors approved a resolution that 2BR 16 13 29
i i fTh ks at F
allowed for the mcorporatlon of The Oa s at ; our Corners . s P or
annual budget preparation and presentation into the HOC

budget process.
The regulatory agreement restricts 48 units at or below 60% AMI.

e The Oaks is an apartment building for seniors, age 62 or older.
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Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

* The property maintained a 99% occupancy rate in 2016 The largest volume of work tickets was for preventive
with a strong competitive market in downtown Silver maintenance (55%) followed by plumbing (3.15%), general
Spring. The property received a 2016 REAC score of 99A. maintenance — hardware, doors/locks, flooring, etc. (4.77%),

and appliances (1.89%).

Avg. Occupancy Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Current Occupancy CY 2016 Close

19% 99% 100% 2541

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

The property replaced all of the common area electrical e There are currently no plans underway for
fixtures from cool fluorescent light to LED. The property is redevelopment or refinancing for Oaks at Four
also upgrading to a fob system for the entry doors. Corners.

e The capital budget includes funding for landscaping; gutter,
sidewalk and siding replacements; carpeting and flooring;
and installation of a security camera at the loading
dock entrance.

E gousm
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Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

R R gl e I Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $1,395,981  $1,372,801  $1,339,324  $1,312,505  $1,282,369 .
¢ Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Expenses: . ’ . . . o,
Operating - Admin 122534 221,807 216783 200575 208822 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 73,891 74,892 73,243 72,329 59,888 X . o i
Tenant & Protective Services 65,792 61,645 59,933 83,748 68,448 ¢ Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 126,097 117,418 114,793 110,343 116,528 be increased tO the current ”market rate".
Ground Rent - - - 100 -
Maintenance 286,390 299,629 292,369 235,384 278,179 . L.
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $774,704 $775,391 $757,121 $702,479 s;mees ° Property cash flow is budgeted at $36,437, all of which is
restricted.
Net Operating Income (NOI) $621,277 $597,410 $582,203 $610,026 $550,404
Debt Service 283,630 283,629 284,399 285,119 274,743 * DSCRis 2.19.
Replacement Reserves 172,000 172,000 172,000 171,996 157,665
Asset Management Fees 129,210 94,850 90,330 90,330 93,570
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 36,437 46,931 35,474 62,581 24,426
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $621,277 $597,410 $582,203 $610,026 $550,404 T | me F rame
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Oaks at
Four Corners Development Corporation were presented to the
HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017.
Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 2,400 3,856 3,780 2,620 1,985

Electrical Supplies - - 5,770 - 13,425 B u d g et I m p act
Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap. 10,000 10,000 10,000 2,500 3,000

Windows and Glass 23 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets

Doors 6,000 6,000 6,000 7,454 2,050

Flooring and Carpeting 26,280 26,280 26,280 14,102 25,724 establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal

Plumbing Equipment 5,480 2,220 1,850 16,684 279

HVAC Equipment 4,100 4,182 4,100 866 1353 Year.

Appliance Equipment 4,975 4,975 4,475 2,797 8,416

Miscellaneous Equipment 1,644 1,680 8,194 6,916 6,618 A 2

Windows/Glass Contracts 3,060 4,905 4,808 1,196 sl Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

Roofing/Gutter Contracts 25,000 25,000 25,000 19,873 80,050 i ) . .

Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 7,200 7,200 4,800 - s2540  Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for

Miscellaneous Contracts 66,600 66,600 55,000 - 66,376 .

security System 10000 ’ ) ] - Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation by the Board of
Total Capital Budget $172,739 $162,898 $160,057 $75,008 $294675  Directors.
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001, RE: The Oaks at Four Corners
Development Corporation Annual
Meeting, Election of Officers and
Adoption of FY’18 Operating and
Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation (“The Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7, 2017;
and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial and
operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, by resolution at the April 23, 1997 Board of Directors meeting, the Corporation
agreed to the incorporation of The Oaks at Four Corners annual budget preparation, presentation
and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance
and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for The
Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by The Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors of
The Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of The Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation
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Paddington Square Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

* February 4, 2004 - The Articles of Incorporation for the Paddington Square
Development Corporation approved with the purpose of acquiring, owning,
operating and maintaining the Paddington Square Apartments. The Board of
Directors adopted the By-laws, and final settlement for the acquisition of
Paddington Square Apartments occurred on March 5, 2004.

December 6, 2011 - A comprehensive renovation of Paddington Square Apartments
was completed to include window replacement, masonry repairs and building
facade detail, replacement of individual unit HVAC systems, redesign of the leasing
office and community center with handicap accessibility, and renovation of unit
interiors and common areas. Repaving of the parking areas and landscape upgrades
were completed prior to the close of FY’12.

December 18, 2014 - With Commission approval, Paddington Square
Development Corporation closed on a permanent mortgage in the amount of
$20,741,700, issued by Love Funding Corporation and insured by FHA’s Section

223(f) program. The mortgage has a loan term of 35 years, amortizing for 35 years, 8800 Lanier Drive, Silver Spring MD 20910
with a fixed interest rate of 3.60%. Proceeds from the $20.7 million loan funded the _' . et
repayment of $20 million in debt to HOC’s PNC Bank Line of Credit, HOC's OHRF, Manager: Residential One

HOC’s County Revolving Fund, and DHCA’s Housing Initiative Fund.

Residential One (formerly Equity Management) has managed the property since its
selection in 2013. HOC staff has responsibility for the maintenance of the property.
2BR 89 65 154
e 67 units affordable units at or below 50%/60% of median under the 3BR 9 2 11
County HIF program

* Paddington Square consists of 165 units which are distributed as follows:

) Total Units 98 67 165
. 98 Market units

The regulatory agreement restricts 14 units at or below 50% AMI and
53 units at or below 60% AMI.

Housing
e & -
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Paddington Square Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

e With its close proximity to downtown Silver Spring and e The largest volume of work tickets was for plumbing
the benefit of residents with long-term tenancy, current (23%) followed by appliances (14%), electrical (12%),
occupancy is at 99%. carpentry (10%), and HVAC (9%).

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Total Work Orders Average Days to
Rate CY 2016 Occupancy CY 2016 Close
16% 97% 99% 1,514 6
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
Due to associated costs in 2016, management staff is * The County Council approved the Greater Lyttonsville
putting a plan in place to proactively address aging Master Plan on February 7, 2017 including a CR 1.25
pipes throughout the property. zoning for Paddington Square.

* The capital budget includes funding for asphalt/concrete
replacements throughout the property flooring and
appliance replacements, as needed, at turnover.

e
ortunities
June 7, 2017 D C(I))I‘[r)‘lmISSIOI‘! 4
OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 65 Of 411



Paddington Square Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

R R e 2 ssues for Consideration

Total Revenue $2,936,200  $2,892,486  $2,883,281  $2,876,439  $2,758,220
¢ Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Expenses: . , . . .
Operating - Admin 267,412 275,394 268,081 281,998 315,839 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 101,440 101,326 99,382 98,518 100,165
Tenant & Protective Services 29628 30016 28,654 32104 30872 * Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 222,619 208,240 202,495 247,028 233,898
Maintenance 555,686 425,835 409,212 452,651 398,209 be increased to the current “market rate”.
btotal - Operating Exp $1,176,785  $1,040,811  $1,007,824  $1,112,299  $1,078,983
[ ]
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,759,505  $1,851,675  $1,875457  $1,764,140  $1,679,237 Property cash flow is budgeted at 5429'173'
Debt Service 1,167,606 1,167,606 1,167,606 1,167,605 919,095 e DSCRis 1.51.
Replacement Reserves 57,756 57,756 57,756 57,750 58,113
Asset Management Fees 104,970 108,640 104,970 104,970 104,970
Development Corporation Fees 429,173 517,673 545,125 240,085 273,823
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - - 193,730 323,236 "
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,759,505  $1,851,675  $1,875457  $1,764,140  $1,679,237 T| me F rame
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Paddington Square Development Corporation were presented to
the HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017.

R Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
apital Budget:

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 11,748 1,836 1,800 4,971 1,807
Electrical Supplies 4,590 4,590 4,500 200 15,503
Appliance Supplies - - - - 3,407
Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap. - - - 3,135 - B u dget I m pa ct
Windows and Glass - - - 409 788
Doors 4,284 4,284 4,200 1,595 - ’ . . .
Floaring and Carpeting - . - 16050 10784 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets establish
Miscellaneous Supplies 10220 10220 10020 - - an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.
Appliance Equipment 3,390 3,390 3,324 2,407 3,686
Miscellaneous Equipment - - - 343 -
Appliance Contracts - - - 347 1,677
Plumbing Contracts - - - - 10,420
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. 4,080 4,080 4,000 : Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Windows/Glass Contracts - - - - 175
HVAC Contracts - - - 67 - . 7 . .
Flooring/Carpet Contracts soo  wmam wsw  mas  ws»  Adoption of the FY'18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Fencing Contracts 4,080 4,080 4000 : : Paddington Square Development Corporation by the Board of
Swimming Pool Contracts 6,120 6,120 6,000 4,550 5,123 .
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 17,136 17,136 16,800 997 - D | reCtO rs.
Miscellaneous Contracts - - - - 4,301

Total Capital Budget $110,648 $94,010 $92,168 $48,926 $77,193

eE lél)gugpt%nities
s
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001;s RE: Paddington Square Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Paddington Square Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected Officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Paddington Square Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing
Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Paddington Square Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Paddington Square Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Paddington Square Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Paddington Square Development Corporation
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Pooks Hill Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

* Located in Bethesda.

* 190 unit high-rise building.

 Constructed in 1946 as the first
high rise building in
Montgomery County.

* Renovations completed in 2011.

* Controlled Access Building, Free
Onsite Parking , Spacious Floor

Plans, Ten-Foot Ceilings, Shared
Pool with Pooks Hill Court.
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Pooks Hill Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

Background

* 1992 - HOC purchased Pooks Hill Apartments in 1992 through the issuance of
tax-exempt fixed rate bonds. When the Commission constructed the Pooks
Hill midrise development, it created a land condominium dividing the parcel
of land on Pooks Hill Road into two condominium units. This allowed for
separate ownership and financing of the high rise building on one parcel and
the midrise on another. When the Commission determined to renovate the
Pooks Hill high rise, it authorized the creation of Pooks Hill Development
Corporation to provide a separate single purpose entity to own that land
condominium unit.

\ %

AN RRW

1

AT ST O O U T
E LT F e e e R e

i

June 2006 thru May 2010 - The property received multi-phased renovations
substantially renovating unit interiors, common areas and upgrading and

. ) . - 3 Pooks Hill Road, Bethesda, MD 20814
replacing major building systems. However, current finishes are not

competitive with other class B properties in the submarket. Manager: Vantage

¢ October — December 2012 - the Articles of Incorporation for the Pooks Hill mm
Development Corporation were approved by the Maryland Department of
Assessments and Taxation. At its meeting on December 5, 2012, the Board of Studio 53 2 55
Directors and officers were elected and the By-laws were adopted. Financing
completed with FHA Risk Sharing insurance provided a loan of $18,200,000 1BR 45 53 o8
to assist with renovation costs, pay off outstanding debt and permanently
finance the property over 30 years. 2BR 19 14 37

* 2013 - Exterior repairs and site work continued involving landscaping to Total Units 121 69 190
address water flow across the property and replacement of the front steps to

the building to remediate water infiltration.

The regulatory agreement restricts 5 units at or below 30% AMI, 57
units at or below 50% AMI, 7 units at or below 60% AMI, and 57 units
of workforce housing between 80% and 120% of AMI.

Housing
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Pooks Hill Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

Staff are working to maintain occupancy in a highly e The largest volume of work tickets was for plumbing
competitive submarket. Roof space has been leased to T- (37%) followed by Appliance repairs (14%) and door
Mobile to install a new cellular antenna; installation is repairs (11%).

currently underway.

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Total Work Orders Average Days

CY 2016 to Close

Rate CY 2016 Occupancy
46% 90% 94% 655 1

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

Capital projects from 2015 - 2016 included roof e There are currently no plans underway for
replacement, resurfacing the parking lot and replacing redevelopment or refinancing for Pooks Hill High-
elevators in the community. Rise.

e Capital replacements are done at unit turnover or as
needed.

e
ortunities
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Pooks Hill Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $2,919,799  $2,939,291  $2,873,382  $2,654,516  $2,803,29
Expenses: * Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Operating - Admin 319,250 329,868 323,400 301,805 272,402 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 120,459 120,785 118,191 117,605 115,955
Tenant & Protective Services 14,442 14,443 14,160 10,204 11,227 . . .
Taxes, Insurance & Utilties 204400 200779 197075 186094 186505 * Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Maintenance 361,987 359,806 352,752 352,826 302,882 : “« ”
anc oson  Tiomen  Siomss e Ssmoc be increased to the current “market rate”.
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,899,171  $1,913,610  $1,867,804  $1,685,982  $1,914,235 ® Property cash flow is budgeted at $452 ,634.
Debt Service 1,028,814 1,028,814 1,030,894 1,032,906 1,034,854 :
Replacement Reserves 161,533 161,533 156,828 152,262 147,828 * DSCR Is 185
Asset Management Fees 203,510 149,390 142,270 142,270 147,370
Loan Management Fees 52,680 52,682 50,172 45,500 45,500
Development Corporation Fees 452,634 521,191 487,640 313,044 435,591
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - - - 103,092 -
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,899,171  $1,913,610  $1,867,804  $1,685982  $1,914,235 T| me F rame
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Pooks Hill
Development Corporation were presented to the HOC Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is
Capital Budget: requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Kitchen and Bath Supplies - - 7,061 1,740
Electrical Supplies 15,000 15,000 - -
Appliance Supplies 6,300 6,304
Plumbing Supplies 7,500 7,500
Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap. 25,000 25,000 - - BUdgEt I m pa Ct
Windows and Glass - - 339 528 ) . .
Doors . - 1,660 m The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
Flooring and Carpeting 45,288 45,288 24,231 24,310 . . . . . .
Plumbing Equipment i i 1358 11650 establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
HVAC Equipment 4,893 2,753 yea r
Appliance Equipment 2,875 1,150 :
Miscellaneous Equipment - - 2,412 5,114
Plumbing Contracts 18,360 18,360 - - 5 5
Grounds/Landscaping Contr.Cap. 10,400 10,404 . . 1861 Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Roofing/Gutter Contracts - - 30,000 378,517 20,314
HVAC Contracts 15,912 15912 : : : * Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 47,736 47,736 - . .
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - - 9,390 for Pooks Hill Development Corporation by the Board of
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - - - 99,753 .
Miscellaneous Contracts 70,920 70,920 83,000 464,256 294,545 Directors.
Total Capital Budget $262,416 $262,424 $113,000 $919,833 $473,219
eE lél)gggpt%nities
ms
June 7, 2017 ® Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001,4 RE: Pooks Hill Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Pooks Hill Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the “Commission”);
and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7, 2017;
and

WHEREAS, the Corporation owns the high rise building known as Pooks Hill high rise located
at 3 Pooks Hill Road, Bethesda, Maryland (the “Property”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial and
operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Pooks Hill Development Corporation annual budget preparation was
considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission

budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance
and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners are all the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for Pooks
Hill Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Pooks Hill Development Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors of
Pooks Hill Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 17, 2017.

S Secretary to the Board of Pooks Hill Development Corporation
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RAD 6 DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018
OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS

Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director
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RAD 6 Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

209 affordable units at or below
60% of the Washington
Metropolitan Statistical Area
Median Income (AMI) and 59
market rate units.

Renovations included both interior
and exterior upgrades to finishes.
Interior renovations include the
replacement of kitchen and
bathroom (appliances, cabinet
fixtures and finishes), flooring and
painting, HVAC systems and
electrical modifications.

The exterior work included the
replacement of windows, roofs,
gutters and downspouts, siding, and
storm water management
improvements. Work was also
completed on the sidewalks, stoops,
fencing and concrete walks.
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e June 4, 2014 - Commission authorized the creation of RAD 6
Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) to own and operate
Ken Gar Apartments, Parkway Woods, Sandy Spring Meadows,
Towne Centre Place, Seneca Ridge, and Washington Square
(collectively, the “RAD 6 Development”) and approved the Articles
of Incorporation.

e August 6, 2014 - The Board of Directors for the Development
Corporation adopted By-laws which provide for the operations and
functions of the Corporation, elected the seven Commissioners as
the officers and incorporated the Corporation's annual budget
preparation and presentation in the HOC budget process.

The Commission also approved the Final Development Plan for the
properties which envisioned the creation of high quality, well
designed, amenity rich, energy efficient affordable housing with
strong supportive services.

* November 6, 2014 - Commission approved the Financing Plan
which combined a Construction Note with a permanent mortgage
insured by the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) under its Risk
Sharing Program. Tax-exempt bonds were issued by HOC in the
amount of $24,000,000. HOC has assumed 50% of the insurance
risk.

e The 268 units in the RAD 6 Development Corporation are
distributed as follows:
e 209 affordable units at or below 60% of the area median
income

Ken Gar Apartments consists of a 14-townhome cluster and five single
family detached homes in the historic Ken-Gar section of Kensington.
The townhomes are three buildings, two story units originally
constructed in 1979. There are seven two-bedroom units, five three-
bedroom units, and seven four-bedroom units.

Parkway Woods is a 24-unit townhome community located on 2.0 acres
in Rockville, MD. It was constructed in 1981 and consists of four
buildings with nine two-bedroom units, nine three-bedroom units and six
four-bedroom units.

Sandy Spring Meadow is located on 14.2 acres in Sandy Spring, MD. It
was originally constructed in 1980 and is a 55-unit community consisting
of 25 townhomes and 30 single family homes. All townhomes have two
bedrooms and the single family homes have three or four bedrooms.

Towne Centre Place is a 49-unit townhome community located in Olney.
The property was built in 1986 and consists of 14 one-bedroom units, 20
two-bedroom units, and 15 three-bedroom units. This communityisona
6.5 acre site.

Seneca Ridge is a 71-unit townhome community located in Germantown.
It has two one-bedroom units, nine two-bedroom units, 40 three-
bedroom units and 20 four-bedroom units. This community was
constructed in 1970 and underwent renovations in 2008. It is located on
8.5 acres and is principally located at Scenery Drive in Germantown, MD.

Washington Square is a 50-unit townhome community consisting of 10
two-bedroom units, 32 three-bedroom units, and eight four-bedroom
units originally constructed in 1968 and renovated in 2002. It is located
on 4.08 acres in Gaithersburg, MD.

¢ 59 market rate units.

Housing
/-; S
oy S oot
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

*  Property Management is engaged in lease-up and building e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
operations of the RAD 6 post-renovation. maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (28%),
followed by appliances (16%) and plumbing (15%).

Avg. C Total Work Orders Average Days to
urrent
Property Turnover Occupancy Occupanc CY 2016 Close
CY 2016 RENEY

2,221 5

RAD 6 Combined 4.1% 81% 93%

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

Capital replacements are being done for items no longer * The property completed renovation work in 2016
under warranty. and no further redevelopment or refinancing is being
considered at this time.
e There are otherwise no immediate plans for major capital
projects at the RAD 6 properties.

e
ortunities
June 7, 2017 D CcI))rgmlssmn 4
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary - Consolidated

g e 3 ssues for Consideration

Total Revenue $3,597,815  $4,070,191  $3,765,358 $2,408,860  $1,285,700
Expenses: * Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Operating - Admin 294,685 203,398 197,792 287,574 96,745 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 344,970 381,382 374,408 296,343 137,132
Tenant & Protective Services 68,866 77,321 73,670 84,862 26,531 . . o,
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 320,567 329,686 321,876 515,241 169,581 ¢ M a rket rents WI” be Increased by 1 8 A) bUt u pon tU rnover
Maintenance 608,491 653,284 629,876 629,981 398,718 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1,637,579 $1,645,071 $1,597,622 $1,814,001 $828,707
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,960,236 $2,425,120 $2,167,736 $594,859 $456,993 ¢ Property C.aSh ﬂOW IS bUdgeted at $320'915 Of Wh ICh
$160,457 is restricted.
Debt Service 1,512,203 1,512,023 1,514,164 252,590 -
Replacement Reserves 127,119 127,119 123,414 122,499 - ° DSCR iS 1 21
Development Corporation Fees 160,458 - - - - ' '
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 160,457 785,978 530,158 219,770 456,993

o o o $1,960’235 32,425, i $2,167'736 $594’ i $456'993
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
RAD 6 Development Corporation were presented to the HOC
Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board

Capital Budget: action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Kitchen and Bath Supplies - - - 425 1,470
Flooring and Carpeting - - - - 4,515
Paint and Wallcoverings - - - 1,100 -
Miscellaneous Supplies - - 4,000 - - Budget I m pa Ct
Plumbing Equipment - - - 550 - . .
Appliance Equipment 12,000 - - - - The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
Tools - - - 129 152 . . . . . .
Eletrical Contracts : . . 1275 - establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
Appliance Contracts 4,000 - - - - yea r.
Plumbing Contracts - - - 5,100 1,900
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - 10,000 37,573 2,850
Windows/Glass Contracts - : 6,000 X : Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 6,000 - - 2,236 1,329
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - - - 2,520 - . . .
Srom Romoual Coptiacte 10103 ) . i : Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Fencing Contracts - - - 3915 - RAD 6 Development Corporation by the Board of Directors.
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - - 280 -
Miscellaneous Contracts 16,250 25,250 15,000 - 425

Total Capital Budget $48,353 $25,250 $35,000 $55,103 $12,641

P~ Housing
= Opportunltles
Commission 5
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary — Ken Gar

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
A ded Adopted A ded  FY 2016 Actuals :YC:OIIS
Budget Budget Budget uals
Total Revenue $260393  $316316  $309,030 $142,656 495,769 Rent increases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
. County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Xpenses:
Operating - Admin 14,714 8,728 8,481 19,703 7,383 . . 0,
Operating - Fees 20619 27454 26924 21210 10392 Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
Tenant & Protective Services 8,079 7,706 7,341 7,311 3,326 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 11,290 10,898 10,555 22,402 2,230
Maintenance 47,315 46,897 45,347 46,057 30,028 H H
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $102,017 $101,683 $98,648 $116,683 $53,359 BUdget'S were presented to the BUdget' Flnance and AUdIt
Committee on May 2, 2017.
Net Operating Income (NOI) $158,376 $214,633 $210,382 $25,973 $42,410
_ Property cash flow is budgeted at $45,864 of which
Debt Service 103,500 107,196 107,350 17,288 - R K
Replacement Reserves 9,012 9,012 8,751 8,685 $22 ,932 is restricted.
Development Corporation Fees 22,932 - - - -
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 22,932 98,425 94,281 - 42,410 DSCRis 1.44.
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $158,376 $214,633 $210,382 $25,973 $42,410
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017 FY 2016 Actuals FY 2015
A ded Adopted A ded Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital
Capital Budget: Budget
Tools - - - 129 -
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - 10,000 1,025 2,850
Snow Removal Contracts 10,103 - - - -
Fencing Contracts - - - 3,315
Miscellaneous Contracts 2,500 2,500 - - -
Total Capital Budget $12,603 $2,500 $10,000 $4,469 $2,850

Housin
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary — Parkway Woods

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
" L Adopted " ded  FY 2016 Actual FY 2015
Budget Budget Budget RS
Rent increases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Total R 305,547 351,243 343,163 202,357 122,651 . . . .
ot evenue ’ ’ ’ ; ’ County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Expenses: . .
Operating - Admin 15,657 13,425 12,839 23,483 12,747 Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
Operating - Fees 26,219 27,036 26,996 26,524 12,090 . . “« ”
Tenant & Protective Services 360 6,598 6,280 6,749 2,770 WI“ be Increased tO the current market rate *
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 12,736 16,058 15,541 34,953 6,229 . .
Maintenance 57,684 74,560 72,280 48,584 26,880 Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance and Audit
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $112,656 $137,677 $133,936 $140,293 $60,716 Com m ittee on M ay 2, 20 17
Net Operating Income (NOI) $192,891 $213,566 $209,227 $62,064 $61,935 X .
Property cash flow is budgeted at $64,453 of which
Debt Service 117,054 135,406 135,596 19,552 - H H
Replacement Reserves 11,384 11,384 11,052 10,970 532’226 IS reStrICted'
Development Corporation Fees 32,227 - - - - .
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 32,226 66,776 62,579 31,542 61,935 DSCR IS 1 55 .
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $192,891 $213,566 $209,227 $62,064 $61,935
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017 FY 2016 Actuals FY 2015
A ded Adopted A ded  Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital
Capital Budget: Budget
Miscellaneous Contracts 2,550 2,550 2,500 - -
Total Capital Budget $2,550 $2,550 $2,500 $0 $0

Housin
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary - Sandy Spring Meadow

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
Amended Adopted Amended  FY2016Actuals | 20L°
o o Actuals
N B B * Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Total Revenue $652,312  5780,428 738,780 9475496 5259,024 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Expenses: . . o
Orerating - Adrin 64,679 46,881 45,606 57494 22400 ° Marketrents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
Operating - Fees 76,046 79,150 77,835 60,330 28,985 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Tenant & Protective Services 13,297 13,470 12,832 16,200 2,797
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 38,021 38,044 37,060 82,175 17,452 ° Budgets were presented tO the Budget Finance and AUdlt
Maintenance 123,632 133,365 128,819 107,037 75,723 ) ’
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $315,675 $310,870 $302,152 $323,236  $147,357 Committee on May 2, 2017.
Net Operating Income (NOI) $336,637 $469,558 $436,628 $152,260 s111,667 e Property cash flow is budgeted at 548,850 of which
Debt Service 261,699 310,303 310,745 43,712 - $24,425 is restricted.
Replacement Reserves 26,088 26,088 25,329 25,140
Development Corporation Fees 24,425 - - - - .
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 24,425 133,167 100,554 83,408 111,667 * DSCRis1.19.
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $336,637 $469,558 $436,628 $152,260 $111,667
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY2017  FY2016Actuals  FY2015
A ded Ad d A ded Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budg Capital
Capital Budget: g
Plumbing Equipment - - - 550 -
Plumbing Contracts - - - - 1,100
Miscellaneous Contracts 5,100 5,100 5,000 - -
Total Capital Budget $5,100 $5,100 $5,000 $550 $1,100
& (I-)Iousintg "
us Pportunities
June 7,2017 Commission 8
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary — Seneca Ridge

Total Revenue

Expenses:
Operating - Admin
Operating - Fees
Tenant & Protective Services
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities
Maintenance
Subtotal - Operating Expenses

Net Operating Income (NOI)

Debt Service

Replacement Reserves
Development Corporation Fees
Excess Cash Flow Restricted
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI

NET INCOME

Capital Budget:
Appliance Equipment
Appliance Contracts
Plumbing Contracts

Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap.

Windows/Glass Contracts

Flooring/Carpet Contracts

Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont.

Miscellaneous Contracts
Total Capital Budget

June 7, 2017

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
A ded lopted A ded  FY 2016 Actuals [A7EEES
Actuals
so76476  S123182  siolesds  sesaeen  smaos  ° Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
75,514 48,288 46,948 80,418 18,185 . . 0,
09529 10289 101850 J9620 35753 . M'arket.rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
16,639 16,698 15,940 18,852 6327 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
178,217 178,235 174,440 190,974 92,156
148,198 156,557 150,587 164,872 109,777 ¢ Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance and Audit
$518,097 $502,672 $489,765 $534,736 $262,198 .
Committee on May 2, 2017.
$458,379 $729,220 $526,784 $118,955 $131,828
» Property is projected to generate a deficit of $93,167,
517,869 400,572 401,139 86,502 - . . .
33677 33677 32700 32453 ; which will be covered by the other RAD 6 properties.
(46,584) = = = =
(46,584) 294,971 92,945 - 131,828 e DSCRis0.82.
$458,379 $729,220 $526,784 $118,955 $131,828
$0 $0 $0 $0 30
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017 FY 2016 Actuals FY 2015
A ded pted A ded Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budg Capital
Budget
6,000 - - -
2,000 - R R
- - 550 -
- - 10,730 -
- - 6,000 - -
6,000 - - -
- - - 2,520
1,000 5,000 2,500 - -
$15,000 $5,000 $8,500 $13,800 $0

Housin
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary - Towne Centre Place

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
A ded Adopted A ded  FY 2016 Actuals tYAZD:lIS
H 0/ .
Total Revenue $537,009 617,916 $603,768 assoss  saaass  ° Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Expenses:
Operating - Admin 59,571 40,688 39,609 60,535 19,908 . f : )
Onerting - Fos P 20528 60307 o370 2 M'arket.rents will be increased b),/ 1.8% but UE)’OI‘\ turnover
Tenant & Protective Services 11,863 12,001 11,429 15,243 2,495 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 35,487 34,037 33,100 67,437 8,561
Maintenance 101,541 110,668 106,771 102,472 79648 o Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance and Audit
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $276,205 $267,922 $260,256 $299,432 $135,333 C tt M 2 2017
ommittee on ay Z, .
Net Operating Income (NOI) $260,804 $349,994 $343,512 $156,526 $109,153 . .
* Property cash flow is budgeted at $62,101 of which
Debt Service 175,461 276,452 276,844 29,309 - . .
Replacement Reserves 23,242 23,242 22,560 22,397 - 531'050 IS reStrICted'
Development Corporation Fees 31,051 - - - - .
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 31,050 50,300 44,108 104,820 109,153 e DSCRis 0.97.
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $260,804 $349,994 $343,512 $156,526 $109,153
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY2017  FY2016Actuals  FY 2015
A ded Adopted A ded  Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budg Capital
Capital Budget: igi
Tools - - - - 152
Electrical Contracts - - - 1,275
Plumbing Contracts - - - 4,050
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - - 1,875
Miscellaneous Contracts 5,100 5,100 5,000 - -
Total Capital Budget $5,100 $5,100 $5,000 $7,200 $152
& (I-)Iousin N
us orfunities
June 7, 2017 e C(I)jr[]?]mission 10
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RAD 6 Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary - Washington Square

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
A ded Adopted A ded  FY 2016 Actuals tYAZD:lIS
H o/ .
Total Revenue $866,078 sr7a%6 754068 srs702 19744 ° Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Expenses:
Operating - Admin 64,550 45,428 44,309 45,941 16,122 . : : o
Operating - Fees 54814 74320 rase 54914 2191 M'arket.rents will be increased b),/ 1.8% but up,J’on turnover
Tenant & Protective Services 18,628 20,848 19,848 20,507 8,816 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 44,816 52,414 51,180 117,300 42,953
Maintenance 130,121 131,237 126,072 160,959 76662 o Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance and Audit
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $312,929 $324,247 $312,865 $399,621 $169,744 Committee on May 2 2017
, .
Net Operating Income (NOI) $553,149 $448,149 $441,203 $79,081 $0 . .
» Property cash flow is budgeted at $192,184 of which
Debt Service 336,619 282,094 282,490 56,227 - . .
Replacement Reserves 23,716 23,716 23,022 22,854 - 596'407 IS reStrICted'
Development Corporation Fees 96,407 - - - - .
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 96,407 142,339 135,691 - - e DSCRis 1.57.
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $553,149 $448,149 $441,203 $79,081 $0
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY2017  FY2016Actuals  FY 2015
A ded Adopted A ded  Capital Budget Actuals

Capital Budget Capital get Capital g Capital
Capital Budget: |
Kitchen and Bath Supplies - - - 425 1,470

Flooring and Carpeting - 4,515
Paint and Wallcoverings - 1,100 -
Miscellaneous Supplies - 4,000 -
Appliance Equipment 6,000 -
Appliance Contracts 2,000 - -
Plumbing Contracts - - - 500 800
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - - 23,943 -
Flooring/Carpet Contracts - - - 2,236 1,329
Fencing Contracts - - - 600 -
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - 280 -
Miscellaneous Contracts - 5,000 - - 425
Total Capital Budget $8,000 $5,000 $4,000 $29,084 $8,539

Housin

e = Oppor_t%r)ities
Commission 11
OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 86 Of 411

June 7, 2017



RESOLUTION NO. 17-001zp6 RE: RAD 6 Development Corporation
Annual Meeting, Election of Officers
and Approval of the FY’18 Operating
and Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the RAD 6 Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-controlled
corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the “Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation conducted its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial and
operating plan for operation of its properties; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 RAD 6 Development Corporation annual budget preparation was
considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission

budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance
and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for RAD 6
Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by RAD 6 Development Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors of
RAD 6 Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of RAD 6 Development Corporation
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SCATTERED SITE ONE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Scattered Site One Development Corporation
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June 7, 2017

Property Snapshot:

* 190 units scattered across nine
HUBs throughout Montgomery
County.

e Scattered site units that include
condominiums, townhomes and
single family homes, ranging from
two to four bedrooms. Amenities
are specific to the unit and the
community.

* The age of the propertiesin
Scattered Site One Development
Corporation range from 1987 to
2012. A revised renovation plan will
be brought forward for Commission
approval by the Corporation.
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Scattered Site One Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e October 5, 2011 - The Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC)
authorized the establishment of Scattered Site One Development
Corporation, a wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality and
passed a resolution approving the Articles of Incorporation.

e November 2, 2011 - The Board adopted the By-laws and elected
Directors. The 190 scattered site units were transferred to
Scattered Site One Development Corporation.

e July 2012 — The Scattered Site One Development Corporation was
financed with a loan in the amount of $9,200,000 and secured by a
note and deed of trust credit with mortgage insurance under the
FHA Risk Sharing Program.

e February 2013 - A comprehensive renovation plan of Scattered Site
One began. Depending on need, renovations included roof and
window replacements, painting and re-carpeting, new kitchen and
bath upgrades and new energy efficient appliances. The renovation
plan, established before the Commission created its new renovation
standards, was determined to be inadequate in its scope and only
approximately 25% of the units were renovated. Staff suspended
renovations and reconfigured the standards so that the remaining
units could be completed in a similar fashion as the 669 Scattered
Sites.

e Scattered Site One Development Corporation consists of 190 units,
which are distributed as follows:

June 7, 2017

1BR 4 11 15

2BR 11 10 21

3BR 50 92 142

4BR 0 12 12
Total Units 65 125 190

The regulatory agreement restricts 23 units at or below 50% AMI and
102 units at or below 60% AMI.

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY
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Scattered Site One Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

* The principal challenge is aging units. Some are among the e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
oldest in HOC's property portfolio and require significant maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (34%),
upgrades to compete in today’s rental market. plumbing (20%) and appliances (17%).

Avg. C t Total Work Orders Average Days to
Turnover Occupancy auren CY 2016 Close
CY 2016 Occupancy
8% 94% 96% 1,890 5
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
Capital replacements for appliance, flooring, and HVAC e HOC Real Estate Development division plans to start
are done at turnover and as needed. renovation of scattered site units in FY2018
e Staff is developing a scope and timeline for units
remaining to be renovated.
o it
ortunities
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Scattered Site One Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Consideration

Issues

Total Revenue $2,503,605  $2,580,722  $2,528,127  $2,433,973  $2,257,440
Expenses:
Operating - Admin 168,699 131,591 126,956 166,080 172,607 . .
Operating-Fees a0l essiol  emoes|  eosmi|  ermom e Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Tenant & Protective Services 61,142 64,393 61,816 56,723 53,302 ., . . . o
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 86,572 79,271 76,860 83,055 107,830 COUnty Executive’s VOIUntary rent gUIdeIIne is 1.8%.
Maintenance 428,506 441379 417,986 456,202 395,728
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1432,359  $1,380644  $1,323,506  S1,371,771  $1,404,559 . .
¢ Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,111,206  $1,200,078  $1,204581  $1,062,202  $852,881 . . “ ”
will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Debt Service 565,090 565,093 566,056 567,155 568,526
Replacement Reserves 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 .
Loan Management Fees 22,992 23,004 22,992 23,000 23,000 . Property cash flow is budgeted at $409'164
Development Corporation Fees 409,164 497,981 501,533 297,288 147,355
Excess Cash Flow Restricted = = = 60,759 = .
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,111,246 $1,200,078  $1,204,581 $1,062,202 $852,881 . DSCR IS 197
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Time Frame

Capital Budget:
Kitchen and Bath Supplies y 16,015 18,650

Electrical Supplies
Appliance Supplies
Plumbing Supplies

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Scattered
Site One Development Corporation were presented to the HOC

Cleaning/Janitorial Supplies ’— - ’— 258 94 . . .
Heatth and Sofety Moterils i i i 1175 : Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board
Locks, Keys - - - 95 - . . .
Windows and iass o1 o1 500 1155 7697 actionis requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Doors 1,530 2,040 2,000 3,189 6,017
Roofing Materials 1,020 1,020 1,000 - -
Hardware Supplies - 255 250 11,816 5,704
HVAC Supplies - 918 900 3,895 456
Flooring and Carpetin; 3,061 2,142 2,100 26,998 13,928
Paint a:d Wallco':/etrinés - 2,754 2,700 1,860 488 B u d g et I m pa‘Ct
Miscellaneous Supplies - 1,224 1,200 7,302 3,342 . .
Eecttial colpment : : : o . The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
HVAC Equipment 5,000 4,896 4,800 19,914 10,747 H H H H H 1
Hac Eaupment_ 200 422 4200 P tom establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
Maintenance Equipment - - - - 542
Elect:ical Contr:ctps ' 398 403 395 2,874 1,267 yea r'
Appliance Contracts 3,000 - - 225 225
Plumbing Contracts 6,856 3,629 3,558 14,922 15,215
leaning/Janitorial Contracts-Cap. - - - - - -
GrouncsfLandscaping Conr-cape : i i Dy Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
‘Windows/Glass Contracts 16,856 21,201 23,005 4,100 4,990
o ourer conacts o o itn o e Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 50,574 35,008 38,290 98,192 52,380 . .
antwaleaingnt s 1007 mas 13 Scattered Site One Development Corporation by the Board of

Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont 6,272 3,530 3,461 - 1,912 .

Fencing Contracts - - - 855 1,010 D | re CtO rS .

Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - 1,530 1,500 2,345 -

Miscellaneous Contracts 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 14,447 30,431
Total Capital Budget $1,462,566  $1,412,508  $1,418,459 $480,247 $272,504
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001ss, RE: Scattered Site One Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Scattered Site One Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation conducted its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June
7,2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Scattered Site One Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing
Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Scattered Site One Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Scattered Site One Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Scattered Site One Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Scattered Site One Development Corporation
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SCATTERED SITE TWO DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Scattered Site Two Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

* 54 units located in nine HUBs
throughout Montgomery County.

e Scattered site units that include
condominiums, townhomes and
single family homes ranging from
two to four bedrooms. Amenities
are specific to the unit and the
community .

* The age of the propertiesin
Scattered Site Two Development
Corporation range from 1987 to
2006. A revised renovation plan will
be brought forward for Commission
approval by the Corporation.
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Scattered Site Two Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

1BR 0 3 3

e December 5, 2012 - The Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC)
authorized the establishment of Scattered Site Two Development
Corporation, a wholly controlled corporate instrumentality and

passed a resolution approving the Articles of Incorporation. 2BR 2 8 10
* January9, 2013 - The Board adopted the By-laws and elected 3BR 10 26 36

Directors. The 54 scattered site units were transferred to Scattered

Site Two Development Corporation. The Corporation’s annual 4BR 3 1 4

budget preparation, presentation and approval process is

incorporated into the HOC budget process.

5BR 1 0 1

e June 13, 2013 — The property was financed with a new taxable loan )

from PNC Bank N.A. for $4,900,000 guaranteed by HOC. Total Units 16 38 54

* January — March 2014 - A comprehensive renovation plan was put
on hold to reconfigure the standards so that the units could be
completed in a similar fashion as the newly renovated VPC units.

The regulatory agreement restricts 7 units at or below 40% AMI, 1 unit

. ) . . at or below 50% AMI, and 30 units of workforce housing between 80%
e Scattered Site Two Development Corporation consists of 54 units, and 120% of AMIL.

which are distributed as follows:

* 16 expired Low Income Housing Tax Credit units with no
extended use covenant.

e 38 units, formerly part of MPDU 2004; eight units
affordable under a County HOME loan.

Housin
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Scattered Site Two Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

* The principal challenge is aging units. Some are among the e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
oldest in HOC's property portfolio and require significant maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (33%),
upgrades to compete in today’s rental market. appliances (19%) and plumbing (16%).

Avg.
Ve Current

Occupancy

Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Close

6% 92% 96.30% 504 7

Turnover Occupancy
C 20Y16

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

e Capital replacements for appliance, flooring, e HOC Real Estate Development division plans to start
and HVAC are done at turnover and as needed. renovation of scattered site units in FY2018

e Significant capital expense has been undertaken to
update aging appliances and systems in these units.

Housin:
25 e
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Scattered Site Two Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

_ Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $2,543,605  $2,580,722  $2,528,127  $2,433,973  $2,257,440
Expenses: . .
Operating - Admin 168,699 131,591 126,956 166,080 172,607 i Rent increases upon lease renewal budgeted at 18%, the
Operating - Fees 687,440 663,510 639,928 609,711 675,002 .y, . . .
Tenant & Protective Servces 61142 64593 61816 6723 53302 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 86,572 79,271 76,860 83,055 107,830
Maintenance 428,506 441,379 417,986 456,202 395,728 . .
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1,432,359  $1,380,644  $1,323546  $1,371,771  $1,404,559 i Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but u pon turnover
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,111,246  $1,200,078  $1,204581  $1,062,202  $852,881 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Debt Service 565,000 565,093 566,056 567,155 568,526 .
Replacement Reserves 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 . Property cas h flow is bud geted at 52, 748.
Loan Management Fees 22,992 23,004 22,992 23,000 23,000
Development Corporation Fees 409,164 497,981 501,533 297,288 147,355 .
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - - 60,759 - L[] DS C R | S 1 . 2 6 .
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,111,246  $1,200,078  $1,204581  $1,062,202  $852,881
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Capital Budget:

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 11,620 16,015 18,650 96,007 24,739

sortons Saphes o e ame s o The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for

Claria/ gl Sopies E e R Scattered Site Two Development Corporation were presented
o ey e i i : e : to the HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2,
boare % o o s v eon 2017. Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Roofing Materials 1,020 1,020 1,000
Hardware Supplies -

HVAC Supplies - 918 900 3,895 456
Flooring and Carpeting 3,061 2,142 2,100 26,998 13,928 B u d et I m act
Paint and Wallcoverings - 2,754 2,700 1,860 488

Miscellaneous Supplies - 1,224 1,200 7,302 3,342 , . . A
Elctrical Equipment : : : 528 : The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets establish an
Plumbing Equipment - - - 9,703 2,032
HVAC Equipment 5,000 4,896 4,800 19,914 10,747 H H H H H
HuAc Equpment 00 B 4200 o lore achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.
Maintenance Equipment - - - - 542
Electrical Contracts 398 403 395 2,874 1,267
Appliance Contracts 3,000 - - 225 225
Plumbing Contracts 6,856 3,629 3,558 14,922 15,215
Cleaning/Janitorial Contracts-Cap. - - - - 270 = =
Grounds/Landacaping Cont-Con i i i T Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
‘Windows/Glass Contracts 16,856 21,201 23,005 4,100 4,990
Roofing/Gutter Contracts 10,669 10,682 10,473 19,689 6,482 . , . .
HVAC Contracts 74,570 0161 29570 188 2281 Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 50,574 35,008 38,290 98,192 52,380 . .
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. : 008 10007 nws 1383 Scattered Site Two Development Corporation by the Board of
Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont 6,272 3,530 3,461 - 1,912 .
Fencing Contracts - - - 855 1,010 Directors.
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - 1,530 1,500 2,345 -
Miscellaneous Contracts 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 14,447 30,431
Total Capital Budget $1,462,566 $1,412,508  $1,418,459 $480,247 $272,504
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001ss, RE: Scattered Site Two Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Scattered Site Two Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation conducted its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June
7,2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Scattered Site Two Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing
Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Scattered Site Two Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Scattered Site Two Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Scattered Site Two Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Scattered Site Two Development Corporation
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SLIGO HILLS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Sligo Hills Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

e 23 scattered units across five HUBs
from Silver Spring to Germantown.

¢ 7 three-bedroom townhomes, 6
one-bedroom and 10 two-bedroom
condo units.

* Affordability is 50% of AMI.
* The properties are managed by
Housing Opportunities Commission

with assistance from Edgewood
Management.
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Sligo Hills Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e December 11, 1996 - Commission authorized the creation of a
wholly- controlled corporate instrumentality known as Sligo Hills
Development Corporation (the "Corporation") and passed a

1BR 0 6 6

resolution approving the Articles of Incorporation. 2BR 0 10 10
* June 11, 1997 - Board approved the purchase of Sligo Hills 38R 0 7 7
Apartments & MPDU IlI, subject to an outstanding $300,000 note to Total Units 0 »3 ’a

Montgomery County. The Board authorized the execution of
documents to purchase the properties and the loan from HOC, and
the execution of an Asset Management Agreement by and between
Sligo Hills Development Corporation and HOC.

The regulatory agreement restricts 15 units at or below 50% AMI and 8

units of workforce housing between 80% and 120% of AMI.
e June 23, 1997 - the Corporation approved a resolution which g ° 0

allowed for the incorporation of the Sligo Hills Development
Corporation annual budget preparation, presentation and approval
process into the HOC budget process.

e August 1, 1997 - Documents signed transferring the properties
from HOC to the Sligo Hills Development Corporation. The new
mortgage in the amount of $3,443,568 (provided by funds obtained
through the issuance of tax exempt bonds) is insured under the FHA
Risk Sharing Program.

e October 3 2012 - A newly formed LIHTC limited partnership entity,
Tanglewood and Sligo LP, was approved to purchase Sligo Hills
Apartments from Sligo Hills Development Corporation. The
Corporation retains the lien free title to MPDU llI (23 scattered
sites); therefore, the budget reflects only the operations of the 23
scattered site MPDUs.

CHousing
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Sligo Hills Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e Vacant units are being actively marketed to families on e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
HOC’s Housing Path waiting list. Occupancy is expected to maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (29%),
stabilize before July 1, 2017. appliances (25%) and plumbing (19%).

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Total Work Orders Average Days to
Rate CY 2016 Occupancy CY 2016 Close

13% 98% 83%
162 7

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

There are no current capital improvement plans for Sligo e There are currently no plans underway for
Hills Development Corporation. redevelopment or refinancing for Sligo Hills.

e Capital replacements are done at unit turnover or as
needed.

c Ic-l)ousw]cg o
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Sligo Hills Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

_ Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $293,814 $294,002 $288,011 $279,785 $252,726
e perating. Admin D AT T T * Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Operating - Fees 119,617 116,878 113,656 113,707 118,873 . . . .
Tepnant&gProtectiveServices 7,238 7,507 7,154 6,251 6,349 County EXGCUtIVG'S Voluntary rent gUIdeIIne IS 18%
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 7,217 7,908 7,734 7,891 6,626
Maintenance 58,603 63,613 61,476 46,401 39,620 H H o,
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $213,114 $211,773 $205,338 $195,754 $193,468 * Market rents WI” be Increased by 1'8A) bUt upon turnover
H H “" ”
Net Operating Income (NOI) $80,700 $82,229 $82,673 $84,031 $59,258 WI" be Increased to the Current market rate *
Replacement Reserves 9,192 9,192 9,192 9,192 8,004 . Property cash ﬂow is budgeted at 571'508
Development Corporation Fees 71,508 73,037 73,481 51,652 51,254
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - - 23,187 -
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $80,700 $82,229 $82,673 $84,031 $59,258
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Time Frame
The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Sligo Hills
Capital Budget: i
B bathSuppls o T Py s et Development Corporation were presented to the HOC Budget,
Electrical Supplies : 816 800 2527 74 Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is
Appliance Supplies 250 816 800 80 584 .
Plumbing Supples Y : : 1384 1051 requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.
mployee Uniforms - -
Cleaning/Janitorial Supplies - - - 6 6
Windows and Glass - 510 500 1,057 118
Doors - 255 250 - 124
Hardware Supplies - - 1,020 368
HVAC Supplies - 510 500 - -
Flooring :Zd Carpeting 950 1,900 - 6,555 4,259 B u d g et I m pact
P:{int and Wallcoverings - - - - 4
Bt SuPples : 100 100 o2 o The FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets establish an
e ot 3250 e v o082 4% achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.
Electrical Contracts - - - - 1,409
Appliance Contracts 2,250 1,020 1,000 - 2,205
Plumbing Contracts 2,836 3,366 3,300 2,563 450
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - - - 692
Windows/Glass Contracts 2,200 2,408 4,400 - 1 1
Windows/Glss Contracts 3 ‘ o : Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
HVAC Contracts 16,500 2,346 2,300 - 4,447
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 13530 18,608 26900 120% 4,730 Adoption of the FY’ 18 Operating and Capital Budgets for Sligo Hills
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - 969 950 - 2,270 . .
Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont - 510 500 - - Development Corporation by the Board of Directors.
Fencing Contracts - - 5
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - 2,400 -
Miscellaneous Contracts - 4,080 4,000 2,610 1,436
Total Capital Budget $44,766 $45,878 $63,700 $49,046 $35,730
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001sy RE: Sligo Hills Development Corporation
Annual Meeting, Election of Officers
and Adoption of FY’18 Operating and
Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the Sligo Hills Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its properties; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, by resolution at the June 23, 1997 Board of Directors meeting, the
Corporation agreed to include the Sligo Hills Development Corporation annual budget
preparation, presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission
budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
the Sligo Hills Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Sligo Hills Development Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Sligo Hills Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Sligo Hills Development Corporation
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TPM DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS

ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018
OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS

Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

Property Management
Real Estate

Mortgage Finance
Finance
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TPM Development Corporation
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Property & Submarket
Snapshot:

¢ Consists of Timberlawn Crescent,
Pomander Court, and MPDU Il .

¢ 59 scattered site units across seven
HUBs from Silver Spring to

Damascus.

* 5 single family homes; 54
townhomes
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TPM Development Corporation — FY18 Overview

e 1998 - Commission authorized and approved the creation of a
wholly- controlled corporate instrumentality known as TPM
Development Corporation (the "Corporation").

e 1999 - Board approved the purchase of Timberlawn Crescent,
Pomander Court, and MPDU Il from the Housing Opportunities
Commission.

e 2015 - HOC drew funds from its PNC $90 million Real Estate Line of
Credit to repay the outstanding FHA first mortgage as part of the
interim refinancing plan approved by the Commission on May 6,
2015. Staff expects to present a recommendation to the Board
which will retire all existing interim debt for all three properties.

e 2016 - The Board approved an amended renovation plan for

Timberlawn Crescent to include additional exterior work and
clubhouse renovations.

Timberlawn Crescent

The property is located on Luxembourg Street in Bethesda and consists
of 107 townhouses and flats. Phase | was built by HOC in 1989 and Phase
Il was constructed in 1991.

A comprehensive renovation of Timberlawn Crescent started in FY 2016
and is estimated to be completed in FY 2017. The renovation includes
new siding, decks and fencing, exterior and interior painting, window
replacement, bathroom and kitchen upgrades with new flooring and
appliances, replacement of individual unit HVAC systems, club house
redesign, sprinkler system update, parking lot improvements, rerouting
of Verizon wires, and landscape upgrades.

Pomander Court

The property is located on University Boulevard in Silver Spring and built
in 1967. It was acquired by HOC in late 1975 to prevent its conversion to
condominiums. It has 24 townhouse units, each unit having 3 bedrooms.

A comprehensive renovation of Pomander Court was executed in FY’16.
The renovation included bathroom and kitchen upgrades with new
flooring and appliances, replacement of individual unit HVAC systems (as
needed), parking lot improvements, storm water management upgrades,
and gutter, downspout and wood trim replacements.

Timberlawn
Pomander 19 5 24 MPDU I
MPDU Il a1 18 59 MPDU Il contains 59 scattered sr.ce units that wgre acqu!red I:?y HOC .
between 1986 and 1989. The units are located in Rockville, Silver Spring,
Total Units 114 76 190 Burtonsville, Germantown, Gaithersburg and Olney. The MPDUs consist
of seven back-to-back units, five single family units and 47 townhouse
units. No major renovation work is planned for the MPDU Il units.
oG
ortunities
June7, 2017 C(I))rgmlss:on 3
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TPM Development Corporation — FY18 Overview

* Leasing initiatives are underway at Timberlawn and e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
Pomander Court. Occupancy is expected to stabilize prior maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (34%),
toJuly 1, 2017. appliances (18%) and plumbing (17%).

Property Total Work Average

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current

Property Rate CY 2016 Occupancy Orders Days to
Timberlawn 50% 81% 87% CY16 Close
Pomander 21% 71% 79% Timberlawn 522 7
MPDU I 10% 94% 97%
Pomander 125 6
MPDU Il 540 8
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
Capital improvements at Timberlawn Crescent are With the completion of renovations imminent at Timberlawn
scheduled to be completedin FY 17. and Pomander, permanent financing will follow, whereby the
properties will be sold into a new ownership entity,
e Pomander Court has undergone a comprehensive interior Timberlawn Pomander Properties, LLC, which will enter into

and exterior renovation. a FHA/FFB Risk Share loan for approximately $19.2 million.

Closing is anticipated by the end of June 2017.
e There are no current capital improvement plans at MPDU
1.

E gousm
June 7, 2017 e - oSN 4
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TPM Development Corporation — FY 18 Budget Summary Consolidated

- Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $3,414,505  $3,265,657  $3,198,324  $2,824,684  $3,020,199 + Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Expenses: County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Admin 348,636 332,369 334,112 323,464 332,675
Operating - Fees 308,336 303,026 296,119 271,184 287,975 . .
Tenant & Protective Services 45,685 46,277 44,627 35,630 39,320 ° M a rket rents wi " be Increased by 1'8% bUt u pon tu rnover
Taxes, Insurance & Utiltes 166,701 164,391 159,818 189,390 164,285 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Maintenance 425,847 410,936 398,644 361,518 427,545
I - Operating E $1,295205  $1,256,999  $1,233,320  $1,181,180  $1,251,794 .
*  Property cash flow is budgeted at $575,043.
Net Operating Income (NOI) $2,119,390  $2,008,658  $1,965004  $1,643,504  $1,768,405
) e DSCRis 1.50.
Debt Service 1,377,489 1,377,489 372,384 45,513 276,021
Debt Service Reserves - - 384,696 499,260 -
Replacement Reserves 51,648 51,648 51,648 51,648 47,192
Development Corporation Fees 575,043 494,951 690,424 608,539 465,004
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - 385,302 357,994 896,758 -
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $2,119,3%0  $2,008,658  $1,965004  $1,643,504  $1,768,405 T Ime F rame
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for TPM
Development Corporation were presented to the HOC Budget, Finance
and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is requested at
the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Capital Budget:
Kitchen and Bath Supplies 8,500 11,639 14,250 9,595 3,231
Windows and Glass - - - 306 749
HVAC Supplies 5,000 4,896 4,800 - -
Paint and Wallcoverings - - - 1,764 4 BUdget I mpaCt
Plumbing Equipment - - - - - . .
Appliance Equipment 11,000 2122 2,080 8,633 17,235 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
Plumbing Contracts 1,900 3,264 3,200 5,410 18,988 . . . . . .
Windows/Glass Contracts 5680 6,080 8,800 1500 10704 establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
Roofing/Gutter Contracts 4,590 4,590 4,500 - - yea r
HVAC Contracts 55,000 15,810 15,500 14,246 1,582 :
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 26,751 34,925 34,240 24,819 50,120
Miscellaneous Contracts 2,500 2,500 - 57,405 2,521 a o
Total Capital Budget $158,971 $119,086 $100,370 $153,755  $138,042 Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
TPM Development Corporation by the Board of Directors.

P~ Housing .

== Opportunities
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TPM Development Corporation — FY 18 Budget Summary - MPDU 11

TPM Dev Corp-MPDU 11/59

FY 2018 Operating and Capital Budgets

* Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017
Amended  Adopted  Amended FY2016Actuals ' oo County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Budget Budget Budget
*  Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
Total Revenue $845,267 $868,533 $850,889 $831,648 $806,267 . .
will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Expenses:
Operating - Adrin 57,363 49,967 48222 62956 65,207 * Budgets were presented to the Budget, Finance and Audit
Operating - Fees 171,813 170,065 163,919 145,362 167,272 .
Tenant & Protective Services 20,562 21,597 20,556 18,853 17,217 Committee on May 2, 2017.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 26,965 26,351 25,504 25,776 27,597
Maintenance 170,378 147,420 142,112 132,553 126,816 e Property cash flow is budgeted at 5380'486_
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $447,081 $415,400 $400,313 $385,500 $404,109
Net Operating Income (NOI) $398,186 $453,133 $450,576 $446,148 $402,158 * The Operatlng bUdget WI” not bear any debt Service In
FY’18.
Debt Service - - 8,658 12,294 78,326
Debt Service Reserves - - 119,097 157,254 -
Replacement Reserves 17,700 17,700 17,700 17,700 17,702
Development Corporation Fees 380,486 435,433 305,121 229,807 179,509
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - - 29,093 126,621
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $398,186 $453,133 $450,576 $446,148 $402,158
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $o0
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017 FY 2016 Actuals FY 2015
A ded Adopted A ded Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital
Capital Budget: Budget
Kitchen and Bath Supplies 8,500 11,639 14,250 9,150 515
Windows and Glass - - - 306 749
HVAC Supplies 5,000 4,896 4,800 - -
Paint and Wallcoverings - - - 1,764 4
Plumbing Equipment - - - - -
Appliance Equipment 8,000 2,122 2,080 7,885 7,324
Plumbing Contracts 1,900 3,264 3,200 225 5,675
Windows/Glass Contracts 5,680 6,080 8,800 - 10,704
Roofing/Gutter Contracts 4,590 4,590 4,500 - -
HVAC Contracts 55,000 15,810 15,500 13,596 1,582
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 16,000 24,174 23,700 17,306 28,306
Miscellaneous Contracts - - - 55,115 2,196
Total Capital Budget $117,170 $80,735 $84,830 $117,515 $76,377
y~Housing
] 7 2017 e = Opportunities 6
une/, Commission
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TPM Development Corporation — FY18 Budget Summary — Pomander Court

TPM Dev Corp-Pomander Court

FY 2018 Operating and Capital Budgets

FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017

it et A o ote Actuas | FY2015 * Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
. Actuals . ), . . .
Budget Budget Budget County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Total Revenue PO SHSAR0 S30E7S 5309995 8356763 s Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover
. . H u ”
Expenses: will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Operating - Admin 28,933 21,384 20,863 27,757 38,396
Operating - Fees 33,740 32,520 33,770 32,004 36,329 . .
.
Tenant & Protective Services 10,207 9,764 9,301 8,923 8,959 BUdgets were presented tO the BUdget' FI nance and AUdIt
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 31,107 31,030 29,432 39,724 29,515 Com mittee on M ay 2[ 2017 .
Maintenance 59,607 65,218 63,136 53,806 57,988
Subtotal - O ting E: 163,594 159,916 156,502 162,214 171,187 . . . o
upiotalr perating bxpenses i ’ ’ i i * Property is projected to generate a deficit of ($26,122).
Net Operating Income (NOI) $233,442 $259,564 $243,177 $147,781 $185,576 .
e DSCRis0.93.
Debt Service 252,364 252,364 66,636 7,772 19,300
Debt Service Reserves - - 22,221 61,042 -
Replacement Reserves 7,200 7,200 7,200 7,200 7,200
Development Corporation Fees (26,122) - 73,560 56,120 58,291
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - 73,560 15,647 100,785
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $233,442 $259,564 $243,177 $147,781 $185,576
NET INCOME $0 $o $o $0 $o
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2017 FY 2016 Actuals FY 2015
A ded Adopted A ded Capital Budget Actuals
Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital Budget Capital
Capital Budget: Budget
Kitchen and Bath Supplies
Windows and Glass
HVAC Supplies
Paint and Wallcoverings
Plumbing Equipment - - -
Appliance Equipment 3,000 - - 530 1,462
Plumbing Contracts - 425 8,467
Windows/Glass Contracts - -
Roofing/Gutter Contracts -
HVAC Contracts - - - 650
Flooring/Carpet Contracts - - - -
Miscellaneous Contracts - - - - -
Total Capital Budget $6,000 $2,550 $2,500 $3,612 $12,106

Housin
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TPM Development Corporation — FY18 Budget Summary - Timberlawn

Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $3,414,595 $3,265,657  $3,198,324 $2,824,684  $3,020,199
rpenses * Rentincreases at the property will be implemented in
Operating - Admin 348,636 332,369 334,112 323,464 332,675 H
Qo= A vasel masml sl el e accordance with the development plan approved by the
Tenant & Protective Services 45,685 46,277 44,627 35,630 39,320 H H H
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 166,701 164,391 159,818 189,390 164,285 CO mmission in M ay 20 15 .
Maintenance 425,847 410,936 398,644 361,518 427,545
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1,295,205 $1,256,999 $1,233,320 $1,181,180 $1,251,794 ° P ro pe rty cas h ﬂ ow | S b u dgeted at S 2 20 679
) .
Net Operating Income (NOI) $2,119,390 $2,008,658 $1,965,004 $1,643,504 $1,768,405
. .
Debt Service 1,377,489 1,377,489 372,384 45,513 276,021 DSC R IS 1 * 69 .
Debt Service Reserves - - 384,696 499,260 -
Replacement Reserves 51,648 51,648 51,648 51,648 47,192
Asset Management Fees 115,210 84,570 80,550 80,550 83,430
Development Corporation Fees 575,043 494,951 690,424 608,539 465,004
Excess Cash Flow Restricted - - 385,302 357,994 896,758
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $2,119,390 $2,008,658 $1,965,004 $1,643,504 $1,768,405
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Capital Budget:

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 8,500 11,639 14,250 9,595 3,231
Electrical Supplies - - - 1,968 1,708
Appliance Supplies 4,500 3,315 3,250 53 1,539
Plumbing Supplies 1,000 1,224 1,200 1,217 2,364
Cleaning/Janitorial Supplies - - - 60 14
Windows and Glass - - - 306 749
Doors 1,000 1,530 1,500 1,995 5,566
Hardware Supplies - - - 978 569
HVAC Supplies 5,000 4,89 4,300 - -
Flooring and Carpeting 1,000 510 500 1,000 -
Paint and Wallcoverings - - - 1,764 4
Miscellaneous Supplies - - - 937 750
HVAC Equipment 5,000 765 750 4,412 5,892
Appliance Equipment 11,000 2,122 2,080 8,633 17,235
Maintenance Equipment - - - - 108
Miscellaneous Equipment - - - - 278
Electrical Contracts - - - 2,418 409
Appliance Contracts 3,000 1,530 1,500 - 2,008
Plumbing Contracts 1,900 3,264 3,200 5,410 18,988
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. 2,550 2,550 2,500 5,123 1,973
Windows/Glass Contracts 5,680 6,080 8,800 1,800 10,704
Roofing/Gutter Contracts 4,590 4,590 4,500 - -
HVAC Contracts 55,000 15,810 15,500 14,246 1,582
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 26,751 34,925 34,240 24,819 50,120
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - 1,836 1,800 3,250 2,070
Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont - - - - 2,685
Fencing Contracts 20,000 20,000 - 14 -
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - - - 4,975
Miscellaneous Contracts 2,500 2,500 - 57,405 2,521
Security System - - - 6,352 -
Total Capital Budget $158,971 $119,086 $100,370 $153,755 $138,042

P~ Housing .
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RESOLUTION NO.17-001;p\ RE: TPM Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and
Adoption of FY’18 Operating
and Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the TPM Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, by resolution at the June 23, 1999 Board of Directors meeting, the
Corporation agreed to include the TPM Development Corporation annual budget preparation,
presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget process;
and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
TPM Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the TPM Development Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of TPM Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of TPM Development Corporation
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VPC One Corporation
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VPC ONE CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm

gpportunltles
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




VPC One Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

399 units scattered across seven
HUBs throughout Montgomery
County.

Scattered site units include
condominiums, townhomes and
single family homes ranging from
two to four bedrooms. Amenities
are specific to the unit and the
community.

Some of these units have been
designated receiver units for the
permanent relocation of some
residents at HOC’s former
multifamily Public Housing
properties.

There has been a transfer of
assistance for 55 units of former
Public Housing of RAD Project Based
Voucher Subsidies. As part of this
Section 18 disposition, the
occupancy of the remaining units
will be restricted to tenants at or
below 80% AMI.

The Property is managed by the

Housing Opportunities Commission

with assistance from Edgewood

Management. 2
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VPC One Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

July 18, 2012 - Commission authorized and approved the
establishment of VPC One Corporation, a wholly-controlled
corporate instrumentality, and passed a resolution approving the
Articles of Incorporation.

June 5, 2013 - Commission approved a rehabilitation plan for VPC
One and VPC Two, formerly known as the 669 Scattered Sites. The
plan included an allocation of $20 million of Commission funds that
would be reimbursed either through a financing of the properties
or project cash flows.

March 2, 2016 - HOC approved a revised development budget for
both Corporations of $41.5 million to complete the rehabilitation of
the Scattered Sites based on 55% of the units (371) completed at
that time and advanced funds to VPC One and VPC Two for such
rehabilitation, on an interim basis, from draws on the original line
of credit ($60 million) with PNC Bank, N.A.

May 13, 2016 - The Commission approved a Financing Plan for both
VPC One and VPC Two to pursue a $65 million working capital non-
revolving Line of Credit with Eagle Bank to complete the
renovations of the Scattered Sites and retire the draws on the PNC
LOC, currently totaling approximately $22 million.

December 7, 2016 - The Commission approved the Final Aggregate
Renovation Budget of $43 million for both Corporations and the
Final Financing Plan, and authorized acceptance of a loan from
Eagle Bank for permanent financing for no more than $35.4 million.

The Corporation’s annual budget preparation, presentation and

1BR 8 10 18

2BR 0 104 103
3BR 0 241 241
4BR 0 34 34
5BR 0 2 2
Total Units 8 391 399

The regulatory agreement restricts 55 units at or below 50% AMI and
336 units at or below 80% AMI.

approval process is incorporated into the HOC budget procaE Housing

June 7, 2017

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY
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VPC One Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e Aleasing initiative is being coordinated by HOC's e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
Compliance Division. Occupancy is expected to stabilize maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (39%),
during the summer and early fall of 2017. appliances (18%) and plumbing (16%).

Avg. Current Total Work Orders Average Days to
Turnover Occupancy 0 CY 2016 Close
CY 2016 ccupancy

2,638 7

11% 79% 80%

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

e There are no Capital Improvements planned for FY 2018 As of April 2017, 377 of the 391 VPC One units scheduled to
as the units were recently renovated. be renovated are complete. The estimated completion date
for the project is June 2017.

e OnMarch9, 2017, the Corporation closed on an Eagle Bank
non-revolving line of credit with the option to issue
subnotes for $32,400,000. This facility will complete the
scattered site renovations, repay all renovation funds
drawn on the PNC LOC, repay draws from the Opportunity
Housing Development Fund (OHDF), provide a permanent
financing facility for the Corporations for up to 10 years.
Draws on the Eagle LOC will be limited at all times to an
amount that produces a minimum Debt Service Coverage

P~ Housing Ratio (DSCR) of 1.25.
( Opportunltles

= Commission 4
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VPC One Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Issues Consideration

Total Revenue $6,812,994  $7,056,520  $6,723,169°  $5,092,815  $4,424,477
Expenses: .
Operating - Admin 1152 0768 291524 s0sam2 332315 e Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Operating - Fees 1,466,306 1,396,939 1,351,887 1,283,369 1,299,964 .y . . . o
Tenant & Protective Services 126,446 129,859 123,697 118,519 112,842 County Executive’s volunta ry rent gU|deI|ne is 1.8%.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 209,053 162,961 158,688 210,499 240,113
Maintenance 676,262 711,907 683,094 720,201 508,274 . .
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $2,839,219 $2,703,434 $2,608,890 $2,840,860 $2,493,508 ° Market rents WI" be Increased by 1'8% bUt upon turnover
H H “" ”
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,973,775  $4,353,086  $4,114,279  $2,251,955  $1,930,969 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Debt Service 2,214,831 2,611,088 1,696,791 261,381 61,661 . Property cash flow is budgeted at $1,639,244 of which
Debt Service Reserves - - 835,170 1,552,166 -
Replacement Reserves 119,700 117,900 117,900 147,300 117,000 $271’551 is restricted.
Development Corporation Fees 1,367,693 1,367,693 1,229,984 291,108 893,063
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 271,551 256,405 234,434 - 859,245 .
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $3,973,775 $4,353,086 $4,114,279 $2,251,955 $1,930,969 L4 DSC R IS 1 . 83 .
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Time Frame
The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for VPC One
Capital Budget: . .
e eehen and Bath Supplies - 2550 2500 7405 T3 Corporation were presented to the HOC Budget, Finance and
M : w10 w00 N o Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is requested at
Plumbing Supplies - 1,836 1,800 2,271 734 H
e : : ’ o the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Doors - - - 669
Hardware Supplies - 2,693 2,640 92 87
HVAC Supplies - 2,938 2,880 - 736
Flooring and Carpeting - - 4,867 2,082 B u d g et I m p act
Paint and Wallcoverings - 4
Miscellaneous Supplies - - - 143 - , . . .
Plumbing Equipment - - - 3,800 4,548 The FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets establish an
HVAC Equipment - - - 3,796 (2,906) . . . K .
Appliance Equipment - 6732 6,600 25,585 15025 achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.
Tools - - - (96) -
Electrical Contracts - - 1,083 880
Appliance Contracts - 6,120 6,000 - 7,340
Plumbing Contracts - 7,344 7,200 15,360 5,245
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. - - - 3,555 6,921 - o
Windows/Giass Conracts : 5712 5600 2555 575 Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed
Roofing/Gutter Contracts - 7,956 7,800 6,679 5,522
Foorig/corperCotracts R Bk b e s Adoption of the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for VPC One
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - - 4,132 470 H
Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont - - - 5,160 606 by the Boa rd Of DlreCtorS
Miscellaneous Contracts 62,500 24,480 24,000 4,781 1,920
Total Capital Budget $68,000 $101,205 $99,220 $118,865 $81,777
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001ypc1 RE: VPC One Corporation Annual
Meeting, Election of Officers and
Adoption of FY’18 Operating and
Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the VPC One Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-controlled
corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the “Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation conducted its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June
7,2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 VPC One Corporation annual budget preparation was considered in
the presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget

process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
VPC One Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by VPC One orporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of VPC One Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of VPC One Corporation
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VPC Two Corporation
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VPC Two CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




VPC Two Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

280 units scattered across four HUBs
throughout Montgomery County
from Olney to Damascus.

Scattered site units include
condominiums, townhomes and
single family homes ranging from
two to four bedrooms. Amenities
are specific to the unit and the
community.

Some of these units have been
designated receiver units for the
permanent relocation of some
residents at HOC’s former
multifamily Public Housing
properties.

There has been a transfer of
assistance for 58 units of former
Public Housing of RAD Project Based
Voucher Subsidies. As part of this
Section 18 disposition, the
occupancy of the remaining units
will be restricted to tenants at or
below 80% AMI.

The Property is managed by the

Housing Opportunities Commission

with assistance from Edgewood

Management. 2
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VPC Two Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e August 7,2013 - Commission authorized and approved: the
establishment of VPC Two Corporation, a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality, and passed a resolution
approving the Articles of Incorporation.

1BR 0 15 15

2BR 0 37 37

e June 5, 2013 - Commission approved a rehabilitation plan for VPC 3BR 0 192 192

One and VPC Two, formerly known as the 669 Scattered Sites. The
plan included an allocation of $20 million of Commission funds that
would be reimbursed either through a financing of the properties or
project cash flows.

4BR 0 35 35
5BR 0 1 1

e March 2, 2016 - HOC approved a revised development budget for Tl Uil L A Y

both Corporations of $41.5 million to complete the rehabilitation of
the Scattered Sites based on 55% of the units (371) completed at
that time and advanced funds to VPC One and VPC Two for such The regulatory agreement restricts 58 units at or below 50% AMI and
rehabilitation, on an interim basis, from draws on the original line 222 units at or below 80% AMI.

of credit ($60 million) with PNC Bank, N.A.

* May 13, 2016 - The Commission approved a Financing Plan for both
VPC One and VPC Two to pursue a $65 million working capital non-
revolving Line of Credit with Eagle Bank to complete the
renovations of the Scattered Sites and retire the draws on the PNC
LOC, currently totaling approximately $22 million.

e December 7, 2016 - The Commission approved the Final Aggregate
Renovation Budget of $43 million for both Corporations and the
Final Financing Plan, and authorized acceptance of a loan from
Eagle Bank for permanent financing for no more than $24.6 million.

e The Corporation’s annual budget preparation, presentation and

approval process is incorporated into the HOC budget procaE Housing

= QOpportunities
June 7, 2017 Commission 3
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VPC Two Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

e Aleasinginitiative is being coordinated by HOC’s e The largest volume of work tickets was for general
Compliance Division. Occupancy is expected to maintenance — hardware, drywall damage, etc. (39%)
stabilize during the summer and early fall of 2017. and plumbing (13%).

Avg.
Ve Current

Occupancy

Turnover Occupancy
CY16

14% 78% 87%

Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY16 Close

2,235 4

Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing

* There are no capital improvements planned as the units As of December 2016, all 280 VPC Two units are
have been recently renovated or are scheduled for fully renovated.
renovation.

e OnMarch9, 2017, the Corporation closed on an

Eagle Bank non-revolving line of credit with the option to
issue sub notes for $23,400,000. This facility will complete
the scattered site renovations, repay all renovation funds
drawn on the PNC LOC, repay draws from the Opportunity
Housing Development Fund (OHDF), provide a permanent
financing facility for the Corporations for up to 10 years.
Draws on the Eagle LOC will be limited at all times to an
amount that produces a minimum Debt Service Coverage
Ratio (DSCR) of 1.25. No draws will be executed without

HOUSIn the approval of the Executive Director.
( Opportunltles

0= Commission 4
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VPC Two Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

_ Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $4,680,837  $4,770,755  $4,650,524  $3,269,298  $2,691,752
Expenses: .
Operating - Admin (6281,224)  (6843278)  (5,881,800) (953376)  (2,800,412) o Rent increases u pon lease renewal bu dgeted at1l .8%; the
Operating - Fees 7410000  7,854680 6856183 2041421 3754626 ., . . .
Tenant & Protective Services 85,799 90,997 86,691 94,612 76,825 County Executive’s volunta ry rent gu|del|ne is1.8%.
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 164,284 105,375 103,790 195,785 205,123
Maintenance 546,818 574,072 549,831 666,833 396,300 . .
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1,025677  $1,781,846  $1,714,695  $2,045275  $1,632,462 . Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but u pon turnover
Net Operating Income (NOI) $2,755,160  $2,988,909  $2,935,820  $1,224,023  $1,059,290 will be increased to the current “market rate”.
Debt Service 1599604 15832340 962,021 17,24 5,286
Debt serice Reserves - - s1976¢ 1084980 : * Property cash flow is budgeted at $1,071,556 of which
Replacement Reserves 84,000 84,000 84,000 83,700 83,700 4 4
Development Corporation Fees 899,109 899,109 896,664 38,119 680,759 $ 1 7 2 4 4 7 | sre St ri Cte d
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 172,447 173,460 178,380 - 289,545 ’ *
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $2,755160  $2,988,909  $2,935829  $1,224,023  $1,059,290
.
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 s 0 DSCRis 1.75.

Capital Budget: Ti me F rame
B e : S = The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for VPC Two

Appliance Supplies - - - 21 1,137 . .
Plambing Suples i : i = 0 Corporation were presented to the HOC Budget, Finance and
Cleaning/Janitorial Supplies - - - (500) - . . . .

Groundslanscping S5 op. - - - 10 - Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is requested at
Health and Safety Materials - - - (3,498) - .

Locks,Keys - - - w0 : the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Windows and Glass - 6,120 6,000 4,136 -

Doors - - - 984 874

Roofing Materials - - - (1,000) -

Hardware Supplies - - - (63) 58

HVAC Supplies - 10,200 10,000 (243) 925

Flooring:lr]\d Carpeting - - - 4,125 1,997 B Udget I m pact

Paint and Wallcoverings - 714 700 1,433 834

Miscellaneous Supplies - - - 46 - 7 H H H

E|ectri;a|squﬁpm25t : : : Lo : The FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets establish an

e et : i 70 e o achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.

Appliance Equipment - 1,632 1,600 10,295 8,050

Tools - - (79) -

Maintenance Equipment - - - - 1,410

Plumbing Contracts - 4,386 4,300 10,030 9,168

Cleaning/Janitorial Contracts-Cap.
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. -
‘Windows/Glass Contracts - 8,976

Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

®
®

8

8
NI
e
eBy
82

790

Roofing/Gutter Contracts - 4,590 4,500 14,970 - . . .
HVAC Contracts - wm 14100 1916 250 Adoption of the FY’ 18 Operating and Capital Budgets for VPC Two
Flooring/Carpet Contracts - 3,978 3,900 6,065 3,354 . .
Paint/Wallcovering Int. Cont. - - 550 980 COrporat'On by the Board Of DIreCtOfS.
Paint/Wallcovering Ext. Cont - - - 3,500 -
Fencing Contracts - - - (2,776) 500
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - - 5914 580
Miscellaneous Contracts 30,000 5,100 5,000 690 1,795
Total Capital Budget $30,000 $63,342 $62,100 $80,131 $34,483
& gousin B
= Opportunities
June 7,2017 Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001ypc2 RE: VPC Two Corporation Annual
Meeting, Election of Officers and
Adoption of FY’18 Operating and
Capital Budgets

WHEREAS, the VPC Two Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-controlled
corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the “Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation conducted its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June
7,2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 VPC Two Corporation annual budget preparation was considered
in the presentation and approval process with the Housing Opportunities Commission budget

process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
VPC Two Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by VPC Two Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of VPC Two Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of VPC Two Corporation
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Wheaton Metro

Development Corporation
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WHEATON METRO DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance

eCHousm

8pportunlt|es
ommission Page 134 !#2&7, 2017

Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Wheaton Metro Development Corporation
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Property Snapshot:

* Located in Silver Spring.
e Constructed in 2008.

* Situated on top of a metro station

and close to shopping and
restaurants.

¢ Amenities include a Fitness

Center, Business Center, Club
Room, Garage Parking, Onsite
Retail.
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Wheaton Metro Development Corporation — FY 2018 Overview

* 2003 — Commission authorized the creation of a wholly
controlled corporate instrumentality known as Wheaton
Metro Development Corporation and adopted By-laws which
provide for the operations and functions of the Corporation
and elected the seven Commissioners as the officers .

* May 2005 - Commission authorized the establishment of
Wheaton Metro Limited Partnership in which HOC is the
general partner for the apartment facility, certain retail space
and a parking garage above the Wheaton Metro station.

e March 1, 2007 - A condominium was created and 120 units,
the retail space and parking garage were transferred to the
Corporation pursuant to a Contract of Sale.

11175 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, MD 20902
Manager: Bozzuto (utilizes Yieldstar)

Unit Mix Total Affordable Market

e December 31, 2010 - Corporation executed the Asset

Management Agreement which requires submission of an 1BR 85 34 119

annual budget to the Owner an annual budget 90 days prior

to each fiscal year and approved a resolution that allowed for 2BR 34 16 50

the incorporation of the annual budget preparation and

presentation into the HOC budget process. Ll 1 . ©
Total Units 120 53 173

¢ Wheaton Metro consists of 173 units distributed as follows:

e 53 tax credit units owned by Wheaton Metro LP

. The regulatory agreement restricts 53 units at or below 50% AMI.
with HOC as the General Partner. 9 yag °

e 120 units owned by Wheaton Metro Development

Corporation. P~Housing
June 7, 2017 e = 88%%%15%?185 3
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Wheaton Metro Development Corporation — FY 2018 Update

Despite robust competition in the market, MetroPointe * The largest volume of work tickets was related to
has remained competitive and retained stabilized lighting and electrical (19.6%) and appliances (7%)
occupancy of 96%. followed by general maintenance —hardware, drywall

damage, flooring, etc. (16%).
e Valet trash service will be offered to all residents, an
amenity not currently available in competing properties
in the sub-market.

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current Total Work Orders Average Days to
Rate CY 2016 Occupancy CY 2016 Close
47% 95% 97%
650 2
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
The capital budget includes funding for replacement of e There are currently no plans underway for
carpeting and other typical turnover related expenses. redevelopment or refinancing for MetroPointe.

e Magnetics and security cameras will be installed and/or
upgraded throughout the property.

c Ic-l)ousw]cg o
June 7, 2017 QC Qoo ‘
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Wheaton Metro Development Corporation — FY 2018 Budget Summary

R ssues for Consideration

Total Revenue $2,816,918  $2,771,845  $2,763,258  $2,711,007  $2,577,999 « Rent increases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
.8%;
Expenses: County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Admin 254,917 254,915 257,008 232,802 218,174
Operating - Fees 98,287 98,697 96,535 97,692 103,725 . . 0, .
Tenant & Protective Services 27,807 27,807 27,354 24,935 30,460 ¢ Market rents WI” be Increased by 18/’ bUt Upon tU rnover WI”
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 145,644 145,846 141,062 116,162 126,873 be increased to the current “market rate”.
Maintenance 300,356 254,674 249,212 245,246 233,894
btotal - Operating Exp s827,011 4781939 771171 716837 713126 e The property’s $280,352 operating deficit is funded with a
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,989,907  $1,989,906  $1,992,087  $1,994,170  $1,864,873 draw from the Agency’s General Fund Operating Reserve,
‘ which is included in the property’s budgeted revenue.
Debt Service 1,951,227 1,951,226 1,953,407 1,955,490 1,957,482
Replacement Reserves 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 .
Asset Management Fees 8,680 8,680 8,680 8,680 8,680 * DSCR IS 088
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $1,989,907  $1,989,906  $1,992,087  $1,994,170  $1,996,162
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0  -$131,289

Time Frame
The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for

Wheaton Metro Development Corporation were presented to
the HOC Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017.
Capital Budget:
B - 351 291

rchen and Bath Supplies Board action is requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Flooring and Carpeting 5,100 5,100 5,000 - -
HVAC Equipment 1,836 1,836 1,800 380 - d
Appliance Equipment 3,570 3,570 3,500 893 745 B u g et I m paCt
Miscellaneous Equipment 3,060 3,060 3,000 1,365 1,215 , . .
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 15,300 15,300 15,000 28,096 30,791 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 5,100 5,100 5,000 1,085 - establish an achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal
Miscellaneous Contracts 29,070 29,070 28,500 12,209 8,143
Total Capital Budget $63,036 $63,036 $61,800 $44,379 $41,185 year.

Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Wheaton Metro Development Corporation by the Board of
Directors.

Housin
'ﬁ Oppor_t%nities
® Commission 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001ym RE: Wheaton Metro Development
Corporation Annual Meeting,
Election of Officers and Adoption of
FY’18 Operating and Capital
Budgets

WHEREAS, the Wheaton Metro Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly-controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission (the
“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation needs an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of its property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation entered into an Asset Management Agreement with the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 the Wheaton Metro Development Corporation annual budget
preparation was considered in the presentation and approval process with the Housing

Opportunities Commission budget process; and

WHEREAS, the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets were presented to the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee of the Commission on May 2, 2017 and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners also constitute the Directors of the Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for
Wheaton Metro Development Corporation and wishes to approve them.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Wheaton Metro Development Corporation that:

1. The Corporation approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.
2. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Wheaton Metro Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Wheaton Metro Development Corporation
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Chevy Chase Lake

Development Corporation
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CHEVY CHASE LAKE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING, ELECTION OF OFFICERS, AND
APPROVAL TO ACCEPT EXTENSION OF HOC $60 MILLION
LINE OF CREDIT

JUNE 7, 2017

According to the By-laws, the Chevy Chase Lake Development
Corporation is required to hold an Annual Meeting and elect officers.

Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation tax-exempt bond loan
of $6,794,170 was refinanced using the $60 million PNC Bank Line of
Credit which will expire September 3, 2017.

The Commission approved extending the maturity date for the Line
of Credit for Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation through
June 30, 2018.

The estimated debt service cost under the $60 million Line of Credit
is based upon the taxable borrowing rate of one month LIBOR plus
90 basis points. As of April 24, 2017, the estimated amount of
interest is approximately $152,321 for one year.

Staff requests the Board of Directors accept the extension of the $S60

million Line of Credit on behalf of Chevy Chase Lake Development
Corporation.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation Board of Directors
VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director
FROM: Staff: Gail Willison Division: Finance Ext. 9480
Eugenia Pascual Finance Ext. 9478
RE: Annual Meeting, Election of Officers and Approval to Extend the $S60 Million PNC

Bank Line of Credit to Finance Commission Approved Actions related to Chevy
Chase Lake Development Corporation

DATE: June 7, 2017
STATUS: Committee Report _X
OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

To conduct an annual meeting, elect officers and extend the use of the $60 Million PNC Bank
Line of Credit to finance Commission approved actions related to Chevy Chase Lake
Development Corporation (Chevy Chase Lake).

BACKGROUND:

The Commission has previously approved advances from the $60 Million PNC Bank Line of
Credit to support the interim financing needs Chevy Chase Lake. Staff requests to extend the
current maturity date through June 30, 2018. The $60 million PNC Bank Line of Credit
Agreement’s taxable borrowing rate is Libor plus 90 basis points. The unobligated amount as of
March 31, 2017 is $3,582,652 under the $60 million line of credit.

The current maturity date for the outstanding loan is June 2017 and the outstanding principal
amount as of March 31, 2017 is $6,794,170. The estimated annual interest cost for the year is
projected to be $152,321. In order to mitigate interest rate risk, the estimated cost under the
Line of Credit is based on the one month LIBOR rate of April 24, 2017 plus an additional 35 basis
points.
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ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
Does the Board wish to approve extending the maturity date to finance Commission approved
actions related to Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation through June 30, 2018?

PRINCIPALS:

HOC

PNC Bank, N.A.

Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation

BUDGET IMPACT:
The amount of interest expense for FY 2018 is estimated to be $152,321. The interest expense
has been included in the Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation Budget.

TIME FRAME:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the requested extension of line of credit at
the May 23, 2017 meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017 Board meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & BOARD ACTION NEEDED:

The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee recommends that the Board extend the use of the
$60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit to finance Commission approved actions related to Chevy
Chase Lake Development Corporation.
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RESOLUTION NO: 17-001cct RE: Chevy Chase Lake Development
Corporation Annual Meeting
and Election of Officers

WHEREAS, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation held its Annual Meeting and elected officers on June 7,
2017.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation
that:

1. The Corporation has held an annual meeting on June 7, 2017.
2. Election of officers was held at the annual meeting on June 7, 2017.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation at a regular meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation
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RESOLUTION NO:17-002ccL RE: Chevy Chase Lake Development
Corporation Approval to Accept
Extension of HOC $60 Million
Line of Credit Loan

WHEREAS, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a wholly-
controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission; and

WHEREAS, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation first mortgage loan of
$6,794,170 is currently financed through the $60 million PNC Bank Line of Credit; and

WHEREAS, the Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation first mortgage loan under
the line of credit will expire on September 3, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commission approved extending the use of the $60 million PNC Bank
Line of Credit to finance Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation loan through June 30,
2018 at a taxable borrowing rate of one month LIBOR plus 90 basis points; and

WHEREAS, the estimated cost based on the one month LIBOR rate as of April 24, 2017 is
approximately $152,321 for one year.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of Chevy Chase Lake
Development Corporation that it hereby approves accepting the extension of the HOC Line of
Credit Loan to finance Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation through June 30, 2018.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation at a regular meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation
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Damascus Gardens
Development Corporation
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DAMASCUS GARDENS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ANNUAL MEETING

June 7, 2017

e Damascus Gardens Development Corporation was formed in
August 1979.

e The purpose of the Corporation is “to engage in and assist in
the development of low income housing and will be
determined by HUD to constitute a “Public Housing Agency”
within the meaning of Section 3(6) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937”.

e By-laws of the Corporation state that an annual meeting and
election of officers must be held each year.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Directors of Damascus Gardens Development Corporation
VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Jim Atwell, Internal Auditor ext. 9426

RE: Annual Meeting for Damascus Gardens Development Corporation
DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Consent__ Deliberation X Status Report____ Future Action___
OVERALL GOAL & OBIJECTIVE:

Conduct the Annual Meeting for Damascus Gardens Development Corporation.

BACKGROUND:

On August 29, 1979, HOC formed Damascus Gardens Development Corporation (Corporation),
a nonprofit, non-stock corporation. As stated in the By-laws, the purpose of the Corporation is
“to engage in and assist in the development of low income housing and will be determined by
HUD to constitute a “Public Housing Agency” within the meaning of Section 3(6) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937”.

On October of 1979, the Corporation issued, sold and delivered $4,090,700 aggregate principal
amount of construction mortgage revenue limited obligation notes for the Damascus Gardens
Project. Additionally, $4,439,400 aggregate principal amount of mortgage revenue limited
obligation bonds was issued. The purpose of these transactions was to make a mortgage loan
to provide interim and permanent financing of the cost of constructing a 104-unit housing
project for persons and families of low income to be owned by Damascus Gardens Associates.

On December 3, 1980, a HAP contract was entered into between the Housing Opportunities
Commission (HOC) and Damascus K Partnership (Owner), with a contract term of 20 years.

In 1981, the Corporation refinanced the original issuance resulting in the Corporation issuing a
Mortgage Revenue Limited Obligation Bond for $4,090,700.
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On October 6, 1998, the Corporation defeased the mortgage and purchased an instrument
which is pledged to the bonds. The result of the defeasance was that Mortgage Revenue
Limited Obligation was issued in the amount of $3,810,000 and the Corporation received 100%
of the bond fund residuals, which totaled $1,049,095. The Mortgage Revenue Limited
Obligation was issued in Damascus Gardens Development Corporation’s name. Therefore, the
Corporation must remain active until the Obligation’s retirement in August 2017. The
defeasance account funds are currently maintained in HOC’s Opportunity Housing Reserve
Fund. The balance as of March 31, 2017 was $620,532.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
The By-laws of the Damascus Gardens Development Corporation state that an annual meeting
and election of officers must be held.

PRINCIPALS:
The Board of Directors of Damascus Gardens Development Corporation.

BUDGET IMPACT:
None.

TIME FRAME:
For Board action at the June 7, 2017 annual meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
Staff recommends the Board of Directors conduct an annual meeting and elect officers for
FY’18.
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-001p6 RE: Annual Meeting for Damascus
Gardens Development Corporation

WHEREAS, Damascus Gardens Development Corporation was formed in August 1979;
and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Corporation is to engage in and assist in the development
of low income housing; and

WHEREAS, the By-laws of the Corporation state that an annual meeting and election of
officers must be held each year.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Damascus Gardens Development
Corporation, that:

1. The Corporation has held an annual meeting on June 7, 2017.
2. Election of officers was held at the annual meeting on June 7, 2017.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors
of Damascus Gardens Development Corporation at a meeting conducted on Wednesday, June
7,2017.

Secretary to the Board of Damascus Gardens Development Corporation
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BROOKSIDE GLEN LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director




Brookside Glen Limited Partnership
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June 7, 2017

Property Snapshot:

e Located in Wheaton,
Maryland.

e Constructedin 1995;
comprehensive
renovation completedin
2015.

* Garden-style community with 84
townhome style units and six
2-BR flats.

e Amenitiesinclude a Club Room,
Washer/Dryer in the Unit, Free
Onsite Parking, Decks/Patios,
and a Business Center.

Page 154 of 411



Brookside Glen Limited Partnership — FY 2018 Overview

* June 20, 2003 - Commission established Brookside Glen Limited
Partnership (the “Partnership”).

¢ HOC, as limited partner, owns 99.9% of the partnership
interest.

* Brookside Glen Apartments Development Corporation, as
general partner, owns .1% of the interest in the Partnership.

e Thelimited partnership was established to own this property because,
under its regulations, the Maryland Department of Housing and
Community Development would not make a loan secured against the
property to a corporation even if controlled by HOC. As a result, the
limited partnership was created and the development corporation

used as the general partner.
¢ The Commission also approved the Articles of Incorporation and the
2BR 24 31 55

2399 Jones Lane, Wheaton, MD 20902
Manager: Avison Young

By-laws which provide for the operations and functions of the
Corporation and elected the seven Commissioners as the officers.

¢ June 20, 2003 - Partnership authorized the execution of the Asset 3BR 21 14 35
Management Agreement which requires the Corporation to submit to
the Owner an annual budget 90 days prior to each fiscal year. The Total Units 45 45 90
Partnership also approved a resolution that allowed for the

incorporation of the Brookside Glen annual budget preparation and
presentation into the HOC budget process. Home Regulatory Agreement dated June 23, 1994 requires restricted
income/rents for 20 units at 55% of area median and 5 units at 50% of
area median. DHCD Regulatory Agreement dated May 24, 1994
restricts the income/rent of 20 units at 40% of the median income.

Housing
e & -
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Brookside Glen Limited Partnership — FY 2018 Update

Avison Young assumed management of The Glen on e The largest volume of work tickets was for plumbing
August 1, 2016. (31%) followed by carpentry (15%), appliances (14%), and
electrical (12%).
e The property recently implemented a pet policy and is
developing a no smoking policy.

* Property occupancy has remained stable with low Total Work Orders Average Days to
turnover rates. CY 2016 Close
Avg. O C to 305 !
vg. Occupancy urrent Occupancy

17% 96% 96%
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
The biggest challenge is the aqua thermo heating system. Comprehensive renovations which included unit
Issues occur with the gas supply/valve resulting in no hot interiors, roof replacement, repair and sealing of the
water/no heat. Property staff are developing a plan to parking lot and replacement of mechanical systems
address this concern. were completed in 2015.
e The project was funded through Operating Cash,
Replacement Reserves and the Operating Reserve held
by DHCD.
CIC-I)ousm
= orfunities
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Brookside Glen Limited Partnership — FY 2018 Budget Summary
D e |

Total Revenue $1,554,266 $1,584,690 $1,569,890 $1,556,042 $1,459,183 .
¢ Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the

Expenses: _ A County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.

Operating - Admin 213,766 223,280 224,974 214,915 226,282

Operating - Fees 84,420 84,360 82,511 77,823 71,855 . . o, .

Tenant & Protective Services 15.403 15.405 15234 12582 14077 ¢ Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will

Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 146,442 145,083 142,547 140,917 150,114 be increased to the current “market rate”.

Maintenance 205,297 189,382 185,267 179,016 207,954

Subtotal - Operating Exp $665,328  $657,510 650533 9625263 $670.282 o property cash flow is budgeted at $180,780, all of which is
Net Operating Income (NOI) $888,938 $927,180 $919,357 $930,779 $788,901 restricted.

Debt Service 499,888 499,889 500,929 501,924 502,863 e DSCRis 1.78.

Operating Reserves 16,248 16,250 16,250 16,250 16,250

Replacement Reserves 95,112 95,112 90,576 86,268 78,420

Asset Management Fees 96,910 71,140 67,750 67,750 70,180

Excess Cash Flow Restricted 180,780 244,789 243,852 258,588 121,186 o

Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $888,938 $927,180 $919,357 $930,780  $788,899 T| me Frame
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Brookside
Glen Limited Partnership were presented to the HOC Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is
requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:

HVAC Equipment 5,059 5,059 4,960 4,640 - Bu d g etIm p act
Appliance Equipment 13,058 13,058 21,625 8,924 1,720
Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. 10,710 10,710 10,500 19,109 8,583 The FY’18 Ope rating and Cap|ta| Budgets establish an
Flooring/Carpet Contracts 27,480 21,502 21,080 12,366 23,677 . . . . .
Asphalt/Concrete Contracts 5,100 5,100 5,000 ses 13757 achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.
Miscellaneous Contracts 40,000 40,000 50,000 46,792 39,843

Total Capital Budget $101,407 $95,429 $113,165 $96,829 $87,580

Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

Adoption of the FY’ 18 Operating and Capital Budgets for Brookside
Glen Limited Partnership by the Board of Directors.

Elél)ousing -
June 7, 2017 > Chbmisson 5
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Resolution No. 17-001 3¢ RE: Adoption of FY’18 Operating
and Capital Budgets for
Brookside Glen

WHEREAS, Brookside Glen Apartments Development Corporation (“Corporation”)
serves as the general partner of Brookside Glen Limited Partnership (“Partnership”), which
owns and operates Brookside Glen (“Property”); and

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC” or
“Commission”) is the limited partner of the Partnership; and

WHEREAS, the Partnership must approve an annual budget which provides a sound
financial and operating plan for operation of the Property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation, in its capacity as the Partnership’s general partner, has
reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for Brookside Glen and wishes to approve
them on behalf of the Partnership; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Brookside Glen Apartments Development
Corporation, acting for itself and for and on behalf of Brookside Glen Limited Partnership as its
general partner, that it hereby approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for the
Property.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Brookside Glen Apartments Development Corporation,
acting for itself and for and on behalf of Brookside Glen Limited Partnership as its general
partner, that the Commission’s Executive Director, as the Corporation’s Secretary, is authorized
and directed, without any further action on their respective parts, to take any and all other
actions necessary and proper to carry out the transactions and actions contemplated herein.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of
Directors of Brookside Glen Apartments Development Corporation, acting for itself and for and
on behalf of Brookside Glen Limited Partnership as its general partner, at an annual meeting
conducted on June 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Directors of
Brookside Glen Apartments Development Corporation
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DIAMOND SQUARE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
ANNUAL MEETING AND AMENDMENT OF FY 2018

OPERATING & CAPITAL BUDGETS
. . Property Management
. Real Estate
Mortgage Finance
Finance
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Diamond Square Limited Partnership
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Diamond Square Limited Partnership — FY 2018 Overview

June 6, 1990 - Agreement executed with Montgomery
County, the City of Gaithersburg, and the Housing
Opportunities Commission (“HOC”) to jointly acquire the
Quality Inn Hotel located in Gaithersburg. Per Agreement,
Montgomery County assigned its contract to purchase the
property to HOC. The City contributed $500,000 for its share
of the purchase price, with title to the property held by HOC.

e 2003 - Commission established Diamond Square Limited
Partnership.
e HOQC, as limited partner, owns 99.9% of the
partnership interest.
e Diamond Square Development Corporation, as :
general partner, owns .1% of the interest in the 80 Bureau Dr, Gaithersburg, 20878

Partnership. Manager : Avison Young

* The limited partnership was established to own this property mm Affordable
81 122

because, under its regulations, the Maryland Department of Studio a1

Housing and Community Development would not make a

loan secured against the property to a corporation even if 1BR 2 0 2
controlled by HOC. As a result, the limited partnership was
created and the development corporation used as the
general partner.

Total Units 43 81 124

The regulatory agreement restricts 41 units at or below 50%

* The Commission also approved the Articles of Incorporation AMI, and the Partnership Rental Housing Program (PRHP) loan
and the By-laws which provide for the operations and restricts 40 units at or below 45% of state median income.
functions of the Corporation and elected the seven
Commissioners as the officers.

Housin
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Diamond Square Limited Partnership — FY 2018 Update

The property operates under guidance from the Board of »  The majority of service requests were for plumbing (37%),
Governance (BOG) which consists of one representative HVAC (21%), electrical (13%) and appliances (12%).

from Montgomery County, the City of Gaithersburg, and

HOC.

e Property occupancy remains very high. Leasing
strategies include direct marketing to local businesses
and employers. Units are offered furnished and
management is exploring options to offer unfurnished

units or upgrade furnishings.
P8 & Total Work Orders Average Days to
CY 2016 Close

Turnover Avg. Occupancy Current

438 1
Rate CY 2016 Occupancy
35% 99% 100%
Capital Improvements Redevelopment/Refinancing
The Capital Budget anticipates 12 unit renovations Units were renovated between 2000 — 2005 with new
upon turnover. This will include new kitchen cabinets, kitchens, bath fixtures, HVAC units and windows. In 2016,
countertops, appliances, and expanding the kitchen the main building entrance was replaced with a larger
area to include a full size refrigerator. vestibule and covered area outside the main doors.
CIC-I)ousm
= orfunities
June 7, 2017 ea Cgrgmlssmn 4

EE OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 163 Of 411



Diamond Square Limited Partnership — FY 2018 Budget Summary

Issues for Consideration

Total Revenue $1,328,416  $1,314,768  $1,284,868 $1,255,136  $1,186,372 i
e Rentincreases upon lease renewal budgeted at 1.8%; the
Expenses: H ’ . . . 0,
Operating - Admin 202592 202592 196373 185987 190487 County Executive’s voluntary rent guideline is 1.8%.
Operating - Fees 66,780 66,690 64,555 62,940 60,871 . . .
Tenant & Protective Services 7,594 7,594 14,960 100,200 88,134 * Market rents will be increased by 1.8% but upon turnover will
Taxes, Insurance & Utilities 255,464 253,120 245,782 245,814 187,532 be increased to the current “market rate”.
Maintenance 262,904 248,481 242,661 235,290 222,456
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $795,334 $778,477 $764,331 $830,231 $749,480 . Property cash ﬂOW is budgeted at $268 283 3 ” Of Wh |Ch is
’ 7
Net Operating Income (NOI) $533,082 $536,291 $520,537 $424,905 $436,892 restricted.
Debt Service 118,186 118,184 118,450 118,702 118,944 . :
Operating Reserves 19,920 19,920 19,920 19,920 19,920 DSCR 1S 451
Replacement Reserves 103,563 103,563 99,580 95,754 92,071
Asset Management Fees 23,130 23,130 22,460 22,460 21,810
Excess Cash Flow Restricted 268,283 271,494 260,127 168,067 184,146
Subtotal - Expenses Below NOI $533,082 $536,291 $520,537 $424,903 $436,891 T | m e F r am e
NET INCOME $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for Diamond
Square Limited Partnership were presented to the HOC Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee on May 2, 2017. Board action is
requested at the June 7, 2017 meeting.

Capital Budget:

Computer Equipment - - - - 1,188

Kitchen and Bath Supplies 122,400 122,400 120,000 - -

Grounds/Landscaping Sup.-Cap. - - - 1,308 - B u d g et I m pa‘Ct

Doors 1,938 1,938 1,900 - 540 ’ . . .

Miscellaneous Supplies 20318 20318 19920 11315 585 The FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets establish an

HVAC Equipment 10,588 10,588 10,380 4,937 15,761 achievable financial plan for the coming fiscal year.

Appliance Equipment 23,562 23,562 23,100 8,511 4,590

Tools - - - 431 2,276

Miscellaneous Equipment - - - 4,526 2,452

Grounds/Landscaping Contr-Cap. 5,100 5,100 5,000 - - q .

Flooring/Carpet Contracts 9,945 9,945 9,750 13,828 13,226 Staff Recommendation and Board Action Needed

Asphalt/Concrete Contracts - - 80,000 4,326 -

Miscellaneous Contracts - - - 42,804 36,607 Adoption of the FY’18 Amended Operating and Capital Budgets for
Total Capital Budget $193,851 $193,851 $270,050 $91,986 $82,125

Diamond Square Limited Partnership by the Board of Directors.

Housing
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Resolution No. 17-001 ps RE: Adoption of FY’18 Operating and
Capital Budgets for Diamond
Square

WHEREAS, Diamond Square Development Corporation (“Corporation”) serves as the
general partner of Diamond Square Limited Partnership (“Partnership”), which owns and
operates Diamond Square (“Property”); and

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC” or
“Commission”) is the limited partner of the Partnership; and

WHEREAS, the Partnership requires an annual budget which provides a sound financial
and operating plan for operation of the Property; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation, in its capacity as the Partnership’s general partner, has
reviewed the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for Diamond Square and wishes to approve
them on behalf of the Partnership.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Diamond Square Development Corporation,
acting for itself and for and on behalf of Diamond Square Limited Partnership as its general
partner, that it hereby approves the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets for the Property.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Diamond Square Development Corporation, acting for
itself and for and on behalf of Diamond Square Limited Partnership as its general partner, that
the Commission’s Executive Director, as the Corporation’s Secretary, is authorized and directed,
without any further action on their respective parts, to take any and all other actions necessary
and proper to carry out the transactions and actions contemplated herein.

I, HEREBY, CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of
Directors of Diamond Square Development Corporation, acting for itself and for and on behalf
of Diamond Square Limited Partnership as its general partner, at an annual meeting conducted
onJune 7, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Directors of
Diamond Square Apartments Development Corporation
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HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY
10400 Detrick Avenue
Kensington, Maryland 20895
(240) 627-9425

Minutes
May 3, 2017

17-05

The monthly meeting of the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
was conducted on Wednesday, May 3, 2017 at 10400 Detrick Avenue, Kensington, Maryland
beginning at 4:00 p.m. Those in attendance were:

Present
Jackie Simon, Chair
Christopher Hatcher, Vice Chair
Richard Y. Nelson, Jr., Chair Pro Tem
Linda Croom
Pamela Byrd
Edgar Rodriguez

Absent
Margaret McFarland

Also Attending

Stacy Spann: Executive Director
Patrick Mattingly

Fred Swan

Kayrine Brown

Joan McGuire

Darcel Cox

Lorie Seals

Belinda Fulco

Nilou Razeghi

Angela MclIntosh-Davis
Tiffany Jackson

Bobbie DaCosta
Arthur Tirsky

Natalie Kaplan

Victoria Dixon

RAB

Yvonne Caughman; Vice President

Nowelle Ghahha ri; Acting General Counsel
Gail Willison
Brian Kim
Hyunsuk Choi
Shauna Sorrells
Zachary Marks
Jay Shepherd
Christina Autin
Douglas Brooks
Lynn Hayes
Ethan Cohen
Rita Harris

Jim Atwell
Samuel Mason

Guest
Amy Millar, mceeo
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HOC Minutes

May 3, 2017
Page 2 of 8
IT Support Commiission Support
Irma Rodriguez Patrice Birdsong, spec. Asst. to Commission

The meeting began with approval of the Consent Calendar. The Consent Calendar was

adopted upon a motion by Vice Chair Hatcher and seconded by Commissioner Byrd.
Affirmative votes were cast by Commissioners Simon, Hatcher, Nelson, Croom, Byrd, and
Rodriguez. Commissioner McFarland was necessarily absent and did not participate in the vote.

CONSENT ITEMS

A. Approval of Minutes of April 5, 2017 - The minutes were approved as submitted.

B. Approval of Executive Session Minutes of April 5, 2017 — The minutes were

approved as submitted.

INFORMATION EXCHANGE

A. Report of the Executive Director — The Executive Director had nothing new to add to

his written report.

. Calendar and Follow-up Action

None

. Commissioner Exchange

Commissioner Croom reported that she attended the NAACP Gala on April 30, 2017
and it was a very nice event.

. Resident Advisory Board (RAB) — Yvonne Caughman, Vice President, reported that

Ethan Cohen, Housing Programs Coordinator, met with the RAB to present and
discuss the proposed revisions to the HOC Administrative Plan regarding preference
for families with histories of homelessness. The Board reviewed and is in favor of
the changes.

Community Forum — None

Status Report — None

COMMITTEE REPORTS and RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION

A. Development and Finance Committee — Com. Simon, Chair
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HOC Minutes
May 3, 2017
Page 3 0of 8

1. Approval to Select Construction Management Company for the Development
of Elizabeth House Il Apartments (“EH Ill Apartments”) and The South County
Regional Recreation and Aquatic Center (SCRRAC) Pursuant to Request for
Proposals #2056 and Authorization to Negotiate and Execute Contract with
Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL)

Brian Kim, Development Associate, and Hyunsuk Choi, Senior Financial Analyst, were the
presenters.

The following resolution was approved upon a motion by Chair Pro Tem Nelson and
seconded by Commissioner Byrd. Affirmative votes were cast by Commissioners Simon,
Hatcher, Nelson, Croom, Byrd, and Rodriguez. Commissioner McFarland was necessarily absent
and did not participate in the vote.

RESOLUTION: 17-29 RE: Approval to Select Construction
Management Company for the
Development of Elizabeth House Il
Apartments (“EH Il Apartments”) and The
South County Regional Recreation and
Aquatic Center (SCRRAC) Pursuant to
Request for Proposals #2056 and
Authorization to Negotiate and Execute
Contract with Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL)

WHEREAS, Elizabeth Square is a 136,032 sq. ft. parcel located in downtown Silver Spring,
bounded by Fenwick Street to the North, Second Avenue to the East, WMATA Rail Lines to the
West and Apple Street to the South, known as Elizabeth Square and consists of three discrete
properties: Alexander House, owned by Alexander House Development Corporation and
Alexander House Limited Partnership (“Alexander House”); Elizabeth House, owned by the
Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC” or “Commission”), and
Fenwick Professional Park owned by Acorn Storage No. 1, LLC a subsidiary of Lee Development
Group (LDG) subject to a Master Lease to Elizabeth House Il Limited Partnership, Elizabeth House
IIl LLC and EH Ill Recreational Center, LLC; and

WHEREAS, the revised Sketch Plan, Preliminary Plan, and Site Plan for Elizabeth Square
will be submitted to the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission (“M-
NCPPC”) on May 2017 with approval projected for September 2017; and

WHEREAS, the revised development plan will include 267 residential units in the
Elizabeth House Il Apartments (“EH Il Apartments”) development, of which 120 units will
be set aside as affordable units, the 120,000 square foot South County Regional
Recreation and Aquatic Center (SCRRAC), and the 7,500 square foot Holy Cross Hospital
Senior Resource Center and Primary Care Facility; and
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HOC Minutes
May 3, 2017
Page 4 of 8

WHEREAS, Schematic and Design Development Plans for the new EH Il
Apartments is anticipated to be completed by June 2017; and

WHEREAS, staff proposes the use of a Construction Manager to support and manage
very complex development of AH Ill Apartments and the SCRRAC to ensure the efficient and
effective execution of the Commission’s goal of providing safe, high quality, amenity rich,
affordable housing and the County’s goal of delivering a recreational and aquatic center in the
down county location of Montgomery County; and

WHEREAS, staff issued the request for proposals (RFP) #2056 for Construction
Management Services on March 22, 2017 for the construction of EH Il Apartments and the
SCRRAG, soliciting firms with extensive experience in the development of public government
facilities, aquatic and recreation centers, a tight urban site with limited construction access,
developments within the zone of influence of WMATA metro and CSX tracks, high-rise
multifamily structures, and multiple levels of underground parking; and

WHEREAS, there were four proposals submitted in response to the RFP (Jones Lang
LaSalle, Hanscomb Consulting, Inc, Building Consultants, Inc. and JDC Construction Company,
LLC) from which staff selected the highest scoring firm based on the established selection
criteria in the RFP; and

WHEREAS, of the four qualified responses Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) JLL, a company with
extensive experience with new construction, both commercial and residential, to include
experience with the construction of an aquatic center (Smith Aquatic Center in Charlottesville,
Virginia) as well as experience with federal, state and local authorities, received the highest score,
averaging 93.67; and

WHEREAS, the Commission wishes to approve the selection of JLL as construction
manager for Elizabeth House Ill and the SCRRAC.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County hereby approves the selection of Jones Lang LaSalle as construction
manager for Elizabeth House Ill and the SCRRAC.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County hereby authorizes the Executive Director of the Commission to negotiate and execute a
contract with Jones Lang LaSalle for $1,495,000 which will consist of a pre-development portion of
$270,000 ($30,000 per month) and a construction and closeout portion of $1,225,000.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County that it authorizes funding of the predevelopment portion of $270,000 from the existing
predevelopment funding previously approved by the Commission, and that the construction and
closeout portion of $1,225,000 is authorized to be funded from loan proceeds at the closing of the
construction financing of EH Ill Apartments and the SCRRAC.
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HOC Minutes
May 3, 2017
Page 5 of 8

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County that the Executive Director is authorized to take any and all other actions necessary
and proper to carry out the transaction and actions contemplated herein including the
execution of any documents related thereto.

2. Approval to Select JDC Construction Company as Construction Manager for the
Renovation of Alexander House Apartments and Authorization to Execute
Contract

Hyunsuk Choi, Senior Financial Analyst, and Brian Kim, Development Associate, were
presenters.

The following resolution was approved upon a motion by Chair Pro Tem Nelson and
seconded by Commissioner Croom. Affirmative votes were cast by Commissioners Simon,
Hatcher, Nelson, Croom, Byrd, and Rodriguez. Commissioner McFarland was necessarily absent
and did not participate in the vote.

RESOLUTION: 17-30 RE: Approval to Select JDC Construction
Company as Construction
Manager for the Renovation of
Alexander House Apartments and
Authorization to Execute
Contract

WHEREAS, the Alexander House Development Corporation (the “Corporation”) is a
wholly controlled corporate instrumentality of the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County (“HOC” or “Commission”), and Alexander House Apartments Limited
Partnership (the “Partnership”) is a Low Income Housing Tax Credit entity created on July
7, 2016, with HOC as the general partner and the Corporation as the initial limited partner,
and the two entities together (the “Owners”) own 40% and 60%, respectively of Alexander
House Apartments; and

WHEREAS, the Alexander House Apartments (the “Development”) is located at 8560
Second Avenue, near the Silver Spring Metro Station, and was originally constructed in 1992
as a single sixteen-story building with 311 residential units, 203 parking spaces in a tri-level
underground parking garage, management offices, maintenance and engineering rooms, as
well as a common outdoor pool shared with Elizabeth House Apartments, the property
adjacent to the north; and

WHEREAS, the Development is an important element of the redevelopment
of Elizabeth Square; and

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2016, the Corporation approved the selection of CBP
Constructors LLC as general contractor for the renovations of the Development; and
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WHEREAS, on October 5, 2016, the Commission, acting on behalf of itself and for and
on behalf of the Partnership, approved the final development plan for the Development with
an estimated total development cost budget of $120,194,570, approximately $68,013,220 of
which to be allocated to the Corporation’s portion and approximately $52,181,350 to the
Partnership’s portion; and

WHEREAS, on January 20, 2017, the Executive Director signed the general
contractor contract with CBP Constructors LLC for $25.3 million; and

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2017, Citi Community Capital provided construction
loans to the Owners of Alexander House Apartments which allow the existing apartment
building to be modernized and competitive in the downtown Silver Spring multifamily
rental market; and

WHEREAS, on May 7, 2014, the Commission approved the creation of a pool of
construction management professionals consisting of four firms to provide such
services; and

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2016, the Commission approved two additional firms to be
added to the construction management pool: Hess Construction and CBP Constructors;
and

WHEREAS, to ensure the efficient and timely execution of the renovation plan, staff
proposes the use of third-party construction management services to provide oversight of
the redevelopment process to protect the Commission’s interests and to ensure the on-
time delivery of the renovated units; and

WHEREAS, staff solicited pricing proposals to provide construction management
services for the renovation of Alexander House Apartments from the construction
management pool on January 6, 2017, and having reviewed those proposals recommends the
selection of JDC Construction Company as construction manager for the renovation of the
Property.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County, acting for itself and as general partner for and on behalf of Alexander
House Apartments Limited Partnership (“AHLP”), that it hereby approves the selection of JDC
Construction Company as Construction Manager for the renovation of Alexander House
Apartments.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County, acting for itself and for and on behalf of AHLP as its current general partner, authorizes
the Executive Director to execute a construction management contract with JDC Construction
Company for an amount not to exceed $304,500, of which $121,800 to be allocated to AHLP and
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$182,700 to Alexander House Development Corporation, and funded from the respective
construction loans proceeds made available on January 31, 2017 from Citi Community Capital.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County, acting for itself and for and on behalf of Alexander House Apartments Limited
Partnership as its current general partner, that the Executive Director is authorized, without any
further action on their respective parts, to take any and all other actions necessary and proper
to carry out the transactions and actions contemplated herein including the execution of any
documents related thereto.

B. Legislative and Regulatory Committee — Com. Byrd, Chair
1. Authorization to Revise HOC’s Administrative Plan to Provide a Preference for
Families with Histories of Homelessness

Ethan Cohen, Housing Programs Coordinator, and Fred Swan, Director of Resident
Services, were the presenters.

The following resolution was approved upon a motion by Commissioner Byrd and
seconded by Commissioner Croom. Affirmative votes were cast by Commissioners Simon,
Hatcher, Nelson, Croom, Byrd, and Rodriguez. Commissioner McFarland was necessarily absent
and did not participate in the vote.

RESOLUTION: 17-31 RE: Authorization to Revise HOC’s
Administrative Plan to Provide a Preference for
Families with Histories of Homelessness

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County must and
desires to revise and make new additions to its Administrative Plan for the Housing Choice
Voucher Program to add a local preference to HOC's waiting list for up to 10 Housing Choice
Vouchers to be allocated for families with histories of homelessness; and

WHEREAS, a public comment period for these proposed revisions began on April 3, 2017
and concluded on May 3, 2017 with a public hearing.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that it approves and authorizes this revision and new addition to its
Administrative Plan for the Housing Choice Voucher Program to add a local preference to HOC's
waiting list for up to 10 Housing Choice Vouchers to be allocated for families with histories of
homelessness.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County that the Executive Director is hereby authorized and directed, without any further
action on its part, to take all actions necessary and proper to accomplish the activity
contemplated herein.
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Iv. ITEMS REQUIRING DELIBERATION and/or ACTION
A. None

V. FUTURE ACTION ITEMS
None

VI. INFORMATION EXCHANGE (CONT’D)
None

VII. NEW BUSINESS
None

VIIl. ADMINISTRATIVE SESSION FINDINGS and/or ACTION
None

Based upon this report, and there being no further business to come before this open
session of the Commission, pursuant to Section 3-305 of the General Provisions Article of the
Maryland Annotated Code, a motion was made to adjourn the open session to a closed session
by Vice Chair Hatcher and seconded by Commissioner Byrd. Affirmative votes were cast by
Commissioners Simon, Hatcher, Nelson, Croom, Byrd, and Rodriguez. Commissioner McFarland
was necessarily absent and did not participate in the vote.

The open session adjourned at 4:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Stacy L. Spann
Secretary-Treasurer

/pmb
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26th Annual Affordable Housing Summit

On May 5™, HOC staff joined colleagues from
throughout the region at the Affordable Housing
Conference of Montgomery County’s 26" Annual
Affordable Housing Summit in Bethesda. Leaders
from across the state and county gave remarks,
including former Senator Paul Sarbanes, Senator
Ben Cardin, Representatives John Delaney and

Jamie Raskin, County Executive Isiah Leggett, and
County Council President Roger Berliner.
Congressman Elijah Cummings delivered an
invigorating keynote address, asserting that our
business as housers is to “help people be the
best they can be.”

Participants attended a number of expert panels. At the
“Innovation in Affordable Housing Finance: Case Studies
from Across the Nation” panel, | shared HOC’s approach
to attracting private equity into affordable housing
development as was done with The Lindley — HOC’s new
development which broke ground in Chevy Chase,
Maryland next to the planned Purple Line — which
includes an equity investment from the Gwendolyn and
Morris Cafritz Foundation. HOC’s Commissioner Richard
Nelson also moderated a panel entitled, “HUD in
Transition: New Challenges, New Vision,” which included
HOC Director of Legislative and Public Affairs Shauna
Sorrells.
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Maryland Association of Housing and Redevelopment Agencies (MAHRA) Annual Spring Conference

The MAHRA Spring Conference was held May 24-26, 2017, in Ocean City, Maryland, bringing together
affordable housing and community development agencies, as well as officials from throughout the state.
Approximately 150 affordable housing professionals gathered to take advantage of the unparalleled
training the conference provides, ensuring professionals are equipped for the challenges they face in
creating safe and viable communities for all.

HOC staff provided substantial support, handling logistics and planning as well as developing materials
for conference participants. HOC staff was also onsite Wednesday, May 24" to livestream portions of
the conference. HOC Academy Resident Counselor Erika Conner served as a conference guest speaker.
In addition, winners of MAHRA’s “What Home Means to Me” poster contest were awarded scholarships
for visual and narrative submissions illustrating how their home impacts their lives.

HOC’s 20" Annual Food For Thought Honors Student Achievement

The 20" Annual Food For Thought award
ceremony was held on May 18" 2017. Sixty
students qualified for academic achievement
awards and were honored by HOC with a night of
food and fun at Rockin’ Jump Indoor Trampoline
Park. Awards were presented to HOC youth who
achieved a 3.0 GPA or higher and students who
showed great academic improvement. Four youth
received awards for perfect 4.0 GPAs.

All HOC students in grades 3-5, as well as middle
and high school students who earned a 3.5 GPA or
higher, were eligible to enter an essay contest.
Fifteen students received $20 Target gift cards for
their standout essay submissions.
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HOC Youth Fair Promotes Workforce Readiness

On Saturday, May 20" HOC Academy hosted its very first Youth Fair at the HOC Kensington office. The
event linked young adults, ages 16-24, with employment, internship, apprenticeship, and training
opportunities for the summer. Over 50 youth attended the fair, which featured the following vendors:
Worksource Montgomery (American Job Center), Montgomery County Public Libraries, Credit Abuse
Resistance Education (CARE), Latin American Youth Center/Maryland Multicultural Youth Centers,
Montgomery College, Job Corps, People Ready, ldentity, Inc., GAC Services, and Global African
Community Education Development. HOC Academy staff will follow up with attendees at the end of
June to track their employment and program enrollment.

The Youth Fair is yet another example of our commitment to supporting HOC customers through
Community Connected Housing—by acting as a convener to connect customers with educational,
employment, and other opportunities.

HOC Youth Selected for Delta Sigma Theta’s 2017 Presidential Youth Conference

HOC resident and EMBODI participant Yeddia Hunde has been selected to attend Delta Sigma Theta’s
2017 Presidential Youth Conference at their 53™ National Convention, August 3-5, 2017 in Las Vegas,
Nevada.

The EMBODI (Empowering Males to Build Opportunities for Developing Independence) program seeks
to ensure young African American males reach their fullest potential by focusing on STEM education,
culture, self-efficacy, leadership, physical and mental health, healthy lifestyle choices,

character, ethics, relationships, college readiness, fiscal management, civic engagement and

service learning. HOC has partnered with Delta Sigma Theta’s EMBODI program at Seneca A
Ridge in Germantown since 2010.

Yeddia, a resident of Washington Square in Gaithersburg, has been an active
participant in the EMBODI program for four years. Currently, Yeddia is an honor
roll student at Magruder High School and intends to enter the United States ‘ \

Naval Academy upon graduation, with plans to become a Naval Officer and Delto Sigmo Theto Sorority, Ine

General.

HOC and PNC Bank Partner to Provide Internships for HOC College Students

HOC and PNC Bank have partnered to provide summer employment opportunities for HOC college
students ages 18 and older. PNC has created 15 summer positions in their local bank branches. To date,
over 20 HOC participants have expressed interest and are submitting applications. All applicants must
pass an assessment and interview process with PNC. On May 31*, HOC held an informational session for
interested applicants at HOC's Kensington office. The session offered students the opportunity to hear
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from PNC Senior Vice President Jeffrey Humber and receive interview preparation tips and training.
Several students have applied for the internship, while five students attended the information session.
HOC will continue to recruit students for the opportunity which will run from May — August 2017.

HOC to Offer Services to Housing Path Wait List Clients

Fatherhood Initiative and HOC Academy are currently working on programs that will benefit current and
potential HOC clients. HOC plans to open programs such as financial literacy and housing prep courses
to families on our wait list in 2018.
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OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY

June 2017

Town Hall Meeting (A//) ~ Gaithersburg High School, 101 Education Dr., Gaithersburg, MD 20877)

HOC Regular Meeting (All)

HOC Day of Service (All)

Staff Appreciation Day (All)

Tony Davis Scholarship Committee Meeting (Simon)

Resident Advisory Board (Croom)

HAND — 26" Annual Meeting & Housing Expo (All)

Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)
Status/Lunch Meeting w/Executive Director (All) — Location T8BD

Agenda Formulation (Simon, McFarland)

July 2017

Independence Day (HOC Office Closed)
Tony Davis Scholarship Award Reception (All)
HOC Regular Meeting (All)

NAHRO Summer Conference (A”)(Indianapolis Marriott Downtown Hotel, 350 W. Maryland St.,

Indianapolis, IN 46225)

Resident Advisory Board (Croom)
Legislative and Regulatory Committee Meeting (Byrd, Croom, Simon)
Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)

Agenda Formulation (Simon, McFarland)

August 2017

National Night Out (All)

HOC Regular Meeting (All)

Budget, Finance and Audit Committee Meeting (Nelson, Simon, Hatcher)
Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)
Status/Lunch Meeting w/Executive Director (All) = Location T8D

Agenda Formulation (Simon, Croom)

September 2017

Labor Day Holiday (HOC Offices Closed)

HOC Regular Meeting (All)

Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)
Resident Advisory Board (Croom)

Legislative and Regulatory Committee Meeting (Byrd, Croom, Simon)
Budget, Finance and Audit Committee Meeting (Nelson, Simon, Hatcher)

Agenda Formulation (Simon, Croom)

October 2017

HOC Regular Meeting (All)

Resident Advisory Board (Croom)

Updates and changes in RED

6 p.m.-7p.m.

4:00 p.m.

8:30a.m.—-3:30 p.m.

9:00 a.m.
10:00 a.m.
6:00 p.m.

8a.m.—3p.m.

10:00 a.m.
12:00 noon
12:00 noon

3:30 p.m.
4:00 p.m.

6:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.
10:00 p.m.
12:00 noon

5-9p.m.
4:00 p.m.
10:00 a.m.
10:00 a.m.
12:00 noon
12:00 noon

4:00 p.m.
10:00 a.m.
6:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.
10:00 a.m.
12:00 noon

4:00 p.m.
6:00 p.m.
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17
20
20
23

17

20

21
23-24

6
12
15
15
18
25

Budget, Finance and Audit Committee Meeting (Nelson, Simon, Hatcher)
Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)
Status/Lunch Meeting w/Executive Director (All) — ocation T8BD

Agenda Formulation (Simon, Byrd)

November 2017

Budget, Finance and Audit Committee Meeting (Nelson, Simon, Hatcher)
HOC Regular Meeting (All)

Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)
Resident Advisory Board (Croom)

Legislative and Regulatory Committee Meeting (Byrd, Croom, Simon)

Thanksgiving Holiday Observed (HOC Offices Closed)

December 2017

HOC Regular Meeting (All)

Budget, Finance and Audit Committee Meeting (Nelson, Simon, Hatcher)
Development and Finance Committee Meeting (Simon, McFarland, Nelson)
Status/Lunch Meeting w/Executive Director (All) — Location T8BD

Resident Advisory Board (Croom)

Christmas Holiday (HOC Offices Closed)

10:00 a.m.
10:00 a.m.
12:00 noon
12:00 noon

2:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.
10:00 a.m.
6:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.

4:00 p.m.
10:00 a.m.
10:00 a.m.

12:00 noon

6:00 p.m.

Activities of Interest

1 - Follow-up Meeting w/Housing for People with Disabilities Group
2 —Property Tour

**changes/additions in red
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APPROVAL OF NEW HOC PROCUREMENT POLICY

June 7, 2017

The Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) required public housing authorities (PHAs) to
update or establish wholly new procurement policies by
June 30, 2017.

Unlike most PHAs, HOC has powers that allow it to
develop, operate and manage housing without the use of
federal funds or assistance from HUD.

HOC has elected to draft a new policy that complies with
HUD regulations while also allowing for the procurement

of contracts that are not funded from a federal source.

Staff recommends approval of the new HOC Procurement
Policy.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff: Gail Willison, Chief Financial Officer Division: Finance Ext. 9480
RE: Approval of New HOC Procurement Policy

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Deliberation X

OVERALL GOAL & OBIJECTIVE:
To approve a new HOC Procurement Policy

BACKGROUND:

Over ten years ago, the federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) issued regulations
establishing standards and principles for financial management and administration by
beneficiaries of federal funds and awards. Included in those beneficiaries are public housing
agencies (PHAs) that receive funding from the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) for the operation of a variety of programs including Public Housing and the Housing
Choice Voucher Program.

HUD followed the direction of OMB by revising its own procurement regulations to align with
the policy guide and requiring PHAs to amend existing purchasing procedures or establish
wholly new policies by June 30, 2017. Recognizing that its Procurement Policy required
substantial revision to meet the regulatory standards, HOC embarked on the process several
months ago.

Unlike most PHAs, HOC has powers that allow it to develop, operate and manage housing
without the use of federal funds or assistance from HUD. In the past, that has that caused
confusion and unnecessary complication in procuring certain contractors and services because
of the overlay of federal procurement procedures when compliance with these criteria is not
required. Rather than simply revising the existing Procurement Policy, HOC chose to revamp it
by drafting a completely new policy that complies with the HUD guidance and regulations
while, at the same time, providing for a solicitation and procurement procedure for those
contracts that are not funded from a federal source.

The Commission reviewed several versions of a revised policy over the last several months. In
early May, the Commission met in a Worksession to review a draft prepared by HOC's former
General Counsel, Kenneth Tecler. After that meeting, the suggestions and comments of the

2
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Commission were included in the document presented for consideration today. Modifications
made since the Worksession are shown in the redline document included with this
memorandum ( Attachment A). The proposed final Procurement Policy is included as
Attachment B.

The Procurement Policy follows the HUD regulatory guidance for federally funded contracts. It
clearly identifies differing procedures for solicitation for various cost levels. It provides a
methodology for the selection of contractors in which price is not the primary criteria by
establishing a competitive proposal process. It defines a “sole source” contractual exception
and procurement method. It also includes a section on the treatment of “Section 3” small
businesses and how participation in the program is to be considered in procurements of
contractors, where applicable.

Importantly, the proposed policy establishes a system for selecting professionals and
consultants for non-federally funded developments. The selection and use of “pools” of
experts is authorized so that HOC can move more quickly in identifying contractors for
completion of needed services. For more expensive and longer term contracts, not using
federal funds, the competitive proposal process is utilized. While the HUD regulatory scheme is
the base for these procedures, there is more flexibility in the procurement process for those
contracts which are not financed with HUD grants or awards.

One issue that was not discussed at the Worksession was the treatment of proposed contract
changes that would result in increases in compensation to a contractor. As part of the
clarifications that were made in Section 16, a new subparagraph was added to address these
concerns. The provision is based on the current language and Budget Policy #5 relating to
project budgets. The Executive Director has discretion to approve such contract modifications
within the limits specified. All other changes in compensation under authorized contracts
require Commission approval.

The Procurement Policy includes four (4) appendices. The first is a list of federally required
clauses and provisions in HUD funded contracts. The second and third provide solicitation
levels and awarding authority limits. The last appendix describes the procurement process for
certain services such as bond counsel, audit services, underwriters and others that work closely
with the Commission or have complex tasks that require closer review and consideration for
both selection and renewal or are normally procured on a longer schedule.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
Does the Commission wish to approve the new HOC Procurement Policy?

BUDGET IMPACT:
None.
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TIME FRAME:
For deliberation at the June 7, 2017 Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
Staff recommends the Commission approve the new HOC Procurement Policy.
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RESOLUTION No.: 17-33 RE: Approval of New HOC Procurement
Policy

WHEREAS, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) required public
housing authorities (PHAs) to update or establish wholly new procurement policies by June 30,
2017; and

WHEREAS, unlike most PHAs, HOC also has powers that allow it to develop, operate and
manage housing without the use of federal funds or assistance from HUD; and

WHEREAS, HOC elected to draft a new procurement policy that complies with HUD
regulations while also allowing for the procurement of contracts that are not funded from a
federal source; and

WHEREAS, HOC hereby revokes the Procurement Policy dated December 7, 2011, as
amended and adopts the Procurement Policy attached hereto to be effective immediately.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County hereby approves a new HOC Procurement Policy as attached.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

Patrice M. Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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Attachment A

PROCUREMENT POLICY

Revised:
Effective:
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PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

Preamble to Policy

The Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC”) is a complex
enterprise. It operates as a traditional public housing authority managing federal funds
to advance housing needs but also uses funds received from other sources and its own
endeavors to advance its mission. That mission includes housing but also the added
layer of development, management, financing, lending and the provision of additional
supportive services for affordable and market rate residential properties as well as
related commercial facilities. Given the variety of funding sources and HOC's status as
a government entity, HOC is attuned to the needs for fairness and transparency in
differing transactions. HOC also recognizes that different sources of funding may
require different standards and methodologies for solicitation and selection of
contractors providing certain services while continuing to maintain equitable and fair
treatment for all bidders. With that in mind, the Policy provides procurement
procedures for the procurement of certain professional services and expertise in cases
in which federal funds are not implicated distinct from those required for federally
funded programs.
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PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

Table of Contents

Table of Contents Description Page
Section
1. Introduction
1.1. General
2. General Provisions
2.1 Policy Statement
2.2 Application
2.3 Application of Federal or Non-Federal Funding Sources for
Professional and Consuting Services
24 Definitions
2.5 Exclusions From Policy
2.6 Exclusions From Competitive Procurement
2.7 Changes in Laws and Regulations
2.8 Public Access to Procurement Information
3. Ethics in Public Contracting
3.1 General
3.2 Conflicts of Interest
33 Gratuities, Kickbacks, and Use of Confidential Information
3.4 Prohibition Against Contingent Fees
4. Assistance to Small and Other Businesses
4.1 Definitions
4.2 Required Efforts
4.3 Goals
5. Procurement Methods
5.1 Petty Cash Purchases
5.2 Small and Micro Purchase Procedures
5.3 Sealed Bids
5.4 Competitive Proposals
5.5 QBS Procedures for Architect/Engineer and Certain Other Contract
5.6 Noncompetitive Proposals
6. Procurement of Professionals and Consulting Services With Non-Federal
Funding
6.1 Application
6.2 Procurement of Qualified Professionals and Consultants with Non-
Federal Funds
6.3 Solicitation and Process
6.4 Selection from among Qualifiers for Specific Service
6.5 Evaluation Committee
6.6 Contracts in Excess of Executive Director’s Awarding Authority
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PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

Table of Contents (cont.)

Section Description Page
6.7 Compliance with Procurement Methods
7. Independent Cost Estimate (ICE)
7.1 General
8. Cost and Price Analysis (CPA)
8.1 General
8.2 Petty Cash Purchase and Micro Purchases
8.3 Small Purchases
8.4 Sealed Bids
8.5 Competitive Proposals
8.6 Non-Competitive Proposals
8.7 Contract Modifications
9. Solicitation and Advertising
9.1 Vendor Lists
9.2 Method of Solicitation
9.3 Cancellation of Solicitations
9.4 Notice of Cancellation
10. Specifications
10.1 General
10.2 Limitation
11. Surety Requirements
11.1 General
11.2 Bid Bonds
11.3 Performance and Payment Bonds
11.4 Surety Form
12. Contractor Qualifications and Duties
12.1 Contractor Responsibility
12.2 Finding of non-reponsibility
12.3 Suspension and Debarment
13. Contract Types and Credit Card Purchases
13.1 Credit or Purchasing Cards
13.2 Contract Types
13.3 Options
13.4 Limitation on Options Use
14. Contract Clauses
14.1 Contract Pricing Arrangements
14.2 Required Forms for Federally Funded
14.3 Required Contact Clauses for Federally Funded Contracts
14.4 Required Contract Clauses for Non-Federally Funded Contracts
15. Appeals and Remedies
3
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PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

Table of Contents (cont.)
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PROCUREMENT POLICY

Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000
Table of Contents Description Page |
Section
15.1 Protest
15.2 Form and Manner of Filing Protests
HOC Review of Protests
15.3
15.4 Appeal
15.5 Notifications
Documentation
15.6
Contractor Claims
15.7
Appeal of Contractor Claims
15.8
Notifications
15.9
Documentation
15.10
16. Awarding Authority and Contract ModificationsCemmission-Approval-of
Procurerment-Actions
16.1 Awarding Authority
16.2 Renewals and Extensions
16.32 Change Orders and Contract Modifications
17 Delegation of Contracting Authority
Procedures Delegatien
17.1
Presedures
172
18. Contract Administration and Procurement Planning
18.1 General
18.2 Planning
Recordkeeping
18.3
18.4 Level of Documentation
18.5 Record Retention
19 Disposition of Surplus Property
General -
19.1191
20 Funding Availability
General
20.1

[ Formatted Table
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PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 General. Established for the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County (hereinafter,“HOC"”) by Action of the Agency Board of HOC’s Commissioners (“Board”)
on __, 20__, this Procurement Policy (“Policy”) complies with the Annual

Contributions Contract (“ACC”) between HOC and the United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development (“HUD”), Federal Regulations at 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326,
(Appendix 1), the procurement standards of the Procurement Handbook for Public Housing
Authorities, Procurement Standards, HUD Handbook 7460.8, REV 2,( the “Handbook”) and
applicable State and local laws.

1.2 Changes in Laws and Regulations. In the event an applicable law or regulation is+ ( Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5" )
modified or eliminated, or a new law or regulation is adopted, the revised law or regulation ( Formatted: Font: Bold )
shall, to the extent inconsistent with this Policy, automatically supersede this Policy.
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PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

GENERAL PROVISIONS

2.1 Policy Statement. This Policy establishes a broad framework of policies to ensure that
HOC's purchasing and contracting functions promote administrative flexibility and efficiency,
while at the same time maintaining prudent internal controls and compliance with applicable
statutes and regulations. Specific purposes of this Policy include, but are not limited to, the
following:

a) Fairness and objectivity: providing a fair, objective, and equitable selection and contracting
environment for all individuals and firms seeking to do business or contracting with HOC.

b) Ensuring reasonable costs: promoting competition, and negotiating (where applicable) to
ensure that HOC receives the most favorable prices and terms in its contracts.

c) Efficiency: ensuring that supplies and services (consultant, construction, social services,
etc.) are obtained efficiently and effectively.

d) Value-added procurement: facilitating a procurement process that provides service and
value to HOC in obtaining goods and services.

e) Ethical standards: ensuring that HOC's procurement activities are implemented with-the

highest—regard—for—integrity—avoidance—of —conflictsof interest—and consistent with

applicable ethical standards.

f) Legal considerations: complying with all applicable federal, state and local statues and
regulations.

2.2 Application. This Policy applies to all procurement actions of HOC except as noted
under Exclusions below. Nothing in this Policy shall prevent HOC from complying with the
terms and conditions of any grant, contract, gift or bequest that is otherwise consistent with
the law. HOC utilizes a variety of funding sources for procurement of goods and services,
including earnings from its own activities. These sources have different procurement
requirements. The Policy assures that HOC avoids unnecessary complexity while at the same
time complying with applicable laws and regulations without requiring application of a higher
standard to procurement than is necessary.

2.3 Application of Federal or Non-Federal Funding Sources for Professional and
Consulting Services. When a contract provides for implicates the use of funds from non-federal
sources, unless otherwise required by the funding source, HOC may use Section 6 for the
procurement of professional and consulting services. When a—centractimplicates only federal
funding_is to be applied to a contract,—HOEC-may-enly—utilize the procurement methods for
professional and consulting services proscribed in Section 5_must be utilized. When both
federal funding and non-federal sources are_applied-implicated in a contract the procurement
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method for professional and consulting services in Section 6 shall not be utilized unless the
funds and scope of work can be separated as, for example, by separate and distinct timing for
availability of funds or by use of barriers preventing commingling of funds or other recognized
methods to fungibility. If so, the Section of the Policy applicable to the funding source may be
applied for procurement of professional and consulting services

24 Definitions
“Contractor” is any person or entity that enters into a contract with HOC under this Policy.

“Contracting Officer” is the employee responsible for procurement and administration of a
particular contract.

“Procurement,” includes the procuring, purchasing, leasing, or renting of: (1) goods, supplies,
equipment, and materials; (2) construction and maintenance consultant services; (3)
architectural and engineering (“A/E”) services; (4) social services; (5) professional and
consulting services and (6) other services.

“Procurement Officer” is the employee of HOC within the Finance Division who is responsible
for supervision and management of procurement procedures.

“Purchase Order” is a document issued by HOC that authorizes a purchase transaction. When
accepted by the seller, it becomes a contract binding on both parties setting forth descriptions
of the goods ordered, quantities, prices, discounts, shipment, payment and other term terms
and conditions.

2.5 Exclusions from Policy. This Policy does not govern the following types of contracts or
procurements:

a) administrative fees earned under the Section 8 voucher program,

b) the award of vouchers under the Housing Choice Voucher Program also known as the
Section 8 program,

c) the execution of landlord Housing Assistance Payments contracts under that
program, ernen Sram-reon _g—fee-for-service revenueunder24-CFR-§990

d) the acquisition of real estate which is governed by a separate HOC policy,
e) the disposition of real estate,

f) the sale of partnership, membership or other ownership interests in an entity owned
or controlled by HOC,
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g) the purchase by HOC of partnership, membership or other ownership interests,
h) employment contracts,
i) loans to or from HOC,

j) the incurringpurehase of travel expenses such as airfare, vehicle services, and hotel
and meal charges, registration fees,

k) the purchase of advertising in print, radio, television or digital media,
I) the use of employment agencies for the hiring of temporary workers,
m) the procurement of regulated utilities,

n) the selection of a non-affiliated party as a shareholder, partner or member in an
ownership entity when the non-affiliated party has presented an unsolicited offer to
HOC to jointly own, develop, and/or operate real property which provides HOC an
interest in real property or ownership interest in an entity which owns or will own
real property,

o) the purchase of financial derivatives, guaranteed investment contracts and other
investments in connection with the issuance of HOC bonds when the Executive
Director determines, in consultation with financial consultants, that_expeditious

speed-in decisionmaking is beneficialreguired;

p)__}—the selection of auditors to comply with audit and reporting reguirements
requirements in tax credit partnership transactions under Section 42 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 _when required by a limited partner) ,

q) approval of an application for the issuance of conduit financing through the issuance
of HOC bonds to be sold to one investor submitted by a private developer or owner.

2.6 Exclusions from Competitive Procurement. Sections 5 and 6 of this Policy does not
apply to procurement transactions that are typically exempt from competitive procurement.
Such procurement transactions include those made pursuant to any of the following methods,
so long as the respective conditions listed below are satisfied:

a) U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) Schedule 70, Information Technology (“GSA

IT Schedule 70”). HOC may purchase from the GSA IT Schedule 70 pursuant to Section
211 of the E-Government Act of 2002. Without open competition, HOC may not purchase
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items from GSA IT Schedule 70 vendors under terms that are less favorable than those of
the GSA IT Schedule 70.

b) Intergovernmental or Interagency Purchasing Agreements. HOC may procure supplies
and services without competitive procurement by entering into intergovernmental or
interagency purchasing agreements, provided that (i) the intergovernmental/interagency
purchasing agreement is between HOC and a state or local governmental agency, which
may be another PHA (the “Lead Procurement Agency”), (i) the
intergovernmental/interagency purchasing agreement provides for greater economy and
efficiency and results in cost savings to HOC, as evidenced by documentation showing
that cost and availability were evaluated before such an agreement was executed, (iii) the
intergovernmental/interagency purchasing agreement is only used to purchase common
supplies and services that are of a routine nature, and (iv) the goods and services
obtained under the agreement were procured by the Lead Procurement Agency in
accordance with 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326. Under this method, HOC may
order supplies and services from the vendors who have a contractual agreement to
furnish the supplies and services to the Lead Procurement Agency, but only under terms
that are not less favorable than the terms in the Lead Procurement Agency’s contract
with such vendor. Whenever permitted by the Lead Procurement Agency, HOC may
procure from the vendor without a formal written intergovernmental or interagency
purchasing agreement between the PHA and the Lead Procurement Agency. When
required by the Lead Procurement Agency, HOC may pay a nominal fee to the lead
Procurement Agency for this benefit.

c) Section 13 Consortium of PHAs. HOC may procure goods and services on a
noncompetitive basis if the purchase is made through a consortium of housing authorities
(“PHA”) pursuant to Section 13 of the Housing Act of 1937, so long as the consortia itself
is engaged in competitive procurement for those goods and services. Participating in
such a consortia requires that HOC enter into a consortium agreement with the other
participating PHAs and submit joint PHA Plans to HUD.

| 2.78. Public Access to Procurement Information. Most procurement information that is not
confidential commercial information or identified as proprietary is a matter of public record
and shall be available to the public as provided in Maryland’s Public Information Act, Md.
Code Ann., General Provisions Art., § 4-101 through & 4-601.

3. ETHICS IN PUBLIC CONTRACTING
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3.1 General. HOC has established a code of conduct regarding procurement issues and
actions and has implemented a system of sanctions for violations through its Personnel Policy.
This code of conduct is consistent with applicable Federal, State, or local law. In the event of a
violation, a written warning of instruction shall be issued to the involved parties. In addition,
depending upon the severity of the violation and in accordance with HOC's Personnel Policy,
discipline will be instituted, including but not limited to suspension and termination.

3.2 Conflicts of Interest. In accordance with Montgomery County Code 19A Article
(“Ethics Code”), no employee, officer, Commissioner, or agent of HOC shall, unless permitted
by waiver from the Ethics Commission participate directly or indirectly in the selection, award,
or administration of any contract if a conflict of interest would occur. This type of conflict
exists when a Commissioner, officer or employee is deemed to have an “economic interest”
distinct from the general public in the selection, award or administration of a government
contract. This may occur in an instance in which a Commissioner, officer or employee, or a
relative (as provided in the Ethics Code, as hereafter defined) or a business entity in which the
Commissioner or employee has an ownership interest or an instance in which the
Commissioner, officer or employee and a potential bidder are negotiating or already have an
employment arrangement. Any of these circumstances may result in the Commissioner,
officer or employee having an “economic interest” financially distinct from that of the general
public with a firm or person or entity competing for an award of a contract. In such instances,
the Commissioner, officer or employee, either directly or through a relationship as described
below shall be recused from participation in the decision making process:

a) An employee, officer, Commissioner, or agent of HOC who is involved in making
the award;

b) a relative of any person listed in a) above {including father, mother, son, daughter,
brother, sister, uncle, aunt, first cousin, nephew, niece, husband, wife, father-in-
law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, brother-in-law, sister-in-law,
stepfather, stepmother, stepson, stepdaughter, stepbrother, stepsister, half-
brother, or half-sister};

c) adomestic partner of any person listed in a) above; or

d) an organization which employs or is negotiating to employ, or has an arrangement
concerning prospective employment of any of the above.

3.3 Gratuities, Kickbacks, and Use of Confidential Information. In accordance with the
Ethics Code, no officer, employee, Commissioner, or agent of HOC shall ask for or accept
meals and beverages with a value greater than Fifty Dollars ($50) or gratuities, favors, or items
of more than nominal value (i.e. inexpensive hat with logo) not to exceed TwentyFifty Dollars
($250.00) from any contractor, potential contractor, or party to any subcontract, and shall not
knowingly use confidential information for actual or anticipated personal gain. In the event a
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| gratutity, favor or item of value exceeding the values proscribedFifty—Dollars{$50-00) is
received, the recipient is required to disclose said item in writing to the Executive Director

| within 738 days of receipt. In the event of a violation, a written warning of instruction shall be
issued to the involved parties. In addition, depending upon the severity of the violation and in
accordance with HOC’s Personnel Policy, other discipline will be instituted by the Human
Resources Division.

34 Prohibition against Contingent Fees. Contractors wanting to do business with HOC
must not hire a person to solicit or secure a contract for a commission, percentage, brokerage,
or contingent fee, except for bona fide established commercial selling agencies.

4. ASSISTANCE TO SMALL AND OTHER BUSINESSES

4.1 Definitions.

“Small business” is a business that is: independently owned; not dominant in its field of
operation; and not an affiliate or subsidiary of a business dominant in its field of operation.
The size standards in 13 CFR §121 should be used to determine business size.

“Minority-owned business” is a business which is at least 51% owned by one or more minority
group members; or, in the case of a publicly-owned business, one in which at least 51% of its
voting stock is owned by one or more minority group members, and whose management and
daily business operations are controlled by one or more such individuals. Minority group
members include, but are not limited to, Black Americans, Hispanic Americans, Native
Americans, Asian Pacific Americans, Asian Indian Americans, and Hasidic Jewish Americans.

“Women’s business enterprise” is a business that is at least 51% owned by a woman or
women who are U.S. citizens and who control and operate the business.

“Section 3 business concern” is a business concern,
(i) that is 51 percent or more owned by section 3 residents (public housing residents)
or a low or very low income person residing in Montgomery County) (collectively
“section 3 participants”); or

(ii) Whose permanent, full-time employees include persons, at least 30 percent of
| whom are currently section 3 partcipantsresidents, or within three years of the
date of first employment with the business concern were section 3

| participantsresidents; or

(iii) That provides evidence of a commitment to subcontract in excess of 25 percent of
the dollar award of all subcontracts to be awarded to business concerns that meet
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the qualifications set forth in subsections (i) or (ii) in this definition of “section 3
business concern.”

“Labor surplus area business” is a business which, together with its immediate subcontractors,
will incur more than 50% of the cost of performing the contract in an area of concentrated
unemployment or underemployment, as defined in 20 CFR §654, Subpart A, and in the list of
labor surplus areas published by the Employment and Training Administration.

4.2 Required Efforts. Consistent with Presidential Executive Orders 11625, 12138, and
12432, and Section 3 of the HUD Act of 1968, to the greatest extent feasible, efforts shall be
made to ensure that small and minority-owned businesses, women’s business enterprises,
and other individuals or firms located in or owned in substantial part by persons residing in
the area of the HOC project are used when possible. Such efforts may include, but shall not be
limited to:

a) Including such firms, when qualified, on solicitation mailing lists;

b) Encouraging applicable businesses participation through direct solicitation of bids
or proposals whenever they are potential sources;

c) Dividing total requirements, when economically feasible, into smaller tasks or
quantities to permit maximum participation by such firms;

d) Establishing delivery schedules, where the requirement permits, which encourage
participation by such firms;

e) Using the services and assistance of available State and local agencies, the Small
Business Administration, and the Minority Business Development Agency of the

Department of Commerce;

f

=

Including in contracts, ate—the—greatest—extent—feasible; clause requiring
contractors, to provide opportunities for training and employment for lower
income residents of the project area and to award subcontracts for work in
connection with the project to business concerns which provide opportunities to

low-incomeresidents{“Section 3 business concerns?}; and

g) Requiring prime contractors, when subcontracting is anticipated, to take the
positive steps listed_in (a) through (f) above-abeve.

4.3 Goals. Goals shall be established bi-annually for participation by small businesses,
minority-owned businesses, women’s business enterprises, labor surplus area businesses, and
Section 3 business concerns in HOC prime contracts and subcontracting opportunities.
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PROCUREMENT METHODS

5.1  Petty Cash Purchases. Purchases under $200.00 (“Petty Cash Purchase”) may be made
through the use of a petty cash account(“Petty Cash Account”) A Petty Cash Account may be
established in an amount sufficient to cover Petty Cash Purchases made during a specific time
period, no less than three (3) months, as determined by the Chief Financial Officer and
reconciled prior to replenishment. Petty Cash Accounts shall be securely maintained and only
authorized individuals shall have access.

5.2 Small and Micro Purchase Procedures. Purchases of goods and services for any amount
less than $53,000.00 (except for construction services for which the maximum is $2,000.00
due to Davis-Bacon Act requirements) (“Micro Purchase”) may be made through the Micro
Purchase Procedure. Small Purchases (“Small Purchase”) above the Micro Purchase Ceeiling
(as_hereinafter defined), but not exceeding $150,000.00 (“Small Purchase Ceiling”) shall be

[Formatted: Highlight

accomplished under the Small Purchase Procedure (the “Small Purchase Procedure”).

a) For the Small Purchase Procedure, HOC shall obtain at least three quotes, to the
greatest extent feasible, and to promote competition, small purchases should be
distributed among qualified sources. Quotes may be obtained orally (either in
person or by telephone_confirmed by email or in writing, by fascimile, in writing,
including email, or through e-procurement. Award shall be made to the
responsive and responsible (see, Section 12, infra) vendor that submits the lowest
cost to HOC or if award is to be made for reasons other than lowest price,
documentation shall be provided in the contract file. HOC shall not break down or
split requirements aggregating more than the Small Purchase Ceiling into several
purchases that are less than the applicable ceiling merely to: (1) permit use of the
Small Purchase Procedure or (2) avoid any requirement that applies to purchases
that exceed the Small Purchase Ceiling.

b) For Micro Purchase Procedure, which are purchases of less than $53,000 (“Micro
Purchase Ceiling”) (except construction services subject to Davis-Bacon Act
requirements with a maximum of $2,000), only one quote is required provided
the quote is considered reasonable by the Procurement Officer after completing a
cost and price analysis as provided in Section 8 of this Policy. HOC shall not break
down or split requirements aggregating more than the Micro Purchase threshold
into several purchases that are less than the Micro Purchase Ceiling merely to: (1)
permit use of the Micro Purchase Procedure or (2) avoid any requirement that
applies to purchases that exceed the Micro Purchase Ceiling.

5.3 Sealed Bids. A Sealed Bid (“Sealed Bid”), also known as Invitation for Bids (“IFB”), shall
be used for all contracts that exceed the Small Purchase Ceiling and that are not Competitive

14
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Proposals or Non-competitive Proposals, as these terms are defined in this Policy. Under
Sealed Bids, HOC publicly solicits bids and awards a firm fixed-price contract (lump sum or unit
price) to the responsive and responsible bidder (see Section 12 infra) whose bid, conforming
with all the material terms and conditions of the IFB, is the lowest in price. A Sealed Bid is the
preferred method for procuring construction, supply, and non-complex service contracts that

are expected to exceed $150,000.00. [Formatted: Highlight

a) Conditions for Using Sealed Bids. HOC shall use the Sealed Bid method when the
following conditions are present:

(i) a complete, adequate, and realistic statement of work, specification, or
purchase description is available;

(ii) two or more responsible bidders are willing and able to compete effectively
for the work;

(iii) the contract can be awarded based on a firm fixed price;

(iv) the selection of the successful bidder can be made principally on the
lowest price.

b) Solicitation and Receipt of Bids. An IFB is issued which includes the specifications
and all contractual terms and conditions applicable to the procurement, and a
statement that award will be made to the lowest responsible and responsive
bidder (see Section 12, infra) whose bid meets the requirements of the
solicitation. The IFB must state the time and place for both receiving the bids and
the public bid opening. All bids received will be dated and time-stamped and
stored unopened in a secure place until the public bid opening. A bidder may
withdraw the bid at any time prior to the bid opening.

c) Bid Opening and Award. Bids shall be opened publicly. All bids received shall be
recorded on an abstract (tabulation) of bids, which shall then be made available
for public inspection. If equal low bids are received from responsible bidders,
selection shall be made by drawing lots or other similar random method. The
method for doing this shall be stated in the IFB. If only one responsive bid is
received from a responsible bidder, award shall not be made unless the price can
be determined to be reasonable, based on a cost or price analysis (See Section 8,
infra).

d) Mistakes in Bids. Correction or withdrawal of bids may be permitted, where
appropriate, before bid opening by written or fascimiletelegraphie notice received

in the office designated in the IFB prior to the time set for bid opening. After bid
opening, corrections in bids may be permitted only if the bidder can show by clear

15
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and convincing evidence that a mistake of a nonjudgmental character was made,
the nature of the mistake, and the bid price actually intended. A low bidder
alleging a nonjudgmental mistake may be permitted to withdraw its bid if the
mistake is clearly evident on the face of the bid document but the intended bid is
unclear or the bidder submits convincing evidence that a mistake was made. All
decisions to allow correction or withdrawal of a bid shall be supported by a
written determination signed by the Procurement Officer. After bid opening,
changes in bid prices or other provisions of bids prejudicial to the interests of HOC
or fair competition shall not be permitted.

e) Competition. All Sealed Bid procurement transactions must be conducted in a
manner providing full and open competition consistent with the standards of this
Section. Contractors that develop or draft specifications, requirements,
statements of work, invitations for bids or requests for proposals must be
excluded from competing for such procurements.

5.4 Competitive Proposals. Unlike Sealed Bid, the competitive proposal method
(“Competitive Proposal”), also known as Request for Proposals (“RFP”) permits: (i)
consideration of technical factors other than price; (ii) discussion with offerors concerning
offers submitted; (iii) negotiation of contract price or estimated cost and other contract terms
and conditions; (iv) revision of proposals before the final contractor selection; (v) withdrawal
of an offer at any time until the point of award; and (vi) an award normally made on the basis
of the proposal that represents the best overall value to HOC, considering price and other
factors, e.g., technical expertise, past experience, quality of proposed staffing, etc., set forth in
the solicitation and not solely the lowest price.

a) Conditions for Use. Competitive Proposals are the preferred method for procuring
professional services that will exceed the Small Purchase Ceiling and the selection
is not based on price alone but rather on established criteria including price and
other factors. Typical criteria include (i) demonstrated knowledge of the
requirements; (ii) proposed technical approach; (iii) quality of the work plan; (iv)
demonstrated prior experience; and (v) successful prior performance, especially
with the Commission_and (vl) where applicable, performance record with respect
to the Section 3 of the HUD Act of 1968 in prior contracts with HOC and others in
Montgomery County . With respect to federal funded activities, construction
services will typically be procured utilizing the Sealed Bid (IFB) or Small Purchase
Procedure.

b) Form of Solicitation. Competitive Proposals shall be solicited through the issuance
of an RFP. Each RFP shall be distributed to an adequate number of known
individuals or entities providing the needed services with sufficient time to reply.
The RFP shall be in writing and clearly identify the importance and relative value of
each of the evaluation factors as well as any subfactors and price. A mechanism for

16
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fairly and thoroughly evaluating the technical and price proposals shall be
established before the solicitation is issued for each RFP. Proposals shall be
administered so as to prevent disclosure of the contents of the proposal until after
award, subject to any Public Information Act requirements provided in Maryland’s
Public Information Act, Md. Code Ann., General Provisions Art., § 4-101 through §
4-601. HOC may assign price a specific weight in the evaluation factors or HOC may
consider price in conjunction with technical factors; in either case, the method for
evaluating price shall be established in the RFP.

c) Receipt of Responses. Proposals shall be date-time stamped when received and
held unopened securely unitl the time and date for receipt has passed. At that
point, the proposals may be opened and evaluated in confidence.

d) Evaluation. The proposals shall be evaluated only on the factors stated in the RFP.
Where not apparent from the evaluation factors, HOC shall establish an
evaluation plan for each RFP. Generally, all RFPs shall be evaluated by an
appropriately appointed Evaluation Committee (“Evaluation Committee”). The
Evaluation Committee shall be required to disclose any potential conflicts of
interest or recuse if applicable, and to sign a Non-Disclosure statement. No
information regarding any of the proposals shall be provided outside of the
Evaluation Committee until after the award. An Evaluation Committee must not
be composed solely of a supervisor and persons who directly report to such
supervisor. An Evaluation Report, summarizing the results of the evaluation, shall
be prepared prior to award of a contract.

e) Negotiations. Negotiations are exchanges in a Competitive Proposal solicitation
between HOC and offerors that are undertaken with the intent of allowing the
offeror to revise its proposal. Negotiations shall be conducted with all offerors
who submit a proposal determined to be within a competitive range of being
selected for award_as documented in the contract file, unless it is determined that
negotiations are not needed with any of the offerors. This determination is based
on the relative score of the proposals as they are evaluated and rated in
accordance with the technical and price factors specified in the RFP. These
offerors shall be treated fairly and equally with respect to any opportunity for
negotiation and revision of their proposals. No offeror shall be given any
information about any other offeror’s proposal and no offeror shall be assisted in
bringing its proposal up to the level of any other proposal. A common deadline
shall be established for receipt of proposal revisions based on negotiations.

f) Bargaining. Negotiations may include bargaining. Bargaining includes persuasion,
alteration of assumptions and positions, give-and-take, and may apply to price,
schedule, technical requirements, type of contract or other terms of a proposed
contract. When negotiations are conducted in a Competitive Proposal, they take

17
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place after establishment of the competitive range and are called discussions.
Discussions are tailored to each offeror’s proposal, and shall be conducted by the
Contracting Officer with each offeror within the competitive range. The primary
object of discussions is to maximize HOC's ability to obtain best value, based on the
requirements and the evaluation factors set forth in the solicitation. The
Contracting Officer shall indicate to, or discuss with, each offeror still being
considered for award, significant weaknesses, deficiencies, and other aspects of its
proposal (such as technical approach, past performance, and terms and conditions)
that could, in the opinion of the Contracting Officer, be altered or explained to
enhance materially the proposer’s potential for award. The scope and extent of
discussions are a matter of the Contracting Officer’s judgment. The Contracting
Officer may inform an offeror that its price is considered by HOC to be too high, or
too low, and reveal the results of the analysis supporting that conclusion. It is also
permissible to indicate to all offerors the cost or price that HOC's price analysis,
market research, and other reviews have identified as reasonable. “Auctioning”
(revealing one offeror’s price in an attempt to get another offeror to lower their
price) is prohibited. No offeror shall be provided with information concerning any
other offer.

g) Best and Final. In the event there are two or more offerors in the competitive < {Formatted: Indent: Left: 1.25", First line:
range and the Contracting Officer, after negotiation and bargaining has been oo

unable to_determine the most responsible bidder from among those bidding, the ( Formatted: Font: Boid
Contracting Officer may invite the offerors in the competitive range to submit

their best and final offers, making any changes they wish in their technical proposal

and the price. The best and final offers shall be evaluated in essentially the same

manner as the initial offers. At his/her discretion, the Contracting Officer may have

the Evaluation Committee evaluate the best and final offers.

hg) Award. After evaluation of the revised proposals, if any, the contract shall be
awarded to the responsible firm whose technical approach to the project,
qualifications, price and/or any other factors considered, are most advantageous
to HOC provided that the price is within the maximum total project budgeted
amount established for the specific property or activity. If HOC is unable to
negotiate a contract with the highest ranked offeror, it may reject the offer and
enter into negotiations with the next highest ranked offeror.

5.5 QBS Procedures For Architectural/Engineering Services and Certain Other Contracts.

Under Qualifications Based Selection (“QBS”) procedures, competitors’ qualifications are
evaluated using a Request for Qualifications (“RFQ”) and the most qualified competitor is
selected, subject to negotiation of fair and reasonable compensation. Unlike Competitive
Proposal, price is not used as a selection factor under this method. QBS procedures may be
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to purchase Architect/Engineering services, Energy Performance Contracting and

development services.

5.6

a) Solicitation and Evaluation. Under a QBS procurement, the Competitive Proposals
procedures above shall be followed except that price shall not be included as a
consideration. Evaluation factors may include (i) evidence of the offeror’s ability to
perform, (ii) capability to perform in a timely manner, (ii) past performance in terms
of cost control and compliance with performance standards, and (iv) knowledge of
local building codes and applicable federal requirements

b) Negotiation. The Contracting Officer shall negotiate with the highest ranking offeror
to reach an agreement on a reasonable price based on a cost and price analysis. If
agreement cannot be reached, the Contracting Officer may terminate negotiations
and proceed to negotiate with the next highest ranking offeror until a reasonable
price is obtained.

Noncompetitive Proposal Procurement by Noncompetitive Proposals (also referred

to as sole- or single-source) may be used only when the award of a contract is not feasible
using Small Purchase Procedures, Sealed Bids, Cooperative Purchasing/Intergovernmental
Agreement, or Competitive Proposals, and if one of the following applies:

(i) The item is available only from a single source, based on a good faith
review of available sources;

(if) An emergency exists that seriously threatens the public health, welfare,
or safety, or endangers property, or would otherwise cause serious
injury to HOC, as may arise by reason of a flood, earthquake, epidemic,
riot, equipment failure, or similar event. In such cases, there must be
an immediate and serious need for supplies, services, or construction
such that the need cannot be met through any of the other
procurement methods and the emergency procurement shall be
limited to those supplies, services, or construction necessary simply to
meet the emergency; or

(iii) HUD authorizes the use of Noncompetitive Proposals; or

(iv) After solicitation of a number of sources, competition is determined
inadequate.

a) Justification. Each procurement based on a Noncompetitive Proposal shall be
supported by a written justification for the selection of this method. The
justification shall be approved in writing by the Executive Director or by the Board if
the contract amount is expected to exceed the Awarding Authority of the Executive

19

Page 209 of 411



PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

Director. Poor planning or lack of planning is not justification for emergency or
Noncompetitve Proposal. The justification, to be included in the procurement file,
should include the following type of information:

(i) Description of the requirement;

(ii) History of prior purchases and their nature (competitive vs.
noncompetitive);

(iii) The specific exception in 2 CFR §200.320(f) (1)-(4) which applies;

(iv) Statement as to the unique circumstances that require award by
noncompetitive proposals;

(v) Description of the efforts made to find competitive sources
(advertisement in trade journals or local publications, phone calls to
local suppliers, issuance of a written solicitation, etc.);

(vi) Statement as to efforts that will be taken in the future to promote
competition for the requirement;

(vii) Signature by the Contracting Officer’s supervisor (or other employee
above the level of the Contracting Officer); and

b) Price Reasonableness. The reasonableness of the price for all procurements based
on Noncompetitive Proposals shall be determined by performing a cost and price
analysis pursuant to Section 8 below. Negotiations between HOC and an offeror
that are undertaken with the intent of allowing the offeror to revise its proposal
are permitted as well. In determining price reasonableness and a fair and
reasonable profit, consideration must be given to the complexity of the work to be
performed, the risk borne by the offeror, the offeror's investment, the amount of
subcontracting, the quality of its record of past performance, and industry profit
rates for similar work.

6. PROCUREMENT OF PROFESSIONAL AND CONSULTING SERVICES WITH NON-
FEDERAL FUNDING

6.1. Application. In addition to Sealed Bid, QBS, Competitive Proposal, Cooperative
Purchasing/Intergovernmental Agreements and Noncompetitive Proposal methods of
procurement as provided hereinabove, when a contract utilizes funds from non-federal
sources only, unless otherwise required by the funding source, HOC may use the means
provided below for procurement of professional and consulting services. When both federal
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funding and non-federal sources provide funding for a contract, the procurement method
for professional and consulting services described below shall not be utilized unless the
funds and scope of work can be separated and non-federal funds allocated exclusively to the
professional services being procured.

6.2. Procurement of Qualified Professionals and Consultants with Non-Federal Funds
Every three years, or more often in the discretion of the Executive Director, HOC may solicit
expressions of interest for the provision of professional and consulting services from
qualified individuals and firms. The procurement shall be in the nature of an RFQ where
price is not a factor although hourly rates or charges for specific services can be requested.
From the responses received and determined to have qualified, the Commission shall
establishHOC-shall-maintain a list of professional contractors and consultants by particular
field of expertise (i.e. legal, engineering, architecture, appraisal, financing consultant,
construction management, general contractors, development services and professional
moving companies) whose qualifications are deemed to satisfy the requirements stated in
the solicitation (each a “Qualifier”)._Each Qualifier shall enter into a thee year contract
agreeing to perform services by task order upon negotiation of price and terms upon
selection as determined in Section 6.4 below. The maximum compensation to any Qualifier
for work or services during the term of a contract for all task orders shall not exceed
$250,000 unless otherwise established by the Commission. Evaluation factors may include,
but shall not be limited to (i) evidence of the offeror’s ability to perform, (ii) capability to
perform in a timely manner, (ii) past performance in terms of cost control and compliance
with performance standards, (iv) knowledge of applicable legal requirements such as local
building codes or laws applicable to HOC,_(v) where applicable, performance record with
respect to the Section 3 of the HUD Act of 1968 in prior contracts with HOC and others in
Montgomery County and (vi) other criteria specific to the service requested. An Evaluation
Committee may be established to determine compliance with the procurement and
satisfaction of the criteria identified. HOC shall inform each bidder of the results of the
analysis of the bids in a timely fashion and the Procurement Officer shall maintain a list of
Qualifiers in each category.

6.3. Solicitation and Process. Solicitation must be done publicly. HOC must use one or
more of the following solicitation methods, provided that the method employed provides
for meaningful competition.
a) Advertising in newspapers or other print mediums of local or general circulations.
b) Notices to Vendoer List (as hereinafter defined).

c) Advertising in various appropriate trade journals or publications .

d) E-procurement using an internet system calculated to provide full and open
advertisement, including publication on HOC's website.
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e) Public notice should be published or advertised not less than once each week for
two consecutive weeks or be continuously posted on HOC’s website.

f) Notices/advertisements should state, at a minimum, the place, date, and time that
the bids or proposals are due, the solicitation number, a contact that can provide a
copy of, and information about, the solicitation, and a brief description of the
needed item(s).

g) A minimum of 15 days shall be provided for preparation and submission of
responses.

h) HOC may cancel the solicitation for any reason.
Selection from Among Qualifiers for Specific Service.

From time time, as the needs of HOC may require, with respect to work ora
serviceeentraet with a cost not anticipated to exceed the Executive Director’s Awarding
Authority (as defined in Section 17 herein and displayed on Appendix IIl), HOC shall
select three (3) or more Qualifiers in the field of expertise required to bid on a
particular service or project. Depending upon the type of work to be performed and the
anticipated cost of the services to be procured, HOC may use the Small Purchase,
Sealed Bid, Competitive Proposal or QBS procurement process to select a contractor
but only addressed to or solicited from the selected Qualifiers.

In determining the award of a contract, in addition to factors specific to a particular
project HOC may consider:

(i) related experience on similar projects;
(ii) number and value of recent projects performed for HOC;

(iii) compatibility of size of the firm with the size of the proposed project, or
special familiarity with the project or project site;

(iv) special qualifications, experience or design approach;
(v) adequacy of local office facilities to render the services, ability to provide
sufficient staff for the project, and technical competence in the work to be

performed;

(vi) with respect to architectural or engineering services, familiarity with zoning,
land planning and permit requirements

22

Page 212 of 411



PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

6.5. Evaluation Committee. When applicable, an Evaluation Committee composed of a
minimum of three persons shall evaluate proposals in accordance with the published
selection criteria and submit an award recommendation to the Contracting Officer. An
Evaluation Committee must not be composed solely of a supervisor and persons who
directly report to such supervisor.

6.6. Contracts In Excess of Executive Director’s Awarding Authority. In instances in which
the cost of the contract is anticipated to exceed the Executive Director’s Awarding Authority
(See Section 16, infra), HOCHOE may select three (3) or more Qualifiers in the field of
expertise required to bid on a particular service or project or it may solicit publicly and,
regardless of solicitation process, utilize the Competitive Proposal method or, with respect
to architects, general contractors, engineers or developer services, the QBS method for
selection. In the event HOC chooses to solicit publicly, it must use one or more of the
following solicitation methods, provided that the method employed provides for meaningful
competition.

a) Advertising in newspapers or other print mediums of local or general circulations.
b) Notice to the applicable Vendor List.
c) Advertising in various appropriate trade journals or publications.

d) E-procurement using an internet system calculated to provide full and open
advertisement, including publication on HOC’s website.

e) The substance of the notice and period of time for response shall be, at a minimum,
as provided in Section 6.3(e) and (f).

6.7. Compliance with Procurement Methods. Procurement by the methods proscribed in
Section 6 may be procedurally less formal than in Sealed Bid, Competitive Proposal or QBS
methods for a federally funded contract, provided that, except as otherwise provided for
herein, such procurements shall be conducted substantially in compliance therewith and in
a manner to assure equity and fairness in solicitation and selection.

7. INDEPENDENT COST ESTIMATE (ICE)

7.1 General. For all purchases above the Small Purchase Ceiling, HOC shall prepare an
Independent Cost Estimate (“ICE”) prior to solicitation. The level of detail shall be
commensurate with the cost and complexity of the item to be purchased and a written
determination shall be maintained by the Procurement Officer. The purpose of the ICE is to
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determine the reasonableness of pricing in procurements when price is a factor or
evaluating pricing in solicitations in which price is not utilized in selection criteria.

8. COST AND PRICE ANALYSIS

8.1 General. HOC shall determinerequire gssurance that the price_for the goods or ( Formatted: Highlight

services being procured is reasonable before entering into a contract.

8.2 Petty Cash Purchase and Micro Purchases. No formal cost or price analysis is
required for Petty Cash Purchases and Micro Purchases. The execution of a Purchase Order
by the Contracting Officer shall serve as the Contracting Officer’s determination that the
price obtained is reasonable, which may be based on the Contracting Officer’s prior
experience, price lists, catalogs, market prices or any other reasonable basis.

8.3 Small Purchases. For a Small Purchase, a comparison with other offers shall generally
be sufficient determination of the reasonableness of price and no further analysis is
required. If a reasonable number of quotes are not obtained to establish reasonableness
through price competition, the Contracting Officer shall document price reasonableness
through other means, such as prior purchases of this nature, catalog prices, the Contracting
Officer’s personal knowledge at the time of purchase, comparison to the ICE, or any other
reasonable basis.

8.4 Sealed Bids. The presence of adequate competition should generally be sufficient to
establish price reasonableness for a Sealed Bid. Where sufficient bids are not received, and
when the bid received is substantially more than the ICE, and when HOC cannot reasonably
determine price reasonableness, HOC must conduct a cost analysis, consistent with federal
regulations(2 CFR 200.323), to ensure that the price paid is reasonable.

8.5. Competitive Proposals. The presence of adequate competition should generally be
sufficient to establish price reasonableness for a Competitive Proposal. Where sufficient
proposals are not received, HOC must compare the price with the ICE. For Competitive
Proposals where prices cannot be easily compared among offerors, when there is not
adequate competition, or where the price is substantially greater than the ICE, HOC must
conduct a cost analysis, consistent with federal regulations, to ensure that the price paid is
reasonable.

8.6. Non-Competitive Proposals. A cost analysis shall always be conducted for the award
of a contract under the Non-Competitive Proposal method of procurement consistent with

federal regulations to insure price reasonableness.

8.7. Contract Modifications. A cost analysis, consistent with federal regulations, shall be
conducted for all contract modifications for projects that were procured through Sealed Bid,
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Competitive Proposals, or Non-Competitive Proposals, or for projects originally procured
through the Small Purchase Procedure in which the the amount of the contract modification
will result in a total contract price in excess of $150,000.00.

9. SOLICITATION AND ADVERTISING

9.1. Vendor Lists. All interested businesses shall be given the opportunity to be included
on vendor mailing lists (each a “Vendor List”). Any lists of persons, firms, or products which
are used in the purchase of supplies and services (including construction) shall be kept
current and include enough sources to ensure competition.

9.2. Method of Solicitation. The number of quotes or bids required for procurement of
goods and services or professional services are shown in Appendix Il and described below:

a) Petty Cash and Micro Purchases. HOC may contact only one source if the price is
considered reasonable as determined by a cost and price analysis.

b) Small Purchases. Quotes may be solicited in writing, through fascimile, E-
Procurement, or by any other method calculated to provide a broad opportunity for
competition.

c) Sealed Bids and Competitive Proposals. Solicitation must be done publicly. HOC must
use one or more of the following solicitation methods, provided that the method

employed provides for meaningful competition.

(i) Advertising in newspapers or other print mediums of local or general
circulations.

(ii) Notice to the applicable Vendor List

(iii) Advertising in various appropriate trade journals or publications (i.e., for
construction).

(iv) E-procurement using an internet system calculated to provide full and open
advertisement.

(v) All solicitations shall be in compliance with 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326,
and applicable State and local requirements.

d) Time Frame. For purchases of more than $100,000.00 but less than $150,000.00, the
public notice shall run for not less than once for a week and/or be continuously
posted on HOC's website for at least one week. For purchases of more than
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$150,000.00, the public notice should run not less than once each week for two
consecutive weeks and/or be continuously posted on HOC’s website for at least two
weeks. The Executive Director may reduce the public notice period in-extraerdinary
when expeditious decisionmaking will be beneficial. Written documentation of the
need for reducing public notice shall be included in the contract file.cireumstances.

e) Form. Notices/advertisements should state, at a minimum, the place, date, and time
that the bids or proposals are due, the solicitation number, a contact that can
provide a copy of, and information about, the solicitation, and a brief description of
the needed item(s).

f) Time Period for Submission of Bids. A minimum of 21 days shall be provided for
preparation and submission of Sealed Bids and 15 days for Competitive Proposals.
The Procurement Officer may allow for a shorter period under extraordinary
circumstances
9.3. Cancellation of Solicitations.
a) An IFB, RFP, or other solicitation may be cancelled before bids/offers are due if:
(i) The supplies, services or construction is no longer required;

(i) The funds are no longer available;

(iii) Proposed amendments to the solicitation are of such magnitude that a new
solicitation would be best; or

(iv) Other reasons that would eliminate the need for the procurement or require
that the solicitation be substantially revised or amended.

b) A solicitation may be cancelled and all bids or proposals that have already been
received may be rejected if:

(i) The supplies or services (including construction) are no longer required;
(ii) Ambiguous or otherwise inadequate specifications were part of the solicitation;
(iii) Any factors of significance to HOC were not considered in the solicitation;

(iv) Prices exceed available funds and it would not be appropriate to adjust
quantities to come within available funds;
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(v) There is a reason to believe that bids or proposals may not have been
independently determined in open competition, may have been collusive, or
may have been submitted in bad faith; or

(vi) For good cause in the best interest of HOC.

9.4. Notice of Cancellation

a) The reasons for cancellation shall be documented in the procurement file and the
reasons for cancellation and/or rejection shall be provided upon request.

b) A notice of cancellation shall be sent to all bidders/offerors solicited. If the
specifications are deemed insufficient or unclear, HOC shall cancel the solicitation,
and, if appropriate, explain to all prior bidders that they will be given an opportunity to
compete on any re-solicitation or future procurement of similar items.

c) If all otherwise acceptable bids or proposals received are at unreasonable prices, an
analysis should be conducted to determine if either the specifications or HOC’s cost
estimate were inadequate. If both are determined adequate and if only one bid or
proposal is received and the price is considered unreasonable, the Contracting Officer
may cancel the solicitation and complete the procurement by using the Competitive
Proposal method after a written determination by the Procurement Officer that such
action is appropriate all bidders have been informed of HOC's intent to utilize this
method of procurement.

SPECIFICATIONS

10.1 General. All specifications shall be drafted to promote overall economy for the
purpose intended and to encourage competition in satisfying HOC’s needs. Specifications
shall be reviewed prior to issuing any solicitation to ensure that they are not unduly
restrictive or represent unnecessary or duplicative items or designed so as not restrict
competition to one supplier. Function or performance specifications are preferred. Detailed
product specifications shall be avoided whenever possible. Consideration shall be given to
consolidating or breaking out procurements to obtain a more economical purchase. For
equipment purchases, a lease versus purchase analysis should be performed to determine
the most economical form of procurement.

10.2 Limitation. The following types of specifications shall be avoided:
a) Geographic restrictions not mandated or encouraged by applicable Federal law
except for architect/ engineer contracts, which may include geographic location as a

selection factor if adequate competition is available See 2 CFR 200.319.
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b) Brand name specifications (unless the specifications list the minimum essential
characteristics and standards to which the item must conform to satisfy its
intended use).

c) To eliminate unfair economic advantage and organizational conflict, contractors
retained by HOC to develop specifications or a scope of work shall be excluded
from competing in a following procurement.

11. SURETY REQUIREMENTS

11.1 General. The standards under this section apply to construction contracts that exceed

| $1050,000.00. There are no bonding requirements for Small Purchases or for Competitive
Proposals. HOC may require bonds or a letter of credit in these latter circumstances when
deemed appropriate; however, non-construction contracts should generally not require bid
bonds.

| 11.2 Bid Bonds. For construction contracts exceeding $1050,000.00, offerors shall be
required to submit a bid guarantee from each bidder equivalent to 5% of the bid price.

11. 3 Performance and Payment Bonds. For construction contracts exceeding
| $1050,000.00, the successful bidder shall furnish an assurance of completion and payment.
This assurance may be any one of the following:

a) Performance and payment bond in a penal sum of 100% of the contract price; or

b) Separate performance and payment bonds, each for 100% or more of the contract
price; or

c) A 20 % cash escrow; or

d) A 25 % irrevocable letter of credit approved by the Procurement Officer.
11.4 Surety Form. Bonds must be obtained from guarantee or surety companies
acceptable to the U. S. Government and authorized to do business in the State of Maryland.
U. S. Treasury Circular Number 570 lists companies approved to act as sureties on bonds
securing Government contracts, the maximum underwriting limits on each contract bonded,

and the States in which the company is licensed to do business. Use of companies on this
circular is mandatory. Individual sureties will not be accepted.

12. CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS AND DUTIES
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12.1 Contractor Responsibility HOC shall not award any contract unless the prospective
contractor (i.e., low responsive bidder or successful offeror) has been determined to be
responsible. A responsible bidder/offeror must:
a) Have adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or the ability to obtain them;
b) Be able to comply with the required or proposed delivery or performance schedule,
taking into consideration all of the bidder’s/offeror’s existing commercial and
governmental business commitments;

¢) Have a satisfactory performance record;

d

Have a satisfactory record of integrity and business ethics;

e) Have the necessary credentialling and/or licensing for the state of Maryland,
organization, experience, accounting and operational controls, and technical skills, or
the ability to obtain them;

f) Have the necessary production, construction, and technical equipment and facilities, or
the ability to obtain them; and,

g) Be otherwise qualified and eligible to receive an award under applicable laws and
regulations, including not being suspended, debarred or under a HUD-imposed Limited
Denial of Participation (“LDP”).

12.2 Finding of non-responsibility. If a prospective contractor is found to be non-
responsible, a written determination of non-responsibility shall be prepared and included in
the official contract file, and the prospective contractor shall be advised of the reasons for
the determination.

12.3 Suspension and Debarment. Contracts shall not be awarded to debarred,
suspended, or ineligible contractors. Contractors may be suspended, debarred, or
determined to be ineligible by HUD in accordance with HUD regulations (2 CFR §200.317
through §200.326) or by other Federal agencies, e.g., Department of Labor for violation of
labor regulations, when necessary to protect housing authorities in their business dealings.
Prior to issuance of a contract, HOC shall, as provided within Section 10.2.H.1 and 10.2.H.2
of the Handbook, conduct the required searches within the HUD (LDP system and the U.S.
General Services Administration System for Award Management (“SAM”)) and place within
the applicable contract file a printed copy of the results of each such search.

CONTRACT TYPES AND CREDIT PURCHASES

29

Page 219 of 411


http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?node=2:1.1.2.2.1.4.31&rgn=div7
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?node=2:1.1.2.2.1.4.31&rgn=div7

14.

PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

13.1 Credit or Purchasing Cards. Credit or Purchasing Cards are a payment method, not a
procurement method. Credit card usage should follow the rules for all other small purchases.
For example, the Contracting Officer may use a credit card for Micro Purchases without
obtaining additional quotes provided the price is considered reasonable. However, for
amounts above the Micro Purchase level, the Contracting Officer would generally need to
have obtained at least three (3) quotes before purchasing via a credit card. HOC shall adopt
reasonable policy safeguards to assure that credit cards are used only for intended purposes
prior to issuance(for instance, limiting the types of purchases or the amount of purchases that
are permitted with credit cards).

13.2 Contract Types. Any type of contract which is appropriate to the procurement and
which will promote the best interests of HOC may be used, provided the cost -plus-
percentage-of-cost and percentage-of-construction-cost methods are not used. All
solicitations and contracts shall include the clauses and provisions necessary to define the
rights and responsibilities of both the contractor and HOC.

13.3  Options. Options for additional quantities or performance periods may be included in
contracts, provided that:

a) The option is contained in the solicitation;
b) The option is a unilateral right of HOC;

c) The contract states a limit on the additional quantities and the overall term of the
contract;

d) The option is evaluated as part of the initial procurement;
e) The contract states the period within which the options may be exercised;
f) The option may be exercised only at the price specified in or reasonably determinable

from the contract.

13.4 Limitations on Option Use. An option may be exercised only if determined to be more
advantageous to HOC than conducting a new procurement. If the contractor seeks an option
to increase the price subject to inflation, that option must be identified in the bid and shall be
clearly defined and the period that the option is exercisable specified.

CONTRACT CLAUSES
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14.1  Contract Pricing Arrangements. All contracts shall identify the contract pricing
arrangement as well as other pertinent terms and conditions as determined by HOC that were
part of the bid offer including any price adjustment factors.

14.2 Required Forms For Federally Funded Contracts. For contracts utilizing federal funds,
the forms HUD-5369; 5369-A; 5369-B; 5370; 5370-C (Sections | and II); 51915; and 51915-A,
which contain all HUD-required clauses and certifications for contracts of more than
$150,000.00, as well as any forms/clauses as required by HUD for Small Purchases, shall be
used, as applicable, in all corresponding solicitations and contracts issued by HOC as well as all
provisions required under HOC policy and state law where applicable.

14.3 Required Contract Clauses For Federally Funded Contracts: HOC shall ensure that
each contract executed by it contains the required contract clauses detailed within 2 CFR
§200.326 and Appendix Il thereto (See Appendix ).

14.4 Required Contract Clauses for Non-Federally Funded Contracts: The Contracting
Officer and General Counsel shall prepare and negotiate contracts which are not funded
through federal sources. HOC shall insure that each such contract contains the following
contract clauses:

a) A right to terminate without cause by HOC.

b) Indemnification, defense and hold harmless provision by contractor for the benefit of
HOC.

c) Contractor shall provide appropriate insurance and name HOC as an additional

insured on all applicable insurance where-appropriate.

d) All change orders shall be subject to HOC review and approval and shall not be
accepted without HOC’s written authorization.

e) Contracts may not exceed five years including any renewal period except for those
identified on Appendix IV.

f) No automatic renewals.
g) Maryland law applies to all contract interpretation.

h) Jurisdiction for litigation to be exclusively in Maryland.

APPEALS AND REMEDIES
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15.1 Protest

a) Protest of Solicitation Any protest against a solicitation issued by the HOC must be
received before the response submittal deadline

b) Protest of Award Based on Petty Cash, Micro Purchase or Small Purchase Solicitation:
Any protest against the award of a contract based on these solicitations must be
received prior to award. It shall be the responsibility of respondents to contact HOC
regarding the status of a contract award.

c) Protest of Award Based on Sealed Bid: Any protest arising out of the award of a
contract resulting from an IFB must be received no later than ten (10) days after the
bid submittal deadline.

d) Protest of Award Based on QBS or Competitive Proposal: Any protest arising out of
the award of a contract from a QBS or Competitive Proposal, must be received no
later than ten (10) days after notification to an unsuccessful respondent that it was
not selected.

e) Protest of HOC’'s Rejection of Response: Any protest of a decision by the HOC to
reject a response to an RFP or RFQ in response to a solicitation must be received no
later than two (2) business days after being notified in writing of HOC’s decision.

—
=

Late Protests: Protests that are not timely received in accordance with the applicable
filing deadline set forth in this Section will not be considered.

15.2. Form and Manner of Filing Protests All protests shall be in writing, clearly identified
as a “procurement protest” and signed by the protesting party. Protests shall contain a
detailed statement of basis of the protest. Protests lacking signatures or detailed statements
or the basis of the protest shall not be considered

15.3. HOC Review of Protests The Procurement Officer shall review and investigate all
properly and timely filed protests and issue a written decision to the protestor. The
Procurement Officer may, at his/her discretion, suspend the procurement pending resolution
of the protest if the facts presented so warrant.

15.4 Appeal Any appeal of a formal written decision by the Procurement Officer must be
received by the Executive Director within two (2) business days of receipt of the written
decision from the Procurement Officer or the appeal will not be considered. Appeals of a
formal decision by the Procurement Officer will be reviewed and investigated by the Executive
Director who shall issue the final decision.
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15.5 Notifications HOC’s notification may be by any reasonable means calculated to provide
timely and accurate notice of actions and decisions, including but not limited to U.S. mail,
electronic mail (e-mail), internet-pesting or facsimile. The effective date of notice by mail is
the date that the notice is deposited in the mail. The effective date of all other means of
notice is the date it is transmitted.

15.6 Documentation. Documentation of the protest process and resolution shall be
maintained as part of the contract file.

15.7 Contractor Claims. All claims by a contractor relating to performance of a contract shall
be submitted in writing to the Procurement Officer for a written decision. Claims shall
identify the contract at issue, provide a statement of the basis for the claim and include any
supporting documentation. The contractor may request a conference and the Procurement
Officer shall investigate the claim. The Procurement Officer shall issue a written decision and
shall inform the contractor of its appeal rights to the Executive Director. Contractor claims
shall be governed by the Changes Clause in the relevant form HUD-5370 or other contract
between the parties.

15.8 Appeal of Contractor Claim. Any appeal of a formal written decision by the
Procurement Officer must be received by the Executive Director within two (2) business days
of receipt of the written decision from the Procurement Officer, or the appeal will not be
considered. Appeals of a formal decision by the Procurement Officer will be reviewed and
investigated by the Executive Director who shall issue the final decision.

15.9 Notifications. HOC’s notification may be by any reasonable means calculated to
provide timely and accurate notice of actions and decisions, including but not limited to U.S.
mail, electronic mail (e-mail), internetpesting or facsimile. The effective date of notice by mail
is the date that the notice is deposited in the mail. The effective date of all other means of
notice is the date it is transmitted.

15.10 Documentation Documentation of the claim process and resolution shall he
maintained as part of the contract file.

AWARDING AUTHORITY AND CONTRACT MODIFICATIONSECOMMISSION

APPROVAL OF PROCUREMENT ACTIONS

16.1 Awarding Authority. All awarding authority (“Awarding Authority”) under this
Policy is vested in the Commission. However, the Commission may and has delegated
procurement Awarding Authority to the Executive Director and other employees as
provided in Appendix Ill. All procurement awards that exceed the limits set forth in
Appendix Ill must be presented to and approved by the Commission prior to award and/or
contract execution.
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16.2 Renewals and Extensions. Except as may be required for contracts provided for in [Formatted: Font: Not Bold ]
Appendix IV or with respect to those contracts approved pursuant to the procedures ( Formatted: Font: Not Bold ]
established in Section 6.2 hereof, in instances in which the Commission has approved an [Formaned: Font: Not Bold ]

award of a contract with authorization for extensions or renewals, the Executive Director
may administratively renew or extend such contract even if the value of the contract
exceeds the Executive Director’s Awarding Authority unless the Commission, as part of the
initial award, requires reconsideration or review prior to renewal or extension.

16.3 Change Orders and_Contract Modifications-= a)The Executive Director may approve
contract modifications that result in increases in compensation to the Contractor which,
cumulatively, including the original contrstact sum, do not exceed the Executive Director’s Formatted: Font: Bold, Highlight
Awarding Authority and provided that funds to pay for the contract modification is included Formatted: Highlight

( Formatted: Font: Bold, Highlight
in the budget for the project to which the contract is allocated. [Formatted: Font: Bold, Highlight

Formatted: Highlight

Formatted: Highlight
Formatted: Font: Not Bold, Highlight
Formatted: Highlight

b) With respect to contracts for which the Executive Director does not have Awarding
Authority, except contracts for construction or substantial renovation, the Executive
Director may approve contract modifications that do not exceed ten (10%) percent of the
original contract sum.

o )

c) With respect to contracts for construction or substantial renovations, the Executive R [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.5" ]
Director may approve change orders or contract modifications provided that after the ( Formatted: Highlight )
adjustment caused by any increase in compensation to the Contractor, the Commission [Formatted: Highlight ]

approved budget remains in balance. (See Budget Policy #5)

17. DELEGATION OF CONTRACTING AUTHORITY

17.1 Procedures.Delegation. TWhile-the Executive Director is responsible for ensuring
that HOC's procurements comply with this Pollcy the—Exeeufmﬁ—WeeteHnay—de\legate—m

- [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", First line: 0" ]

D|rector shall where necessary, establish operat|ona| procedures (such as a procurement manual or
standard operating procedures) to implement this Policy. The Executive Director shall also establish a
system of sanctions for violations of the ethical standards described herein, consistent with Federal,
State, or local law and the Personnel Policy.

18. CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION AND PROCUREMENT PLANNING

18.1 General. HOC shall maintain a system of contract administration designed to
ensure that Contractors perform in accordance with their contracts. These systems shall
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provide for inspection of supplies, services, or construction, as well as monitoring
contractor performance, status reporting on major projects including construction
contracts and similar matters. For cost-reimbursement contracts, costs are allowable only
to the extent that they are consistent with the cost principles in the Handbook and
applicable federal regulations.

18.2 Planning. Planning is essential to managing the procurement function properly.
Every three (3) years, the HOC Finance Division will review and report to the Budget Finance
and Audit Committee the record of prior purchases, as well as future needs, to:

a) Find patterns of procurement actions that could be performed more efficiently or
economically;

b) Maximize competition and competitive pricing among contracts decrease HOC's
procurement costs;

c) Reduce HOC's administrative costs;

d) Ensure that supplies and services are obtained without any need for re-
procurement (i.e., resolving bid protests);

e) Minimize errors that occur when there is inadequate lead time; and

f) Provide for the most efficient storage, security, and handling for procurement records
and activities

18.3  Recordkeeping HOC must maintain records sufficient to detail the significant history
of each procurement action. These records shall include, but shall not necessarily be limited
to the following:

a) Rationale for the method of procurement (if not self-evident);
b) Rationale of contract pricing arrangement (also if not self-evident);

c) Reason for accepting or rejecting the bids or offers;

d) Basis for the contract price (as prescribed in this Policy);

e) A copy of the contract documents awarded or issued and signed by the Contracting
Officer/Procurement Officer;

f) Basis for contract modifications; and

g) Related contract administration actions.
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18.4 Level of Documentation. The size and scope of documentation shall be
commensurate with the value of the procurement.

18.5 Record Retention. Records are to be retained for a period of seven (7) years after final
payment and all matters pertaining to the contact are closed.

19.  DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY

19.1 General. Personal property, equipment and supplies no longer necessary for
HOC's purposes shall be transferred, sold, or disposed of in accordance with applicable
Federal, state, and local laws and regulations, subject to the Chief Financial Officer’s (CFO’s)
authorization.

20. FUNDING AVAILABILITY

20.1 General. Before initiating any procurementeentraet, the CFO shall ensure that there
are sufficient

funds available to cover the anticipated cost of the contract or modification. < | Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.5", Tab stops:
0.5", Left + Not at 0.06"
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APPENDIX I:

‘ Contract Clauses and Procedureskederal-Regulations-atAppendix Il, 2 CFR §200.317 through
§200.326,-and-Appendixt
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also may address the timing, form, and con-
tent of notifications to unsuccessful appli-
cants. See also §200.210 Information con-
tained in a Federal award.

2. Administrative and National Policy Re-
quirements—Required. This section must iden-
tify the usual administrative and national
policy requirements the Federal awarding
agency’s Federal awards may include. Pro-
viding this information lets a potential ap-
plicant identify any requirements with
which it would have difficulty complying if
its application is successful. In those cases,
early notification about the requirements al-
lows the potential applicant to decide not to
apply or to take needed actions before re-
ceiving the Federal award. The announce-
ment need not include all of the terms and
conditions of the Federal award. but may
refer to a document (with information about
how to obtain it) or Internet site where ap-
plicants can see the terms and conditions. If
this funding opportunity will lead to Federal
awards with some special terms and condi-
tions that differ from the Federal awarding
agency’s usual (sometimes called ‘‘general’’)
terms and conditions, this section should
highlight those special terms and conditions.
Doing so will alert applicants that have re-
ceived Federal awards from the Federal
awarding agency previously and might not
otherwise expect different terms and condi-
tions. For the same reason, the announce-
ment should inform potential applicants
about special requirements that could apply
to particular Federal awards after the review
of applications and other information, based
on the particular circumstances of the effort
to be supported (e.g., if human subjects were
to be involved or if some situations may jus-
tify special terms on intellectual property,
data sharing or security requirements).

3. Reporting—Required. This section must
include general information about the type
(e.g., financial or performance), frequency,
and means of submission (paper or elec-
tronic) of post-Federal award reporting re-
quirements. Highlight any special reporting
requirements for Federal awards under this
funding opportunity that differ (e.g., by re-
port type, frequency, form/format, or cir-
cumstances for use) from what the Federal
awarding agency’s Federal awards usually
require. Federal awarding agencies must also
describe in this section all relevant require-
ments such as those at 2 CFR 180.335 and 2
CFR 180.350.

If the Federal share of any Federal award
may include more than $500,000 over the pe-
riod of performance, this section must in-
form potential applicants about the post
award reporting requirements reflected in
Appendix XII—Award Term and Condition
for Recipient Integrity and Performance
Matters.

2 CFR Ch. Il (1-1-16 Edition)

G. FEDERAL AWARDING AGENCY CONTACT(S)—
REQUIRED

The announcement must give potential ap-
plicants a point(s) of contact for answering
questions or helping with problems while the
funding opportunity is open. The intent of
this requirement is to be as helpful as pos-
sible to potential applicants, so the Federal
awarding agency should consider approaches
such as giving:

i. Points of contact who may be reached in
multiple ways (e.g., by telephone, FAX, and/
or email, as well as regular mail).

ii. A fax or email address that multiple
people access, so that someone will respond
even if others are unexpectedly absent dur-
ing critical periods.

iii. Different contacts for distinct kinds of
help (e.g., one for questions of programmatic
content and a second for administrative
questions).

H. OTHER INFORMATION—OPTIONAL

This section may include any additional
information that will assist a potential ap-
plicant. For example, the section might:

i. Indicate whether this is a new program
or a one-time initiative.

ii. Mention related programs or other up-
coming or ongoing Federal awarding agency
funding opportunities for similar activities.

iii. Include current Internet addresses for
Federal awarding agency Web sites that may
be useful to an applicant in understanding
the program.

iv. Alert applicants to the need to identify
proprietary information and inform them
about the way the Federal awarding agency
will handle it.

v. Include certain routine notices to appli-
cants (e.g., that the Federal Government is
not obligated to make any Federal award as
a result of the announcement or that only
grants officers can bind the Federal Govern-
ment to the expenditure of funds).

[78 FR 178608, Dec. 26, 2013, as amended at 80
FR 43310, July 22, 2015]

APPENDIX II TO PART 200—CONTRACT
PROVISIONS FOR NON-FEDERAL ENTI-
TY CONTRACTS UNDER FEDERAL
AWARDS

In addition to other provisions required by
the Federal agency or non-Federal entity, all
contracts made by the non-Federal entity
under the Federal award must contain provi-
sions covering the following, as applicable.

(A) Contracts for more than the simplified
acquisition threshold currently set at
$150,000, which is the inflation adjusted
amount determined by the Civilian Agency
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Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisi-
tion Regulations Council (Councils) as au-
thorized by 41 U.S.C. 1908, must address ad-
ministrative, contractual, or legal remedies
in instances where contractors violate or
breach contract terms, and provide for such
sanctions and penalties as appropriate.

(B) All contracts in excess of $10,000 must
address termination for cause and for con-
venience by the non-Federal entity including
the manner by which it will be effected and
the basis for settlement.

(C) Equal Employment Opportunity. Ex-
cept as otherwise provided under 41 CFR
Part 60, all contracts that meet the defini-
tion of ‘‘federally assisted construction con-
tract’ in 41 CFR Part 60-1.3 must include the
equal opportunity clause provided under 41
CFR 60-1.4(b), in accordance with Executive
Order 11246, ‘“‘Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity” (30 FR 12319, 12935, 3 CFR Part, 1964
1965 Comp., p. 339), as amended by Executive
Order 11375, ‘‘Amending Executive Order
11246 Relating to Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity,” and implementing regulations at 41
CFR part 60, “Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs, Equal Employment
Opportunity. Department of Labor.”

(D) Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C.
3141-3148). When required by Federal program
legislation, all prime construction contracts
in excess of $2,000 awarded by non-Federal
entities must include a provision for compli-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C.
3141-3144. and 3146-3148) as supplemented by
Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR
Part 5, “‘Labor Standards Provisions Appli-
cable to Contracts Covering Federally Fi-
nanced and Assisted Construction’). In ac-
cordance with the statute, contractors must
be required to pay wages to laborers and me-
chanics at a rate not less than the prevailing
wages specified in a wage determination
made by the Secretary of Labor. In addition,
contractors must be required to pay wages
not less than once a week. The non-Federal
entity must place a copy of the current pre-
vailing wage determination issued by the De-
partment of Labor in each solicitation. The
decision to award a contract or subcontract
must be conditioned upon the acceptance of
the wage determination. The non-Federal en-
tity must report all suspected or reported
violations to the Federal awarding agency.
The contracts must also include a provision
for compliance with the Copeland ‘Anti-
Kickback” Act (40 U.S.C. 3145), as supple-
mented by Department of Labor regulations
(29 CFR Part 3, ‘‘Contractors and Sub-
contractors on Public Building or Public
Work Financed in Whole or in Part by Loans
or Grants from the United States™). The Act
provides that each contractor or sub-
recipient must be prohibited from inducing,
by any means, any person employed in the
construction, completion, or repair of public
work, to give up any part of the compensa-

Pt. 200, App. II

tion to which he or she is otherwise entitled.
The non-Federal entity must report all sus-
pected or reported violations to the Federal
awarding agency.

(E) Contract Work Hours and Safety
Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 3701-3708). Where
applicable, all contracts awarded by the non-
Federal entity in excess of $100.000 that in-
volve the employment of mechanics or labor-
ers must include a provision for compliance
with 40 U.S.C. 3702 and 3704, as supplemented
by Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR
Part 5). Under 40 U.S.C. 3702 of the Act, each
contractor must be required to compute the
wages of every mechanic and laborer on the
basis of a standard work week of 40 hours.
Work in excess of the standard work week is
permissible provided that the worker is com-
pensated at a rate of not less than one and a
half times the basic rate of pay for all hours
worked in excess of 40 hours in the work
week. The requirements of 40 U.S.C. 3704 are
applicable to construction work and provide
that no laborer or mechanic must be re-
quired to work in surroundings or under
working conditions which are unsanitary.
hazardous or dangerous. These requirements
do not apply to the purchases of supplies or
materials or articles ordinarily available on
the open market, or contracts for transpor-
tation or transmission of intelligence.

(F) Rights to Inventions Made Under a
Contract or Agreement. If the Federal award
meets the definition of ‘‘funding agreement’
under 37 CFR §401.2 (a) and the recipient or
subrecipient wishes to enter into a contract
with a small business firm or nonprofit orga-
nization regarding the substitution of par-
ties. assignment or performance of experi-
mental, developmental, or research work
under that ‘“‘funding agreement,” the recipi-
ent or subrecipient must comply with the re-
quirements of 37 CFR Part 401, ‘Rights to In-
ventions Made by Nonprofit Organizations
and Small Business Firms Under Govern-
ment Grants, Contracts and Cooperative
Agreements,” and any implementing regula-
tions issued by the awarding agency.

(G) Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q.) and
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
U.S.C. 1251-1387), as amended—Contracts and
subgrants of amounts in excess of $150,000
must contain a provision that requires the
non-Federal award to agree to comply with
all applicable standards, orders or regula-
tions issued pursuant to the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q) and the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act as amended (33 U.S.C.
1251-1387). Violations must be reported to the
Federal awarding agency and the Regional
Office of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

(H) Debarment and Suspension (Executive
Orders 12549 and 12689)—A contract award
(see 2 CFR 180.220) must not be made to par-
ties listed on the governmentwide exclusions
in the System for Award Management
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(SAM), in accordance with the OMB guide-
lines at 2 CFR 180 that implement Executive
Orders 12549 (3 CFR part 1986 Comp., p. 189)
and 12689 (3 CFR part 1989 Comp.. p. 235),
“Debarment and Suspension.” SAM Exclu-
sions contains the names of parties debarred,
suspended, or otherwise excluded by agen-
cies. as well as parties declared ineligible
under statutory or regulatory authority
other than Executive Order 12549.

(I) Byrd Anti-Lobbying Amendment (31
U.S.C. 1352)—Contractors that apply or bid
for an award exceeding $100,000 must file the
required certification. Each tier certifies to
the tier above that it will not and has not
used Federal appropriated funds to pay any
person or organization for influencing or at-
tempting to influence an officer or employee
of any agency, a member of Congress, officer
or employee of Congress, or an employee of a
member of Congress in connection with ob-
taining any Federal contract., grant or any
other award covered by 31 U.S.C. 1352. Each
tier must also disclose any lobbying with
non-Federal funds that takes place in con-
nection with obtaining any Federal award.
Such disclosures are forwarded from tier to
tier up to the non-Federal award.

(J) See §200.322 Procurement of recovered
materials.

[78 FR 78608, Dec. 26, 2013, as amended at 79
FR 75888, Dec. 19, 2014]

APPENDIX III TO PART 200—INDIRECT
(F&A) CoSTS IDENTIFICATION AND
ASSIGNMENT, AND RATE DETERMINA-
TION FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION (IHES)

A. GENERAL

This appendix provides criteria for identi-
fying and computing indirect (or indirect
(F&A)) rates at IHEs (institutions). Indirect
(F&A) costs are those that are incurred for
common or joint objectives and therefore
cannot be identified readily and specifically
with a particular sponsored project, an in-
structional activity, or any other institu-
tional activity. See subsection B.1, Defini-
tion of Facilities and Administration, for a
discussion of the components of indirect
(F&A) costs.

1. Major Functions of an Institution

Refers to instruction, organized research,
other sponsored activities and other institu-
tional activities as defined in this section:

a. Imstruction means the teaching and
training activities of an institution. Except
for research training as provided in sub-
section b, this term includes all teaching and
training activities, whether they are offered
for credits toward a degree or certificate or
on a non-credit basis, and whether they are
offered through regular academic depart-

20
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ments or separate divisions, such as a sum-
mer school division or an extension division.
Also considered part of this major function
are departmental research, and, where
agreed to, university research.

(1) Sponsored instruction and training means
specific instructional or training activity es-
tablished by grant. contract. or cooperative
agreement. For purposes of the cost prin-
ciples, this activity may be considered a
major function even though an institution’s
accounting treatment may include it in the
instruction function.

(2) Departmental research means research,
development and scholarly activities that
are not organized research and, con-
sequently, are not separately budgeted and
accounted for. Departmental research, for
purposes of this document, is not considered
as a major function, but as a part of the in-
struction function of the institution.

(3) Only mandatory cost sharing or cost
sharing specifically committed in the project
budget must be included in the organized re-
search base for computing the indirect (F&A)
cost rate or reflected in any allocation of in-
direct costs. Salary costs above statutory
limits are not considered cost sharing.

b. Organized research means all research
and development activities of an institution
that are separately budgeted and accounted
for. It includes:

(1) Sponsored research means all research
and development activities that are spon-
sored by Federal and non-Federal agencies
and organizations. This term includes activi-
ties involving the training of individuals in
research techniques (commonly called re-
search training) where such activities utilize
the same facilities as other research and de-
velopment activities and where such activi-
ties are not included in the instruction func-
tion.

(2) University research means all research
and development activities that are sepa-
rately budgeted and accounted for by the in-
stitution under an internal application of in-
stitutional funds. University research, for
purposes of this document, must be com-
bined with sponsored research under the
function of organized research.

c. Other sponsored activities means programs
and projects financed by Federal and non-
Federal agencies and organizations which in-
volve the performance of work other than in-
struction and organized research. Examples
of such programs and projects are health
service projects and community service pro-
grams. However, when any of these activities
are undertaken by the institution without
outside support, they may be classified as
other institutional activities.

9
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Appendix Il

MINIMUM LEVELS OF SOLICITATION

S Range

Purchase Procedure

Non-Professional
Goods & Services

Professional Services

$1050,000

<$53,000.00 al Micro 1 quote considered 1 quote considered
reasonable reasonable
>$53,000-51050,000 Small 3 written quotes 3 written quotes
minimum minimum
Expected to exceed Sealed Bids Solicit all bidders on list, | Solicit all bidders on list,

advertise and post on
website

advertise and post on
website

Expected to exceed
$1050,000

Competitive Proposals

Solicit all bidders on list,
advertise and post on
website

Solicit all bidders on list,
advertise and post on
website

1. Excludes construction purchases which are set at $2,000.00 due to Davis Bacon Act.

See Appendix IV with respect to schedule of and length of contracts for certain professional services
and core services which are to be procured under this Policy.

38

Page 231 of 411



PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000

Appendix Il

AWARDING AUTHORITY

Resolution No.: 000000000

Maximum amounts shown. All Authority is delegated to individuals.
POSITION PURCHASE CONTRACTS CONTRACTS
ORDERS Goods & Professional
Services
$250,000.00 | $250,000.00 $250,000.00
Executive Director’
Chief Operating Officer
or Deputy ED $1200,000.00 | $1200,000.00 $1050,000.00
Division Directors $25,000.00 $0.00 $0.00
Assistant Division $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00
Directors
Designated Buyers? $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00
1. Awarding Authority limited to $100,000 for NonCompetitive contracts
2. Executive Director designates all buyers on the recommendation of the Procurement
Officer and CFO
39
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Appendix IV

FREQUENCY OF SELECTION FOR CERTAIN PROFESSIONALS AND CORE SERVICES

Contracts solicited every five years shallweuld includeeentain an initial term of two years, with three, one-
year renewals allowed, subject to Commission approval at each renewal_as provided below. Other
cambinations of terms areweuld-be allowable, up to the maximum contract term of five years, subject to
Commission approval at the time of award.

DESCRIPTION SELECTION POLICY

Alditors The Commission shall sSolicit auditors for a two year term with three one year — {Formatted: Indent: Left: -0.25", Hanging: }

renewalsevery five years. Initialterm-of two years with three (25
(Agency main audit) All renewals shall beene—-yearrenewalsthe first renewalonapprovalofthe ) [ Formatted: Highlight ]
e Pire o

7

he
Commission may utilize an Evaluation Committee shal eensistconsisting
exclusively of representatives of_the Commission or Commissioners and

representatives of the the Finance Division and Executive Division provided

that the members of the Committee shall not consist of a supervisor and
persons who report directly thereto.

[Formatted: Highlight ]

@™

anks (Primary) Solicit for a two year term with three one year renewals.every-five-years:
Ikt ¢ .

eneyearrenewals, Tthe first renewalshall be permitted on the-en approval of
the Executive Director, the second renewal on approval of the Budget and
Finance Committee and the third renewal subject to Commission_approval.
Evaluation Committee shall consist of representatives-of at least one
Commissioner and representatives of the FinanceDivision, Mortgage Finance
Division and Executive Division provided that the members of the Committee
shall not consist of a supervisor and persons who report directly thereto. No
limit on number of times selected.

*Bond Counsel Solicit for a four year term with two one year renewals.every-sixyears—tnitiat [Formatted: Highlight ]

The one -year renewals, shall be subject to Commission approval at each
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renewal. No limit on number of times selected. Evaluation Committee shall
consist of at leaset one Commissioner and representatives of Finance Division,
Mortgage Finance Division and Executive Division provided that the members
of the Committee shall not consist of a supervisor and persons who report
directly thereto

*F‘inancial Advisor Solicit for a term of four years with two one year renewals. Each renewal shall
be-everyshovears, initiatermelyearswith-bvo-ene—yearrenewals, subject to
Commission approval at each renewal. No limit on number of times selected.
| Evaluation Committee shall  consist of at least one Commissioner and
representatives of FinanceDivision, Mortgage Finance Division and Executive
Division provided that the members of the Committee shall not consist of a
supervisor and persons who report directly thereto.

Trustees Select every time HOC has a new bond indenture. No limit on
Number of bond issues per trustee.

*Wnderwriters Solicit for a term of two years with two one year renewalsevery-fouryears:
tnitiiaHterm-of-two-years-with-twe-one-yearrenewals Each renewal shall be [Formatted: Font: (Default) Calibri, 11 pt
subject to Commission approval. Evaluation Committee shall consist of [Formatted: Font: (Default) Calibri, 11 pt

representatives of FinanceDivision, Mortgage Finance Division and Executive
Division provided that the members of the Committee shall not consist of a
supervisor and persons who report directly thereto. No limit on

number of times selected.

Prioperty Management Services Solicit for a term of two years with two one year renewals. every-fouryears:

ene—yearrenewals, Each renewal shall be -subject to Commission approval.-a¢

renewal. No limit on number of times selected.

Contracts for core functions and services such as telephone, technology systems, customer relations software and
property management software, electronic mortgage application software system and single family mortgage database
software will not be procured on a schedule but as needed

*The Commission shall attempt to stagger the terms of these contracts so that no two terms will expire at the same
time.
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Preamble to Policy

The Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC”) is a complex
enterprise. It operates as a traditional public housing authority managing federal funds
to advance housing needs but also uses funds received from other sources and its own
endeavors to advance its mission. That mission includes housing but also the added
layer of development, management, financing, lending and the provision of additional
supportive services for affordable and market rate residential properties as well as
related commercial facilities. Given the variety of funding sources and HOC's status as
a government entity, HOC is attuned to the needs for fairness and transparency in
differing transactions. HOC also recognizes that different sources of funding may
require different standards and methodologies for solicitation and selection of
contractors providing certain services while continuing to maintain equitable and fair
treatment for all bidders. With that in mind, the Policy provides procurement
procedures for the procurement of certain professional services and expertise in cases
in which federal funds are not implicated distinct from those required for federally
funded programs.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 General. Established for the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County (hereinafter,“HOC”) by Action of the Agency Board of HOC’s Commissioners (“Board”)
on __, 20__, this Procurement Policy (“Policy”) complies with the Annual
Contributions Contract (“ACC”) between HOC and the United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development (“HUD”), Federal Regulations at 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326,
(Appendix 1), the procurement standards of the Procurement Handbook for Public Housing
Authorities, Procurement Standards, HUD Handbook 7460.8, REV 2,( the “Handbook”) and
applicable State and local laws.

1.2 Changes in Laws and Regulations. In the event an applicable law or regulation is
modified or eliminated, or a new law or regulation is adopted, the revised law or regulation
shall, to the extent inconsistent with this Policy, automatically supersede this Policy.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

2.1 Policy Statement. This Policy establishes a broad framework of policies to ensure that
HOC's purchasing and contracting functions promote administrative flexibility and efficiency,
while at the same time maintaining prudent internal controls and compliance with applicable
statutes and regulations. Specific purposes of this Policy include, but are not limited to, the
following:

a) Fairness and objectivity: providing a fair, objective, and equitable selection and contracting
environment for all individuals and firms seeking to do business or contracting with HOC.

b) Ensuring reasonable costs: promoting competition, and negotiating (where applicable) to
ensure that HOC receives the most favorable prices and terms in its contracts.

c) Efficiency: ensuring that supplies and services (consultant, construction, social services,
etc.) are obtained efficiently and effectively.

d) Value-added procurement: facilitating a procurement process that provides service and
value to HOC in obtaining goods and services.

e) Ethical standards: ensuring that HOC's procurement activities are implemented consistent
with applicable ethical standards.

f) Legal considerations: complying with all applicable federal, state and local statues and
regulations.
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2.2 Application. This Policy applies to all procurement actions of HOC except as noted
under Exclusions below. Nothing in this Policy shall prevent HOC from complying with the
terms and conditions of any grant, contract, gift or bequest that is otherwise consistent with
the law. HOC utilizes a variety of funding sources for procurement of goods and services,
including earnings from its own activities. These sources have different procurement
requirements. The Policy assures that HOC avoids unnecessary complexity while at the same
time complying with applicable laws and regulations without requiring application of a higher
standard to procurement than is necessary.

2.3 Application of Federal or Non-Federal Funding Sources for Professional and
Consulting Services. When a contract provides for the use of funds from non-federal sources,
unless otherwise required by the funding source, HOC may use Section 6 for the procurement
of professional and consulting services. When only federal funding is to be applied to a
contract, the procurement methods for professional and consulting services proscribed in
Section 5 must be utilized. When both federal funding and non-federal sources are applied in a
contract the procurement method for professional and consulting services in Section 6 shall
not be utilized unless the funds and scope of work can be separated as, for example, by
separate and distinct timing for availability of funds or by use of barriers preventing
commingling of funds or other recognized methods to fungibility. If so, the Section of the
Policy applicable to the funding source may be applied for procurement of professional and
consulting services

2.4 Definitions
“Contractor” is any person or entity that enters into a contract with HOC under this Policy.

“Contracting Officer” is the employee responsible for procurement and administration of a
particular contract.

“Procurement,” includes the procuring, purchasing, leasing, or renting of: (1) goods, supplies,
equipment, and materials; (2) construction and maintenance consultant services; (3)
architectural and engineering (“A/E”) services; (4) social services; (5) professional and
consulting services and (6) other services.

“Procurement Officer” is the employee of HOC within the Finance Division who is responsible
for supervision and management of procurement procedures.

“Purchase Order” is a document issued by HOC that authorizes a purchase transaction. When
accepted by the seller, it becomes a contract binding on both parties setting forth descriptions
of the goods ordered, quantities, prices, discounts, shipment, payment and other term terms
and conditions.
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2.5 Exclusions from Policy. This Policy does not govern the following types of contracts or
procurements:

a) administrative fees earned under the Section 8 voucher program,
b) the award of vouchers under the Housing Choice Voucher Program also known as the
Section 8 program,

c) the execution of landlord Housing Assistance Payments contracts under that
program, ,

d) the acquisition of real estate which is governed by a separate HOC policy,
e) the disposition of real estate,

f) the sale of partnership, membership or other ownership interests in an entity owned
or controlled by HOC,

g) the purchase by HOC of partnership, membership or other ownership interests,
h) employment contracts,
i) loans to or from HOC,

j) the incurring of travel expenses such as airfare, vehicle services, and hotel and meal
charges, registration fees,

k) the purchase of advertising in print, radio, television or digital media,
[) the use of employment agencies for the hiring of temporary workers,
m) the procurement of regulated utilities,

n) the selection of a non-affiliated party as a shareholder, partner or member in an
ownership entity when the non-affiliated party has presented an unsolicited offer to
HOC to jointly own, develop, and/or operate real property which provides HOC an
interest in real property or ownership interest in an entity which owns or will own
real property,

o) the purchase of financial derivatives, guaranteed investment contracts and other
investments in connection with the issuance of HOC bonds when the Executive
Director determines, in consultation with financial consultants, that expeditious
decisionmaking is beneficial,
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p) the selection of auditors to comply with audit and reporting requirements in tax
credit partnership transactions under Section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 when required by a limited partner,

g) approval of an application for the issuance of conduit financing through the issuance

of HOC bonds to be sold to one investor submitted by a private developer or owner.

2.6  Exclusions from Competitive Procurement. Sections 5 and 6 of this Policy does not
apply to procurement transactions that are typically exempt from competitive procurement.
Such procurement transactions include those made pursuant to any of the following methods,
so long as the respective conditions listed below are satisfied:

a) U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) Schedule 70, Information Technology (“GSA
IT Schedule 70”). HOC may purchase from the GSA IT Schedule 70 pursuant to Section
211 of the E-Government Act of 2002. Without open competition, HOC may not purchase
items from GSA IT Schedule 70 vendors under terms that are less favorable than those of
the GSA IT Schedule 70.

b) Intergovernmental or Interagency Purchasing Agreements. HOC may procure supplies
and services without competitive procurement by entering into intergovernmental or
interagency purchasing agreements, provided that (i) the intergovernmental/interagency
purchasing agreement is between HOC and a state or local governmental agency, which
may be another PHA (the “Lead Procurement Agency”), (ii) the
intergovernmental/interagency purchasing agreement provides for greater economy and
efficiency and results in cost savings to HOC, as evidenced by documentation showing
that cost and availability were evaluated before such an agreement was executed, (iii) the
intergovernmental/interagency purchasing agreement is only used to purchase common
supplies and services that are of a routine nature, and (iv) the goods and services
obtained under the agreement were procured by the Lead Procurement Agency in
accordance with 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326. Under this method, HOC may
order supplies and services from the vendors who have a contractual agreement to
furnish the supplies and services to the Lead Procurement Agency, but only under terms
that are not less favorable than the terms in the Lead Procurement Agency’s contract
with such vendor. Whenever permitted by the Lead Procurement Agency, HOC may
procure from the vendor without a formal written intergovernmental or interagency
purchasing agreement between the PHA and the Lead Procurement Agency. When
required by the Lead Procurement Agency, HOC may pay a nominal fee to the lead
Procurement Agency for this benefit.

c) Section 13 Consortium of PHAs. HOC may procure goods and services on a
noncompetitive basis if the purchase is made through a consortium of housing authorities
(“PHA”) pursuant to Section 13 of the Housing Act of 1937, so long as the consortia itself
is engaged in competitive procurement for those goods and services. Participatingin
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such a consortia requires that HOC enter into a consortium agreement with the other
participating PHAs and submit joint PHA Plans to HUD.

2.7.  Public Access to Procurement Information. Most procurement information that is not
confidential commercial information or identified as proprietary is a matter of public record
and shall be available to the public as provided in Maryland’s Public Information Act, Md.
Code Ann., General Provisions Art., § 4-101 through § 4-601.

ETHICS IN PUBLIC CONTRACTING

3.1 General. HOC has established a code of conduct regarding procurement issues and
actions and has implemented a system of sanctions for violations through its Personnel Policy.
This code of conduct is consistent with applicable Federal, State, or local law. In the event of a
violation, a written warning of instruction shall be issued to the involved parties. In addition,
depending upon the severity of the violation and in accordance with HOC’s Personnel Policy,
discipline will be instituted, including but not limited to suspension and termination.

3.2 Conflicts of Interest. In accordance with Montgomery County Code 19A Article
(“Ethics Code”), no employee, officer, Commissioner, or agent of HOC shall, unless permitted
by waiver from the Ethics Commission participate directly or indirectly in the selection, award,
or administration of any contract if a conflict of interest would occur. This type of conflict
exists when a Commissioner, officer or employee is deemed to have an “economic interest”
distinct from the general public in the selection, award or administration of a government
contract. This may occur in an instance in which a Commissioner, officer or employee, or a
relative (as provided in the Ethics Code, as hereafter defined) or a business entity in which the
Commissioner or employee has an ownership interest or an instance in which the
Commissioner, officer or employee and a potential bidder are negotiating or already have an
employment arrangement. Any of these circumstances may result in the Commissioner,
officer or employee having an “economic interest” financially distinct from that of the general
public with a firm or person or entity competing for an award of a contract. In such instances,
the Commissioner, officer or employee, either directly or through a relationship as described
below shall be recused from participation in the decision making process:

a) An employee, officer, Commissioner, or agent of HOC who is involved in making
the award;

b) arelative of any person listed in a) above including father, mother, son, daughter,
brother, sister, uncle, aunt, first cousin, nephew, niece, husband, wife, father-in-
law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, brother-in-law, sister-in-law,
stepfather, stepmother, stepson, stepdaughter, stepbrother, stepsister, half-
brother, or half-sister;

¢) adomestic partner of any person listed in a) above; or
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d) an organization which employs or is negotiating to employ, or has an arrangement
concerning prospective employment of any of the above.

3.3 Gratuities, Kickbacks, and Use of Confidential Information. In accordance with the
Ethics Code, no officer, employee, Commissioner, or agent of HOC shall ask for or accept
meals and beverages with a value greater than Fifty Dollars ($50) or gratuities, favors, or items
of more than nominal value (i.e. inexpensive hat with logo) not to exceed Twenty Dollars
(520.00) from any contractor, potential contractor, or party to any subcontract, and shall not
knowingly use confidential information for actual or anticipated personal gain. In the event a
gratutity, favor or item of value exceeding the values proscribed is received, the recipient is
required to disclose said item in writing to the Executive Director within 7 days of receipt. In
the event of a violation, a written warning of instruction shall be issued to the involved
parties. In addition, depending upon the severity of the violation and in accordance with
HOC’s Personnel Policy, other discipline will be instituted by the Human Resources Division.

34 Prohibition against Contingent Fees. Contractors wanting to do business with HOC
must not hire a person to solicit or secure a contract for a commission, percentage, brokerage,
or contingent fee, except for bona fide established commercial selling agencies.

4. ASSISTANCE TO SMALL AND OTHER BUSINESSES

4.1 Definitions.

“Small business” is a business that is: independently owned; not dominant in its field of
operation; and not an affiliate or subsidiary of a business dominant in its field of operation.
The size standards in 13 CFR §121 should be used to determine business size.

“Minority-owned business” is a business which is at least 51% owned by one or more minority
group members; or, in the case of a publicly-owned business, one in which at least 51% of its
voting stock is owned by one or more minority group members, and whose management and
daily business operations are controlled by one or more such individuals. Minority group
members include, but are not limited to, Black Americans, Hispanic Americans, Native
Americans, Asian Pacific Americans, Asian Indian Americans, and Hasidic Jewish Americans.

“Women’s business enterprise” is a business that is at least 51% owned by a woman or
women who are U.S. citizens and who control and operate the business.

“Section 3 business concern” is a business concern,
(i) that is 51 percent or more owned by section 3 residents (public housing residents)
or a low or very low income person residing in Montgomery County (collectively

“section 3 participants”); or

10
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(i) Whose permanent, full-time employees include persons, at least 30 percent of
whom are currently section 3 partcipants, or within three years of the date of first
employment with the business concern were section 3 participants; or

(iii) That provides evidence of a commitment to subcontract in excess of 25 percent of
the dollar award of all subcontracts to be awarded to business concerns that meet
the qualifications set forth in subsections (i) or (ii) in this definition of “section 3
business concern.”

“Labor surplus area business” is a business which, together with its immediate subcontractors,
will incur more than 50% of the cost of performing the contract in an area of concentrated
unemployment or underemployment, as defined in 20 CFR §654, Subpart A, and in the list of
labor surplus areas published by the Employment and Training Administration.

4.2 Required Efforts. Consistent with Presidential Executive Orders 11625, 12138, and
12432, and Section 3 of the HUD Act of 1968, to the greatest extent feasible, efforts shall be
made to ensure that small and minority-owned businesses, women’s business enterprises,
and other individuals or firms located in or owned in substantial part by persons residing in
the area of the HOC project are used when possible. Such efforts may include, but shall not be
limited to:

a) Including such firms, when qualified, on solicitation mailing lists;

b) Encouraging applicable businesses participation through direct solicitation of bids
or proposals whenever they are potential sources;

c) Dividing total requirements, when economically feasible, into smaller tasks or
guantities to permit maximum participation by such firms;

d) Establishing delivery schedules, where the requirement permits, which encourage
participation by such firms;

e) Using the services and assistance of available State and local agencies, the Small
Business Administration, and the Minority Business Development Agency of the
Department of Commerce;

f) Including in contracts, a clause requiring contractors, to provide opportunities for
training and employment for lower income residents of the project area and to
award subcontracts for work in connection with the project to business concerns
which provide opportunities to Section 3 business concerns; and

g) Requiring prime contractors, when subcontracting is anticipated, to take the
positive steps listed in (a) through (f) above.

1
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4.3 Goals. Goals shall be established bi-annually for participation by small businesses,
minority-owned businesses, women’s business enterprises, labor surplus area businesses, and
Section 3 business concerns in HOC prime contracts and subcontracting opportunities.

PROCUREMENT METHODS

5.1 Petty Cash Purchases. Purchases under $200.00 (“Petty Cash Purchase”) may be made
through the use of a petty cash account(“Petty Cash Account”) A Petty Cash Account may be
established in an amount sufficient to cover Petty Cash Purchases made during a specific time
period, no less than three (3) months, as determined by the Chief Financial Officer and
reconciled prior to replenishment. Petty Cash Accounts shall be securely maintained and only
authorized individuals shall have access.

5.2 Small and Micro Purchase Procedures. Purchases of goods and services for any amount
less than $5,000.00 (except for construction services for which the maximum is $2,000.00 due
to Davis-Bacon Act requirements) (“Micro Purchase”) may be made through the Micro
Purchase Procedure. Small Purchases (“Small Purchase”) above the Micro Purchase Ceiling (as
hereinafter defined), but not exceeding $150,000.00 (“Small Purchase Ceiling”) shall be
accomplished under the Small Purchase Procedure (the “Small Purchase Procedure”).

a) For the Small Purchase Procedure, HOC shall obtain at least three quotes, to the
greatest extent feasible, and to promote competition, small purchases should be
distributed among qualified sources. Quotes may be obtained orally (either in
person or by telephone confirmed by email or in writing, by fascimile, in writing,
including email, or through e-procurement. Award shall be made to the
responsive and responsible (see, Section 12, infra) vendor that submits the lowest
cost to HOC or if award is to be made for reasons other than lowest price,
documentation shall be provided in the contract file. HOC shall not break down or
split requirements aggregating more than the Small Purchase Ceiling into several
purchases that are less than the applicable ceiling merely to: (1) permit use of the
Small Purchase Procedure or (2) avoid any requirement that applies to purchases
that exceed the Small Purchase Ceiling.

b) For Micro Purchase Procedure, which are purchases of less than $5,000 (“Micro
Purchase Ceiling”) (except construction services subject to Davis-Bacon Act
requirements with a maximum of $2,000), only one quote is required provided
the quote is considered reasonable by the Procurement Officer after completing a
cost and price analysis as provided in Section 8 of this Policy. HOC shall not break
down or split requirements aggregating more than the Micro Purchase threshold
into several purchases that are less than the Micro Purchase Ceiling merely to: (1)
permit use of the Micro Purchase Procedure or (2) avoid any requirement that
applies to purchases that exceed the Micro Purchase Ceiling.
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5.3

a)

b)

Sealed Bids. A Sealed Bid (“Sealed Bid”), also known as Invitation for Bids (“IFB”),

shall be used for all contracts that exceed the Small Purchase Ceiling and
that are not Competitive Proposals or Non-competitive Proposals, as these
terms are defined in this Policy. Under Sealed Bids, HOC publicly solicits
bids and awards a firm fixed-price contract (lump sum or unit price) to the
responsive and responsible bidder (see Section 12 infra) whose bid,
conforming with all the material terms and conditions of the IFB, is the
lowest in price. A Sealed Bid is the preferred method for procuring
construction, supply, and non-complex service contracts that are expected
to exceed $150,000.00.

Conditions for Using Sealed Bids. HOC shall use the Sealed Bid method when the
following conditions are present:

(i) a complete, adequate, and realistic statement of work, specification, or
purchase description is available;

(ii) two or more responsible bidders are willing and able to compete effectively
for the work;

(iii) the contract can be awarded based on a firm fixed price;

(iv) the selection of the successful bidder can be made principally on the
lowest price.

Solicitation and Receipt of Bids. An IFB is issued which includes the specifications
and all contractual terms and conditions applicable to the procurement, and a
statement that award will be made to the lowest responsible and responsive
bidder (see Section 12, infra) whose bid meets the requirements of the
solicitation. The IFB must state the time and place for both receiving the bids and
the public bid opening. All bids received will be dated and time-stamped and
stored unopened in a secure place until the public bid opening. A bidder may
withdraw the bid at any time prior to the bid opening.

Bid Opening and Award. Bids shall be opened publicly. All bids received shall be
recorded on an abstract (tabulation) of bids, which shall then be made available
for public inspection. If equal low bids are received from responsible bidders,
selection shall be made by drawing lots or other similar random method. The
method for doing this shall be stated in the IFB. If only one responsive bid is
received from a responsible bidder, award shall not be made unless the price can
be determined to be reasonable, based on a cost or price analysis (See Section 8,
infra).
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d) Mistakes in Bids. Correction or withdrawal of bids may be permitted, where
appropriate, before bid opening by written or fascimile notice received in the
office designated in the IFB prior to the time set for bid opening. After bid
opening, corrections in bids may be permitted only if the bidder can show by clear
and convincing evidence that a mistake of a nonjudgmental character was made,
the nature of the mistake, and the bid price actually intended. A low bidder
alleging a nonjudgmental mistake may be permitted to withdraw its bid if the
mistake is clearly evident on the face of the bid document but the intended bid is
unclear or the bidder submits convincing evidence that a mistake was made. All
decisions to allow correction or withdrawal of a bid shall be supported by a
written determination signed by the Procurement Officer. After bid opening,
changes in bid prices or other provisions of bids prejudicial to the interests of HOC
or fair competition shall not be permitted.

e) Competition. All Sealed Bid procurement transactions must be conducted in a
manner providing full and open competition consistent with the standards of this
Section. Contractors that develop or draft specifications, requirements,
statements of work, invitations for bids or requests for proposals must be
excluded from competing for such procurements.

5.4 Competitive Proposals. Unlike Sealed Bid, the competitive proposal method
(“Competitive Proposal”), also known as Request for Proposals (“RFP”) permits: (i)
consideration of technical factors other than price; (ii) discussion with offerors concerning
offers submitted; (iii) negotiation of contract price or estimated cost and other contract terms
and conditions; (iv) revision of proposals before the final contractor selection; (v) withdrawal
of an offer at any time until the point of award; and (vi) an award normally made on the basis
of the proposal that represents the best overall value to HOC, considering price and other
factors, e.g., technical expertise, past experience, quality of proposed staffing, etc., set forth in
the solicitation and not solely the lowest price.

a) Conditions for Use. Competitive Proposals are the preferred method for procuring
professional services that will exceed the Small Purchase Ceiling and the selection
is not based on price alone but rather on established criteria including price and
other factors. Typical criteria include (i) demonstrated knowledge of the
requirements; (ii) proposed technical approach; (iii) quality of the work plan; (iv)
demonstrated prior experience; (v) successful prior performance, especially with
the Commission and (vi) where applicable, performance record with respect to
the Section 3 of the HUD Act of 1968 in prior contracts with HOC and others in
Montgomery County . With respect to federal funded activities, construction
services will typically be procured utilizing the Sealed Bid (IFB) or Small Purchase
Procedure.
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b) Form of Solicitation. Competitive Proposals shall be solicited through the issuance

c)

of an RFP. Each RFP shall be distributed to an adequate number of known
individuals or entities providing the needed services with sufficient time to reply.
The RFP shall be in writing and clearly identify the importance and relative value of
each of the evaluation factors as well as any subfactors and price. A mechanism for
fairly and thoroughly evaluating the technical and price proposals shall be
established before the solicitation is issued for each RFP. Proposals shall be
administered so as to prevent disclosure of the contents of the proposal until after
award, subject to any Public Information Act requirements provided in Maryland’s
Public Information Act, Md. Code Ann., General Provisions Art., § 4-101 through §
4-601. HOC may assign price a specific weight in the evaluation factors or HOC may
consider price in conjunction with technical factors; in either case, the method for
evaluating price shall be established in the RFP.

Receipt of Responses. Proposals shall be date-time stamped when received and
held unopened securely unitl the time and date for receipt has passed. At that
point, the proposals may be opened and evaluated in confidence.

d) Evaluation. The proposals shall be evaluated only on the factors stated in the RFP.

Where not apparent from the evaluation factors, HOC shall establish an
evaluation plan for each RFP. Generally, all RFPs shall be evaluated by an
appropriately appointed Evaluation Committee (“Evaluation Committee”). The
Evaluation Committee shall be required to disclose any potential conflicts of
interest or recuse if applicable, and to sign a Non-Disclosure statement. No
information regarding any of the proposals shall be provided outside of the
Evaluation Committee until after the award. An Evaluation Committee must not
be composed solely of a supervisor and persons who directly report to such
supervisor. An Evaluation Report, summarizing the results of the evaluation, shall
be prepared prior to award of a contract.

Negotiations. Negotiations are exchanges in a Competitive Proposal solicitation
between HOC and offerors that are undertaken with the intent of allowing the
offeror to revise its proposal. Negotiations shall be conducted with all offerors
who submit a proposal determined to be within a competitive range of being
selected for award as documented in the contract file, unless it is determined that
negotiations are not needed with any of the offerors. This determination is based
on the relative score of the proposals as they are evaluated and rated in
accordance with the technical and price factors specified in the RFP. These

offerors shall be treated fairly and equally with respect to any opportunity for
negotiation and revision of their proposals. No offeror shall be given any
information about any other offeror’s proposal and no offeror shall be assisted in
bringing its proposal up to the level of any other proposal. A common deadline
shall be established for receipt of proposal revisions based on negotiations.
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f) Bargaining. Negotiations may include bargaining. Bargaining includes persuasion,
alteration of assumptions and positions, give-and-take, and may apply to price,
schedule, technical requirements, type of contract or other terms of a proposed
contract. When negotiations are conducted in a Competitive Proposal, they take
place after establishment of the competitive range and are called discussions.
Discussions are tailored to each offeror’s proposal, and shall be conducted by the
Contracting Officer with each offeror within the competitive range. The primary
object of discussions is to maximize HOC's ability to obtain best value, based on the
requirements and the evaluation factors set forth in the solicitation. The
Contracting Officer shall indicate to, or discuss with, each offeror still being
considered for award, significant weaknesses, deficiencies, and other aspects of its
proposal (such as technical approach, past performance, and terms and conditions)
that could, in the opinion of the Contracting Officer, be altered or explained to
enhance materially the proposer’s potential for award. The scope and extent of
discussions are a matter of the Contracting Officer’s judgment. The Contracting
Officer may inform an offeror that its price is considered by HOC to be too high, or
too low, and reveal the results of the analysis supporting that conclusion. It is also
permissible to indicate to all offerors the cost or price that HOC’s price analysis,
market research, and other reviews have identified as reasonable. “Auctioning”
(revealing one offeror’s price in an attempt to get another offeror to lower their
price) is prohibited. No offeror shall be provided with information concerning any
other offer.

g) Best and Final. In the event there are two or more offerors in the competitive
range and the Contracting Officer, after negotiation and bargaining has been
unable to determine the most responsible bidder from among those bidding, the
Contracting Officer may invite the offerors in the competitive range to submit
their best and final offers, making any changes they wish in their technical proposal
and the price. The best and final offers shall be evaluated in essentially the same
manner as the initial offers. At his/her discretion, the Contracting Officer may have
the Evaluation Committee evaluate the best and final offers.

h) Award. After evaluation of the revised proposals, if any, the contract shall be
awarded to the responsible firm whose technical approach to the project,
qualifications, price and/or any other factors considered, are most advantageous
to HOC provided that the price is within the maximum total project budgeted
amount established for the specific property or activity. If HOC is unable to
negotiate a contract with the highest ranked offeror, it may reject the offer and
enter into negotiations with the next highest ranked offeror.

5.5 QBS Procedures For Architectural/Engineering Services and Certain Other Contracts.
Under Qualifications Based Selection (“QBS”) procedures, competitors’ qualifications are
evaluated using a Request for Qualifications (“RFQ”) and the most qualified competitor is
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selected, subject to negotiation of fair and reasonable compensation. Unlike Competitive
Proposal, price is not used as a selection factor under this method. QBS procedures may be
used to purchase Architect/Engineering services, Energy Performance Contracting and
development services.

a) Solicitation and Evaluation. Under a QBS procurement, the Competitive Proposals
procedures above shall be followed except that price shall not be included as a
consideration. Evaluation factors may include (i) evidence of the offeror’s ability to
perform, (ii) capability to perform in a timely manner, (ii) past performance in terms
of cost control and compliance with performance standards, and (iv) knowledge of
local building codes and applicable federal requirements

b) Negotiation. The Contracting Officer shall negotiate with the highest ranking offeror
to reach an agreement on a reasonable price based on a cost and price analysis. If
agreement cannot be reached, the Contracting Officer may terminate negotiations
and proceed to negotiate with the next highest ranking offeror until a reasonable
price is obtained.

5.6 Noncompetitive Proposal Procurement by Noncompetitive Proposals (also referred
to as sole- or single-source) may be used only when the award of a contract is not feasible
using Small Purchase Procedures, Sealed Bids, Cooperative Purchasing/Intergovernmental
Agreement, or Competitive Proposals, and if one of the following applies:

(i) The item is available only from a single source, based on a good faith
review of available sources;

(ii) An emergency exists that seriously threatens the public health, welfare,
or safety, or endangers property, or would otherwise cause serious
injury to HOC, as may arise by reason of a flood, earthquake, epidemic,
riot, equipment failure, or similar event. In such cases, there must be
an immediate and serious need for supplies, services, or construction
such that the need cannot be met through any of the other
procurement methods and the emergency procurement shall be
limited to those supplies, services, or construction necessary simply to
meet the emergency; or

(iii) HUD authorizes the use of Noncompetitive Proposals; or

(iv) After solicitation of a number of sources, competition is determined
inadequate.

a) Justification. Each procurement based on a Noncompetitive Proposal shall be
supported by a written justification for the selection of this method. The
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justification shall be approved in writing by the Executive Director or by the Board if
the contract amount is expected to exceed the Awarding Authority of the Executive
Director. Poor planning or lack of planning is not justification for emergency or
Noncompetitve Proposal. The justification, to be included in the procurement file,
should include the following type of information:

(i) Description of the requirement;

(ii) History of prior purchases and their nature (competitive vs.
noncompetitive);

(iii) The specific exception in 2 CFR §200.320(f) (1)-(4) which applies;

(iv) Statement as to the unique circumstances that require award by
noncompetitive proposals;

(v) Description of the efforts made to find competitive sources
(advertisement in trade journals or local publications, phone calls to
local suppliers, issuance of a written solicitation, etc.);

(vi) Statement as to efforts that will be taken in the future to promote
competition for the requirement;

(vii) Signature by the Contracting Officer’s supervisor (or other employee
above the level of the Contracting Officer); and

b) Price Reasonableness. The reasonableness of the price for all procurements based
on Noncompetitive Proposals shall be determined by performing a cost and price
analysis pursuant to Section 8 below. Negotiations between HOC and an offeror
that are undertaken with the intent of allowing the offeror to revise its proposal
are permitted as well. In determining price reasonableness and a fair and
reasonable profit, consideration must be given to the complexity of the work to be
performed, the risk borne by the offeror, the offeror's investment, the amount of
subcontracting, the quality of its record of past performance, and industry profit
rates for similar work.

6. PROCUREMENT OF PROFESSIONAL AND CONSULTING SERVICES WITH NON-
FEDERAL FUNDING

6.1. Application. In addition to Sealed Bid, QBS, Competitive Proposal, Cooperative
Purchasing/Intergovernmental Agreements and Noncompetitive Proposal methods of
procurement as provided hereinabove, when a contract utilizes funds from non-federal
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sources only, unless otherwise required by the funding source, HOC may use the means
provided below for procurement of professional and consulting services. When both federal
funding and non-federal sources provide funding for a contract, the procurement method
for professional and consulting services described below shall not be utilized unless the
funds and scope of work can be separated and non-federal funds allocated exclusively to the
professional services being procured.

6.2. Procurement of Qualified Professionals and Consultants with Non-Federal Funds
Every three years, or more often in the discretion of the Executive Director, HOC may solicit
expressions of interest for the provision of professional and consulting services from
qualified individuals and firms. The procurement shall be in the nature of an RFQ where
price is not a factor although hourly rates or charges for specific services can be requested.
From the responses received and determined to have qualified, the Commission shall
establish a list of professional contractors and consultants by particular field of expertise
(i.e. legal, engineering, architecture, appraisal, financing consultant, construction
management, general contractors, development services and professional moving
companies) whose qualifications are deemed to satisfy the requirements stated in the
solicitation (each a “Qualifier”). Each Qualifier shall enter into a thee year contract agreeing
to perform services by task order upon negotiation of price and terms upon selection as
determined in Section 6.4 below. The maximum compensation to any Qualifier for work or
services during the term of a contract for all task orders shall not exceed $250,000 unless
otherwise established by the Commission. Evaluation factors may include, but shall not be
limited to (i) evidence of the offeror’s ability to perform, (ii) capability to perform in a timely
manner, (ii) past performance in terms of cost control and compliance with performance
standards, (iv) knowledge of applicable legal requirements such as local building codes or
laws applicable to HOC, (v) where applicable, performance record with respect to the
Section 3 of the HUD Act of 1968 in prior contracts with HOC and others in Montgomery
County and (vi) other criteria specific to the service requested. An Evaluation Committee
may be established to determine compliance with the procurement and satisfaction of the
criteria identified. HOC shall inform each bidder of the results of the analysis of the bids in a
timely fashion and the Procurement Officer shall maintain a list of Qualifiers in each
category.

6.3. Solicitation and Process. Solicitation must be done publicly. HOC must use one or
more of the following solicitation methods, provided that the method employed provides
for meaningful competition.

a) Advertising in newspapers or other print mediums of local or general circulations.

b) Notices to Vendor List (as hereinafter defined).

c) Advertising in various appropriate trade journals or publications .
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d) E-procurement using an internet system calculated to provide full and open
advertisement, including publication on HOC’s website.

e) Public notice should be published or advertised not less than once each week for
two consecutive weeks or be continuously posted on HOC’s website.

f) Notices/advertisements should state, at a minimum, the place, date, and time that
the bids or proposals are due, the solicitation number, a contact that can provide a
copy of, and information about, the solicitation, and a brief description of the
needed item(s).

g) A minimum of 15 days shall be provided for preparation and submission of
responses.

h) HOC may cancel the solicitation for any reason.
6.4 Selection from Among Qualifiers for Specific Service.

a) From time time, as the needs of HOC may require, with respect to work or service with a
cost not anticipated to exceed the Executive Director’s Awarding Authority (as defined
in Section 17 herein and displayed on Appendix IllI), HOC shall select three (3) or more
Qualifiers in the field of expertise required to bid on a particular service or project.
Depending upon the type of work to be performed and the anticipated cost of the
services to be procured, HOC may use the Small Purchase, Sealed Bid, Competitive
Proposal or QBS procurement process to select a contractor but only addressed to or
solicited from the selected Qualifiers.

b) In determining the award of a contract, in addition to factors specific to a particular
project HOC may consider:

(i) related experience on similar projects;
(ii) number and value of recent projects performed for HOC;

(iii) compatibility of size of the firm with the size of the proposed project, or
special familiarity with the project or project site;

(iv) special qualifications, experience or design approach;
(v) adequacy of local office facilities to render the services, ability to provide

sufficient staff for the project, and technical competence in the work to be
performed;
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(vi) with respect to architectural or engineering services, familiarity with zoning,
land planning and permit requirements

6.5. Evaluation Committee. When applicable, an Evaluation Committee composed of a
minimum of three persons shall evaluate proposals in accordance with the published
selection criteria and submit an award recommendation to the Contracting Officer. An
Evaluation Committee must not be composed solely of a supervisor and persons who
directly report to such supervisor.

6.6. Contracts In Excess of Executive Director’s Awarding Authority. In instances in which
the cost of the contract is anticipated to exceed the Executive Director’s Awarding Authority
(See Section 16, infra), HOC may select three (3) or more Qualifiers in the field of expertise
required to bid on a particular service or project or it may solicit publicly and, regardless of
solicitation process, utilize the Competitive Proposal method or, with respect to architects,
general contractors, engineers or developer services, the QBS method for selection. In the
event HOC chooses to solicit publicly, it must use one or more of the following solicitation
methods, provided that the method employed provides for meaningful competition.

a) Advertising in newspapers or other print mediums of local or general circulations.
b) Notice to the applicable Vendor List.
c) Advertising in various appropriate trade journals or publications.

d) E-procurement using an internet system calculated to provide full and open
advertisement, including publication on HOC’s website.

e) The substance of the notice and period of time for response shall be, at a minimum,
as provided in Section 6.3(e) and (f).

6.7. Compliance with Procurement Methods. Procurement by the methods proscribed in
Section 6 may be procedurally less formal than in Sealed Bid, Competitive Proposal or QBS
methods for a federally funded contract, provided that, except as otherwise provided for
herein, such procurements shall be conducted substantially in compliance therewith and in
a manner to assure equity and fairness in solicitation and selection.

7. INDEPENDENT COST ESTIMATE (ICE)

7.1 General. For all purchases above the Small Purchase Ceiling, HOC shall prepare an
Independent Cost Estimate (“ICE”) prior to solicitation. The level of detail shall be
commensurate with the cost and complexity of the item to be purchased and a written
determination shall be maintained by the Procurement Officer. The purpose of the ICE is to
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determine the reasonableness of pricing in procurements when price is a factor or
evaluating pricing in solicitations in which price is not utilized in selection criteria.

8. COST AND PRICE ANALYSIS

8.1 General. HOC shall determine that the price for the goods or services being procured
is reasonable before entering into a contract.

8.2 Petty Cash Purchase and Micro Purchases. No formal cost or price analysis is
required for Petty Cash Purchases and Micro Purchases. The execution of a Purchase Order
by the Contracting Officer shall serve as the Contracting Officer’s determination that the
price obtained is reasonable, which may be based on the Contracting Officer’s prior
experience, price lists, catalogs, market prices or any other reasonable basis.

8.3 Small Purchases. For a Small Purchase, a comparison with other offers shall generally
be sufficient determination of the reasonableness of price and no further analysis is
required. If a reasonable number of quotes are not obtained to establish reasonableness
through price competition, the Contracting Officer shall document price reasonableness
through other means, such as prior purchases of this nature, catalog prices, the Contracting
Officer’s personal knowledge at the time of purchase, comparison to the ICE, or any other
reasonable basis.

8.4 Sealed Bids. The presence of adequate competition should generally be sufficient to
establish price reasonableness for a Sealed Bid. Where sufficient bids are not received, and
when the bid received is substantially more than the ICE, and when HOC cannot reasonably
determine price reasonableness, HOC must conduct a cost analysis, consistent with federal
regulations(2 CFR 200.323), to ensure that the price paid is reasonable.

8.5. Competitive Proposals. The presence of adequate competition should generally be
sufficient to establish price reasonableness for a Competitive Proposal. Where sufficient
proposals are not received, HOC must compare the price with the ICE. For Competitive
Proposals where prices cannot be easily compared among offerors, when there is not
adequate competition, or where the price is substantially greater than the ICE, HOC must
conduct a cost analysis, consistent with federal regulations, to ensure that the price paid is
reasonable.

8.6. Non-Competitive Proposals. A cost analysis shall always be conducted for the award
of a contract under the Non-Competitive Proposal method of procurement consistent with
federal regulations to insure price reasonableness.

8.7. Contract Modifications. A cost analysis, consistent with federal regulations, shall be
conducted for all contract modifications for projects that were procured through Sealed Bid,
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Competitive Proposals, or Non-Competitive Proposals, or for projects originally procured
through the Small Purchase Procedure in which the the amount of the contract modification
will result in a total contract price in excess of $150,000.00.

9. SOLICITATION AND ADVERTISING

9.1. Vendor Lists. All interested businesses shall be given the opportunity to be included
on vendor mailing lists (each a “Vendor List”). Any lists of persons, firms, or products which
are used in the purchase of supplies and services (including construction) shall be kept
current and include enough sources to ensure competition.

9.2. Method of Solicitation. The number of quotes or bids required for procurement of
goods and services or professional services are shown in Appendix Il and described below:

a) Petty Cash and Micro Purchases. HOC may contact only one source if the price is
considered reasonable as determined by a cost and price analysis.

b) Small Purchases. Quotes may be solicited in writing, through fascimile, E-
Procurement, or by any other method calculated to provide a broad opportunity for
competition.

c) Sealed Bids and Competitive Proposals. Solicitation must be done publicly. HOC must
use one or more of the following solicitation methods, provided that the method

employed provides for meaningful competition.

(i) Advertising in newspapers or other print mediums of local or general
circulations.

(ii) Notice to the applicable Vendor List

(iii) Advertising in various appropriate trade journals or publications (i.e., for
construction).

(iv) E-procurement using an internet system calculated to provide full and open
advertisement.

(v) All solicitations shall be in compliance with 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326,
and applicable State and local requirements.

d) Time Frame. For purchases of more than $100,000.00 but less than $150,000.00, the
public notice shall run for not less than once for a week and/or be continuously
posted on HOC's website for at least one week. For purchases of more than
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$150,000.00, the public notice should run not less than once each week for two
consecutive weeks and/or be continuously posted on HOC’s website for at least two
weeks. The Executive Director may reduce the public notice period i when
expeditious decisionmaking will be beneficial. Written documentation of the need
for reducing public notice shall be included in the contract file..

e) Form. Notices/advertisements should state, at a minimum, the place, date, and time
that the bids or proposals are due, the solicitation number, a contact that can
provide a copy of, and information about, the solicitation, and a brief description of
the needed item(s).

f) Time Period for Submission of Bids. A minimum of 21 days shall be provided for
preparation and submission of Sealed Bids and 15 days for Competitive Proposals.
The Procurement Officer may allow for a shorter period under extraordinary
circumstances

9.3. Cancellation of Solicitations.
a) An IFB, RFP, or other solicitation may be cancelled before bids/offers are due if:
(i) The supplies, services or construction is no longer required;

(ii) The funds are no longer available;

(iii) Proposed amendments to the solicitation are of such magnitude that a new
solicitation would be best; or

(iv) Other reasons that would eliminate the need for the procurement or require
that the solicitation be substantially revised or amended.

b) A solicitation may be cancelled and all bids or proposals that have already been
received may be rejected if:

(i) The supplies or services (including construction) are no longer required;
(ii) Ambiguous or otherwise inadequate specifications were part of the solicitation;
(iii) Any factors of significance to HOC were not considered in the solicitation;

(iv) Prices exceed available funds and it would not be appropriate to adjust
guantities to come within available funds;
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10.

(v) There is a reason to believe that bids or proposals may not have been
independently determined in open competition, may have been collusive, or
may have been submitted in bad faith; or

(vi) For good cause in the best interest of HOC.
9.4. Notice of Cancellation

a) The reasons for cancellation shall be documented in the procurement file and the
reasons for cancellation and/or rejection shall be provided upon request.

b) A notice of cancellation shall be sent to all bidders/offerors solicited. If the
specifications are deemed insufficient or unclear, HOC shall cancel the solicitation,
and, if appropriate, explain to all prior bidders that they will be given an opportunity to
compete on any re-solicitation or future procurement of similar items.

c) If all otherwise acceptable bids or proposals received are at unreasonable prices, an
analysis should be conducted to determine if either the specifications or HOC’s cost
estimate were inadequate. If both are determined adequate and if only one bid or
proposal is received and the price is considered unreasonable, the Contracting Officer
may cancel the solicitation and complete the procurement by using the Competitive
Proposal method after a written determination by the Procurement Officer that such
action is appropriate all bidders have been informed of HOC's intent to utilize this
method of procurement.

SPECIFICATIONS

10.1 General. All specifications shall be drafted to promote overall economy for the
purpose intended and to encourage competition in satisfying HOC’s needs. Specifications
shall be reviewed prior to issuing any solicitation to ensure that they are not unduly
restrictive or represent unnecessary or duplicative items or designed so as not restrict
competition to one supplier. Function or performance specifications are preferred. Detailed
product specifications shall be avoided whenever possible. Consideration shall be given to
consolidating or breaking out procurements to obtain a more economical purchase. For
equipment purchases, a lease versus purchase analysis should be performed to determine
the most economical form of procurement.

10.2 Limitation. The following types of specifications shall be avoided:
a) Geographic restrictions not mandated or encouraged by applicable Federal law

except for architect/ engineer contracts, which may include geographic location as a
selection factor if adequate competition is available See 2 CFR 200.319.
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11.

12.

b) Brand name specifications (unless the specifications list the minimum essential
characteristics and standards to which the item must conform to satisfy its intended
use).

c) To eliminate unfair economic advantage and organizational conflict, contractors
retained by HOC to develop specifications or a scope of work shall be excluded from
competing in a following procurement.

SURETY REQUIREMENTS

11.1 General. The standards under this section apply to construction contracts that exceed
$100,000.00. There are no bonding requirements for Small Purchases or for Competitive
Proposals. HOC may require bonds or a letter of credit in these latter circumstances when
deemed appropriate; however, non-construction contracts should generally not require bid
bonds.

11.2 Bid Bonds. For construction contracts exceeding $100,000.00, offerors shall be
required to submit a bid guarantee from each bidder equivalent to 5% of the bid price.

11. 3 Performance and Payment Bonds. For construction contracts exceeding $100,000.00,
the successful bidder shall furnish an assurance of completion and payment. This assurance
may be any one of the following:

a) Performance and payment bond in a penal sum of 100% of the contract price; or

b) Separate performance and payment bonds, each for 100% or more of the contract
price; or

c) A 20 % cash escrow; or

d) A 25 % irrevocable letter of credit approved by the Procurement Officer.

11.4 Surety Form. Bonds must be obtained from guarantee or surety companies
acceptable to the U. S. Government and authorized to do business in the State of Maryland.
U. S. Treasury Circular Number 570 lists companies approved to act as sureties on bonds
securing Government contracts, the maximum underwriting limits on each contract bonded,
and the States in which the company is licensed to do business. Use of companies on this
circular is mandatory. Individual sureties will not be accepted.

CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS AND DUTIES

26
Page 261 of 411




PROCUREMENT POLICY
Adopted: 00/00/0000 Resolution No.: 000000000

13.

12.1 Contractor Responsibility HOC shall not award any contract unless the prospective

contractor (i.e., low responsive bidder or successful offeror) has been determined to be

responsible. A responsible bidder/offeror must:
a) Have adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or the ability to obtain them;

b) Be able to comply with the required or proposed delivery or performance schedule,
taking into consideration all of the bidder’s/offeror’s existing commercial and
governmental business commitments;

c) Have a satisfactory performance record;
d) Have a satisfactory record of integrity and business ethics;

e) Have the necessary credentialling and/or licensing for the state of Maryland,
organization, experience, accounting and operational controls, and technical skills, or
the ability to obtain them;

f) Have the necessary production, construction, and technical equipment and facilities, or
the ability to obtain them; and,

g) Be otherwise qualified and eligible to receive an award under applicable laws and
regulations, including not being suspended, debarred or under a HUD-imposed Limited
Denial of Participation (“LDP”).

12.2 Finding of non-responsibility. If a prospective contractor is found to be non-
responsible, a written determination of non-responsibility shall be prepared and included in
the official contract file, and the prospective contractor shall be advised of the reasons for
the determination.

12.3 Suspension and Debarment. Contracts shall not be awarded to debarred,
suspended, or ineligible contractors. Contractors may be suspended, debarred, or
determined to be ineligible by HUD in accordance with HUD regulations (2 CFR §200.317
through §200.326) or by other Federal agencies, e.g., Department of Labor for violation of
labor regulations, when necessary to protect housing authorities in their business dealings.
Prior to issuance of a contract, HOC shall, as provided within Section 10.2.H.1 and 10.2.H.2
of the Handbook, conduct the required searches within the HUD (LDP system and the U.S.
General Services Administration System for Award Management (“SAM”)) and place within
the applicable contract file a printed copy of the results of each such search.

CONTRACT TYPES AND CREDIT PURCHASES
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13.1 Credit or Purchasing Cards. Credit or Purchasing Cards are a payment method, not a
procurement method. Credit card usage should follow the rules for all other small purchases.
For example, the Contracting Officer may use a credit card for Micro Purchases without
obtaining additional quotes provided the price is considered reasonable. However, for
amounts above the Micro Purchase level, the Contracting Officer would generally need to
have obtained at least three (3) quotes before purchasing via a credit card. HOC shall adopt
reasonable policy safeguards to assure that credit cards are used only for intended purposes
prior to issuance(for instance, limiting the types of purchases or the amount of purchases that
are permitted with credit cards).

13.2 Contract Types. Any type of contract which is appropriate to the procurement and
which will promote the best interests of HOC may be used, provided the cost -plus-
percentage-of-cost and percentage-of-construction-cost methods are not used. All
solicitations and contracts shall include the clauses and provisions necessary to define the
rights and responsibilities of both the contractor and HOC.

13.3  Options. Options for additional quantities or performance periods may be included in
contracts, provided that:

a) The option is contained in the solicitation;

b) The option is a unilateral right of HOC;

c) The contract states a limit on the additional quantities and the overall term of the
contract;

d) The option is evaluated as part of the initial procurement;

e) The contract states the period within which the options may be exercised;

f) The option may be exercised only at the price specified in or reasonably determinable
from the contract.

13.4 Limitations on Option Use. An option may be exercised only if determined to be more
advantageous to HOC than conducting a new procurement. If the contractor seeks an option
to increase the price subject to inflation, that option must be identified in the bid and shall be
clearly defined and the period that the option is exercisable specified.

CONTRACT CLAUSES

14.1 Contract Pricing Arrangements. All contracts shall identify the contract pricing
arrangement as well as other pertinent terms and conditions as determined by HOC that were
part of the bid offer including any price adjustment factors.
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14.2 Required Forms For Federally Funded Contracts. For contracts utilizing federal funds,
the forms HUD-5369; 5369-A; 5369-B; 5370; 5370-C (Sections | and Il); 51915; and 51915-A,
which contain all HUD-required clauses and certifications for contracts of more than
$150,000.00, as well as any forms/clauses as required by HUD for Small Purchases, shall be
used, as applicable, in all corresponding solicitations and contracts issued by HOC as well as all
provisions required under HOC policy and state law where applicable.

14.3 Required Contract Clauses For Federally Funded Contracts: HOC shall ensure that
each contract executed by it contains the required contract clauses detailed within 2 CFR
§200.326 and Appendix Il thereto (See Appendix I).

14.4 Required Contract Clauses for Non-Federally Funded Contracts: The Contracting
Officer and General Counsel shall prepare and negotiate contracts which are not funded
through federal sources. HOC shall insure that each such contract contains the following
contract clauses:

a) Aright to terminate without cause by HOC.

b) Indemnification, defense and hold harmless provision by contractor for the benefit of
HOC.

c) Contractor shall provide appropriate insurance and name HOC as an additional
insured on all applicable insurance .

d) All change orders shall be subject to HOC review and approval and shall not be
accepted without HOC’s written authorization.

e) Contracts may not exceed five years including any renewal period except for those
identified on Appendix IV.

f) No automatic renewals.
g) Maryland law applies to all contract interpretation.

h) Jurisdiction for litigation to be exclusively in Maryland.

APPEALS AND REMEDIES
15.1 Protest

a) Protest of Solicitation Any protest against a solicitation issued by the HOC must be
received before the response submittal deadline
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b) Protest of Award Based on Petty Cash, Micro Purchase or Small Purchase Solicitation:
Any protest against the award of a contract based on these solicitations must be
received prior to award. It shall be the responsibility of respondents to contact HOC
regarding the status of a contract award.

c) Protest of Award Based on Sealed Bid: Any protest arising out of the award of a
contract resulting from an IFB must be received no later than ten (10) days after the
bid submittal deadline.

d) Protest of Award Based on QBS or Competitive Proposal: Any protest arising out of
the award of a contract from a QBS or Competitive Proposal, must be received no
later than ten (10) days after notification to an unsuccessful respondent that it was
not selected.

e) Protest of HOC''s Rejection of Response: Any protest of a decision by the HOC to
reject a response to an RFP or RFQ in response to a solicitation must be received no
later than two (2) business days after being notified in writing of HOC's decision.

f) Late Protests: Protests that are not timely received in accordance with the applicable
filing deadline set forth in this Section will not be considered.

15.2. Form and Manner of Filing Protests All protests shall be in writing, clearly identified
as a “procurement protest” and signed by the protesting party. Protests shall contain a
detailed statement of basis of the protest. Protests lacking signatures or detailed statements
or the basis of the protest shall not be considered

15.3. HOC Review of Protests The Procurement Officer shall review and investigate all
properly and timely filed protests and issue a written decision to the protestor. The
Procurement Officer may, at his/her discretion, suspend the procurement pending resolution
of the protest if the facts presented so warrant.

15.4 Appeal Any appeal of a formal written decision by the Procurement Officer must be
received by the Executive Director within two (2) business days of receipt of the written
decision from the Procurement Officer or the appeal will not be considered. Appeals of a
formal decision by the Procurement Officer will be reviewed and investigated by the Executive
Director who shall issue the final decision.

15.5 Notifications HOC’s notification may be by any reasonable means calculated to provide
timely and accurate notice of actions and decisions, including but not limited to U.S. mail,
electronic mail (e-mail), or facsimile. The effective date of notice by mail is the date that the
notice is deposited in the mail. The effective date of all other means of notice is the date it is
transmitted.
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15.6 Documentation. Documentation of the protest process and resolution shall be
maintained as part of the contract file.

15.7 Contractor Claims. All claims by a contractor relating to performance of a contract shall
be submitted in writing to the Procurement Officer for a written decision. Claims shall
identify the contract at issue, provide a statement of the basis for the claim and include any
supporting documentation. The contractor may request a conference and the Procurement
Officer shall investigate the claim. The Procurement Officer shall issue a written decision and
shall inform the contractor of its appeal rights to the Executive Director. Contractor claims
shall be governed by the Changes Clause in the relevant form HUD-5370 or other contract
between the parties.

15.8 Appeal of Contractor Claim. Any appeal of a formal written decision by the
Procurement Officer must be received by the Executive Director within two (2) business days
of receipt of the written decision from the Procurement Officer, or the appeal will not be
considered. Appeals of a formal decision by the Procurement Officer will be reviewed and
investigated by the Executive Director who shall issue the final decision.

15.9 Notifications. HOC’s notification may be by any reasonable means calculated to
provide timely and accurate notice of actions and decisions, including but not limited to U.S.
mail, electronic mail (e-mail), or facsimile. The effective date of notice by mail is the date that
the notice is deposited in the mail. The effective date of all other means of notice is the date it
is transmitted.

15.10 Documentation Documentation of the claim process and resolution shall he
maintained as part of the contract file.

AWARDING AUTHORITY AND CONTRACT MODIFICATION

16.1 Awarding Authority. All awarding authority (“Awarding Authority”) under this
Policy is vested in the Commission. However, the Commission may and has delegated
procurement Awarding Authority to the Executive Director and other employees as
provided in Appendix Ill. All procurement awards that exceed the limits set forth in
Appendix Il must be presented to and approved by the Commission prior to award and/or
contract execution.

16.2 Renewals and Extensions. Except as may be required for contracts
provided for in Appendix IV or with respect to those contracts approved pursuant to
the procedures established in Section 6.2 hereof, in instances in which the Commission
has approved an award of a contract with authorization for extensions or renewals,
the Executive Director may administratively renew or extend such contract even if the
value of the contract exceeds the Executive Director’s Awarding Authority unless the
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17.

18.

Commission, as part of the initial award, requires reconsideration or review prior to
renewal or extension.

16.3 Change Orders and Contract Modifications

a) The Executive Director may approve contract modifications that result in increases
in compensation to the Contractor which, cumulatively, including the original
contract sum, do not exceed the Executive Director’s Awarding Authority provided
that funds to pay for the contract modification is included in the budget for the
project to which the contract is allocated.

b) With respect to contracts for which the Executive Director does not have Awarding
Authority, except contracts for construction or substantial renovation, the
Executive Director may approve contract modifications that do not exceed ten
(10%) percent of the original contract sum.

c) With respect to contracts for construction or substantial renovations, the Executive
Director may approve change orders or contract modifications provided that after
the adjustment caused by any increase in compensation to the Contractor, the
Commission approved budget remains in balance. (See Budget Policy #5)

DELEGATION OF CONTRACTING AUTHORITY

17.1 Procedures. The Executive Director is responsible for ensuring that HOC's
procurements comply with this Policy. The Executive Director shall, where necessary,
establish operational procedures (such as a procurement manual or standard operating
procedures) to implement this Policy. The Executive Director shall also establish a system of
sanctions for violations of the ethical standards described herein, consistent with Federal,
State, or local law and the Personnel Policy.

CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION AND PROCUREMENT PLANNING

18.1 General. HOC shall maintain a system of contract administration designed to
ensure that Contractors perform in accordance with their contracts. These systems shall
provide for inspection of supplies, services, or construction, as well as monitoring contractor
performance, status reporting on major projects including construction contracts and similar
matters. For cost-reimbursement contracts, costs are allowable only to the extent that they
are consistent with the cost principles in the Handbook and applicable federal regulations.
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18.2 Planning. Planning is essential to managing the procurement function properly.
Every three (3) years, the HOC Finance Division will review and report to the Budget Finance
and Audit Committee the record of prior purchases, as well as future needs, to:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

18.3

Find patterns of procurement actions that could be performed more efficiently or
economically;

Maximize competition and competitive pricing among contracts decrease HOC's
procurement costs;

Reduce HOC’s administrative costs;

Ensure that supplies and services are obtained without any need for re-
procurement (i.e., resolving bid protests);

Minimize errors that occur when there is inadequate lead time; and

Provide for the most efficient storage, security, and handling for procurement records
and activities

Recordkeeping HOC must maintain records sufficient to detail the significant history

of each procurement action. These records shall include, but shall not necessarily be limited
to the following:

a)
b)
c)

d)

f)

g)

18.4

Rationale for the method of procurement (if not self-evident);
Rationale of contract pricing arrangement (also if not self-evident);
Reason for accepting or rejecting the bids or offers;

Basis for the contract price (as prescribed in this Policy);

A copy of the contract documents awarded or issued and signed by the Contracting
Officer/Procurement Officer;

Basis for contract modifications; and

Related contract administration actions.

Level of Documentation. The size and scope of documentation shall be

commensurate with the value of the procurement.

18.5 Record Retention. Records are to be retained for a period of seven (7) years after final
payment and all matters pertaining to the contact are closed.
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19.

20.

DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY

19.1 General. Personal property, equipment and supplies no longer necessary for
HOC’s purposes shall be transferred, sold, or disposed of in accordance with applicable
Federal, state, and local laws and regulations, subject to the Chief Financial Officer’s (CFQ’s)
authorization.

FUNDING AVAILABILITY

20.1 General. Before initiating any procurement, the CFO shall ensure that there
are sufficient funds available to cover the anticipated cost of the contract or modification.
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APPENDIX I:

Contract Clauses and ProceduresAppendix Il, 2 CFR §200.317 through §200.326
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also may address the timing, form, and con-
tent of notifications to unsuccessful appli-
cants. See also §200.210 Information con-
tained in a Federal award.

2. Administrative and National Policy Re-
quirements—Required. This section must iden-
tify the usual administrative and national
policy requirements the Federal awarding
agency’s Federal awards may include. Pro-
viding this information lets a potential ap-
plicant identify any requirements with
which it would have difficulty complying if
its application is successful. In those cases,
early notification about the requirements al-
lows the potential applicant to decide not to
apply or to take needed actions before re-
ceiving the Federal award. The announce-
ment need not include all of the terms and
conditions of the Federal award. but may
refer to a document (with information about
how to obtain it) or Internet site where ap-
plicants can see the terms and conditions. If
this funding opportunity will lead to Federal
awards with some special terms and condi-
tions that differ from the Federal awarding
agency’s usual (sometimes called ‘‘general’’)
terms and conditions, this section should
highlight those special terms and conditions.
Doing so will alert applicants that have re-
ceived Federal awards from the Federal
awarding agency previously and might not
otherwise expect different terms and condi-
tions. For the same reason, the announce-
ment should inform potential applicants
about special requirements that could apply
to particular Federal awards after the review
of applications and other information, based
on the particular circumstances of the effort
to be supported (e.g., if human subjects were
to be involved or if some situations may jus-
tify special terms on intellectual property,
data sharing or security requirements).

3. Reporting—Required. This section must
include general information about the type
(e.g., financial or performance), frequency,
and means of submission (paper or elec-
tronic) of post-Federal award reporting re-
quirements. Highlight any special reporting
requirements for Federal awards under this
funding opportunity that differ (e.g., by re-
port type, frequency, form/format, or cir-
cumstances for use) from what the Federal
awarding agency’s Federal awards usually
require. Federal awarding agencies must also
describe in this section all relevant require-
ments such as those at 2 CFR 180.335 and 2
CFR 180.350.

If the Federal share of any Federal award
may include more than $500,000 over the pe-
riod of performance, this section must in-
form potential applicants about the post
award reporting requirements reflected in
Appendix XII—Award Term and Condition
for Recipient Integrity and Performance
Matters.

2 CFR Ch. Il (1-1-16 Edition)

G. FEDERAL AWARDING AGENCY CONTACT(S)—
REQUIRED

The announcement must give potential ap-
plicants a point(s) of contact for answering
questions or helping with problems while the
funding opportunity is open. The intent of
this requirement is to be as helpful as pos-
sible to potential applicants, so the Federal
awarding agency should consider approaches
such as giving:

i. Points of contact who may be reached in
multiple ways (e.g., by telephone, FAX, and/
or email, as well as regular mail).

ii. A fax or email address that multiple
people access, so that someone will respond
even if others are unexpectedly absent dur-
ing critical periods.

iii. Different contacts for distinct kinds of
help (e.g., one for questions of programmatic
content and a second for administrative
questions).

H. OTHER INFORMATION—OPTIONAL

This section may include any additional
information that will assist a potential ap-
plicant. For example, the section might:

i. Indicate whether this is a new program
or a one-time initiative.

ii. Mention related programs or other up-
coming or ongoing Federal awarding agency
funding opportunities for similar activities.

iii. Include current Internet addresses for
Federal awarding agency Web sites that may
be useful to an applicant in understanding
the program.

iv. Alert applicants to the need to identify
proprietary information and inform them
about the way the Federal awarding agency
will handle it.

v. Include certain routine notices to appli-
cants (e.g., that the Federal Government is
not obligated to make any Federal award as
a result of the announcement or that only
grants officers can bind the Federal Govern-
ment to the expenditure of funds).

[78 FR 178608, Dec. 26, 2013, as amended at 80
FR 43310, July 22, 2015]

APPENDIX II TO PART 200—CONTRACT
PROVISIONS FOR NON-FEDERAL ENTI-
TY CONTRACTS UNDER FEDERAL
AWARDS

In addition to other provisions required by
the Federal agency or non-Federal entity, all
contracts made by the non-Federal entity
under the Federal award must contain provi-
sions covering the following, as applicable.

(A) Contracts for more than the simplified
acquisition threshold currently set at
$150,000, which is the inflation adjusted
amount determined by the Civilian Agency
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OMB Guidance

Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisi-
tion Regulations Council (Councils) as au-
thorized by 41 U.S.C. 1908, must address ad-
ministrative, contractual, or legal remedies
in instances where contractors violate or
breach contract terms, and provide for such
sanctions and penalties as appropriate.

(B) All contracts in excess of $10,000 must
address termination for cause and for con-
venience by the non-Federal entity including
the manner by which it will be effected and
the basis for settlement.

(C) Equal Employment Opportunity. Ex-
cept as otherwise provided under 41 CFR
Part 60, all contracts that meet the defini-
tion of ‘‘federally assisted construction con-
tract’ in 41 CFR Part 60-1.3 must include the
equal opportunity clause provided under 41
CFR 60-1.4(b), in accordance with Executive
Order 11246, ‘“‘Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity” (30 FR 12319, 12935, 3 CFR Part, 1964
1965 Comp., p. 339), as amended by Executive
Order 11375, ‘‘Amending Executive Order
11246 Relating to Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity,” and implementing regulations at 41
CFR part 60, “Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs, Equal Employment
Opportunity. Department of Labor.”

(D) Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C.
3141-3148). When required by Federal program
legislation, all prime construction contracts
in excess of $2,000 awarded by non-Federal
entities must include a provision for compli-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C.
3141-3144. and 3146-3148) as supplemented by
Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR
Part 5, “‘Labor Standards Provisions Appli-
cable to Contracts Covering Federally Fi-
nanced and Assisted Construction’). In ac-
cordance with the statute, contractors must
be required to pay wages to laborers and me-
chanics at a rate not less than the prevailing
wages specified in a wage determination
made by the Secretary of Labor. In addition,
contractors must be required to pay wages
not less than once a week. The non-Federal
entity must place a copy of the current pre-
vailing wage determination issued by the De-
partment of Labor in each solicitation. The
decision to award a contract or subcontract
must be conditioned upon the acceptance of
the wage determination. The non-Federal en-
tity must report all suspected or reported
violations to the Federal awarding agency.
The contracts must also include a provision
for compliance with the Copeland ‘Anti-
Kickback” Act (40 U.S.C. 3145), as supple-
mented by Department of Labor regulations
(29 CFR Part 3, ‘‘Contractors and Sub-
contractors on Public Building or Public
Work Financed in Whole or in Part by Loans
or Grants from the United States™). The Act
provides that each contractor or sub-
recipient must be prohibited from inducing,
by any means, any person employed in the
construction, completion, or repair of public
work, to give up any part of the compensa-

Pt. 200, App. II

tion to which he or she is otherwise entitled.
The non-Federal entity must report all sus-
pected or reported violations to the Federal
awarding agency.

(E) Contract Work Hours and Safety
Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 3701-3708). Where
applicable, all contracts awarded by the non-
Federal entity in excess of $100.000 that in-
volve the employment of mechanics or labor-
ers must include a provision for compliance
with 40 U.S.C. 3702 and 3704, as supplemented
by Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR
Part 5). Under 40 U.S.C. 3702 of the Act, each
contractor must be required to compute the
wages of every mechanic and laborer on the
basis of a standard work week of 40 hours.
Work in excess of the standard work week is
permissible provided that the worker is com-
pensated at a rate of not less than one and a
half times the basic rate of pay for all hours
worked in excess of 40 hours in the work
week. The requirements of 40 U.S.C. 3704 are
applicable to construction work and provide
that no laborer or mechanic must be re-
quired to work in surroundings or under
working conditions which are unsanitary.
hazardous or dangerous. These requirements
do not apply to the purchases of supplies or
materials or articles ordinarily available on
the open market, or contracts for transpor-
tation or transmission of intelligence.

(F) Rights to Inventions Made Under a
Contract or Agreement. If the Federal award
meets the definition of ‘‘funding agreement’
under 37 CFR §401.2 (a) and the recipient or
subrecipient wishes to enter into a contract
with a small business firm or nonprofit orga-
nization regarding the substitution of par-
ties. assignment or performance of experi-
mental, developmental, or research work
under that ‘“‘funding agreement,” the recipi-
ent or subrecipient must comply with the re-
quirements of 37 CFR Part 401, ‘Rights to In-
ventions Made by Nonprofit Organizations
and Small Business Firms Under Govern-
ment Grants, Contracts and Cooperative
Agreements,” and any implementing regula-
tions issued by the awarding agency.

(G) Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q.) and
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
U.S.C. 1251-1387), as amended—Contracts and
subgrants of amounts in excess of $150,000
must contain a provision that requires the
non-Federal award to agree to comply with
all applicable standards, orders or regula-
tions issued pursuant to the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q) and the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act as amended (33 U.S.C.
1251-1387). Violations must be reported to the
Federal awarding agency and the Regional
Office of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

(H) Debarment and Suspension (Executive
Orders 12549 and 12689)—A contract award
(see 2 CFR 180.220) must not be made to par-
ties listed on the governmentwide exclusions
in the System for Award Management
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(SAM), in accordance with the OMB guide-
lines at 2 CFR 180 that implement Executive
Orders 12549 (3 CFR part 1986 Comp., p. 189)
and 12689 (3 CFR part 1989 Comp.. p. 235),
“Debarment and Suspension.” SAM Exclu-
sions contains the names of parties debarred,
suspended, or otherwise excluded by agen-
cies. as well as parties declared ineligible
under statutory or regulatory authority
other than Executive Order 12549.

(I) Byrd Anti-Lobbying Amendment (31
U.S.C. 1352)—Contractors that apply or bid
for an award exceeding $100,000 must file the
required certification. Each tier certifies to
the tier above that it will not and has not
used Federal appropriated funds to pay any
person or organization for influencing or at-
tempting to influence an officer or employee
of any agency, a member of Congress, officer
or employee of Congress, or an employee of a
member of Congress in connection with ob-
taining any Federal contract., grant or any
other award covered by 31 U.S.C. 1352. Each
tier must also disclose any lobbying with
non-Federal funds that takes place in con-
nection with obtaining any Federal award.
Such disclosures are forwarded from tier to
tier up to the non-Federal award.

(J) See §200.322 Procurement of recovered
materials.

[78 FR 78608, Dec. 26, 2013, as amended at 79
FR 75888, Dec. 19, 2014]

APPENDIX III TO PART 200—INDIRECT
(F&A) CoSTS IDENTIFICATION AND
ASSIGNMENT, AND RATE DETERMINA-
TION FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION (IHES)

A. GENERAL

This appendix provides criteria for identi-
fying and computing indirect (or indirect
(F&A)) rates at IHEs (institutions). Indirect
(F&A) costs are those that are incurred for
common or joint objectives and therefore
cannot be identified readily and specifically
with a particular sponsored project, an in-
structional activity, or any other institu-
tional activity. See subsection B.1, Defini-
tion of Facilities and Administration, for a
discussion of the components of indirect
(F&A) costs.

1. Major Functions of an Institution

Refers to instruction, organized research,
other sponsored activities and other institu-
tional activities as defined in this section:

a. Imstruction means the teaching and
training activities of an institution. Except
for research training as provided in sub-
section b, this term includes all teaching and
training activities, whether they are offered
for credits toward a degree or certificate or
on a non-credit basis, and whether they are
offered through regular academic depart-
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ments or separate divisions, such as a sum-
mer school division or an extension division.
Also considered part of this major function
are departmental research, and, where
agreed to, university research.

(1) Sponsored instruction and training means
specific instructional or training activity es-
tablished by grant. contract. or cooperative
agreement. For purposes of the cost prin-
ciples, this activity may be considered a
major function even though an institution’s
accounting treatment may include it in the
instruction function.

(2) Departmental research means research,
development and scholarly activities that
are not organized research and, con-
sequently, are not separately budgeted and
accounted for. Departmental research, for
purposes of this document, is not considered
as a major function, but as a part of the in-
struction function of the institution.

(3) Only mandatory cost sharing or cost
sharing specifically committed in the project
budget must be included in the organized re-
search base for computing the indirect (F&A)
cost rate or reflected in any allocation of in-
direct costs. Salary costs above statutory
limits are not considered cost sharing.

b. Organized research means all research
and development activities of an institution
that are separately budgeted and accounted
for. It includes:

(1) Sponsored research means all research
and development activities that are spon-
sored by Federal and non-Federal agencies
and organizations. This term includes activi-
ties involving the training of individuals in
research techniques (commonly called re-
search training) where such activities utilize
the same facilities as other research and de-
velopment activities and where such activi-
ties are not included in the instruction func-
tion.

(2) University research means all research
and development activities that are sepa-
rately budgeted and accounted for by the in-
stitution under an internal application of in-
stitutional funds. University research, for
purposes of this document, must be com-
bined with sponsored research under the
function of organized research.

c. Other sponsored activities means programs
and projects financed by Federal and non-
Federal agencies and organizations which in-
volve the performance of work other than in-
struction and organized research. Examples
of such programs and projects are health
service projects and community service pro-
grams. However, when any of these activities
are undertaken by the institution without
outside support, they may be classified as
other institutional activities.

9
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Appendix Il

MINIMUM LEVELS OF SOLICITATION

$ Range

Purchase Procedure

Non-Professional
Goods & Services

Professional Services

<$5,000.00 Micro 1 quote considered 1 quote considered
reasonable reasonable
>$5,000-$100,000 Small 3 written quotes 3 written quotes
minimum minimum
Expected to exceed Sealed Bids Solicit all bidders on list, | Solicit all bidders on list,

$100,000

advertise and post on
website

advertise and post on
website

Expected to exceed
$100,000

Competitive Proposals

Solicit all bidders on list,
advertise and post on
website

Solicit all bidders on list,
advertise and post on
website

1. Excludes construction purchases which are set at $2,000.00 due to Davis Bacon Act.

See Appendix IV with respect to schedule of and length of contracts for certain professional services
and core services which are to be procured under this Policy.
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Appendix lll

AWARDING AUTHORITY

Maximum amounts shown. All Authority is delegated to individuals.

POSITION PURCHASE CONTRACTS CONTRACTS
ORDERS Goods & Professional
Services

$250,000.00 $250,000.00 $250,000.00
Executive Director?

Chief Operating Officer

or Deputy ED $100,000.00 | $100,000.00 $100,000.00
Division Directors $25,000.00 S0.00 S0.00
Assistant Division $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00
Directors

Designated Buyers® $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00

Awarding Authority limited to $100,000 for NonCompetitive contracts
Executive Director designates all buyers on the recommendation of the Procurement
Officer and CFO
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Appendix IV

FREQUENCY OF SELECTION FOR CERTAIN PROFESSIONALS AND CORE SERVICES

Contracts solicited every five years shall include an initial term of two years, with three, one-year renewals
allowed, subject to approval at each renewal as provided below. Other combinations of terms are
allowable, up to the maximum contract term of five years, subject to Commission approval at the time of
award.

DESCRIPTION SELECTION POLICY
Auditors The Commission shall solicit auditors for a two year term with three one year
(Agency main audit) renewals. All renewals shall besubject to Commission approval. The

Commission may utilize an Evaluation Committee consisting exclusively of
representatives of the Commission or Commissioners and representatives of
the Finance Division and Executive Division provided that the members of the
Committee shall not consist of a supervisor and persons who report directly
thereto.

Banks (Primary) Solicit for a two year term with three one year renewals. The first renewal
shall be permitted on the approval of the Executive Director, the second
renewal on approval of the Budget and Finance and Audit Committee and the
third renewal subject to Commission approval. Evaluation Committee shall
consist of at least one Commissioner and representatives of the Finance
Division, Mortgage Finance Division and Executive Division provided that the
members of the Committee shall not consist of a supervisor and persons who
report directly thereto. No limit on number of times selected.

*Bond Counsel Solicit for a four year term with two one year renewals. The one -year
renewals, shall be subject to Commission approval at each renewal. No limit
on number of times selected. Evaluation Committee shall consist of at leaset
one Commissioner and representatives of Finance Division, Mortgage Finance
Division and Executive Division provided that the members of the Committee
shall not consist of a supervisor and persons who report directly thereto

*Financial Advisor Solicit for a term of four years with two one year renewals. Each renewal shall
be subject to Commission approval at each renewal. No limit on number of
times selected. Evaluation Committee shall consist of at least one
commissioner and representatives of FinanceDivision, Mortgage Finance
Division and Executive Division provided that the members of the Committee
shall not consist of a supervisor and persons who report directly thereto.

Trustees Select every time HOC has a new bond indenture. No limit on number of bond
issues per trustee.
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*Underwriters Solicit for a term of two years with two one year renewals. Each renewal shall
be subject to Commission approval. Evaluation Committee shall consist of
representatives of FinanceDivision, Mortgage Finance Division and Executive
Division provided that the members of the Committee shall not consist of a
supervisor and persons who report directly thereto. No limit on number of
times selected.

Property Management Services Solicit for a term of two years with two one year renewals. Each renewal shall
be subject to Commission approval. No limit on number of times selected.

Contracts for core functions and services such as telephone, technology systems, customer relations software and
property management software, electronic mortgage application software system and single family mortgage database
software will not be procured on a schedule but as needed

*The Commission shall attempt to stagger the terms of these contracts so that no two terms will expire at the same
time.
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ACCEPTANCE OF THIRD QUARTER FY’17
BUDGET TO ACTUAL STATEMENTS

JUNE 7, 2017

The Agency ended the third quarter with a net cash deficit of
$1,756,145, which resulted in a third quarter budget to actual
negative variance of $1,611,511.

The General Fund experienced delays in the receipt of anticipated
fee income which were partially offset by savings in expenses
through the third quarter.

At the end of the third quarter, the unrestricted properties in the
Opportunity Housing Fund generated net cash flow of $5,787,318
or $1,809,127 less than budgeted.

The Public Housing Program ended the quarter with a surplus
primarily as a result of greater than anticipated subsidy due to a
higher pro-ration factor coupled with the continued receipt of
Asset Repositioning Fees for some of the converted scattered site
units. The surplus will be restricted to the program.

The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program experienced higher
administrative fees coupled with savings in expenses which
resulted in an administrative surplus through March 31, 2017. The
surplus will be restricted to the program.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff:  Gail Willison Division: Finance Ext. 9480
Tiffany Jackson Ext. 9512

RE: Acceptance of Third Quarter FY’17 Budget to Actual Statements

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Committee Report: Deliberation [X]

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:
Acceptance of the Third Quarter FY’17 Budget to Actual Statements.

BACKGROUND:

In accordance with the Commission's budget policy, the Executive Director will present budget
to actual statements and amendments to the Budget, Finance and Audit Committee on a
quarterly basis. The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee will review any proposed budget
amendments and make a recommendation to the full Commission.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
To assess the financial performance of the Agency for the Third Quarter of FY’17.

BUDGET IMPACT:

A Third Quarter budget amendment was discussed with the Budget, Finance, and Audit
Committee at the May 23, 2017 meeting. The Commission will be asked to approve the Third
Quarter budget amendment at the June 7, 2017 Commission meeting.

Recommendations for balancing the FY’17 budget will be discussed with the Budget, Finance,
and Audit Committee at its September 20, 2017 meeting. The Commission will be asked to
approve the recommendations to balance the FY’17 budget at the October 4, 2017 Commission
meeting.

TIME FRAME:

The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the Third Quarter Budget to Actual
Statements at the May 23, 2017 Committee meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017
Commission meeting.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
To accept the Third Quarter FY’17 Budget to Actual Statements.

DISCUSSION — THIRD QUARTER BUDGET TO ACTUAL STATEMENTS

This review of the Budget to Actual Statements for the Agency through the Third Quarter of
FY’17 consists of an overall summary and additional detail on the Opportunity Housing
properties, the Development Corporation properties, the Public Housing and Housing Choice
Voucher (HCV) Programs and all Capital Improvements Budgets.

HOC overall (see Attachment A)

Please note the Agency’s Audited Financial Statements are presented on the accrual basis
which reflects non-cash items such as depreciation and the mark-to-market adjustment for
investments.

The Commission approves the Operating Budget at the fund level based on a modified accrual
basis which is similar to how other governmental organizations present their budgets. The
purpose is to ensure that there is sufficient cash income and short-term receivables available to
pay for current operating expenditures.

The Commission approves the revenue and expenses and unrestricted net cash flow from
operations for each fund. Unrestricted net cash flow in each fund is what is available to the
Commission to use for other purposes. The Budget to Actual Comparison Summary Statement
(Attachment A) shows unrestricted net cash flow or deficit for each of the funds. Attachment A
also highlights the FY’17 Third Quarter Capital Budget to Actual Comparison.

The Agency ended the Third Quarter with a net cash deficit of $1,756,145. This deficit resulted
in a Third Quarter budget to actual negative variance of $1,611,511 when compared to the
anticipated Third Quarter net cash deficit of $144,634. The primary cause was lower
recognizable income in the Opportunity Housing portfolio (see Opportunity Housing Fund).
There was also lower than anticipated income in the General Fund that was partially offset by
savings in expenses (see General Fund). These negative variances were partially offset by
greater than anticipated Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) administrative fees, based on a higher
pro-ration factor, coupled with savings in the administrative costs of the program which
eliminated the projected deficit in the program (see Public Fund).

Explanations of major variances by fund

The General Fund consists of the basic overhead costs for the Agency. This fund ended the
quarter with a deficit of $7,401,598, which resulted in a negative variance of $54,243 when
compared to the projected deficit of $7,347,355.

As of March 31, 2017, income in the General Fund was $937,757 less than budgeted. This
variance is primarily due to delays in the receipt of budgeted development and commitment
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fees. The FY’17 adopted budget projected $3,723,278 of development and commitment fee
income for the year. However, $1,151,040 in development fees and $707,111 in commitment
fees to the general fund will not be received in FY17. It is now expected that $898,082 of these
development fees will be received in FY18 and $200,000 in FY19, and $562,101 of the delayed
commitment fees will be received in FY18. Furthermore, the FY’17 adopted budget included
ground rent of $98,247 to be generated by the scattered site tax credit properties. As a result
of deficits in the tax credit portfolio, we were unable to recognize this income.

Expenses in the General Fund were $883,515 less than budgeted. The positive variance was
primarily the result of savings in administrative salaries and benefits, which ended the quarter
with a positive variance of $1,102,223. A portion of these savings is the result of timing issues
and staff does not anticipate the full savings to be realized at year end.

The Multifamily Bond Fund and Single Family Bond Fund are budgeted to balance each year.
Income (the bond draw downs that finance the operating costs for these funds) is in line with
the budget. There is a positive expense variance in the Bond Funds as a result of administrative
salary lapse.

The Opportunity Housing Fund
Attachment B is a chart of the Development Corporation properties. This chart divides the
properties into two groups.

e The first group includes properties that we budgeted to provide unrestricted net cash flow
toward the Agency’s FY’17 Operating Budget. This group ended the quarter with cash flow
of $4,919,038, or 51,490,862 less than projected. It should be noted that we can only
recognize revenue up to the amount budgeted for each property. A few of the properties in
this portfolio exceeded budgeted cash flow; however, when we exclude the extra income
earned on properties exceeding their budgets, the quarter’s recognizable cash flow is
$4,799,814, or $1,610,086 below budget.
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Unrestricted Development Corporations

(9 Months) (9 Months) (9 Months)
Budget Actual Variance Adjusted

Alexander HOUSE ....ccoeeveeevcreeireeenne $954,620 $705,652 ($248,968) $705,652
The Barclay .cccceeeeeeeevenieeeeceeeeeeen, ($4,533) $77,914 $82,447 ) o}
Glenmont Westerly .....ccccceveveveveecnnnne. $196,444 $224,011 $27,567 1) $196,444
Magruder's DiSCOVerY ......coerevverennnne. $488,694 $478,775 ($9,919) $478,775
The Metropolitan .......ceveeeevereeenennen. $1,451,217 $1,437,891 ($13,326) $1,437,891
MONTEOMErY ArMS ....cevereeeceererereeenenenns $289,072 $302,815 $13,743 1) $289,072
TPM - 59 MPDUS ....oviiiiiiieieeeene $188,392 $134,683 ($53,709) $134,683
Paddington SQUare ......cccoeeeeeeveeenenene $388,571 $361,386 ($27,185) $361,386
TPM - Pomander Court ......cocevverennennen. $148,160 $44,841 ($103,319) $44,841
Pooks Hill High-Rise .....cccceceevirneenncn. $399,916 $322,940 ($76,976) $322,940
Scattered Site One Dev. Corp. ............ $348,203 $247,278 ($100,925) $247,278
Scattered Site Two Dev. Corp. ............ ($8,206) $45,948 $54,154 (1) $45,948
Sligo Development Corp. .......ccceuuee... $52,772 $51,058 ($1,714) $51,058
TPM - Timberlawn .....cccooceevveeneeniennenn. $564,290 $554,029 ($10,261) $554,029
VPC ONE COMP. overreeeeerreeeseeeeeseesereneens $550,627 ($185,515) ($736,142) ($185,515)
VPC TWO COrp. .eevriiiriieeiiieiiecsineees $401,661 $115,332 ($286,329) $115,332

Subtotal $6,409,900 $4,919,038 ($1,490,862)] | $4,799,814 |

Recognizable Cash Flow | ($ 1,610,086)|

Notes:
(1) - Properties exceeding budgeted cash flow.

Alexander House ended the quarter with a negative cash flow variance of $248,968;
however, it should be noted that the Commission’s FY’17 budget only included a
development corporation fee of $500,000 from Alexander House. Historically, staff has not
adjusted for this until the fourth quarter. However, it is anticipated that the cash shortfall
at Alexander House will have no impact on the development corporation fees paid to the
Agency at year end. The Barclay experienced lower than anticipated concessions and
vacancy loss, which contributed to a positive cash flow variance. Glenmont Westerly
experienced greater than projected cash flow as a result of savings in maintenance
expenses; plans to upgrade kitchen and bathroom lighting fixtures, switches, outlets and
breakers have been postponed until FY’18. Magruder’s Discovery ended the quarter slightly
below budget due to higher than projected personnel costs. The Metropolitan had a
negative cash flow variance which reflects average rents less than budgeted due to Yieldstar
rent adjustments to increase occupancy coupled with higher than anticipated vacancy.
Higher than anticipated vacancy losses at TPM — 59 MPDUs, Paddington Square, TPM —
Pomander Court, and Pooks Hill High-Rise resulted in negative cash flow variances.
Scattered Site One Development Corporation ended the quarter with a negative cash flow
variance as a result of higher than budgeted vacancy loss coupled with unanticipated
maintenance expenditures to address HOA violations, including: repair/removal of peeling
exterior paint and power washing of several units. VPC One and VPC Two Corporations
ended the third quarter with negative variances of $736,142 and $286,329, respectively,
primarily as a result of vacancy losses greater than anticipated.
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Staff recognizes that the VPC properties have been particularly challenging to lease and
continue to refine efforts to expedite the lease up and stabilization of these units.

The second group consists of properties whose cash flow will not be used for the Agency’s
FY’17 Operating Budget. Cash flow from this group of Development Corporation properties
was $338,454 less than budgeted. On a consolidated basis, the RAD 6 properties ended the
quarter with a negative variance of $445,051, which consisted primarily of variances at
Sandy Spring Meadow and Seneca Ridge. Sandy Spring Meadow ended the third quarter
with a negative cash flow variance of $93,833 primarily due to actual gross rents that are
$113,222 below budget; the variance is due to the fact that rent for PBRA units were
inadvertently budgeted at market rates. This variance is partially offset by a positive
expense variance driven by debt service expense that was lower than budget due to a
difference in allocation of RAD 6 debt service to the six properties. The FY’17 budget
allocated the RAD 6 debt service by unit count at the six properties; however, the actual
debt service was sized based on the share each property could support. A third quarter
budget amendment will be proposed to allocate the RAD 6 debt service based on the actual
sizing of the debt by property. Seneca Ridge experienced a negative variance of $298,888
driven primarily by expenses that exceeded budget by $216,772. In addition to the variance
due to the debt service allocation, there were notable variances related to administrative
personnel costs, temporary staffing costs, utilities expenses, and maintenance costs;
specifically, cleaning, landscaping, painting and extermination.

Attachment Cis a chart of the Opportunity Housing properties. This chart divides the properties
into two groups.

The first group consists of properties whose unrestricted net cash flow will be used for the
Agency’s FY’17 Operating Budget. This group ended the third quarter with cash flow of
$1,054,508 or $132,037 less than budgeted. As noted above for the Development
Corporations, we can only recognize revenue up to the amount budgeted for each property.
When we exclude the extra income earned on those properties exceeding budget, the
quarter’s recognizable cash flow for this group is $994,956 or $191,589 below budget.
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Unrestricted Opportunity Housing Properties

(9 Months) (9 Months) (9 Months)
Budget Actual Variance Adjusted
64 MPDUS .....ooovververrernnen. $88,264 $25,841 ($62,423) $25,841
Chelsea Towers .......ccc....... $33,661 $14,058 (519,603) $14,058
Fairfax Court ......cccouveuenen. $81,269 $47,491 ($33,778) $47,491
Holiday Park ........ccccceeve.... $36,672 $26,972 ($9,700) $26,972
Jubilee Falling Creek .......... $8,340 ($2,919) ($11,259) SO
Jubilee Hermitage .............. $7,169 $5,092 ($2,077) $5,092
Jubilee Horizon Court ........ $1,980 $5,162 $3,182 W $1,980
Jubilee Woodedge ............. $9,292 $8,664 ($628) $8,664
MCHOME .o, $94,862 $85,629 ($9,233) $85,629
McKendree .......oovveevennnn. $19,416 $48,566 $29,150 W $19,416
MHLP VIl oo $93,341 $82,799 ($10,542) $82,799
MHLP VIl e $155,099 $120,197 ($34,902) $120,197
MPDU 2007 Phase Il ........... $24,377 $24,014 ($363) $24,014
Pooks Hill Mid-Rise ............ $184,285 $197,531 $13,246 W $184,285
Southbridge ....ocveevevveeeenn $53,476 $59,111 $5,635 @ $53,476
Strathmore Court .............. $295,042 $301,245 $6,203 1 $295,042
Subtotal $1,186,545 $1,054,508 ($132,037)] | $994,956 |
Recognizable Cash Flow | ($191,589)]

Notes:
(1) - Properties exceeding budgeted cash flow.

64 MPDUs ended the quarter with a negative cash flow variance $62,423 as a result of
unanticipated mold remediation costs in December 2016. Chelsea Towers ended the
quarter with higher than anticipated vacancy loss. Fairfax Court and Holiday Park
experienced higher than anticipated vacancy coupled with lower gross rent, which resulted
in a negative cash flow variance. Jubilee Falling Creek experienced a leak, which resulted in
higher than budgeted water expenses and required mold remediation, which led to
maintenance expenses in excess of budget. McHome experienced higher than anticipated
write-off of bad debts and HOA fees, which led to a negative cash flow variance. MHLP VII
reported higher than budgeted maintenance expenses at several HUBs. MHLP VIII also
reported a negative cash flow variance of 34,902; this variance was due to a higher than
budgeted payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT) for the units in HUB W. Pooks Hill Mid-Rise
experienced lower than anticipated operating expenses, resulting in a positive cash flow
variance. Strathmore Court ended the quarter with a positive cash flow variance of $6,203
as a result of lower than anticipated expenses, which offset negative income variances.

The second group consists of properties whose cash flow will not be used for the Agency’s
FY’17 Operating Budget. Some of these properties have legal restrictions on the use of cash
flow; others may have needs for the cash flow. Cash flow for this group of properties was
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$180,669 higher than budgeted as of the close of the third quarter. The Ambassador
experienced a greater than anticipated cash flow deficit due to the property being
decommissioned sooner than anticipated; the property is not generating any income to
fund operating expenses. Avondale Apartments reported a negative cash flow variance of
$49,114. This is primarily attributed to a higher than budgeted vacancy loss. Diamond
Square generated $28,301 less than budgeted cash flow as result of higher than anticipated
extermination and security contract costs. Greenhills Apartments had a positive cash flow
variance of $29,849 as a result of lower than anticipated maintenance expenses as the
property is preparing to undergo renovations. State Rental Combined had a negative cash
flow variance of $178,483 driven by negative variances in rental income and vacancy loss
coupled with higher than budgeted maintenance expenses. Finally, Westwood Tower
ended the quarter with a positive cash flow variance of $392,997. This variance is attributed
to lower than anticipated vacancy combined with savings related to maintenance expenses,
which are the result of timing and staff does not anticipate the full savings to be realized at
year end.

The Public Fund (Attachment D)

e The Public Housing Rental Program ended the third quarter with a surplus of $266,939,
which resulted in a positive variance of $424,459 when compared to the projected shortfall
of $157,520. Income was $1,232,989 more than budgeted largely due to the receipt of
higher than anticipated operating subsidy. Several factors impacted the positive variance.
The budget assumed a pro-ration of 87.85% for CY’16. The actual pro-ration for CY’16 was
increased to 89.76%. In addition, the Agency continued to receive subsidy for some of the
scattered sites that converted to the VPC One and VPC Two Corporations. The majority of
this subsidy was received as Asset Repositioning Fees (ARF). Finally, the funding to pay for
the vouchers at the Arcola Towers and Waverly House was received as operating subsidy
through December 2016 resulting in continued income at the former Public Housing
properties. There is a corresponding expense recorded to reflect the subsidy being moved
to the tax credit properties as voucher revenue which is the primary cause for the negative
expense variance of $808,531.

e The Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP) ended the Third Quarter with a shortfall of
(5426,066) which resulted in a positive variance of $1,224,725 when compared to the
projected shortfall of (51,650,791). The shortfall was comprised of lower than anticipated
Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) coupled with lower than projected HAP revenue. The
program ended the period with an administrative surplus due to revenue that was $155,772
higher than anticipated and savings in administrative expenses of $811,836. The higher
revenue was the result of a higher proration factor of 84% up to December 2016 and 77% in
the third quarter compared to the budgeted proration factor of 81%. All savings are
restricted to the program.

The Capital Budget (Attachment E)
Attachment E is a chart of the Capital Improvements Budget for FY’17. The chart is grouped in
two sections — General Fund and Opportunity Housing properties. This report is being
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presented for information only. Most of the variances in the capital budgets reflect timing
issues. Capital projects are long-term; therefore, it is very difficult to analyze each project on a
quarterly basis. We will keep the Commission informed of any major issues or deviations from
the planned Capital Improvements Budget.

Ambassador, Jubilee Falling Creek, 64 MPDUs, Pomander Court, Pooks Hill High-Rise, Seneca
Ridge, Timberlawn, and Washington Square have exceeded their FY’17 capital budgets; the
overages will be covered by existing replacement reserves. Unanticipated capital expenditures
have occurred at a few NSP units and will be covered by existing property reserves.
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Resolution No. : 17-34 Re:  Acceptance of Third Quarter FY’17
Budget to Actual Statements

WHEREAS, the budget policy for the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County states that quarterly budget to actual statements will be reviewed by the Commission;
and

WHEREAS, the Commission reviewed the Third Quarter FY’17 Budget to Actual
Statements during its June 7, 2017 meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that it hereby accepts the Third Quarter FY’17 Budget to Actual
Statements.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

Patrice Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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FY 17 Third Quarter Operating Budget to Actual Comparison

Unrestricted Net Cash Flow

(9 Months) (9 Months)
Budget Actual Variance
General Fund
GENEIAI FUNG oo ee e e e s s e s se s eseeeeeesanees ($7,347,355) ($7,401,598) ($54,243)
Administration of Mutlifamily and Single Family Fund
MUIEIFAMITY FUNG Lot e s SO $189,105 $189,105
Single FamMily FUND ..c.oieeeieeece ettt et s saees $353,385 $29,546 ($323,839)
Excess Bond FUNd Cash FIOW .........cecveeiiiiiiecieececee e ($353,385) (5218,651) $134,734
Opportunity Housing Fund
Opportunity HOUSING PrOPEITIES ....ccveeeeeeieieieiesiesteeie ettt see e $1,186,545 $992,037 (5194,508)
Development Corporation Property Income $6,409,900 $4,795,281 ($1,614,619)
Restricted Development Corporation Properties (5210,779) (5141,865) $68,914
OHRF
OHRFE BAlBNCE v eves e eses e s e eeeseseessesseee et ese s eseee e eseseseseseseesenenen $1,937,370 ($498,740) ($2,436,110)
Excess Cash FIOW RESTIICIEA ....cccveeivieeeeeiieeeee ettt (51,937,370) S0 $1,937,370
Draw from existing FUNAS ......cceecveiiieiieceeeeee ettt re s SO $498,740 $498,740
Net -OHRF $0 $0 $0
SUBTOTAL - General Fund, Multifamily, Single Family, Opportunity Housing $38,311 ($1,756,145) ($1,794,456)
Total -Public Fund ($1,808,311) ($159,127) $1,649,184
Total -Public Fund Reserves $1,625,366 $159,127 ($1,466,239)
SUBTOTAL - Public Funds ($182,945) SO $182,945
TOTAL - All Funds ($144,634) ($1,756,145) ($1,611,511)
FY 17 Third Quarter Capital Budget to Actual Comparison
Capital Expenses
(12 Months) (9 Months) Variance
Budget Actual
General Fund
[ I A D LT g = [ TRt $152,404 $119,604 $32,800
KENSINGLON OFfICE .vovieviitiiriereeeeereerecte ettt et ere ettt et et sr b et ease s ereebesrebesennas $249,999 $137,346 $112,653
INfOrmation TECANOIOZY ...cvoveuieiiciiciieiecieeeee et et et et nnens $1,170,271 $615,615 $554,656
Opportunity Housing Fund $5,721,116 $2,606,466 $3,114,650
TOTAL - All Funds $7,293,790 $3,479,031 $3,814,759
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FY 17 Third Quarter Operating Budget to Actual Comparison

Development Corp Properties - Net Cash Flow

(9 Months) Variance (9 Months)
Budget Income Expense Actual Variance
Properties with unrestricted cash flow for FY17 operating budget
AleXander HOUSE w...vveverereeerreeeeereressnees $954,620 ($143,924) ($105,044) $705,652 ($248,968)
THE Barclay weeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeeeseeeeeeeene ($4,533) $85,218 ($2,771) $77,914 $82,447
Glenmont Westerly ......ccccoovveeencveenineen. $196,444 ($34,021) $61,588 $224,011 $27,567
Magruder's DiSCOVErY .......coeereeverreenenns $488,694 ($2,186) (57,733) $478,775 ($9,919)
The Metropolitan ......eceeeeeeeereeesererenens $1,451,217 ($74,959) $61,633 $1,437,891 ($13,326)
MoNtgomery ArmMS .....ccceveerveverveeveeseenes $289,072 $14,363 ($620) $302,815 $13,743
TPM -59 MPDUS ....ccooeveieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeen, $188,392 ($42,216) ($11,493) $134,683 ($53,709)
Paddington SQUAre .....eveeeeeveeeeeerenee $388,571 ($12,068) ($15,117) $361,386 ($27,185)
TPM - Pomander Court .......vwmernenenn. $148,160 ($56,774) ($46,545) $44,841 ($103,319)
Pooks Hill High-Rise ........ccccccoeveeecnnennn. $399,916 ($123,047) $46,071 $322,940 (576,976)
Scattered Site One Dev. Corp. .....cccueenee $348,203 ($36,985) ($63,941) $247,278 ($100,925)
Scattered Site Two Dev. Corp. ............... ($8,206) $14,373 $39,780 $45,948 $54,154
Sligo Development Corp. ....cceeveeveenvennene $52,772 ($8,181) $6,467 $51,058 (51,714)
TPM - Timberlawn ........ccccoevvveeeineeennnen. $564,290 ($97,744) $87,483 $554,029 ($10,261)
VPC ONE COIP. cvveeereereesieereestreeiee s $550,627 ($671,580) (564,562) ($185,515) ($736,142)
VPC TWO COrp. ceooeriiiiiieeiiiiiieeeeeeiieees $401,661 ($363,199) $76,870 $115,332 (5286,329)
Subtotal $6,409,900 ($1,552,930) $62,066 $4,919,038 ($1,490,862)
Properties with restricted cash flow (external and internal)
Glenmont Crossing .....cceeeceerveeeveeneeneneens $165,635 ($40,196) $64,442 $189,882 $24,247
RAD 6 K&N Gar ....cccceveevviniriienieeienieeienee $57,539 ($52,030) $1,032 $6,541 ($50,998)
MetroPointe ......ccccvvveeeeieiciieeee s ($210,779) $689 $68,225 (5141,865) $68,914
Oaks at Four COrners .......ccooveeveeveveereenns $62,028 $30,242 ($16,806) $75,464 $13,436
RAD 6 Parkway Woods ........c.cccceeeuveennen. $34,332 ($42,831) $19,661 $11,162 ($23,170)
RAD 6 Sandy Spring Meadow ................. $55,031 ($137,544) $43,711 ($38,802) ($93,833)
RAD 6 Seneca Ridge .............. $47,541 ($82,116) ($216,772) ($251,347) ($298,888)
RAD 6 Towne Centre Place .. $13,487 (64,161) $52,131 $1,457 ($12,030)
RAD 6 Washington Square ..................... $77,060 $59,612 (525,744) $110,928 $33,868
Subtotal $301,874 ($328,335) ($10,120) ($36,580) (5338,454)
TOTAL ALL PROPERTIES $6,711,774 ($1,881,265) $51,946 $4,882,458 ($1,829,316)
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FY 17 Third Quarter Operating Budget to Actual Comparison

For Opportunity Housing Properties - Net Cash Flow

(9 Months) Variance (9 Months)
Budget Income Expense Actual Variance

Properties with unrestricted cash flow for FY17 operating budget
64 MPDUS .o $88,264  ($13,893)  ($48,530) $25,841 ($62,423)
Chelsea TOWELS ...eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenen $33,661 ($21,043) $1,441 $14,058 ($19,603)
FQIrfaX COUMt wvvnreeeereeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeen, $81,269  ($21,036)  ($12,742) $47,491 ($33,778)
HOlIAAY Park ....eeveeereeeeeeeseeeeseeneees $36,672 ($6,615) ($3,085) $26,972 ($9,700)
Jubilee Falling Creek .....ccovveeveenenneen. $8,340 ($289) ($10,970) ($2,919) ($11,259)
Jubilee Hermitage ......cccccoveevveeveeenennee. $7,169 ($597) ($1,480) $5,092 ($2,077)
Jubilee Horizon Court ....cooevveveveennnen. $1,980 ($261) $3,442 $5,162 $3,182
Jubilee Woodedge ........ccooevveuvrenn.e. $9,292 ($363) (5265) $8,664 (5628)
MCHOME e $94,862 $67 ($9,300) $85,629 ($9,233)
MCKENAIEE .o $19,416 $2,911 $26,239 $48,566 $29,150
MHLP VI e $93,341 ($4,724) ($5,818) $82,799 ($10,542)
MHLP VI e $155,099 $13,808 ($48,710) $120,197 ($34,902)
MPDU 2007 Phase Il .....ccuevveveeveveeennns $24,377 ($980) $616 $24,014 ($363)
Pooks Hill Mid-RiS€ ......cccoeuvvvvevnrnnnnnnns $184,285 ($2,090) $15,336 $197,531 $13,246
Southbridge .....cooevciiiieeeeiee, $53,476 $3,066 $2,569 $59,111 S$5,635
Strathmore Court ....cooeeeveieiiieiiinn, $295,042 ($89,333) $95,537 $301,245 $6,203

Subtotal $1,186,545 ($141,372) $9,335 $1,054,508 ($132,037)
Properties with restricted cash flow (external and internal)
617 Olney Sandy Spring Road ............ ($6,260) ($41) ($5,429) ($11,730) ($5,470)
The Ambassador ......ceeeeeeveeeeeeernenn. ($135,753) ($172,534) $133,831 ($174,456) ($38,703)
Avondale Apartments .......cccccuveneee. $106,146 ($35,957) ($13,157) $57,032 ($49,114)
BrOOKE Park «..veveeeeeeeeeeeseeeeseeerne ($5,477) ($5,995)  $11,049 ($424) $5,053
Brookside Glen (The Glen) ................. $179,314 ($30,344) $59,377 $208,347 $29,033
CDBG UNItS veeeeeeeeeiiicee e ($983) ($328) $11,859 $10,548 $11,531
Dale Drive ....ccccccevveiii $10,095 ($381) $2,789 $12,503 $2,408
Diamond Square .......ccccceeeeeeeecnvvvnnennn. $195,914 ($860) (527,442) $167,613 ($28,301)
Greenhills Apartments ...........ccoeu..... $205,462 ($82,826) S$112,676 $235,311 $29,849
King Farm Village ........cooeecvvveeeennnnns $3,808 (S75) $4,508 $8,241 $4,433
NCILUNIS covviieeeeeeeeeeeeceee e, $5,610 $209 $3,221 $9,039 $3,429
NSP UNILS ©.veeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeseeeeeeeen $886 ($9,986) ($2,781) ($11,881) ($12,767)
Paint Branch ......ccoeeeeevieviveiciiiccnnnn, $27,622 $18,072 ($3,297) $42,396 $14,774
State Rental Combined ...........ccuuuueee. $195,435 ($90,078) (588,405) $16,952 ($178,483)
Westwood TOWET .......coeeeeeeevevveeeeennns $54,290 $128,866 $264,131 $447,287 $392,997

Subtotal $836,109 ($282,258) $462,930 $1,016,778 $180,669

TOTAL ALL PROPERTIES $2,022,654 ($423,630) $472,265 $2,071,286 $48,632
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FY 17 Third Quarter Operating Budget to Actual Comparison

For HUD Funded Programs

(9 Months) (9 Months)
Budget Actual Variance
Public Housing Rental
Revenue $1,182,868 $2,415,857 $1,232,989
Expenses $1,340,388 $2,148,918 (5808,530)
[Net Income ($157,520) $266,939 $424,459 |
Housing Choice Voucher Program
HAP revenue $61,741,026 $61,713,426 ($27,600)
HAP payments $63,208,872 $62,924,155 $284,717
[Net HAP ($1,467,846)  ($1,210,729) $257,117 |
Admin.fees & other inc. $5,093,541 $5,249,313 $155,772
Admin. Expense $5,276,486 $4,464,650 $811,836
|Net Administrative ($182,945) $784,663 $967,608 |
|Net Income ($1,650,791) ($426,066) $1,224,725 |
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FY 17 Third Quarter Operating Budget to Actual Comparison

For Public Housing Rental Programs - Net Cash Flow

(9 Months) Variance (9 Months)
Budget Income Expense Actual Variance

Elizabeth House ($122,753) ($27,808) ($56,230) ($206,791) ($84,038)
Holly Hall ............ ($34,767) $6,136 ($70,330) ($98,961) ($64,194)
ArCOla TOWETS .veeuieiieiieiieiesiesieeiete et S0 $344,636 ($345,046) ($409) ($409)
WAVEITY HOUSE oo seeeseeeseveseeeeeseseeeeeee $0 $291,962 ($296,353) ($4,391) ($4,391)
SENECA RIAGE .ovvevveiiiieiieieieeee e S0 (5898) $39 ($859) ($859)
Emory Grove / Washington Square ........c.ccecvevvenienenne S0 $1,227 ($43,040) ($41,813) ($41,813)
Towne Centre Place / Sandy Spring Meadow ............ S0 (54,675) (5143) ($4,818) ($4,818)
Ken Gar / Parkway Woods .........ccceevevieneneenienenennenns S0 ($3,436) $98 ($3,338) ($3,338)
Scattered Sites Central .......ccoevvevienereeceenienesceeeenn S0 $1,389 ($328) $1,061 $1,061
Scattered Sites East ......cccvevverereeienienieeeeieie e S0 ($1,257) ($1,275) ($2,532) ($2,532)
Scattered Sites Gaithersburg ........cccccevevvevveineiennnnn. S0 $250,871 ($2,186) $248,685 $248,685
Scattered Sites NOrth .......cccceveevieieiieieeseeeeeiene S0 $362,067 ($210) $361,857 $361,857
Scattered Sites West ......c..ccveeeeeceeecreeereecieereeeveeennns S0 $12,775 $6,174 $18,949 $18,949

TOTAL ALL PROPERTIES ($157,520) $1,232,989 ($808,531) $266,939 $424,459 |

Attachment D-1
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FY 17 Third Quarter Operating Budget to Actual Comparison

For Capital Improvements

(12 Months) (9 Months)
Budget Actual Variance
General Fund
East Deer Park ......ccoceveeeeeneeneenicnnenne $152,404 $119,604 $32,800
Kensington Office $249,999 $137,346 $112,653
Information Technology $1,170,271 $615,615 $554,656
[ Subtotal $1,572,674 $872,565 $700,109 |
Opportunity Housing
Ambassador ... $3,900 $10,679 ($6,779)
Alexander House .. $168,532 $67,815 $100,717
Avondale Apartments .... $35,000 $17,344 $17,656
The Barclay $36,572 $16,386 $20,186
Brooke Park $840 S0 $840
Brookside Glen (The Glen) $113,165 $47,438 $65,727
CDBG Units $13,500 S0 $13,500
Chelsea Towers . $12,000 $10,338 $1,662
Dale Drive $7,308 S0 $7,308
Diamond Square $750,871 $457,211 $293,660
Fairfax Court $34,808 $13,243 $21,565
Glenmont Crossing .. $138,645 $68,479 $70,166
Glenmont Westerly . $175,251 $51,087 $124,164
Greenhills Apartments ... $106,580 $5,908 $100,672
Holiday Park $28,825 $6,520 $22,305
Jubilee Falling Creek ... S0 $9,238 ($9,238)
Jubilee Hermitage $1,850 $485 $1,365
Jubilee Horizon Court . $1,000 N $1,000
Jubilee Woodedge ... $1,000 S0 $1,000
Ken Gar $10,000 $8,843 $1,157
King Farm Village S0 Nl S0
Magruder's Discovery . $41,280 $17,668 $23,612
McHome $81,281 $26,780 $54,501
McKendree . $44,029 $12,957 $31,072
MetroPointe .. $61,800 $19,113 $42,687
The Metropolitan .... $326,298 $174,667 $151,631
Montgomery Arms .. $59,820 $36,609 $23,211
MHLP VII $40,750 $20,069 $20,681
MHLP VIII ... $93,449 $33,439 $60,010
MPDU 2007 Phase II $3,000 $455 $2,545
617 Olney Sandy Spring Road .. $1,000 Nl $1,000
64 MPDUs ......... $55,000 $72,065 ($17,065)
TPM -59 MPDUs .. $84,830 $74,090 $10,740
Oaks at Four Corners .. $216,057 $81,133 $134,924
NCI Units $43,200 $8,288 $34,912
NSP Units .... $11,600 $17,555 ($5,955)
Paddington Square .. $92,168 $40,682 $51,486
Paint Branch $21,400 $9,413 $11,987
Parkway Woods $2,500 S0 $2,500
TPM - Pomander Court $2,500 $12,095 ($9,595)
Pooks Hill High-Rise $113,000 $221,140 ($108,140)
Pooks Hill Mid-Rise $111,300 $40,367 $70,933
Sandy Spring Meadow ... $5,000 $1,934 $3,066
Scattered Site One Dev. Corp. . $1,418,459 $157,161 $1,261,298
Scattered Site Two Dev. Corp. . $64,263 $35,110 $29,153
Seneca Ridge .. $8,500 $9,260 ($760)
Southbridge $29,160 Nl $29,160
Sligo Development Corp. $63,700 $13,371 $50,329
State Rental Combined $174,100 $174,496 ($396)
Strathmore Court $216,675 $52,781 $163,894
Towne Centre Place .... $5,000 $2,320 $2,680
TPM - Timberlawn $13,040 $30,616 ($17,576)
VPC One Dev. Corp. . $99,220 $47,724 $51,496
VPC Two Dev. Corp. . $62,100 $34,136 $27,964
Washington Square . $4,000 $6,730 ($2,730)
Westwood Tower ... $411,990 $331,228 $80,762
Subtotal $5,721,116 $2,606,466 $3,114,650 |
| TOTAL $7,293,790 $3,479,031 $3,814,759 |

Attachment E
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APPROVAL OF FY’17
THIRD QUARTER BUDGET AMENDMENT

JUNE 7, 2017

The FY’17 Adopted Budget allocated the RAD 6 Development
Corporation Debt Service by unit count.

The actual debt service allocated to each property was sized based
on the share of debt each property could support.

This amendment revises the budgeted allocation to correspond
with the debt sized for each of the six properties.

Total operating budget for the Agency has increased by $167 from
$243,976,884 to $243,977,051.

Total capital budget for the Agency remains $293.1 million as
amended on January 13, 2017.

Personnel Complement remains unchanged.

No policy changes are reflected in the budget amendment.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff:  Gail Willison Division: Finance Ext. 9480
Tiffany Jackson Ext. 9512

RE: Approval of FY’17 Third Quarter Budget Amendment

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Committee Report: Deliberation [ X]

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

To amend the FY’17 Budget so that it reflects an accurate plan for the use of the Agency's
financial resources for the remainder of the year.

BACKGROUND:

The HOC Budget Policy provides for the Executive Director to propose any budget amendments
for the Commission to consider that may better reflect the revenues and expenses for the
remainder of the year.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:

Operating Budget Amendments: Attachment | is a detailed chart of the following proposed
transactions. Below is a description of the proposed amendment:

e Opportunity Housing Fund:

O Revise RAD 6 Debt Service Allocation based on actual amortization schedules: The
FY’17 Adopted Budget allocated the RAD 6 Development Corporation debt service by
unit count at the six properties; however, the actual debt service was sized based on
the share each property could support. The cash flow from the properties is fully
restricted. The following chart summarizes the change in allocation by property:
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RAD 6 Debt Service Allocation
Principal
FY'17
Amended FY17 Adopted Change
[ 416,400 417,834 (1,434)
911-405g RAD 6 - Washington Square 50 22% 92,691 77,953 19% 14,738
911-414s RAD 6 - Seneca Ridge 71 34% 142,600 110,693 26% 31,907
911-422a RAD 6 - Ken Gar 19 7% 28,500 29,623 7% (1,123)
911-426b RAD 6 - Parkway Woods 24 8% 32,232 37,418 9% (5,186)
911-430t RAD 6 - Towne Centre Place 49 12% 48,315 76,396 18% (28,081)
911-432t RAD 6 - Sandy Spring Meadow 55 17% 72,061 85,751 21% (13,690)
268
Interest
FY'17
Amended FY17 Adopted Change
I 979,391 I 977,961 1,430
911-405g RAD 6 - Washington Square 50 22% 218,014 182,454 19% 35,560
911-414s RAD 6 - Seneca Ridge 71 34% 335,403 259,088 26% 76,315
911-422a RAD 6 - Ken Gar 19 7% 67,033 69,333 7% (2,300)
911-426b RAD 6 - Parkway Woods 24 8% 75,811 87,579 9% (11,768)
911-430t RAD 6 - Towne Centre Place 49 12% 113,639 178,807 18% (65,168)
911-432t RAD 6 - Sandy Spring Meadow 55 17% 169,491 200,700 21% (31,209)
268
MIP
FY'17
Amended FY17 Adopted Change
115,369 171
911-405g RAD 6 - Washington Square 50 22% 26,387 22,083 19% 4,304
911-414s RAD 6 - Seneca Ridge 71 34% 40,595 31,358 26% 9,237
911-422a RAD 6 - Ken Gar 19 7% 8,113 8,394 7% (281)
911-426b RAD 6 - Parkway Woods 24 8% 9,176 10,599 9% (1,423)
911-430t RAD 6 - Towne Centre Place 49 12% 13,754 21,641 18% (7,887)
911-432t RAD 6 - Sandy Spring Meadow 55 17% 20,514 24,294 21% (3,780)
268
Total Debt Service
FY'17
Amended FY17 Adopted Change
| 1,514,331 | 1,514,164 167
911-405g RAD 6 - Washington Square 50 22% 337,092 282,490 19% 54,602
911-414s RAD 6 - Seneca Ridge 71 34% 518,598 401,139 26% 117,459
911-422a RAD 6 - Ken Gar 19 7% 103,646 107,350 7% (3,704)
911-426b RAD 6 - Parkway Woods 24 8% 117,219 135,596 9% (18,377)
911-430t RAD 6 - Towne Centre Place 49 12% 175,708 276,844 18% (101,136)
911-432t RAD 6 - Sandy Spring Meadow 55 17% 262,066 310,745 21% (48,679)
268

BUDGET IMPACT:

The total FY’17 Operating Budget for HOC increased slightly from $243,976,884 to
$243,977,051. This is an increase of $167. Approval by the Commission of any budget
amendment will revise the FY’17 Budget to reflect an accurate plan for the use of the Agency's
resources for the remainder of the year.
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TIME FRAME:

The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the FY’17 Third Quarter Budget at the May
23, 2017 meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017 Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
Staff recommends the Budget, Finance and Audit Committee recommend to the full
Commission approval of the FY’17 third quarter budget amendment.
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Resolution No.: 17-35 Re: Approval of FY’17 Third
Quarter Budget Amendment

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission adopted a budget for FY’17 on June
17, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the Commission’s Budget Policy allows for amendments to the budget; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed several proposed budget amendments to the
FY’17 Budget; and

WHEREAS, the effect of the FY’17 Third Quarter Budget Amendment is an increase of
$167 to both revenue and expenses.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that it hereby amends the FY’17 Operating Budget by increasing total
revenues and expenses for the Agency from $243,976,884 to $243,977,051.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County at an open meeting conducted on
June 7, 2017.

Patrice Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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FY 2017 Adopted Operating Budget

Second Quarter

Third Quarter

3rd Quarter Budget Amendment Budget Net Changes Net Changes Budget
Revenues Expenses Amendment To Revenue To Expenses Revenues Expenses Amendment
General Fund
General Fund $23,686,050 $24,043,213 ($357,163) $0 $0 $23,686,050 $24,043,213 ($357,163)
Restrict to GFOR $0 $1,012,012 ($1,012,012) $0 $0 S0 $1,012,012 ($1,012,012)
Multifamily & Single Family Bond Funds
Multifamily Fund $20,071,618 $20,071,618 S0 $0 $0 $20,071,618 $20,071,618 S0
Single Family Fund $12,990,384 $12,990,384 S0 $0 $0 $12,990,384 $12,990,384 S0
Opportunity Housing Fund S0
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund $5,584,917 $1,125,679 $4,459,238 $0 $0 $5,584,917 $1,125,679 $4,459,238
Opportunity Housing & Development Corps $71,698,223 $70,572,387 $1,125,836 $167 $167 $71,698,390 $70,572,554 $1,125,836
Restrict to OHRF $0 $4,459,238 ($4,459,238) $0 $0 S0 $4,459,238 ($4,459,238)
Draw from GFOR for MetroPointe Deficit $243,339 $0 $243,339 $0 $0 $243,339 S0 $243,339
Public Fund
Public Housing Rental $1,642,432 $1,843,517 ($201,085) $0 $0 $1,642,432 $1,843,517 ($201,085)
County Contributions towards Public Housing $201,085 $S0 $201,085 30 30 $201,085 S0 $201,085
Housing Choice Voucher Program $90,842,771 $91,598,214 ($755,443) $0 $0 $90,842,771 $91,598,214 ($755,443)
County Contributions towards HCVP Administration $755,443 $0 $755,443 30 30 $755,443 S0 $755,443
Federal , State and Other County Grants $16,260,622 $16,260,622 S0 $0 $0 $16,260,622 $16,260,622 )
TOTAL - ALL FUNDS $243,976,884 $243,976,884 S0 $167 $167 $243,977,051 $243,977,051 )

Footnotes - explanation of changes

Operating Budget
OH | Add increase in RAD 6 Debt Service - $167
PF E Add increase in Restricted Cash Flow for RAD 6 Debt Service - $167
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ACCEPTANCE OF CY 2016
TAX CREDIT PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY AUDITS

June 7, 2017

The Finance Division was responsible for the successful
completion of 15 Tax Credit Partnership Property Audits
for CY’16.

A standard unqualified audit opinion was received for all
15 Tax Credit Partnership Property Audits from the
respective independent certified public accounting firms
performing the audits.

The audits for Shady Grove Apartments LP, Manchester
Manor Apartments LP, The Willows of Gaithersburg
Associates LP, Barclay One Associates LP and MHLP IX
have not been finalized; however, staff is currently
reviewing drafts of these audits. There are no findings
and this is not expected to change.

The Internal Auditor has reviewed all Tax Credit
Partnership Audits.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff: Gail Willison Division: Finance Ext. 9480
Eugenia Pascual Finance Ext. 9478
Varun Chawla Finance Ext. 9572
Jim Atwell Internal Audit Ext. 9426

RE: Acceptance of Calendar Year (CY) 2016 Tax Credit Partnership Property Audits

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Committee Reports: Deliberation _X

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:
To review and accept the Calendar Year (CY) 2016 Tax Credit Partnership Property Audits

BACKGROUND:

HOC maintains 17 tax credit partnerships. Two of the tax credit partnerships, Strathmore Court
Associates LP and The Metropolitan of Bethesda LP, are reported on a fiscal year basis in order
to be consistent with the market rent portions of those properties. The other 15 tax credit
partnerships consist of scattered sites and multifamily properties. Each of these individual tax
credit partnerships are required to have an annual audit to satisfy investor requirements. The
following tax credit partnership properties were audited as of December 31, 2016:

PROPERTIES
Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership IX (Scattered Site and Pond Ridge)

Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership X

Shady Grove Apartments LP

The Willows of Gaithersburg Associates LP

Manchester Manor Apartments LP
MV Affordable Housing Associates LP
Georgian Court Silver Spring LP

Barclay One Associates LP

Spring Garden One Associates LP

Forest Oak Towers Apartments LP

Wheaton Metro Limited Partnership (MetroPointe)
4913 Hampden Lane LP

Tanglewood and Sligo LP

Arcola Towers RAD LP

Waverly House RAD LP
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See Appendix A includes further details on each of the tax credit partnership properties that
report on a calendar year basis. Although the audits for Montgomery Homes LP IX, Shady Grove
Apartments LP, Manchester Manor Apartments LP, The Willows of Gaithersburg Associates LP
and Barclay One Associates LP audits have not been finalized, we have received drafts of these
audits and the independent auditors have reported no findings. This is not expected to change
when finalized.

It is anticipated that the five CY 2016 Tax Credit Partnership Audits, when finalized, will receive
a standard unqualified audit opinion from the independent certified public accounting firms
performing the audits. HOC’s Internal Auditor, Jim Atwell, has reviewed all 15 audited financial
statements.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
Does the Commission wish to accept the 15 CY 2016 Tax Credit Partnership Property Audits?

BUDGET IMPACT:
None. The cost of the audits have been budgeted and is included in the annual property
budgets.

TIME FRAME:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the tax credit partnership audits at the
May 23, 2017 meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017 Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee recommends to the full Commission acceptance of
the CY 2016 Tax Credit Partnership Property Audits.
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RESOLUTION No.: 17-36 RE: Acceptance of CY 2016 Tax Credit
Partnership Property Audits

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County has
completed the CY’16 Tax Credit Audits for 15 tax credit partnership properties; and

WHEREAS, a standard unqualified audit opinion was received for all 15 of the CY’16 Tax
Credit Partnership Property Audits from the respective independent certified public accounting
firms performing the audits; and

WHEREAS, the audits for Montgomery Homes LP IX, Shady Grove Apartments LP,
Manchester Manor Apartments LP, The Willows of Gaithersburg Associates LP and Barclay One
Associates LP have not been finalized; however, staff is currently reviewing drafts of these
audits and there are no findings and no changes are anticipated.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that the Commission accepts the CY 2016 tax credit partnership property
audits.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

Patrice M. Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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Appendix A
TAX CREDIT AUDIT STATUS

CY: 2016
Remaining
Number of Scattered Compliance MFD
Name of the Partnership Units Site Yrs left Audit Firm Firm Opinion Finding
1  Montgomery Homes LP IX (Scattered Site & Pond Ridge) 116 Yes/No None O'Connor Davies Unqualified None
2 Montgomery Homes LP X 75 Yes None Kozak, Pollekoff & Goldman, P.C. Unqualified None
3 Shady Grove Apartments, LP 144 No None O'Connor Davies Unqualified None
4 Manchester Manor Apartments, LP 53 No None CohnReznick LLP Unqualified None
5  Georgian Court Silver Spring LP 147 No None Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
6 MV Affordable Housing Associates, LP 94 No None O'Connor Davies Unqualified None
7  Spring Garden One Associates LP 83 No 4 Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
8  Barclay One Associates LP 81 No 4 Kozak, Pollekoff & Goldman, P.C. Unqualified None
9  Wheaton Metro Limited Partnership 53 No 6 Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
10 Forest Oak Towers LP 175 No 6 Kozak, Pollekoff & Goldman, P.C. Unqualified None
11 The Willows of Gaithersburg Associates, LP 195 No None Kozak, Pollekoff & Goldman, P.C. Unqualified None
12 4913 Hampden Lane LP 12 No 9 Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
13 Tanglewood and Sligo LP 132 No 12 Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
14  Arcola Towers RAD LP 141 No 15 Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
15 Waverly House RAD LP 157 No 15 Novogradac & Company Unqualified None
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APPROVAL OF LOANS AND ADVANCES TO NON-HOC OWNED
ENTITIES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2016
AND AS OF JUNE 30, 2016

June 7, 2017

¢ In accordance with the Commission approved budget
policies as amended on December 7, 1998, the Commission
must approve any transfers of HOC funds to any properties
that HOC does not own.

e During the period of January 1, 2016 through December 31,
2016, there was a net decrease in advances for
capitalization and operations to the tax credit partnerships
of $407,748.

e Total advances have increased in 236 properties from
$1,047,222 on June 30, 2015 to $1,095,763 as of June 30,
2016.

e Staff recommends approving $76,930,734 in loans and
advances to the tax credit partnerships as of December 31,
2016 and $1,095,763 in advances to the 236 properties as
of June 30, 2016.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff: Gail Willison Division:  Finance Ext. 9480
Eugenia Pascual Finance Ext. 9478
Varun Chawla Finance Ext. 9572

RE: Approval of Loans and Advances to Non-HOC Owned Entities

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Committee Report: Deliberation _X

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:
To approve $76,930,734 in loans and advances to the tax credit partnerships as of December
31, 2016 and $1,095,763 in advances to the 236 properties as of June 30, 2016.

BACKGROUND:

In accordance with the Commission approved budget policies as amended on December 7,
1998, the Commission must approve any transfers of HOC funds to any properties that HOC
does not own.

ISSUES:
Schedules of loans and advances for tax credit partnerships (Attachment A) and advances for
the 236 properties (Attachment B).

Attachment A — Tax Credit Partnerships

Attachment A shows that $76,930,734 that was advanced from HOC to the tax credit
partnerships as of December 31, 2016. This amount includes $54,810,829 for capitalization
loans and $22,119,905 for advances to the properties. Capitalization loans increased by
$2,392,357 primarily as a result of the additional loan to Arcola Towers RAD LP for the sprinkler
systems and increase in Strathmore Court Associates LP as capitalized interest has been added
to the principal loan balance and the loan balance has been amortized since March 2016.
During the period of January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2016, there was a net decrease in
advances to the tax credit partnerships of $2,800,105. The majority of the decrease is
attributable to Arcola Towers RAD LP and Waverly House RAD LP as construction expenses
were repaid to HOC.
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Attachment B — Section 236 Properties

Attachment B highlights advances to the 236 properties. Total advances have increased from
$1,047,222 on June 30, 2015 to $1,095,763 as of June 30, 2016. The increase in town Center
Apartments is a result of an increase in capital expenditures that was reimbursed in FY 2017
from replacement reserve funds in the amount of $95,000.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:

Does the Commission wish to approve $76,930,734 in loans and advances to the tax credit
partnerships as of December 31, 2016 and $1,095,763 in advances to the 236 properties as of
June 30, 20167

BUDGET IMPACT:
There is no budget impact for FY’17.

TIME FRAME:

The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the loans and advances to the non-HOC
entities at the May 23, 2017 meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017 Commission
meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee recommends to the full Commission approval of
loans and advances to non-HOC entities.
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RESOLUTION NO.: 17-37 RE: Approval of Loans and Advances to
Non-HOC Owned Entities as of
December 31, 2016 and as of June 30, 2016

WHEREAS, in accordance with the Commission approved budget policies as amended
on December 7, 1998, the Commission must approve any transfers of HOC funds to any
properties HOC does not own; and

WHEREAS, there was a net decrease in capitalization loans and advances for operations
to the tax credit partnerships of $407,748 as of December 31, 2016; and

WHEREAS, total advances have increased for 236 properties from $1,047,222 on June
30, 2015 to $1,095,763 as of June 30, 2016.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that it approves $76,930,734 in loans and advances to the tax credit
partnerships as of December 31, 2016 and $1,095,763 in advances to the 236 properties as of
June 30, 2016.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

Patrice Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION

SCHEDULE OF LOANS & ADVANCES BY HOC FOR TAX CREDIT PARTNERSHIPS

JANUARY 1, 2016 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2016

Attachment A

Funds Advanced/(Collected) by HOC for TOTAL
Loans from HOC for Capitalization (a) Operations ADVANCES
Balance Activity Balance Balance Activity Balance
Fund Name of property 12/31/15 Jan-1 thru Dec-31 12/31/16 12/31/15 Jan-1 thru Dec-31 12/31/16 12/31/16

819-711-712 |MHLP IX 1,153,175 (5,341) 1,147,834 $ 2,693,656 123,094 |$ 2,816,750 | $ 3,964,584
820-713 MHLP X 1,138,644 1,138,644 (6,540) (23,262) (29,802) 1,108,842
SUBTOTAL 2,291,819 (5,341) 2,286,478 2,687,116 99,832 2,786,948 5,073,426
831-787 STRATHMORE COURT a 1,000,000 1,487,874 2,487,874 3,306,275 480,269 3,786,544 6,274,418
832-788 THE METROPOLITAN b 977,000 977,000 11,020,427 523,145 11,543,572 12,520,572
833-741 MANCHESTER MANOR - - 411,101 82,459 493,560 493,560
834-742 SHADY GROVE - - - 1,119 (331) 788 788
835-743 THE WILLOWS 293,182 293,182 (8,191) 3,861 (4,330) 288,852
838-745 GEORGIAN COURT 34,237 (34,237) - 16,333 14,843 31,176 31,176
837-744 STEWARTOWN 360,092 (16,542) 343,550 92,917 19,426 112,343 455,893
839-746 THE BARCLAY 2,891,404 2,891,404 (155,659) (9,786) (165,445) 2,725,959
840-747 SPRING GARDEN 3,274,431 3,274,431 (16,694) 13,485 (3,209) 3,271,222
818-100 WHEATON METRO 1,633,687 1,633,687 1,823,235 5,592 1,828,827 3,462,514
842-749 FOREST OAK 317,220 (249,898) 67,322 2,587 2,129 4,716 72,038
899-000W  |HAMPDEN LANE 230,468 230,468 (58,949) 138,546 79,597 310,065
843-750 TANGLEWOOD & SLIGO HILLS 4,712,083 (178,438) 4,533,645 69,234 94,673 163,907 4,697,552
811-415A  |ARCOLA TOWERS 11,448,000 1,388,939 12,836,939 1,419,911 (640,254) 779,657 13,616,596
811-417W  |WAVERLY HOUSE 22,954,849 22,954,849 4,309,248 (3,627,994) 681,254 23,636,103
SUBTOTAL 50,126,653 2,397,698 52,524,351 22,232,894 (2,899,937) 19,332,957 71,857,308
GRAND TOTAL 52,418,472 2,392,357 54,810,829 $ 24,920,010 (2,800,105) 22,119,905 | $ 76,930,734

(a) Strathmore Court (market side) advanced funds to Strathmore Court Limited Partnership.

(b) Metropolitan Development Corporation advanced funds to Metropolitan Limited Partnership for operating short falls.

I\Finance\Packet\FY 2017 Packets\June 7, 2017 Commission\Loans and Adv to Non HOC Entities\LOANADV1216
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Attachment B

SCHEDULE OF ADVANCES BY HOC FOR OPERATIONS
FOR SECTION 236 PROPERTIES
JULY 1, 2015 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2016

Fiscal Year Properties

Balance Activity Balance

Fund Name of property 06/30/15 July-15 thru June-16 06/30/16
871-701B Bauer Park Apartments | $ 561,446 (52,380)| $ 509,066
873-704R Town Center Apartments 485,776 100,921 586,697
Total $ 1,047,222 48541 | $ 1,095,763
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AUTHORIZATION TO WRITE OFF BAD DEBT
RELATED TO TENANT ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE

June 7, 2017

HOC’s current policy is to provide for an allowance for any tenant

accounts receivable balance in excess of 90 days. In addition, HOC
periodically proposes the write-off of uncollected former resident
balances.

This year’s proposed write-off of bad debt balance from former
tenants totals $120,467 and covers the time period of April 1,
2016 through March 31, 2017. This reflects a decrease of $11,002
or 8.4% compared to $131,469 for the same period last year.

The combined recommended write-off of $120,467 consists of
$71,048 from Opportunity Housing properties, $19,592 from
Supportive Housing, $14,351 from RAD 6 multifamily properties,
$6,179 from Tax Credit properties, $5,227 from Public Housing
properties and $4,070 from 236 properties.

The next anticipated write-off of former tenants bad debt balance

will be for the period covered April 1, 2017 through March 31,
2018 and will be performed in the fourth quarter of FY2018.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff:  Gail Willison Division:  Finance Ext. 9480
Eugenia Pascual Finance Ext. 9478
Bobbie DaCosta Property Management Ext. 9524

RE: Authorization to Write off Bad Debt Related to Tenant Accounts Receivable

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Committee Report: X

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

To approve the authorization to write off bad debt related to tenant accounts receivable

BACKGROUND:

Currently, HOC’s policy is to provide for an allowance for any tenant accounts receivable
balance in excess of 90 days. In addition, HOC periodically proposes the write-off of uncollected
former resident balances. This process updates the financial records to accurately reflect the
receivables and provides greater potential for debt collection. HOC records all proposed write-
offs for former tenant accounts receivable balances in HOC’s “Bad Debt Database” as well as in
the various individuals’ Equifax Credit Bureau files.

HOC also maintains a rent collections firm, Rent Collect Global (RCG). All delinquent balances of
$200.00 or more are submitted to RCG for further pursuit. Additionally, HOC now offers a
Surety Bond Program in which residents are provided the option to purchase a security bond, at
a much lower rate, from the firm SureDeposit, Inc. in lieu of paying a traditional security deposit
to the Agency. The bonds are offered at a much lower rate than paying a traditional security
deposit. Moreover, the full value of the surety bond is available to HOC for recovery of any
damage or other loss, just as a traditional security deposit. Through HOC’s own collection
efforts and the services of RCG and SureDeposit, the Agency makes every effort to pursue all
tenant debts.

The proposed write-off of former tenant accounts receivable balances for the fiscal year period
April 1, 2016 through March 31, 2017 is $120,467. The last approved write-off was for $131,469
onJune 1, 2016 which covered the time period from April 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016.

The current fiscal year write-off of $120,467 reflects a decrease of $11,002 or 8.4% compared
to the previous write-off amount of $131,469 due primarily to a decrease in Public Housing and

2
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Opportunity Housing properties. The primary reasons for the write-off include tenants who
voluntarily left their units, were evicted for non-payment, who failed to complete annual

certifications and finally tenants who passed away while in the units.

Current Write-offs

Prior Write-offs

Property Type 04/01/16 - 03/31/17 04/01/15 - 03/31/16 $ Change % Change
Public Housing $ 5,227 $ 20,317 $ (15,090) -74.27%
Opportunity Housing 71,048 85,417 (14,369) -16.82%
Tax Credits 6,179 9,626 (3,447) -35.81%
236 Properties 4,070 7,913 (3,843) -48.57%
Supportive Housing 19,592 6,820 12,772 187.28%
RAD6 14,351 1,376 12,975 942.97%

S 120,467 S 131,469 S (11,002) -8.37%
The following table shows the write-off by fund:
Fund/Property Amount
Public Fund

PH Scattered Sites - East S (121)

PH Scattered Sites - Gaithersburg 343
PH Scattered Sites - North 1,321

PH Scattered Sites - West 661
Elizabeth House 890

Holly Hall 819

Arcola Towers 155

Waverly House 147

Sandy Spring 1,013

Total § 5,227

% Public Fund to Total Write-offs 4.34%
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Opportunity Housing (OH) Fund

McHome S 2,677

Paintbranch 7,211

MPDU 1/64 1,190

State Rental Partnership Combined 9,912
Magruders 707

Camp Hill Square 9,226

Scattered Site One Dev Corp 11,110
Scattered Site Two Dev Corp 199
VPC One Corp 14,625

VPC Two Corp 6,372

TPM Dev Corp -Pomander Court 997
Avondale 339

MHLP VIII 6,483

Total $ 71,048
% Opportunity Housing Fund to Total Write-offs 58.98%

Tax Credit Properties

MHLP X S 6,179
Total S 6,179
% Tax Credit Properties to Total Write-offs 5.13%
236 Properties
Bauer Park S 3,174
Town Center Apts 896
Total § 4,070
% 236 Properties to Total Write-offs 3.38%
Supportive Housing
McKinney X - County S 14,254
McKinney X - County MHA 4,127
McKinney XII - Perm Supp Hsg - MHA (48)
McKinney Xl - Perm.Supp Housing 1,259
Total $ 19,592
% Supportive Housing to Total Write-offs 16.26%
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RAD 6

RAD 6 - Seneca Ridge S 13,106

RAD 6 - Washington Square 1,245
Total $§ 14,351
% RAD 6 Properties to Total Write-offs 11.91%

Within the Public Housing properties, there was a decrease of $15,090 as a result of HOC's exit
strategy from its public housing portfolio, utilizing HUD’s RAD Program.

Within the Opportunity Housing portfolio, there was a decrease of $14,369 primarily due to
Scattered Site Two Development Corporation, VPC Two Corporation, Pomander Court and Sligo
Development Corporation partially reduced by the net increase in other properties.

Within the Tax Credit properties, there was a decrease in write-offs of $3,447 as a result of a
decrease in MHLP IX-Pond Ridge/MPDU and Hampden Lane partially offset by an increase in
MHLP X.

Both Bauer Park and Town Center Apartments contributed to the decrease of $3,843 within the
236 properties.

Within the Supportive Housing program, there was an increase of $12,772 as a result of tenants
who terminated leases under the County McKinney Program.

This year’s write-off of $14,351 within the RAD 6 properties consists of $13,106 from Seneca
Ridge and $1,245 from Washington Square. Parkway Woods ($989) and Towne Centre Place
($387) accounted for last year’s total write-off of $1,376.

The next anticipated write-off will cover April 1, 2017 through March 31, 2018. The write-off
will be performed in the fourth quarter of FY’18. Upon approval, the write-off will be processed
through Yardi’s write-off function with the tenant detail placed into the debt database.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
Does the Commission wish to authorize the write-off of bad debt related to tenant accounts
receivable?

BUDGET IMPACT:

The recommended write-off of the tenant accounts receivable balances does not affect the net
income or cash flow of the individual properties or the Agency as a whole. The bad debt
expense was recorded when the initial bad debt allowance was established as a result of the
receivable balance being 90 days past due. The recommended write-off is to adjust the balance
sheet and remove the aged receivable balances.
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TIME FRAME:

The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the Write-off of Bad Debt at the May 23,
2017 meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017 Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee recommends to the full Commission the
authorization to write off bad debt related to tenant accounts receivable.
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RESOLUTION NO.: 17-38 RE: Authorization to Write off Bad
Debt Related to Tenant
Accounts Receivable

WHEREAS, HOC’s current policy is to provide for an allowance for any tenant accounts
receivable balance in excess of 90 days; and

WHEREAS, HOC periodically proposes the write-off of uncollected former resident
balances which updates the financial records to accurately reflect the receivables and the
potential for collection; and

WHEREAS, the proposed write-off of former tenant accounts receivable balances for the
period April 1, 2016 through March 31, 2017 is $71,048 from Opportunity Housing, $19,592
from Supportive Housing, $14,351 from RAD6, $6,179 from Tax Credit properties, $5,227 from
Public Housing and $4,070 from 236 properties, totaling $120,467.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that authorization is granted to the Executive Director to write off bad
debt totaling $120,467 related to tenant accounts receivable.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

Patrice M. Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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APPROVAL TO EXTEND THE $60 MILLION PNC BANK LINE OF CREDIT
AND THE $90 MILLION REAL ESTATE LINE OF CREDIT (RELOC)

TO FINANCE COMMISSION APPROVED ACTIONS RELATED TO:
MONTGOMERY HOMES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (MHLP) VII, FAIRFAX
COURT APARTMENTS, CHEVY CHASE LAKE DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION AND AMBASSADOR APARTMENTS

June 7, 2017

The Commission previously approved advances from the $60 million
PNC Bank Line of Credit and the $90 million Real Estate Line of Credit
(RELOC) for Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP) VI,
Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy Chase Lake Development
Corporation and Ambassador Apartments.

Staff requests that the Lines of Credit maturity dates for the above
referenced properties be extended through June 30, 2018.

The estimated total annual cost related to these advances from the
two Lines of Credit is approximately $204,963 based on one month
London Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR) as of April 24, 2017 under
existing pricing level.

Page 320 of 411



MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission
VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director
FROM: Staff: Gail Willison Division: Finance Ext. 9480
Eugenia Pascual Finance Ext. 9478
RE: Approval to Extend the $60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit and the $90 Million Real

Estate Line of Credit (RELOC) to Finance Commission Approved Actions related to:
Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP) VII, Fairfax Court Apartments,
Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation and Ambassador Apartments

DATE: June 7, 2017
STATUS: Committee Report _X
OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

To extend the use of the $S60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit and the $90 Million Real Estate Line
of Credit (RELOC) to finance Commission approved actions related to: Montgomery Homes Limited
Partnership (MHLP) VII, Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation
(Chevy Chase Lake) and Ambassador Apartments.

BACKGROUND:

The Commission has previously approved advances from the $60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit
to support the interim financing needs of MHLP VII, Fairfax Court Apartments and Chevy Chase
Lake and from the $90 million RELOC to prepay the first and subordinate mortgages of
Ambassador Apartments. Staff requests to extend the current maturity dates through June 30,
2018. The S60 million PNC Bank Line of Credit Agreement’s taxable borrowing rate is Libor plus 90
basis points and the tax exempt borrowing rate is 68.5% of Libor plus 59 basis points. The $90
million RELOC taxable borrowing rate is Libor plus 58 basis points and the tax exempt borrowing
rate is 68.5% of Libor plus 38 basis points. The unobligated amount as of March 31, 2017 is
$3,582,652 under the S60 million line of credit and $48,747,684 under the $90 million RELOC.

The table below indicates the current maturity dates, the outstanding principal amounts as of
March 31, 2017 and the estimated annual cost under each of these loans. In order to mitigate
interest rate risk, the estimated cost under the two Lines of Credit is based on the one month
LIBOR rate of April 24, 2017 plus an additional 35 basis points.
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Estimated

Current Principal Annual Cost
Property Line of Credit | Maturity date Balance under LOC Libor Rate & Spread
MHLP VI seomillion | yine2017 |$ 5227250 ¢ 11,719| 224104%| Taxable
Fairfax Court Apartments S60million 106 2017 746,000 16,725| 2.24194%| Taxable
Chevy Chase Lake Dev. Corp. $60 million June 2017 6,794,170 152,321 2.24194%| Taxable

Ambassador Apartments $90 million Sept 2017 1,862,495 24,198| 1.20923%| Tax-exempt
Total $ 9,925390| $ 204,963

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:

Does the Commission wish to approve extending the maturity dates to finance Commission
approved actions related to: Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP) VII, Fairfax Court
Apartments, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation and Ambassador Apartments through
June 30, 2018?

PRINCIPALS:

HOC

PNC Bank, N.A.

Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP) VII

Fairfax Court Apartments

Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation

Wheaton-University Boulevard Limited Partnership for Ambassador Apartments

BUDGET IMPACT:
The amount of interest expense for FY 2018 is estimated to be $204,963. The interest expense
has been included in the FY’18 Agency Budget.

TIME FRAME:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the requested extension of the lines of credit
at the May 23, 2017 meeting. Action is requested at the June 7, 2017 Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee recommends to the full Commission approval to extend
the use of the $60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit and the $90 Million RELOC to finance
Commission approved actions related to: Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP) VII,
Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation and Ambassador
Apartments.

Page 322 of 411



RESOLUTION No.: 17-39 RE: Approval to Extend the $60 Million
PNC Bank Line of Credit and the $90 million Real
Estate Line of Credit (RELOC) to Finance
Commission Approved Actions related to:
Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP)
VII, Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy Chase Lake
Development Corporation and Ambassador
Apartments

WHEREAS, various Commission actions related to Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership
(MHLP) VII, Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy Chase Lake Development Corporation, and
Ambassador Apartments are currently financed through the $60 Million PNC Bank Line of Credit
and $90 Million RELOC; and

WHEREAS, it is proposed to extend, through June 30, 2018, the use of the $60 Million PNC
Bank Line of Credit at the taxable borrowing rate of LIBOR plus 90 basis points or the tax exempt
rate of 68.5% of LIBOR plus 59 basis points and the $90 Million RELOC at the taxable rate of LIBOR
plus 58 basis points or the tax exempt rate of 68.5% of LIBOR plus 38 basis points to finance
approved Commission actions; and

WHEREAS, the estimated cost, as of April 24, 2017, under the Lines of Credit is expected to
be approximately $204,963.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that it hereby approves extending, through June 30, 2018, the use of the S60
Million PNC Bank Line of Credit and the $90 Million RELOC to finance various Commission actions
related to: Montgomery Homes Limited Partnership (MHLP) VII, Fairfax Court Apartments, Chevy
Chase Lake Development Corporation and Ambassador Apartments.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing resolution was adopted by the Housing Opportunities
Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

E Patrice M. Birdsong
A Special Assistant to the Commission
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APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE
FY’18 AGENCY BUDGET

June 7, 2017

e The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee reviewed the FY’18
Budget Amendment during April and May 2017.

e The Amended Operating Budget for FY’18 is $237.7 million, a
decrease of $5.8 million from the FY’18 Adopted Budget of $243.5
million.

e The Amended Capital Budget for FY’18 is $205.8 million, an
increase of $22.2 million from the FY’18 Adopted Budget of $183.6
million.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff: Gail Willison Division: Finance Ext. 9480
Tiffany Jackson Division: Finance Ext. 9512

RE: Approval of Amendment to the FY’18 Agency Budget

DATE: June 7, 2017

STATUS: Committee Reports: Deliberation [X]

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

Approval of Amendment to the FY’18 Agency Budget.

BACKGROUND:

The two-year budget for the period of FY’17-18 was adopted at the June 17, 2016 Commission
meeting. The Budget, Finance and Audit Committee met on April 11, May 2, May 9, and May
23, 2017 to review the proposed FY’18 Budget Amendment in detail. The amended budget for
FY’18 is now before the full Commission for approval.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
The Amended Operating Budget for FY’18 is $237.7 million, which represents a decrease of $5.8
million from the budget adopted on June 17, 2016.

The Amended Capital Budget for FY’18 is $205.8 million, which represents an increase of $22.2
million from the budget adopted on June 17, 2016.

In June 2016, the Commission adopted a two-year budget that set the financial plan for FY’17-
18. Over the past several months, staff has reviewed the FY’18 Adopted Budget to determine
what amendments would be necessary to update the projected revenue and expense
expectations.

The primary changes for the FY’18 Budget Amendment include the impact of updates to Rental

Income, Personnel Complement, Indirect Cost Model Allocations, and Commitment and
Development Fees.
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The major differences in the Amended Operating Budget from the FY’18 Adopted Budget are as
follows:

General Fund:
Changes in Revenue:

Revenues increased in the General Fund (Attachment 1-1) by $1,779,232. There are several
reasons for the change.

e Commitment Fees of $1,836,484 were added to reflect the timing and amount of fees
projected in the amended development budgets. Forty percent of the change in fees, or
$734,593, is reflected in the General Fund and sixty percent, or $1,101,891, in the
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (OHRF).

e Agency Overhead Fees increased by $785,129 to reflect an increase in personnel cost
used in the Agency’s indirect cost model; the FY’18 Adopted Budget utilized an indirect
cost model that was based on FY’16 budgeted salaries and benefits. The FY’18 amended
budget utilizes an indirect cost model that is based on FY’17 budgeted salaries and
benefits.

e Development fees of $1,093,684 were added to reflect the timing and amount of fees
projected in the amended development budgets. Forty percent of the change in fees, or
S437,474, is reflected in the General Fund and sixty percent, or $656,210, in the
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (OHRF).

e Vehicle Rental Income increased by $141,156 to reflect replacement of vehicles in the
Agency’s fleet. The cost of these vehicles is allocated to the property and/or division to

which the vehicle is assigned.

e Atransfer of $28,729 was added from the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) 6
proceeds for Real Estate personnel.

e FHA Risk Sharing income increased by $21,907 based on changes in projected July 1,
2017 outstanding loan balances, which is restricted.

e The transfer from the OHRF for Real Estate division personnel costs increased by $1,474.

e Development Corporation Fees decreased by $309,826 and, as a result, changed
projected cash flow at the properties.

e Ground Rent Income on the Tax Credit Scattered Site properties decreased by $55,139.

3
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Loan Management Fees decreased by a net of $6,265 to reflect an increase in the
projected fees for Greenhills and a decrease in fees for Town Center.

Changes in Expenses:

Expenses increased in the General Fund (Attachment 1-1) by $688,643. There are several
reasons for the change.

Expenses of $495,060 were added to reflect building rent for the Gaithersburg and Silver
Spring Customer Service Centers.

Expenses of $216,810 were added for the Customer Relationship Management (CRM)
Software. The Commission approved the purchase of the software in FY’17.

Additional Information Technology expenses of $50,252 were added for required
software upgrades.

Vehicle rent expense for additional fleet vehicles increased by $42,641.

Expense of $33,540 was added for the vehicle insurance associated with vehicles leased
from Enterprise.

Restriction of FHA Risk Sharing income increased by $21,907.
The projected loss generated by Hampden Lane increased by $12,567.

Updates to the Personnel Complement, which includes reductions for both Workers’
Compensation and Other Post Employment Benefits (OPEB), resulted in a net decrease
of $182,582.

Audit expense for the Agency decreased by $1,552 based on the contract amount.

The FY’18 Adopted Budget was balanced without the use of reserves; however, it included fees
from development activity that are one-time in nature. A portion ($161,658) of these fees was
restricted to the General Fund Operating Reserve (GFOR). As a result of the net changes in the
FY’18 Budget Amendment, the cash restrictions have been increased by $723,305 to $884,963.

Multifamily Bond Funds:
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Non-administrative revenue and expenses in the Bond Funds are based on a three-year rolling
average of interest income, interest expense, and updates to fee expenses. The FY’18 Adopted
Budget was based on the three-year period FY’13 — FY’15. The FY’18 Budget Amendment is
based on the three-year period FY’14 — FY’'16. As a result of the lower interest earned in FY’16
when compared to FY’13, previously included in the calculation, projected interest income was
reduced by $1,584,078. The restriction of the fund revenue will be reduced accordingly based
on the net change in revenue and expenses.

Administrative expenses in the Multifamily Bond Fund decreased by $9,903 reflecting a
reduction of $48,295 from an update to the Personnel Complement and a management fee
increase of $38,392 based on an increased indirect cost rate.

A corresponding decrease is included in revenues to reflect the decrease in the Bond Draw to
support the operations of the Multifamily program.

Single Family Bond Funds:

As mentioned previously, non-administrative revenue and expenses in the Bond Funds are
based on a three-year rolling average of interest income, interest expense, and updates to fee
expenses. The FY’'18 Adopted Budget was based on the three-year period FY’13 — FY’15. The
FY’18 Budget Amendment is based on the three-year period FY’14 — FY’16. As a result of the
lower interest earned in FY’16 when compared to FY’13, previously included in the calculation,
projected interest income was reduced by $1,328,503. The restriction of the fund revenue will
be reduced accordingly based on the net change in revenue and expenses.

Administrative expenses in the Single Family Bond Fund decreased by $32,357 reflecting a
$22,907 decrease based on an update to the Personnel Complement and a decrease of $9,450
as a result of lower management fee expense calculated as a percentage of personnel costs,
and other operating expenses.

A corresponding decrease is included in revenues to reflect the decrease in the Bond Draw to
support the operations of the Single Family program.

Opportunity Housing Fund:

Changes in Revenue:

The third-quarter budget to actual statements for the Opportunity Housing and Development
Corporations illustrated underlying issues with properties failing to meet budgeted revenue
expectations. The variances result from 1) vacancies created in properties that are preparing for
renovation or redevelopment, 2) vacancies that reflect leasing challenges in an aging scattered
site portfolio, and 3) competition from new rental product in the market.
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Revenues decreased in the Opportunity Housing and Development Corporation (Attachment
1-1) properties by $3,139,515.

The following changes are updates to the FY’18 Budget to reflect amendments to the FY’'17
Budget approved by the Commission in FY’17:

e The majority of the change reflects the sale of 122 units at Alexander House to a tax
credit partnership; this transaction reduced revenue by $1,941,215.

e The RAD 6 PBRA units were budgeted at market rent in the FY’18 Adopted Budget; the
correction resulted in a decrease of $695,185 to revenue.

e The project based voucher (PBV) units in the VPC properties included the utility
allowance as rental income in the FY’18 Adopted Budget; a decrease of $257,859 is
reflected in the FY’18 Amended Budget.

The remaining changes reflect updates to the FY’18 budget not previously addressed by the
Commission.

e Rental income for Timberlawn increased by $179,258 to reflect the post-renovation
rents included in the proforma.

e Security deposit interest income increased by $6,987.

e Updates to other Opportunity Housing and Development Corporation properties
resulted in a reduction of $205,601 in net rental income at various properties impacted
by market conditions.

e As aresult of lower debt service, the draw from the debt service reserve for the VPC
properties is decreased by $143,335. Transfers at all other properties decreased by
$64,288, of which $25,000 reflects a decrease in county funding for utilities at
Paddington Square; the balance of the decrease is primarily attributable to decreased
personnel costs for counselors at the RAD 6 and Tanglewood properties.

e Non-dwelling rent decreased by $15,514 due to the closure of the daycare center at
Timberlawn.

e Finally, there were other miscellaneous reductions to revenue totaling $2,763.

e The draw from the GFOR for MetroPointe increased by $91,669 as a result of lower
projected rents at the property.
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Changes in Expenses:

There is a net decrease of $2,680,562 to expenses in the Opportunity Housing and
Development Corporation (Attachment 1-1) properties. There are several reasons for the
change.

e Agency overhead allocated to the properties increased by $1,004,751 as a result of
increased personnel costs; the FY’18 Adopted Budget utilized an indirect cost model
that was based on FY’16 budgeted salaries and benefits. The FY’18 Amended Budget
utilizes an indirect cost model that is based on FY’17 budgeted salaries and benefits.

e Debt service for VPC One and VPC Two decreased as a result of a lower interest rate; the
principal payments for FY’18 increased by $218,035 and interest expense decreased by
$848,129.

e Utility costs at various properties increased by a total of $154,187.

e Other operating expenses increased by $90,535.

e Vebhicle rent expense increased by $39,744 based on the anticipated replacement of
vehicles in the Agency’s fleet.

e Vehicle insurance expense of $21,157 was added for vehicles leased from Enterprise.

e Expenses were decreased to eliminate the expenses related to the 122 Alexander House
units that were sold to a tax credit partnership, which totaled $1,941,219.

e Contributions to the debt service reserve decreased by $241,980 as a result of the
payoff of the line of credit draw for Greenhills and a decrease in the outstanding draw

for Fairfax Court. There is also a related decrease of $5,857 in interest expense.

e Expenses decreased by an additional $165,813 as a result of updates to the Personnel
Complement.

e Licenses, fees, and permit expenses decreased by $61,381 across various properties.
e Replacement reserve contributions decreased by $18,430.

e Debt service at various properties decreased by $2,141.
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The net impact of these changes resulted in a decrease of $614,195 in restricted cash flow, a
decrease of $309,826 in development corporation fees, and a decrease of $367,284 in
unrestricted cash flow from the Opportunity Housing portfolio (($1,158,991-
$1,617,944)+($280,352-5188,683)=5367,284).

Revenues increased in the Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (OHRF) by a net of $1,758,101 as
aresult of a $1,101,891 increase in Commitment Fees and a $656,210 increase in Development
Fees. Expenses increased by $1,474 to reflect costs associated with the Real Estate
Development Personnel Complement (See General Fund).

The FY’18 Adopted Budget included a surplus of $1,111,341 that was to be restricted to the
OHRF. As a result of the net increase in anticipated fees expenses, the surplus has increased by
$1,756,627 resulting in an anticipated restriction of $2,867,968 to the OHRF.

Public Fund:

Revenue decreased by $50,884 in the Public Housing Rental Program (Attachment 1-1)
primarily due to the decrease of $90,730 in public housing operating subsidy income. This
decrease was partially offset by increase of $39,981 in tenant income due to higher projected
occupancy at the remaining Public Housing properties. In addition, the allocation of the
contribution from the County Contract for utilities to Public Housing was decreased by $2,538.
Other miscellaneous income reductions of $135 are included in the FY’18 Amended budget.
The draw from existing public housing cash will increase by $57,946.

Expenses increased by a net of $4,524 primarily due to an increase of $81,341 in utility costs.
Administrative expenses increased by $9,343 to reflect the addition of local phone service costs
at Elizabeth House. These increases were partially offset by a decrease of $57,114 in
maintenance expenses and a decrease of $25,585 due to updates to the Personnel
Complement. In addition, management fee expenses decreased by $3,203 based on a decrease
in the HUD management fee, which decreased from $63.52 per unit to $61.76 per unit. Other
miscellaneous expense reductions of $258 are included in the FY’18 Amended Budget.

Revenue in the Public Housing Home Ownership Program (Attachment 1-1) decreased by
$14,095 as a result of decreased Public Housing Operating Subsidy. Expenses increased by
$5,670 based on an increase of $3,446 to maintenance expenses, increase of $2,128 for
property assistance contract fees, updates to the Personnel Complement of $1,132, which
includes reductions for both Workers’ Compensation and Other Post Employment Benefits
(OPEB), increase of $756 to utility expenses and other miscellaneous expense reductions of
$1,792. The FY’18 Adopted Budget projected contributing a surplus of $2,051 to the public
housing reserve. The FY’18 Amended Budget requires a draw of $17,714 from the reserve.

Revenues decreased in the Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP) (Attachment 1-1) by
$4,689,417 largely from a decrease in anticipated Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) revenue

8
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of $8,762,042 due to lower projected utilization and a decreased HAP proration and a $375,846
reduction to administrative fee income as a result of a lower proration. These reductions were
partially offset by an increase of $4,448,471 in the draw from previously unspent HAP revenues
(Net Restricted Assets or NRA).

Finally for display purposes, we have carved out a portion of revenue equivalent to the County
Contract funding available for client services to better reflect the federal funding shortfall for
the HCVP administrative costs. As a result of the 2% reduction to County Contract Maximum
Allowable Request Ceiling (MARC), the available funds were reduced by $12,641 (See Federal,
State and County Grants). This is reflected as a decrease to revenue of $12,641 resulting from
the reduction of the aforementioned carve out and corresponding decrease to the available
contribution line.

Expenses decreased by a net of $4,702,058. The reduction was primarily a result of lower HAP
expenses of $4,326,212 based on lower projected utilization, updates to the Personnel
Complement of $249,498, a 566,678 decrease in management fee expense which is based on
voucher utilization, and a $59,670 reduction to other administrative expenses.

Federal, State and County Grants (Attachment 1-1) increased by $1,372,210. There were
several factors that contributed to the increase:

e The Rent Supplement Grant funded by County Recordation Taxes was increased by
$893,284 resulting in an increase in both revenue and expenses, as amended in the
FY’17 budget by the Commission.

e The Federal and County portions of the McKinney grants increased by $408,632 and
$150,943, respectively. Tenant rental income increased by $1,555. Additionally, $27,769
will be drawn from McKinney program reserves. Expenses related to the McKinney
programs also increased by $79,584 to provide additional tenant rent payments and
case management costs of $180,000 were added. Other various program expenses
increased by a total of $65,717. An additional $263,598 will be restricted to the
program.

e The Service Coordinator Grant, which is the only grant funded based on a set fee per
client, increased by $16,128 based on an increase in client referral by the County.
Expenses in the program were increased by $9,747. The balance of the revenue increase
will result in an increase in the cash restricted in the program of $6,381 (516,128 -
$9,747= $6,381).

e The County Housing Locator Grant increased by $64,140 to provide an additional
housing locator. Expenses increase by $68,472. The shortfall will be funded by a $4,332
transfer from the main County Contract.
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The HOME RAP grant was increased by $3,700; there was a corresponding increase in
the program’s housing assistance payment expense.

The County Contract decreased by $195,434 as a result of a 2% reduction to the
Maximum Agency Request Ceiling (MARC). A number of grant programs are balanced
using transfers from the County Contract, which increased by a total of $1,184:

$4,332 Transfer to Housing Locators grant

$2,982 Transfer to State Housing Counselor grant

$2,841 Transfer to Service Linked Emergency Assistance grant
$1,636 Transfer to State RAP

(56,831) Transfer to ROSS-FSS grant

($3,776) Transfer to State Emergency Assistance grant

$1,184 Increase in transfers from County Contract

Transfers from the County Contract to Tanglewood and the RAD 6 properties for
counselor salaries increased by $11,133. Funding for rental license fees and transfers to
properties of rental license fee funding decreased by $20,000. The management fee
charged to the County Contract decreased by $16,590. Additionally, expenses of
$39,865 for CRM software were allocated to the County Contract.

Minimal revenue increases of $729 and $246 were included in the Service Linked
Emergency Assistance and Turnkey grants, respectively. Expenses in the programs
included corresponding increases.

The revenue for the Capital Fund Grant decreased by $666 as a result of updates to the
Personnel Complement.

Finally, the Personnel Complement resulted in an expense decrease of $210,839. Where
appropriate, other miscellaneous expenses were changed in the remaining restricted
grants to balance the grants. Where this was not appropriate, there were additional
changes in draws from existing funds or transfers from and within the main County
Contract to balance the grants affected by the 2% reduction to the main County
Contract and complement update.

Capital Budget:

The FY’18 Amended Capital Budget reflects the changes that were discussed at the Budget,
Finance and Audit Committee meeting on May 2, 2017. The Amended Capital Budget for FY’18
is $205.8 million and reflects a net increase of $22.2 million from the budget adopted on June
17, 2016 (Attachment 1-2).
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e Capital Improvements Budget
Adjustments totaling a net increase of $108,914 were made to the Capital
Improvements Budgets. The capital improvements budgets for East Deer Park,
Kensington and IT were adjusted to reflect current plans resulting in a net decrease of
$173,523 (-$127,404 - $224,999 + $178,880 = (5173,523)). In addition, the capital
budget for Alexander House was decreased by $148,625 to reflect the sale of 122 units
to a tax credit partnership. Finally, several Opportunity Housing properties were
adjusted reflecting a net increase of $213,234. (Attachment 1-2) .

e Capital Development Budget:
Adjustments totaling a net increase of $22.3 million were made to the overall budget
and timing of development projects in FY’18 for Greenhills Apartments (increased
$15,129,501) and Shady Grove Apartments ($7,200,000 was added).

Enclosure 1 includes two spreadsheets that detail the major changes made from the
FY’18 Adopted Operating Budget and Capital Budget to the FY’18 Amended Budget.

Enclosure 2 includes the resolutions to amend the FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets.

BUDGET IMPACT:
Amendment of the FY’18 Budget will set the financial plan for the next fiscal year. Quarterly
reviews will keep it updated and relevant.

TIME FRAME:

Amendment of the FY’18 Budget at the June 7, 2017 meeting will allow time for staff to
implement the budget for the beginning of the fiscal year. The Commission needs to amend the
budget for FY’18 before the fiscal year begins on July 1, 2017.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
To amend the Agency FY’18 Operating and Capital Budgets by approving the attached
resolutions (Enclosure 2).
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ENCLOSURES:

1) Spreadsheets highlighting major budget changes from FY’18 Adopted Operating and
Capital Budgets

2) Resolutions to amend the FY’18 Budget
e Amendment of the FY’18 Budgets, Bond Draw Downs and Transfers

e Approval of FY’18 Wage Adjustments and Service Increment for Non-represented
Merit System Staff for the Period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018

e Amendment of FY’18 Reimbursement Resolution

12
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Spreadsheets Highlighting Major Budget Changes from
FY’18 Adopted Operating and Capital Budgets

Enclosure 1
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AMENDMENT OF THE FY’18 BUDGET RESOLUTIONS

A - Amendment of the Agency FY’18 Budget, Bond Draw Downs
and Transfers

B- Approval of FY’18 Wage Adjustments and Service Increment
for Non-represented Merit System Staff for the Period of
July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018

C- Amendment of FY’18 Reimbursement Resolution

Enclosure 2
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Attachment A
RESOLUTION NO.: 17-40A RE: Amendment of the Agency FY’18 Budget,
Bond Draw Downs and Transfers

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission adopted a budget for FY’18 on June
17, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the Commission’s Budget Policy allows for amendments to the budget; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed several proposed budget amendments to the
FY’18 Budget; and

WHEREAS, the net effect of the Agency FY’18 Budget Amendment is a balanced budget.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that it hereby amends the FY’18 Operating Budget by decreasing total
revenues and expenses for the Agency from $243.5 million to $237.7 million.

BE IT ALSO RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County approves the draw down of bond funds for the Operating Budget as follows:

$ 1,488,783 from the Multifamily Housing Development Bond (MHDB) Indenture
$ 1,524,625 from the Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB) Indenture

BE IT ALSO RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County approves the following transfers between funds in order to balance the Operating
Budget:

Up to $1,439,343 from the cash flow from the Opportunity Housing properties in the
Opportunity Housing Fund to the General Fund.

BE IT ALSO RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County hereby amends the FY’18 Capital Budget by increasing revenues and expenses for the
Agency from $183.6 million to $205.8 million.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County at an open meeting conducted on June 7,
2017.

E Patrice Birdsong,
A Special Assistant to the Commission
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Attachment B

RESOLUTION No.: 17-40B RE: APPROVAL OF FY 2018
WAGE ADJUSTMENTS AND SERVICE
INCREMENT FOR NON-
REPRESENTED MERIT SYSTEM
STAFF FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1,
2017 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2018

WHEREAS, the Commission wishes to award a compensation package for non-
represented merit system staff for FY 2018.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that effective the first pay period after July 1, 2017,
each non-represented merit system staff member shall receive a general wage adjustment
equal to the greater of $700 or 1%.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Pay Grade Schedule will be increased by 1%.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that non-represented merit system staff who receive a fully
satisfactory FY 2017 performance evaluation shall receive a 3.5% service increment effective

the first pay date in September 2017.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission at a regular meeting conducted on Wednesday, June 7, 2017.

A Patrice Birdsong,
L Special Assistant to the Commission
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Attachment C
RESOLUTION: 17-40C

A RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION OF
MONTGOMERY COUNTY (THE “COMMISSION”) DECLARING ITS
OFFICIAL INTENT TO REIMBURSE ITSELF WITH THE PROCEEDS OF A
FUTURE TAX-EXEMPT BORROWING FOR CERTAIN CAPITAL
EXPENDITURES TO BE UNDERTAKEN BY THE COMMISSION;
IDENTIFYING SAID CAPITAL EXPENDITURES AND THE FUNDS TO BE
USED FOR SUCH PAYMENT; AND PROVIDING CERTAIN OTHER
MATTERS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH.

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (the
“Commission”), a public body corporate and politic duly organized under Division II of the
Housing and Community Development Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland, as amended,
known as the Housing Authorities Law, and authorized thereby to effectuate the purpose of
providing affordable housing, including providing for the acquisition, construction, rehabilitation
and/or permanent financing or refinancing (or a plan of financing) of the multifamily rental
housing properties which provide a public purpose; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has determined that it is in the best interest of the
Commission to make certain capital expenditures on the projects named in this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the Commission currently intends and reasonably expects to participate in
tax-exempt borrowings to finance such capital expenditures in an amount not to exceed
$72,970,871 , all or a portion of which may reimburse the Commission for the portion of such
capital expenditures incurred or to be incurred subsequent to the date which is 60 days prior to
the date hereof but before such borrowing, and the proceeds of such tax-exempt borrowing will
be allocated to reimburse the Commission’s expenditures within 18 months of the later of the
date of such capital expenditures or the date that each of the Projects (as hereinafter defined) is
placed in service (but in no event more than 3 years after the date of the original expenditure of
such moneys); and

WHEREAS, the Commission hereby desires to declare its official intent, pursuant to
Treasury Regulation §1.150-2, to reimburse the Commission for such capital expenditures with
the proceeds of the Commission’s future tax-exempt borrowing for such projects named in this
Resolution.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COMMISSION THAT:

Section 1. Declaration of Official Intent. The Commission presently intends and
reasonably expects to finance certain Commission facilities and property improvements to the
properties as described in the Commission’s FY 18 Capital Budget attached, including 900
Thayer Avenue, Alexander House, The Barclay, Brooke Park, Brookside Glen, CDBG-
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NSP-NCI, Chelsea Towers, Chevy Chase Lake, Dale Drive, Diamond Square, Fairfax
Court, Glenmont Crossing, Glenmont Westerly, Holiday Park, Jubilee Hermitage, Jubilee
Horizon Court, Jubilee Woodedge, Jubilee Falling Creek, Magruder’s Discovery,
McHome, McKendree, MetroPointe, The Metropolitan, Montgomery Arms, MHLP VII,
MHLP VIII, MPDU 2007 Phase Il, MPDU I, TPM (Timberlawn, Pomander Court, and
MPDU I1), The Oaks at Four Corners, Paddington Square, Paint Branch, Pooks Hill
High-Rise, Pooks Hill Mid-Rise, RAD 6 Properties (Ken Gar, Parkway Wood, Sandy
Spring Meadow, Seneca Ridge, Towne Centre Place, and Washington Square), Scattered
Site One, Scattered Site Il, VPC One and VPC Two (669 Scattered Site Properties),
MPDU 111, Southbridge, State Rental Combined, Strathmore Court, , Town Center
Apartments, and Westwood Tower and capital improvements to the Commission’s
administrative offices and information technology (collectively, the “Projects”) with moneys
currently contained in its Operating Reserve Account, Replacement Reserve Account and
General Fund Property Reserve Account for these Projects and from its operating cash.

Section 2. Dates of Capital Expenditures. All of the capital expenditures covered by
this Resolution which may be reimbursed with proceeds of tax-exempt borrowings were made
not earlier than 60 days prior to the date of this Resolution except preliminary expenditures
related to the Projects as defined in Treasury Regulation Section 1.150-2(f)(2) (e.g. architect’s
fees, engineering fees, costs of soil testing and surveying).

Section 3. Issuance of Bonds or Notes. The Commission presently intends and
reasonably expects to participate in tax-exempt borrowings of which proceeds in an amount not
to exceed $72,970,871 will be applied to reimburse the Commission for its expenditures in
connection with the Projects.

Section 4. Confirmation of Prior Acts. All prior acts and doings of the officials, agents
and employees of the Commission which are in conformity with the purpose and intent of this
Resolution, and in furtherance of the Projects, shall be and the same hereby are in all respects
ratified, approved and confirmed.

Section 5. Repeal of Inconsistent Resolutions. All other resolutions of the Commission,
or parts of resolutions, inconsistent with this Resolution are hereby repealed to the extent of such
inconsistency.

Section 6. Effective Date of Resolution. This Resolution shall take effect immediately
upon its passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting held this day of

Patrice Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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FY 2018 Operating Budget
Comparison from Adopted Budget Adopted Net Changes Net Changes Amended
Budget To To Budget
General Fund
General Fund $21,699,459 $23,344,428 ($1,644,969) $1,779,232 $688,643 $23,478,691 $24,033,071 ($554,380)
Restrict to GFOR $0 $161,658  ($161,658) $0 $723,305 S0 $884,963 (5884,963)
Multifamily & Single Family Bond Funds
Multifamily Fund $19,809,826 $19,809,826 S0 ($1,593,981) ($1,593,981) $18,215,845 $18,215,845 S0
Single Family Fund $12,951,584 $12,951,584 S0 ($1,360,860) ($1,360,860) $11,590,724 $11,590,724 $0
Opportunity Housing Fund
Opportunity Housing & Dev Corps $75,124,932 $73,506,988  $1,617,944 ($3,139,515) (52,680,562) $71,985,417 $70,826,426  $1,158,991
Draw from GFOR for MetroPointe Deficit $188,683 S0 $188,683 $91,669 $0 $280,352 $0 $280,352
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund $2,284,289 $1,172,948 $1,111,341 $1,758,101 $1,474 $4,042,390 $1,174,422  $2,867,968
Restricted to OHRF $0 $1,111,341 ($1,111,341) $0 $1,756,627 S0 $2,867,968  ($2,867,968)
Public Fund
Public Housing Rental $1,486,086 $1,786,510  ($300,424) ($50,884) $4,524 $1,435,202 $1,791,034 ($355,832)
County Contributions towards Public Housing $279,701 S0 $279,701 ($2,538) $0 $277,163 S0 $277,163
Draw from Existing Property Cash $20,723 S0 $20,723 $57,946 $0 $78,669 o $78,669
Restricted to Public Housing Reserves $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Public Housing Homeownership $80,419 $78,368 $2,051 (514,095) $5,670 $66,324 $84,038 ($17,714)
Draw From/Restricted to Public Housing Reserves $0 $2,051 ($2,051) $17,714 ($2,051) $17,714 $0 $17,714
Housing Choice Voucher Program $93,067,345 $93,861,307  ($793,962) ($4,689,417) ($4,702,058) $88,377,928 $89,159,249 (5781,321)
County Contributions towards HCVP Administration $793,962 S0  $793,962 (512,641) $0 $781,321 S0 $781,321
Federal , State and Other County Grants $15,710,323 $15,710,323 $0 $1,372,210 $1,372,210 $17,082,533 $17,082,533 $0
TOTAL - ALL FUNDS $243,497,332  $243,497,332 $0 ($5,787,059) ($5,787,059) $237,710,273 $237,710,273 $0
Footnotes - explanation of changes recommended to adopted -
GF R $734,593 Increase Commitment Fees PH-R R $39,981 Increase tenant income due to decreased vacancy projections
GF R $785,129 Increase Agency Overhead Fees PH-R R (590,730) Decrease PH operating subsidy
GF R $437,474 Increase Development fees PH-R R ($135) Decrease miscellaneous income
GF R $141,156 Increase in Vehicle Rental Income
GF R $28,729 Increase draw from development budgets for RE personnel
GF R $21,007 Increase FHA Risk Sharing MIP Income based on changes in projected outstanding loan Decrease County Contribution for Public Housing
balances at 7/1/17
GF R $1,474 Increase transfer from OHRF for Real Estate Complement update
GF R ($309,826) Decrease Development Corporation Fees PH-R R Increase draw from PH reserves
GF R ($55,139) Decrease Ground Rent income from Scattered Site Tax Credit Properties
GF R ($6,265) Net Change in Loan Management Fees for Greenhills (increased $6k) and Town Center
(decreased $12k) PH-R E $81,341 Increase utility expenses
PH-R E $9,343 Incr?ase administrative expenses to add budget for local phone
service
PH-R E ($57,114) Decrease maintenance expenses
GF E $495,060 Add CSC Building rent PH-R E (525,585) Update personnel complement
GF E $216,810 Add CRM Software Costs PH-R E ($3,203) Decrease management fee based on change in HUD rate
GF E $50,252 Increase IT expenses for required software upgrades PH-R E ($258) Decrease insurance expense
GF E $42,641 Increase vehicle rent expense $4,524
GF E $33,540 Increase vehicle insurance for Enterprise fleet
GF E $21,907 Increase restriction of FHA Risk Sharing income PH-H R $17,714 Increase draw from PH reserves
GF E $12,567 Increase Hampden Lane TC Loss covered by general fund PH-H R ($14,095) Decrease PH operating subsidy
GF E (5182,582) Decrease personnel costs based on complement update
GF E ($1,552) Decrease agency audit expense based on contract amount

GFOR

MF
MF
MF

$688,643

E $723,305

Increase in surplus restricted to GFOR

R ($1,584,078) Reduce interest income in Multifamily Bond Fund
R ($9,903) Decrease bond drawdown for updated expenses
R

E ($1,584,078) Adjust Expenses and restrictions of Cash in Mulifamily Bond Fund
E ($48,295) Update Personnel Complement

E $38,392 Increase Management Fee expense

($1,593,981)
R ($1,328,503) Reduce interest income in SinglFamily Bond Fund
R (532,357) Decrease bond drawdown for updated expenses

($1,360,860)

E (51,328,503) Adjust Expenses and restrictions of Cash in Single Family Bond Fund
E ($22,907) Update Personnel Complement
E ($9,450) Decrease Management Fee expense

($1,360,860)

PH-H
PH-H
PH-H
PH-H
PH-H

PH-H

HCvP
HCVP
HCvP

HCvP

HCvP
HCVP
HCVP
HCvP

$3,446
$2,128

Increase maintenance expenses

Add property assistance contract fee

$1,132 Update personnel complement
$756 Increase utility expenses

($1,792) Decrease insurance expense

$5,670

E ($2,051) | Decrease contribution to PH reserves

mmmmm

R $4,448,471 Increase draw from HAP reserves
R ($8,762,042) Decrease HAP income
R ($375,846) Decrease administrative fee income

(54,689,417)
R| ($12,641) | Decrease county contribution towards HCV program

($4,326,212) Decrease HAP expenses
($249,498) Update complement
($66,678) Decrease allocated agency overhead
($59,670) Decrease administrative expenses

($4,702,058)

E
E
E
E
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OH R $179,258 Increase rental income at Timberlawn based on post-renovation rent Grants R $893,284 Increase county rent supplement program

OH R $6,987 Increase security deposit interest income Grants R $408,632 Increase federal portion of McKinney grants

OH R ($1,941,215) Decrease Alexander House revenue for sale of 122 units Grants R $150,943 Increase county portion of McKinney grants

OH R ($695,185) Reduce RAD 6 rents to correct PBRA rents Grants R $64,140 Increase housing locator grant from county

OH R ($257,859) Reduce VPC rents to correct PBV rents Grants R $27,769 Add draw from McKinney program reserves to balance grant
OH R (5205,601) Adjust net rental income for market conditions at various properties Grants R $16,128 Increase service coordinators funding from county

OH R ($143,335) Decrease VPC draw from Debt service reserve Grants R $4,332 Increase transfer from County Contract to Housing Locators to

balance
Decrease transfers various properties; primarily Paddington Square transfer

OH R (564,288) of county utility funding decrease by $25k

El

Grants $3,700 Increase HOME - RAP grant

Eliminate non-dwelling rent from Timberlawn due removal of daycare Grants 2,082 Increase transfer from County Contract to State Housing Counselor
center ! grant
Increase transfer from County Contract to State Service Linked

OH R ($15,514)

El

OH R ($2,763) Decrease misc income; primarily at Glenmont Crossing Grants R $2,841 N i
Housing Emergency Assistance grant
Grants R $1,636 Increase transfer from County Contract to State RAP
Grants R $1,555 Increase tenant income - McKinney grants
OH R increase draw from GFOR for Metropointe Grants R $729 Increase emergency assistance grant
Grants R $246 Increase turnkey grant
OH E  $1,004,751 Increase allocated agency overhead Grants R ($195,434) Reduce County Contract grant
OH E $218,035 Increase principal payment for VPC One and Two based on revised financing Grants R ($6,831) Decrease transfer from County Contract to ROSS-FSS grant
OH E $154,187 Adjust utility expenses Grants R (63,776) Dec»rease transfer from County Contract to State Emergency
Assistance grant
OH E $90,535 Other miscellaneous expense updates to properties Grants R ($666) Decrease Capital Fund Grant
OH E $39,744 Increase vehicle rent expense based on updated vehicle allocation 72,210
OH E $21,157 Increase vehicle insurance for enterprise vehicles
OH E ($1,941,219) Decrease due to sale of Alexander House TC units Grants E $893,290 Increase HAP expense on Rent Supplement grant
OH E ($848,129) Decrease interest expense for VPC One and Two based on revised financing Grants E $263,598 Increase restricted cash flow
OH E ($614,195) Decrease restricted cash Grants E $180,000 Add case management on McKinney X
OH E (5309,826) Decrease development corporation fees Grants E $79,584 Increase McKinney HAP expense
OH E ($241,980) Reduce debt service reserve contributions for Greenhills and Fairfax Court Grants E $68,472 Increase Housing Locator program expenses
OH E (5165,813) Update personnel complement Grants E $65,717 Increase various McKinney program expenses
OH E ($61,381) Decrease licenses, fees and permit expenses Grants E $39,865 Add portion of CRM costs to County Contract
OH E (518,430) Decrease replacement reserve contributions Grants E $11,133 Increase transfer fr.om County Contract to Tanglewood and RAD 6
for counselor salaries
OH E ($5,857) Net decrease of interest on Greenhills and other properties Grants E $9,747 Increase Service Coordinator program expenses
OH E (52,141) Adjust debt service various properties Grants E $6,381 Increase restricted cash flow on Service Coordinator grant
Grants E $4,332 Increase transfer from County Contract to Housing Locators to
Grants E $2,982 Increase transfer from County Contract to State Housing Counselor
grant
Increase transfer from County Contract to State Service Linked
OHRF R $1,101,891 Increase Commitment Fees Grants E $2,841 Housing Emergency Assistancye grant
OHRF R $656,210 Increase Development fees Grants E $1,636 Increase transfer from County Contract to State RAP
Grants E ($210,171) Update Complement
Grants E ($20,000) Decrease transfer from County Contract to properties for rental
license fees
OHRF E  $1,756,627 Increase cash flow restriction Grants E (516,590) Decrease management fee - County Contract
OHRF E $1,474 Increase transfer from OHRF for RE division Grants E ($6,831) Decrease transfer from County Contract to ROSS-FSS grant

$1,758,101 Grants E ($3,776) Decrease transfer from County Contract to State Emergency
$1,372,210
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FY 2018 Proposed Capital Budget

Recommended

Net Changes to

Net Changes to

. Revenues Expenses Revenues Expenses Proposed Budget
Comparison from Recommended Budget Budget Revenue Expenses
Capital Improvements
East Deer Park $152,404 $152,404 $0 ($127,404) ($127,404) $25,000 $25,000 $0
Kensington Office $249,999 $249,999 S0 ($224,999) ($224,999) $25,000 $25,000 S0
Information Technology $810,000 $810,000 S0 $178,880 $178,880 $988,880 $988,880 S0
Opportunity Housing Properties $4,960,915 $4,960,915 S0 $64,609 $64,609 $5,025,524 $5,025,524 S0
Public Housing Properties S0 S0 $0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
$6,173,318 $6,173,318 $0 ($108,914) ($108,914) $6,064,404 $6,064,404 $0
Capital Development Projects
900 Thayer $14,370,121 $14,370,121 $0 $0 $0 $14,370,121 $14,370,121 $0
Alexander House $14,272,957 $14,272,957 $0 $0 $0 $14,272,957 $14,272,957 $0
Ambassador $44,036,499 $44,036,499 $0 S0 S0 $44,036,499 $44,036,499 S0
Bauer Park Apartments $6,955,007 $6,955,007 $0 $0 $0 $6,955,007 $6,955,007 $0
Chevy Chase Lake $39,181,615 $39,181,615 $0 (S0) (S0) $39,181,615 $39,181,615 S0
Elizabeth House Il $41,655,648 $41,655,648 $0 S0 S0 $41,655,648 $41,655,648 S0
Greenbhills Apartments $5,238,800 $5,238,800 $0 $15,129,501 $15,129,501 $20,368,301 $20,368,301 S0
Shady Grove S0 S0 $0 $7,200,000 $7,200,000 $7,200,000 $7,200,000 S0
Stewartown $4,604,019 $4,604,019 $0 S0 S0 $4,604,019 $4,604,019 S0
Town Center Apartments $6,085,457 $6,085,457 S0 NJ S0 $6,085,457 $6,085,457 ]
Waverly House $1,033,430 $1,033,430 $0 S0 S0 $1,033,430 $1,033,430 $0
$177,433,553 $177,433,553 $0 $22,329,501 $22,329,501 $199,763,054 $199,763,054 $0
TOTAL - ALL FUNDS $183,606,871 $183,606,871 $0 $22,220,587 $22,220,587 $205,827,458 $205,827,458 $0
Footnotes - explanation of changes
Cl R $178,880 Increase Capital Improvements Budget for Information Technology CD R $15,129,501 Adjust timing of Greenhills Renovation
Cl R ($224,999) Decrease Capital Improvements Budget for the Kensington Office CD R $7,200,000 Add Shady Grove Renovation
Cl R ($127,404) Decrease Capital Improvements Budget for East Deer Park $22,329,501
($173,523)
CD E $15,129,501 Adjust timing of Greenhills Renovation
C-OH R  ($148,625) Decrease Alexander House Capital Improvements for sale of tax credit units CD E $7,200,000 Add Shady Grove Renovation
Cl-OH R $213,234 Adjust Capital Improvements Budget for various Opportunity Housing properties $22,329,501
$64,609
Cl R| ($108,914)|Total
Cl E $178,880 Increase Capital Improvements Budget for Information Technology
Cl E ($224,999) Decrease Capital Improvements Budget for the Kensington Office
Cl E ($127,404) Decrease Capital Improvements Budget for East Deer Park
($173,523)
C-OH E  ($148,625) Decrease Alexander House Capital Improvements for sale of tax credit units
Cl-OH E $213,234 Adjust Capital Improvements Budget for various Opportunity Housing properties
$64,609
Cl R| ($108,914)|Total

1-2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Greenbhills Apartments (“Greenbhills” or the “Property”) is a 78-unit
development originally constructed in 1984 on 8.204 acres on the east side of
Route 27 just south of downtown Damascus. Built as part of a larger
condominium community, HOC purchased the residual 52 townhome units
and 26 apartment units contained in 11 buildings in 1998. The Property is
completing the pre-development phase of a planned renovation scheduled to
begin late summer 2017 and is presenting herein the Financing Plan to
perform said renovation.

On January 8, 2016, interim financing was closed upon using a short-term,
tax-exempt, interest-only loan from BB&T Bank in the amount of $4,320,000
which repaid funds drawn under the PNC Real Estate Line of Credit (“RELOC”)
for the Property.

On September 7, 2016, the Commission approved a Preliminary Development *
Plan for the renovation of the Property which included the submission of a Low Income Housing Tax Credit (“LIHTC”) application to the
Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development (“DHCD”). The Commission also authorized management to freeze
new leasing at the Property to create up to 12 vacant units to facilitate rehabilitation to avoid temporary off-site relocation of residents
during construction.

On December 19, 2016, the Commission approved PNC Real Estate-Tax Credit Capital as LIHTC Syndicator for Greenhills and authorized
the Executive Director to negotiate and execute a Limited Partnership Agreement. The projected capital contribution from the tax
credit equity investor is approximately $5.6 million.

On April 5, 2017, the Commission approved a Final Development Plan including the sale of Greenhills Apartments to Greenhills
Apartments Limited Partnership and plans to renovate and refinance the Property, scheduled to begin in August 2017.

The 4% LIHTC application was submitted to DHCD on February 7, 2017, and staff received an award letter for 4% tax credits on May 17,
2017.

P~Housing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Staff has completed its underwriting and recommends the Development and Finance Committee approve and recommend to the
Commission the following:

* Approval of the Financing Plan and Budget totaling $25,534,076 for Greenhills Apartments that includes the combined use
of proceeds from the issuance of private activity bonds (credit enhanced by FHA under its Risk Sharing Agreement with
HOC), short-term, tax-exempt construction draws on the PNC RELOC, bridge funding during construction by way of draws
on the PNC RELOC, LIHTC equity, a seller note, and deferred developer fees.

* Approval for HOC to provide credit enhancement via FHA Risk Share Mortgage Insurance, pursuant to the Risk Sharing
agreement between HOC and HUD, and share 25%/75% in the risk for the transaction.

* Approval of the feasibility and public purpose for Greenhills and allocate up to $12 million in volume cap for the
transaction.

* Approval of PNC Capital Markets, LLC as the Senior Manager for the tax-exempt bond issuance for Greenhills Apartments.

P~Housing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Units/Affordability

Amount of Bond Issuance (up to)

Permanent Financing/First Mortgage

Short-Term, Tax-Exempt Financing

(to meet the 50% test)

Construction Bridge Loan

Permanent Interest Rate
Debt Service Coverage Ratio

County Participation

78 Units
71% Affordable (55 Units)

1 Office
55 <60% AMI
22 Market

$12,000,000
$11,081,537
Private Activity Bonds / Risk Share Mortgage
$378,244
Tax-Exempt Draws on PNC RELOC
$1,988,164
Tax-Exempt Draws on PNC RELOC
4.85%
35 Years
1.15

Payment-in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) Agreement
Estimated Value of PILOT $107,312 in CY 2019

P~Housing
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FINANCING SCHEDULE

e Approval of Final Development Plan
(Commission)

¢ Mortgage Finance underwrites

transaction and begins FHA Risk Share

Application

e Approval of Finance Plan, Feasibility &
Public Purpose (Development &
Finance Committee)

* Receive CDA LIHTC Reservations (42M
letter)

e Approval of Finance Plan, Feasibility &
Public Purpose (Commission)

e Approval of Bond Authorizing
Resolution (Development & Finance
Committee)

¢ Approval of Bond Authorizing
Resolution (Commission)

e Receive FHA Risk Share Firm Approval
Letter

¢ Prepare for Closing

June 7, 2017

* Bond, Construction Loan, & Real Estate
Closing

e Construction starts
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PROPERTY OVERVIEW

Public Purpose

Vacancy

Planned
Renovation

4/

i
Fi
L]

Greenhills will be a mixed income community with 55
units reserved for families and individuals earning 60% of
the Area Median Income (AMI) or below and 22 units
rented at market rates.

* 55 units (or 71%) @ 60% AMI or less

e 22 units (or 29%) @ Market rate rents

16 units. Leasing at the property temporarily ceased in an
effort to maintain at least 12 vacant units in order to
facilitate renovations and allow for tenants to relocate
within the community. Leasing efforts have begun again,
but potential tenants and tenant lease renewals are
deterred by the likelihood of having to move to another
unit during renovations.

The proposed renovation scope includes interior units,
stairways, exterior walls, roofing, decks and patios, a new
playground for children, as well as fencing and exterior
site work.

Location
Owner
Property Manager
Total Units

Unit Mix

Current Occupancy

10560 Tralee Terrace, Damascus, MD
Housing Opportunities Commission
Avison Young

78

1 unit —2BR/1BA (apt)office
25 units — 2BR/1BA (apt)
30 units — 2BR/2.5BA (TH)
22 units — 3BR/1.5BA (TH)

80% as of 5/11/17
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FINANCING PLAN

The Greenhills transaction contemplates: a) the issuance of tax-exempt
Private Activity Bonds to fund a permanent mortgage loan insured by the
FHA Risk Sharing Program; b) short term, tax-exempt draws on the PNC
RELOC to enable the transaction to meet the 50% Test; c) bridge funding
during construction by way of draws on the PNC RELOC; d) LIHTC equity,
which will mostly be contributed upon cost certification and stabilized
occupancy; e) use of $300,000 in existing replacement reserves; f) a
deferral of 19% of the Developer’s Fee; and, g) a Seller’s Note.

Greenhills requires approximately $11.5 million of tax-exempt financing to
qualify for 4% tax credits. The permanent, 35-year, FHA Risk Share
mortgage loan is expected to be approximately $11.08 million. The
transaction is expected to generate approximately $5.6 million in tax credit
equity, which will be contributed in stages: 1) 20% at loan closing; 2)
16.21% at construction completion; 3) 51.16% at cost certification and
stabilized occupancy; and, 4) 4.63% at the issuance of 8609s, the IRS
certification which enables the owners of a low-income rental buildings to
obtain an allocation of low-income housing tax credits for each building
they own in a multi-building development. During the rehabilitation
period, approximately $378,244 will be funded by way of short-term, tax-
exempt draws on the PNC RELOC. Private activity bond cap of up to $12
million will be allocated at the outset for the bonds. Staff anticipates a
need for up to $1.98 million in bridge financing for construction, which
staff recommends utilizing the PNC RELOC.

Upon construction completion, cost certification and issuance of the 8609s,
the bridge loan and short-term tax-exempt draws on the PNC RELOC will be
repaid and the remaining portion of the developer fee paid with equity
contributions from the tax credit investor, Columbia Housing SLP
Corporation, an entity of PNC Real Estate Tax Credit Capital. Amortization
of the long-term, tax-exempt, Risk Share mortgage will commence after
final FHA endorsement in August 2019.

June 7, 2017

Sources

Amount

Per Unit

Tax-Exempt Mortgage Loan $11,081,537 $142,071
Short Term Tax-Exempt Bonds $378,244 $4,849
LIHTC Proceeds $5,602,825 $71,831
Existing Replacement Reserves $300,000 $3,846
Seller’s Take-Back Loan $7,701,470 $98,737
Deferred Developer Fee $470,000 $6,026
Total Sources $25,534,076 $327,360
Uses Amount Per Unit

Acquisition Cost $12,040,000  $154,359
Construction or Rehabilitation Cost $6,452,340 $82,722
Costs Related to Construction $1,889,501 $24,224
Financing & Legal Costs $1,388,299 $17,799
Repayment of Short-Term Debt $378,244 $4,849
Development Fees $2,476,690 $31,752
Initial Reserves @ $2,500/unit $195,000 $2,500
Operating Reserves, Guarantees, & $714,002 $9,154
Soft Cost Contingency

Total $25,534,076 $327,360

8
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TRANSACTION HIGHLIGHTS

Public Purpose

County Interest

Volume Cap Allocation

Bond Financing

Credit Enhancement

Construction Bridge Loan

LIHTC Equity

Developer Fee

Development Team

Greenhills preserves 55 (71%) affordable units @ 60% of AMI. The market rate units will remain market
rate, workforce housing.

Rehabilitation of this property preserves safe, quality, affordable housing for individuals and families in
the County. HOC has received a recommendation for a Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) agreement from
the county, which is estimated to be valued at $107,312 in CY 2019.

No more than $12 million in volume cap will be required for tax-exempt bond financing. Currently,
$41,925,000 of volume cap is available for use. (See page 11.)

$11.1 million — long-term, tax-exempt, permanent mortgage at 4.85% interest and 35-year amortization
$378,244 — short-term, PNC RELOC tax-exempt draws at 68.5% of 1 Month LIBOR plus 38 basis points

The permanent mortgage loan will be enhanced with FHA Risk Share mortgage insurance. No credit
enhancement required for short-term draws on the RELOC. HOC will share 25% of the risk; FHA 50%.

$1,988,164 — short-term, PNC RELOC tax-exempt draws at 68.5% of 1 Month LIBOR plus 38 basis points.
Draw will be repaid with LIHTC equity.

Approximately $5.6 million — The tax credit equity will be paid in stages: 1) loan closing; 2) construction
completion; 3) cost certification & stabilized occupancy; and 4) issuance of the final 8609s. The LIHTC
syndicator, PNC Real Estate Tax Credit Capital, has offered $1.185 per credit.

The developer’s fee will be $2,476,690; however, $470,000 will be deferred.

Owner/Developer — HOC

General Contractor — Hamel Builders, Inc.

Architect — Bennett Frank McCarthy Architects, Inc.

Property Management — Avison Young

LIHTC Syndicator/Investor— PNC Real Estate -Tax Credit Capital/Columbia Housing SLP Corporation

June 7, 2017

Trustee — U.S. Bank
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GREENHILLS: DEBT FINANCING COMPARISON

Total Need

Description

Risks/ Cons

June 7, 2017

1 (Recommended)

$11,459,781
$378,244 — Short-term
$11,081,537 — Long-term

Use of proceeds from the public sale
of Private Activity Bonds for tax-
exempt construction financing;
short term debt will be drawn to
meet the 50% for LIHTC.

FHA Risk Sharing will provide credit
enhancement for permanent debt.
A portion of the $5.6 million in
LIHTC equity and deferred
developer fees will pay off the
RELOC draw.

Low cost construction financing
Certainty of execution

Timing of RELOC payoff
Interest rate fluctuation: 68.5% of
1 Month LIBOR plus 38 basis points

60 bps cushion included in interest
rate

P~Housing
e == Opportunities
Commission

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY

2 (Alternative)

Short + Long-term Debt PNC RELOC + Short-Term Notes +
Long-term Bonds Long-term Bonds

$11,459,781
$378,244 — Short-term
$11,081,537 — Long-term

* Issue short-term notes and use

the proceeds from the public sale
of Private Activity Bonds for tax-
exempt construction financing

A portion of the approximately
$5.6 million in LIHTC equity and
deferred developer fees will pay
off the short term notes.

Certainty of execution
Fixed interest rate for long &
short term debt.

Higher interest rate for short
term bonds than RELOC: 1.9%
(projected).

Higher issuance costs

60 bps cushion included in
interest rate

10
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PRO FORMA

Current

CY 2016

Per Unit

Stabilized Proforma

CY 2019

Per Unit

Effective Gross Income (EGI) $1,109,178 $14,220 Effective Gross Income (EGI) $1,254,939 $16,089
Operating Expenses $388,034 $4,975 Operating Expenses $473,364 $6,069
Replacement Reserves $78,000 $1,000 Replacement Reserves $27,300 $350
Net Operating Income (NOI) $721,143 $9,245 Net Operating Income (NOI) $781,575 $10,020
Debt Service $66,776 $856 Debt Service $679,631 $8,713
Cash Flow Before Distributions $654,367 $8,389 Cash Flow Before Distributions $101,945 $1,307
DSCR 10.79 DSCR 1.15
* Currently, the property is financed with an interest-only loan from BB&T Bank for $4.3 million (scheduled to mature on

January 8, 2018).
* Post-rehabilitation, the Property is expected to reach 93% occupancy in CY 2019, its first stabilized year. Rent and

expense annual growth rates are projected at 2% and 3%, respectively.
 Operating expenses in CY 2019 are projected to be $6,069 per unit, escalating 3% annually.
* Annual replacement reserves contributions in conformance with its permanent, Risk Share mortgage will be $350/unit.
* The Property will benefit from a continuing Payment in Lieu of Taxes (“PILOT”) agreement from Montgomery County.
» Staff anticipates that the Property will comfortably support the proposed $11.1 million loan with a debt service

coverage ratio of 1.15.
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VOLUME CAP NEED/USES (s000)

Balance Carried Forward $88,742 $29,011 S44,784 $3,225
Special Allocation
Annual Bond Cap Allocation $35,869 536,246 535,643 536,000
1% 2% 1% 1%
TOTAL BOND CAP AVAILABLE $124,611 $65,258 $80,427 $39,225
Single Family SO $19,503 $16,363
Arcola Towers 13,545 $970
Waverly House $22,305
Ambassador Apartment SO
Alexander House SO $22,139
Greenhills $12,000
Elizabeth House IlI $18,800
Town Center Apartments $9,100
900 Thayer SO $15,000
Bauer Park $11,200
Stewartown $7,500
TOTAL HOC PROGRAMS $35,850 $20,473 $58,002 $54,100
Gaithersburg - Olde Towne $25,525
Germantown - Churchill Il
Bethesda — Lakeview House $34,225
Willow Manor at Fairland $19,200
TOTAL PRIVATE ACTIVITY $59,750 SO $19,200 S0
TOTAL BOND CAP REMAINING $29,011 $44,784 $3,225 ($14,875)
E Housing
June 7, 2017 e A il

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY

At the end of 2016, HOC had $44,785,000
of volume cap available.

HOC was allocated $35.6 million of bond
cap in 2017 from the State of Maryland.

Currently, there is $41,925,000 of volume
cap available, less bond cap used for
Alexander House in early 2017 and Single
Family in May 2017.

HOC expects to request the bond cap need
(in excess of available cap) to complete
additional projects in 2018.

12
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BOND CAP MATRIX

The Bond Cap Matrix was developed to measure and
compare qualitative and quantitative variables of all tax-
exempt bond transactions of the Commission. The
indices were first introduced in 2002 with the
expectation that the analysis would gain relevance over
time as more projects are compared. By itself, an index
has little meaning unless it can be measured against the
results for other transactions.

Qualitative variables were introduced with quantitative
variables to provide support for the allocation of volume
cap, should the pure numbers suggest otherwise. The
variables measured relate to pricing, feasibility, and
public purpose for not only Greenhills, but for the
preceding 17 other properties that were evaluated for
HOC financing.

June 7, 2017

<Gt

1 Greenhills 2017 83%
2 Alexander House 2017 90%
3 Waverly House 2015 94%
4 Arcola Towers 2015 94%
5 Lakeview House 2015 81%
6 Olde Towne Apartments 2015 88%
7 Churchill Senior Living Phase |l 2014 85%
8 Galaxy Apartments 2010 83%
9 Victory Forest 2008 88%
10  Forest Oak Towers 2007 77%
11  Covenant Village 2006 96%
12  Oakfield Apartments 2005 85%
13 Stratford Place Apartments (Not financed)
14  Clopper’s Mill Manor 2004 88%
15  Charter House (No cap allocation)
16  Blair Park Apartments 2004 94%
17 Olney Manor Apartments 2004 88%
18  Randolph Manor Apartments 2002 88%
Housin
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BOND CAP MATRIX: QUALITATIVE VARIABLES

Public Purpose

Fees

Structure — Term of Affordability

Credit Enhancement — Risk to HOC

Readiness to Proceed

Need to Use Bond Cap
Geography

Developer Experience

Project Design

Apartment Type

Bedroom Mix

Cost per Unit

Delivery Date
HOC Ownership

Community Needs

June 7, 2017

+

+

N/A

neutral

neutral

+

N/A

55 units at 60% of AMI or lower to be preserved.

$229,196 financing fee at closing and $487,041 of ongoing loan management fees (2 years construction
+15 years compliance period)

LIHTC transaction with extended use provision for 30 years of affordability.

The long-term bonds will be supported by FHA mortgage insurance pursuant to the Risk Share Agreement
with HOC

Development plan approved; financing approvals pending. Closing planned early August, 2017.
Volume cap supports the development of the project and generates fees for HOC.
Located in Damascus, a low density area near schools, convenient retail and recreation centers.

Experienced development team

The development contains 26 apartment units and 52 townhouse units, an appropriate unit mix for
families.

The community consists of garden (Apt) /ftownhome (TH) units, ideal for families.

26 units — 2BR/1BA (Apt), 30 units — 2BR/2.5BA (TH), 22 units — 3BR/1.5BA (TH)

$327,360 per unit (5154,359 is acquisition cost and $83,972 is rehabilitation cost, not including
contingency.)

Tenant in place renovations to begin in August 2017 and finish in October 2018.
HOC will retain managing ownership; majority ownership by limited partner investors.

Moderate to High. The current supply of conventional, stabilized rental units in the Greenhills market area
has a low vacancy rate of 3% as of September 2016, per a recent market study. Even with the projected
delivery of up to 895 new units to the market area between 2016-2019, there is still a projected excess
demand for new rental units.

P~Housing
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BOND CAP MATRIX: QUANTITATIVE VARIABLES
o

Tax Exempt Savings Index + For every dollar of savings to the developer, we achieve $6.78 of public purpose.
Cap Usage Index + For every dollar of bond cap allocated, we achieve $0.67 in public purpose.
Public Purpose Index - The percentage of the total market potential that is devoted to public purpose is 14% for this

transaction.

Unit Cap Cost Index + For every dollar of cost per unit, $S0.62 is provided in volume cap.

The current projections for the Property anticipate public purpose that exceeds the basic LIHTC requirement. Tax-exempt,
bond financed transactions require a minimum 20% of units to be reserved for households with incomes at or below 50%
of AMI or 40% of the units to be reserved for households with incomes at or below 60% of AMI. Of the 78 units planned
for renovation, 55 of the units will be restricted to households making 60% or less of the Washington DC/MD/VA area
AMI. The remaining 22 rental units will remain market rate, workforce housing and 1 unit will be used as an office. The
rehabilitation of the Property will preserve safe, quality, affordable housing for individuals and families in the County.

The Public Purpose Index appears low due to the Property’s location in the Damascus area, where market rents more
closely align with the Frederick market and demonstrate lower rents than other parts of Montgomery county, where
market rents are much higher. However, the property is still providing a substantial public purpose by providing 71% of its
units to households earning 60% or less of AMI, which exceeds the minimum required for Tax-exempt bond financed
transactions. It also generates fees to the Commission which enable it to continue to realize its public purpose mission.

Taken together, the combined qualitative and the quantitative variables score of 83% supports an allocation of up to $12
million of bond cap for this transaction. This is due mostly to the deep public purpose relative to the market, upfront fees
earned by HOC, the greater than 15-year term on affordability, and a sound project in terms of design, location and
delivery schedule.
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ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Development and Finance Committee and approve the Financing
Plan and Budget, Feasibility, and Public Purpose for Greenhills Apartments?

*  Having completed the underwriting, reviewed the approved Development Plan, evaluated various financial executions,
and confirmed operating projections, this project is believed to be feasible.

* By providing financing to renovate a combined 55 affordable rental units at or below 60% of the AMI and 22 market rate,
workforce housing units, the allocation of the Commission’s volume cap totaling approximately $12 million to this
transaction is appropriate and supported by the discussion in the Bond Cap Matrix Summary.

* Theinvestment preserves affordable housing for individuals and families in a submarket that has excess demand for
rental housing, according to a market study procured by HOC. The availability of two-story townhouse units at Greenbhills
is also a distinguishing factor that addresses the housing needs of larger families with children.

*  Theinvestment generates fees to the Commission that will assist in furthering of its public purpose.

Does the Commission wish to assume 25% of the risk on the long-term, permanent mortgage issued on the Property through FHA
Risk Share mortgage insurance?

Does the Commission wish to appoint PNC Capital Markets, LLC as the senior manager for the transaction?

FISCAL/ BUDGET IMPACT

The transaction will likely have a positive impact on the budget since loan management fees, currently projected at $10,500
annually, will increase to approximately $27,704 annually, totaling $470,968 over the required 17 year period. The Commission
will also receive a 2% commitment fee ($221,631) which will be divided, 40% to the Commission’s General Fund and 60% to the
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (OHRF).

TIME FRAME

Action at the June 7, 2017 meeting of the Commission.

P~Housing
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED

Staff recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the Development and Finance Committee and approve
the following:

1. The Greenhills Financing Plan and Budget, totaling $25,534,076 in transaction costs, includes the combined financing
sources of LIHTC equity, short-term tax-exempt draws on the PNC RELOC, a permanent mortgage loan (credit enhanced
by FHA Risk Sharing), a seller note, a bridge loan for construction draws utilizing the PNC RELOC, a deferred developer
fee and a portion of the Property’s existing Replacement Reserve. Debt financing will include the following:

» Issuance of private activity, tax-exempt bonds for approximately $11.1 million to fund a permanent mortgage
loan;

* Short term tax-exempt draws of approximately $378,244 on the PNC RELOC to enable the transaction to meet
the 50% Test LIHTC requirement and will be repaid via LIHTC equity contribution; and,

* Abridge loan from the PNC RELOC or another internal HOC source of approximately $1.98 million to be repaid via
LIHTC equity contribution.

2. To provide credit enhancement via FHA Risk Share Mortgage Insurance, pursuant to the Risk Sharing agreement
between HOC and HUD, and share 25% / 75% in the risk for the transactions.

3. To permit tax-exempt draws on the PNC RELOC to meet the 50% test for LIHTC and to fund a bridge loan during
construction draws, if applicable, not to exceed $2.5 million in aggregate for Greenhills Apartments Limited Partnership.

4. To allocate volume cap for Greenhills Apartments for up to $12 million.

5. The Feasibility and Public Purpose for Greenhills Apartments, given that 71% of the units are affordable at or below 60%
of AMI.

6. PNC Capital Markets, LLC, as Senior Manager for the tax-exempt bond issuance for Greenhills Apartments.

> Housing
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RESOLUTION No.: 17-41a RE: Approval of the Financing Plan and
Budget, Feasibility and Public
Purpose for Greenhills Apartments,
and Authorization for the
Commiission to Make Loans and for
Greenhills Apartments Limited
Partnership to Accept Loans in
Accordance with the Financing Plan

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (the
“Commission") is a public body corporate and politic duly organized under Division Il of the
Housing and Community Development Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland, as amended,
known as the Housing Authorities Law, and authorized thereby to effectuate the purpose of
providing affordable housing, including providing for the acquisition, construction,
rehabilitation and/or permanent financing or refinancing (or a plan of financing) of multifamily
rental housing properties for persons of eligible income which provide a public purpose; and

WHEREAS, Greenbhills Apartments (the “Property”) is a 78-unit, mixed-income
apartment and townhome community located at 10560 Tralee Terrace in Damascus, Maryland
which was acquired by the Commission in 1998; and

WHEREAS, on November 14, 2014, a tax-exempt draw on the Commission's PNC Bank,
N.A. Real Estate Line of Credit ("RELOC") was made in the amount of $4,200,000 to retire the
mortgage on the Property; and

WHEREAS, on January 8, 2016, interim financing was closed upon using a 12-month, tax-
exempt, interest-only loan (the "Interim Loan") from BB&T Bank in the amount of $4,300,000 to
retire a draw on the RELOC, a previous interim source in anticipation of a rehabilitation plan for
the property; and

WHEREAS, on December 7, 2016, the Commission approved the extension of the
Interim Loan for up to an additional 12 months, in accordance with the Interim Loan terms; and

WHEREAS, on April 5, 2017, the Commission approved a Final Development Plan (the
“Development Plan”) that proposed a sale of the Property to Greenhills Apartments Limited
Partnership (the “Partnership”) and a tenant-in-place renovation financed by Commission-
issued tax-exempt bonds, equity from the sale of 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC),
tax-exempt draws on the RELOC to meet 4% LIHTC requirements and to fund construction, a
seller take-back loan, and a deferred Developer Fee; and

WHEREAS, upon rehabilitation, the Property will reserve 55 units (71%) for households
with incomes that are at or below 60% of the Washington, DC-MD-VA Area Median Income
(AMI), one (1) unit for a management office, and the remaining 22 units for households paying
market rate rents; and
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WHEREAS, the Commission controls Greenhills Apartments GP LLC, an affiliate entity
that serves as the general partner of the Partnership; and

WHEREAS, staff explored options for construction and permanent financing for the
Property, including a combination of short-term debt (i.e. Short-term Notes versus draws on
the RELOC and long-term debt (i.e. loans funded from the proceeds of the Commission’s
issuance of tax-exempt, Private Activity Bonds), credit-enhanced by the Federal Housing
Administration’s (FHA) mortgage insurance pursuant to a Risk Sharing Agreement between the
Commission and FHA; and

WHEREAS, after reviewing options for debt financing, the transaction, as proposed, will
be financed using a number of sources including LIHTC equity; short-term tax-exempt loan by
way of draws on the RELOC to meet the 50% test for LIHTC and for bridge funding during
construction; the issuance of tax-exempt, Private Activity Bonds to fund a permanent mortgage
loan insured by the FHA Risk Sharing Program; acquisition financing in the form of a seller take-
back loan; a deferred Developer Fee; and, a portion of the Property’s existing Replacement
Reserves (collectively, the “Financing Plan”); and

WHEREAS, in the event the RELOC is unavailable and/or the Partnership’s LIHTC investor
does not approve of it as a funding source for the short-term construction loan, the
Commission is prepared to issue tax-exempt short-term bonds to fund a construction loan
insured through the FHA Risk Sharing Program in the same amount; and

WHEREAS, the Property will require an allocation of a portion of the Commission’s tax-
exempt volume cap in an amount not to exceed $12 million; and

WHEREAS, a review of the transaction has been completed and it has been determined
that given the financial commitments to the Property and its operating projections, this
transaction is believed to be feasible, and that by providing 55 units (71%) at or below 60% of
the AMI, the Property will provide significant public purpose supporting an allocation of tax-
exempt volume cap.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County, acting in its own capacity, and for and on behalf of Greenhills Apartments
GP LLC, acting in its capacity as the general partner of Greenhills Apartments Limited
Partnership, that the Financing Plan and Budget, Feasibility and Public Purpose, as
recommended by the Development and Finance Committee, are hereby approved and that the
staff is hereby authorized to proceed with the review and processing of the necessary financing
applications and other documentation.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County approves of the allocation of tax-exempt volume cap in an amount not to exceed $12
million for the transaction and authorizes the Commission to make tax-exempt loans to the
Partnership as follows:

1. For short-term construction financing (no more than 30 months), up to $2.5
million will be loaned to the Partnership by way of tax-exempt draws on the
Commission’s RELOC to meet the 50% Test for LIHTC for approximately
$378,244 and provide bridge funding for approximately $1.9 million (or,
alternatively, through the issuance of tax-exempt short-term bonds)(the
“Short-Term Loan”); and

2. For long-term permanent financing, a senior mortgage loan of up to $12
million, funded by the proceeds from the issuance of tax-exempt, Private
Activity Bonds, with credit enhancement by FHA Risk Sharing (the
“Permanent Loan”).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County approves assuming 25 percent of the risk for the Permanent Loan in accordance with
the Risk Sharing Agreement between the Commission and FHA and, therefore, the issuance of a
Financing Commitment.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County, acting in its own capacity and for and on behalf of Greenhills Apartments GP LLC, acting
in its capacity as the general partner of Greenhills Apartments Limited Partnership, approves
Greenhills Apartments Limited Partnership acceptance of the Permanent Loan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County authorizes the appointment of PNC Capital Markets, LLC as senior manager for the
issuance of tax-exempt, Private Activity Bonds, in accordance with the Financing Plan for the
Property.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County, acting in its own capacity and for and on behalf of Greenhills Apartments GP LLC, acting
in its capacity as the general partner of Greenhills Apartments Limited Partnership, authorizes
and directs the Executive Director, without further action on their respective parts, to take any
and all other actions necessary and proper to carry out the consummation of the Greenbhills
Apartments Financing Plan and the transactions contemplated herein including, but not limited
to, the execution of any and all documents related thereto.
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| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County at a regular open meeting conducted on
June 7, 2017.

E Patrice M. Birdsong
A Special Assistant to the Commission
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RESOLUTION No.:17-41b RE: Approval of Tax-Exempt Draws not
to exceed $2,500,000 by HOC on
the PNC Bank Real Estate Line of
Credit (590 million) to Pay for
Rehabilitation Costs for Greenhills
Apartments

WHEREAS, Greenbhills Apartments (the “Property”) is a 78-unit apartment and
townhome community located in Damascus, Maryland that is owned by the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC”); and

WHEREAS, HOC has approved a Final Development Plan and Financing Plan for the
Property, which propose the substantial rehabilitation of the property, preserving it as an
affordable housing development in the northern section of Montgomery County; and

WHEREAS, HOC negotiated a Real Estate Line of Credit (“RELOC”) with PNC Bank,
National Association and may use the line to provide short-term financing for the pre-
development, rehabilitation, and acquisition of multifamily properties in Montgomery County;
and

WHEREAS, HOC has the option to draw funds on a taxable basis with an interest rate at
an optional (1-month, 2-month, or 3-month) London Interbank Offered Rate ("LIBOR") plus 58
basis or on a tax-exempt basis at 68.5% of an optional LIBOR plus 38 basis points; and

WHEREAS, HOC desires to fund a portion of the construction costs with the RELOC as
part of the approved Financing Plan for the rehabilitation of the Property and desires to make a
series of draws beginning on or about August 2017.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County that a series of tax-exempt draws on the PNC Bank, National Association
Real Estate Line of Credit for an aggregate amount not to exceed $2,500,000 is approved for a
maximum term of 30 months from construction closing.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Director is authorized to take any and all
actions necessary and proper to carry out the transactions contemplated herein including, but

not limited to, the execution of any and all documents related thereto without further
Commission action.
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| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County at a regular meeting conducted on June 7,
2017.

Patrice M. Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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AUTHORIZATION TO CONTRACT FOR ALARM AND SPRINKLER
INSTALLATION AT BAUER PARK AND APPROVAL TO ADVANCE FUNDS
FROM THE OPPORTUNITY HOUSING RESERVE FUND TO FULLY FUND

THE CONTRACT

SECTION 236 HOUSING AGE-RESTRICTED DEVELOPMENT

STACY L. SPANN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
KAYRINE V. BROWN

ZACHARY MARKS

JAY SHEPHERD

June 7, 2017
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Bauer Park Apartments is located at 14639 Bauer Drive in Rockville, Maryland (“Bauer Park”). This packet outlines the use of County
Capital Improvements Program (CIP) funds for the required installation of a sprinkler and fire alarm system with water main upgrades
to accommodate the new sprinkler service.
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Executive Summary

. Bauer Park Apartments is located at 14639 Bauer Drive in Rockville and is Continued Funding of Sprinkler Systems for HOC Elderly Properties The
financed with a Section 236 mortgage which is still outstanding. Bauer total CIP funding authorization and remaining balances for the individual
Park is owned by Banor Housing, Inc., a non-profit created to develop the projects (in alphabetical order) are as follows.

property , whose board includes three HOC Commissioners.

. In the FY10-18 County Capital Improvements Program (CIP) Amendment Property Specifications | Budget Balance
cycle, the County Council authorized $8,820,000 to install sprinklers and Name Remaining
fire alarms in three Public Housing buildings (Arcola Towers, Holly Hall,
and Elizabeth House) that serve seniors. The CIP appropriation also

. . ) ; . " Bauer Park 3 buildings, 3- $1,326,272 $1,076,890
included funding of sprinkler and fire alarm system installation at Bauer Apartments story low-rise,

Park and after delays to address water pressure deficiencies at the 142 units

property, the work is now preparing to begin. T 12-story high- $2,659.858 <0

. Under the CIP authorization, $1,076,890 is available to Bauer Park for the rise, 141 units

programming and mobilization needs to install the fully pressurized

Elizabeth 16-story high- $2,767,130 S0
system. House** rise, 106 units
. Staff has solicited an Invitation For Bid (IFB #2047 Fire Protection, Code
Up-Grades and Water Main Upgrade at Bauer Park Apartments) and Holly Hall 3-story low-rise, $1,566,415 $0
received two compliant responses from Hamel Builders ($1,814,664) and Apartments** 96 units
Nichols Contracting Inc. ($1,585,357).
. . . Town Center 10-story high- $400,000 S0
. Based on these responses, the cost to install new sprinkler and fire alarm Apartments** rise, 112 units
systems at Bauer Park the work will exceed the available funds in the CIP
by $523,110; therefore, staff reques‘Fs authorization for”short;term o $100,325 50
advance from the Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (“OHRF”) to
suppler:ent the gap. The OHRF will be reimbursed from refinancing Total CIP Funds Available $8,820,000 $1,076,890
proceeds. ** Installation complete, funds expended.
. Staff recommends proceeding with the selection of Nichols Contracting,

Inc. to complete the sprinkler and fire alarm installation and fund the

Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund “OHRF” Balances
contract from 1) residual dedicated CIP funds, and 2) the OHRF. PP v &

The unobligated balance in the OHRF as of March 31, 2017 is

. A final renovation scope will be developed and presented for Commission $7,069,099. If apprc?vgd, and with obligations considered herein of
approval to include only those elements of the property that need $523,110, the remaining balance would be $6,545,989.
replacement and updating.

E(I—)lousing .
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IFB #2047 Fire Protection and Code Upgrades at Bauer Park

Procurement

On April 19, 2017, HOC issued IFB #2047 Fire Protection

and Code Upgrades at Bauer Park designed to solicit bids . . On May 12, 2017, two (2) qualified bids were
i from qualified Fire Protection Contrac’fors who are On April 26, 2017, a mandatory pre-bid c.onference received by the HOC Procurement Office. Staff
licensed by the State of Maryland and registered with the was held at Bauer Park and representatives from p h d d
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) as a three firms were present for the conference. rom three HOC departments convened to

Master Plumber and insured to conduct business within review and qualify bids.
the State of Maryland and Montgomery County.

IFB #2047 Scope of Work

Provide and install fire protection systems and equipment including,
but not limited to, sprinkler and fire alarm systems and related repairs
including furniture relocation of occupied units and other
miscellaneous work as defined by the Housing Opportunities
Commission including the water main upgrade. Units will be occupied
during the course of the work.

E(l—)lousing .
June 7, 2017 ¢ Opportnities .

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY Page 372 Of 411



IFB #2047 Bidder Evaluation

Bidder List Minimum Bid Requirements
Nichols Contracting, Inc.
508 Olney Sandy spring Rd, #200
Sandy Spring, MD 20860

Phone: (301) 924-5258

Evidence of prior
experience installing
sprinkler/Fire alarm

systems
Projects > $2MM
within past 5 years ‘

HUD 5369A

Hamel Builders of Washington, LLC
2520 Pennsylvania Avenue SE

Washington, DC 20020 Registration with
Phone: (202) 584-2100 ‘I,\v::fo(\:lz:tlr;(t:tg No or.ganiza.tional
conflicts exist

install Water Main

State of Maryland
Master Plumber/Gas
Fitter License

Bid Bond 5% of Bid

Bid Tabulation

Name of Contractor Prior Sprinkler HUD 5369A & Organizational Bid Bond MD Master Registration with Meets Project Base Bid?

and Water Main 2530 Conflicts Exist Plummer/Gas WSSC Contractor Min. Size

Experience Fitter License Approved List requirement
Nichols Contracting, Inc. Yes Provided No Yes Yes Yes Yes $1,585,357
Hamel Builders of Washington, LLC Yes Provided No Yes Yes Yes Yes 51,814,664

NOTES:
1. Instrict accordance with HOC Procurement, FB #2047 required a mandatory pre-bid meeting. All participants at

the meeting were eligible for bidding and are represented herein.
2.  BASE BID Meets Davis-Bacon requirements to satisfy the funding restrictions enforced under the County’s Capital
Improvements Program (“CIP”) and HOC Works required by the Commission on projects greater than $50,000.

E(I—)Iousing N
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Recommended Contractor

Recommendation Rationale

*  Staff recommends Nichols Contracting, Inc. for award under procurement IFB #2047.

* Nichols Contracting, Inc. met all the threshold requirements of the IFB. In addition, Nichols Contracting, Inc. has
demonstrated experience with prevailing wage jobs and HOC Works programs. They also hold valid electrical license
and low-voltage license in the State of Maryland.

* The project team includes the following subcontractors:

*  Water Main Upgrades — Utilities Unlimited, Inc. (WSSC Approved Water & Sewer Contractor)
*  Sprinkler - Capitol Sprinkler Contracting, Inc.

*  Fire Alarm & Electrical Installation — Nichols Power Systems Company, Inc.

*  Earthwork — Ashton Manor Landscaping

* ACM Contractor — Southern Insulation Asbestos Removal Company

Mitigating Impact to our Residents Public Purpose

* Nichols Contracting, Inc. has vast experience in
multifamily sprinkler installations, including recent
work for HOC at Holly Hall.

In furtherance of CIP program fund objectives, this project
is directly related to accomplishing the following County
Executive priorities:

* Nichols Contracting, Inc. has demonstrated
awareness of tenant and client needs including
superior communication with all stakeholders.

* AResponsive and Accountable County Government
* Affordable Housing in an Inclusive Community
* Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods
*  Nichols Contracting, Inc. employees and *  Vital Living for all of our Residents
subcontractors are selected and trained to be
respectful of resident's home and personal

belongings.
cf Housing
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Summary and Recommendation

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

1. Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Development and Finance Committee and authorize the Executive
Director to enter into contract negotiations with Nichols Contracting, Inc. for the installation of fire protection systems and equipment
pursuant to IFB #2047 as defined by the Housing Opportunities Commission for an amount not to exceed $1,600,0007?

2. Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Development and Finance Committee and approve an advance of
funds from the Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund (“OHRF”) for $523,110 to cover the difference between the CIP allocation and
contract award value with funds will be reimbursed from the refinancing proceeds later at closing expected in the second quarter of
calendar year 20187

BUDGET / FISCAL IMPACT

There is no adverse impact for the Agency’s FY 2017 or FY 2018 operating budgets. The unobligated balance in the OHRF as of March 31,
2017 is $7,069,099 and if this request is approved, the unobligated balance would be reduced to $6,545,989.

TIME FRAME

Deliberation at the May 19, 2017 Development and Finance Committee meeting. Commission action is requested on June 7, 2017
meeting of the Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED

Staff recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the Development and Finance Committee and:

1.  Authorize the Executive Director to enter into contract negotiations with Nichols Contracting, Inc. for the installation of fire
protection systems and equipment including, but not limited to, sprinkler and fire alarm systems and related repairs including
furniture relocation of occupied units and other miscellaneous work as defined by the Housing Opportunities Commission not to
exceed $1,600,000 with the funding is from the remaining Montgomery County Capital Improvement Program funds allocated to
HOC for sprinkler projects at deeply subsidized properties that serve seniors. Work will be scheduled immediately upon
Commission approval; and

2. Approve Gap funding from the OHRF for an amount of $523,110 to cover the difference between the CIP allocation and contract
award value; funds will be reimbursed from the refinancing proceeds later at closing in the second quarter of calendar year 2018.
June 7, 2017 7
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RESOLUTION No: 17-42 RE: Authorization to Contract for Alarm and Sprinkler
Installation at Bauer Park and Approval to
Advance Funds from the Opportunity Housing
Reserve Fund to Fully Fund the Contract

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (the “Commission”
or “HOC") receives funding from Montgomery County under its Capital Improvements Program (“CIP")
for use by HOC at its Public Housing and deeply subsidized affordable housing properties; and

WHEREAS, Bauer Park Apartments is an age-restricted development owned by Banor Housing, Inc.,
a non-profit created to develop the property with a board of directors that includes three HOC
Commissioners; and

WHEREAS, as part of ongoing renovations at Bauer Park Apartments, staff solicited an Invitation
For Bid #2047 Fire Protection, Code Up-Grades and Water Main Upgrade at Bauer Park Apartments (“IFB
#2047") on or about A and received two responses; and

WHEREAS, the Commission desires to award a contract to Nichols Contracting, Inc. as lowest
priced, qualified bidder under IFB #2047; and

WHEREAS, the cost to install new sprinkler and fire alarm systems at Bauer Park is an estimated
$1,585,357, which exceeds the available funds in the CIP by $523,110; and

WHEREAS, staff is therefore requesting approval of a short-term advance from the Opportunity
Housing Reserve Fund (“OHRF”) to fully fund the contract, to be reimbursed with the refinancing proceeds
of a tax-exempt bond issuance that is projected to close during the second quarter of calendar year 2018.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County that the Executive Director is hereby authorized to award a contract to Nichols Contracting, Inc., for
the installation at the Bauer Park Apartments of fire protection systems and equipment including, but not
limited to, sprinkler and fire alarm systems and related repairs, furniture relocation of occupied units, and
other related work as required in an amount not to exceed $1,600,000.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County that
the contract with Nichols Contracting, Inc. shall be funded from the remaining Montgomery County Capital
Improvements Program “Continued Funding of Sprinkler Systems for HOC Elderly Properties” (“CIP”), and
the difference between the available CIP funds and the contract award value shall be funded by an
advance from the Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund for an amount not to exceed $523,110 ,and that
such advance is expected to be repaid from the proceeds of a tax-exempt bond issuance that is projected
to close during the second quarter of calendar year 2018.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
that the Executive Director is authorized and directed, without further action on the part of the
Commission, to take any and all other actions necessary and proper to carry out the transaction
contemplated herein including, without limitation, the negotiation and execution of related documents.
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| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County at a regular meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

E Patrice M. Birdsong
A Special Assistant to the Commission
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APPROVAL TO INCREASE PREDEVELOPMENT BUDGET AND FUNDING FOR
SUBMISSION OF THE DETAILED SITE PLAN FOR ELIZABETH HOUSE Ill, ELIZABETH
HOUSE IV, AND THE SOUTH COUNTY REGIONAL RECREATION AND AQUATIC
CENTER (“SCRRAC”) AND TO COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION DEVELOPMENT PLANS
FOR ELIZABETH HOUSE Il AND THE SCRRAC

STACY L. SPANN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

KAYRINE V. BROWN

. . ZACHARY MARKS
BRIAN KIM
HYUNSUK CHOI

June 7, 2017
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Executive Summary

* The Commission approved pre-development funding of $730,000, $910,949, and $600,000 on March 6,
2014, September 2, 2014, and August 5, 2015, respectively. The funds were used to analyze project
feasibility, preparation of project and preliminary plan, and schematic designs for Elizabeth Square
Development. The Planning Board unanimously approved the project and preliminary plan on July 23,
2015.

* On October 7, 2015 the Commission approved revisions to the development plan to eliminate all studio
units at Elizabeth House Ill and modify the approved preliminary plan during site plan submission, reduce
the total unit count from 277 to 267, and change the unit mix within the development. To continue to
move the development towards site plan approval, the Commission approved predevelopment budget of
$4,500,000 to complete the design and engineering documents for Elizabeth Square, issuance of permits
for Elizabeth House lll, and the closing on the construction financing for Elizabeth House Ill. The funding
request was divided into four installments, each requiring separate Commission approval.

v On October 7, 2015, the Commission approved the first installment of predevelopment funding totaling $750,000
to begin work for submission of the site plan for Elizabeth House lII.

v/ On April 6, 2016, the Commission approved the second installment of funding totaling $1,500,000 to complete site
plan submission for approval and complete design development plans for Elizabeth House Il

v/ On September 7, 2016, the Commission approved the third installment of funding totaling $1,500,000 to complete
and submit permit set drawings and begin work on construction document plans for Elizabeth House lll. As of
today, $980,264 of the approved third installment of funding remain available for pre-development expenses.

v/ On September 7, 2016, the Commission approved pre-development funding of $1 million to close the
Condominium Master Lease with Lee Development Group (“LDG”) for the Fenwick Business Park (site of the new
Elizabeth Square IIl) by September 30, 2016. As of today, $170,089 (approximately four months) remain unspent for

future monthly lease payments to LDG. et Housing
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Executive Summary

* On October 20, 2016, the initial site

plan for EH Il was approved by The

Maryland-National Capital Park and S

Planning Commission (“M-NCCPC”). ~. mﬁﬁ =

T I T

During the site plan approval process, = "W%%M%=
HOC approached the Department of : = mﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁg
Recreation (“MCR”) and the = mﬂ“@}"ﬁéﬁ%gggﬁggm HE
Department of General Services ' L T
(“DGS”) in April 2016 with the idea to e ST T e |1 J B ARSE
include a new South County Regional o it | [T LT L LL{J?LLLl e = S Rl .
Recreation and Aquatic Center - i3 ";A —= W) | msadmm <o

i i— S = s ‘T,( e 1 W = Tl
(“SCRRAC”) within the Elizabeth — .= L ' | m
Square development. HOC, KGD —— : : 2 e s
Architecture, DGS and MCR toured g R SRR TS

existing County facilities to

understand the requirements of a Regional Recreation Center. KGD Architecture then studied the
program of requirements as well as the potential layout of the facility, and proposed an approximate
120,000 gross square feet facility to DGS and MCR in June 2016.

On February 13, 2017, the County Executive presented to the PHED Committee a supplemental
appropriation to the FY17 Capital Budget and amendment to the FY 17-22 Capital Improvements Program
in the amount of $3,800,000 for the SCRRAC. The appropriation will fund planning and design costs for
the new SCRRAC. On February 28, 2017, the County Council approved the $3,800,000 request.

cﬁ Housing
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Executive Summary

» Staff met with County’s Department of Transportation (“DOT”) and Vickie Gaul (County Attorney) on October 6,
2015 to discuss acquiring the Right of Way (“ROW”) next to current Elizabeth House. The DOT staff and County
Attorney supported utilizing the ROW to enhanced the Elizabeth Square Development.

* Subsequent to the initial meeting with DOT staff and their counsel, staff and HOC'’s legal team (Lerch Early &
Brewer) met with County Council members and other County departments to provide updates regarding the use
of the ROW to enhance the overall development. Meetings resulted in favorable comments from all parties.

* Subsequently, on April 12, 2017, HOC petitioned DOT for the abandonment of a portion of the ROW comprising
the original alignment of Fenwick Lane, the area bounded by HOC and Alexander House Development
Corporation (“AHDC”) properties on the south, the current alignments of Fenwick Lane on the west, and Second
Avenue on the east.

E(I—)lousing .
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Executive Summary

* Toincorporate the new SCRRAC and the use of the ROW into the Elizabeth Square Development, staff will have to
submit a revised site plan to M-NCPPC. Staff anticipates revised site plan to be submitted in June 2017. The site
plan approval process and abandonment and disposition of the ROW can occur concurrently.

Therefore, staff is requesting to increase the " 4o ek et BSOS
predevelopment budget up to $8,598,825 to 3 2 : . —

complete the following tasks for the Elizabeth
Square Development.

v Complete revised site plan to incorporate
SCRRAC and revised EH IV building to
incorporate the ROW to add additional 30,000
square feet of density into the Elizabeth
Square Development.

v Complete permit set and construction
drawings for EH Ill Apartments.

v’ Complete permit set and construction
document for SCRRAC. i '

$4,366,740 will be funded from proceeds from the

recapitalization of Arcola Towers, Waverly House,

and Alexander House.
$860,689 is requested to be funded from OHRF.

$3,371,395 will be funded from County CIP; however, approximately $1,600,176 for expenses related to the

SCRRAC incurred through August 2017 will need to be advanced from the unobligated balance of proceeds

generated from Arcola Tower, Waverly House, and Alexander House Apartments to avoid delays in the project.
P~Housing
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Executive Summary
ProposedUmitMX

Proposed Unit Mix

Unit Type # of Total Units % of Total Units Average Unit Size S.F.

Affordable Units *
1BR 120 45% 566
Total Affordable Units 120 45%

MARKET UNITS

1BR 139 52% 566

2 BR 8 3% 933
Total Market Units 147 55%
TOTAL 267 100%

* Note: There are 120 affordable units which include 106 RAD PBRA units from Elizabeth House and 14
LIHTC unit at or below 60% of Area Median Income.

> Housing
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Summary of Projected Predevelopment Budget

Summary of Previously Approved Funding Requests from OHRF and Approved Funding Requests from RAD Closing

Approval Date Approved/ Sources of Funds
Projected Remaining
Amount

March 6, 2014 $730,000 SO OHRF Project feasibility and preliminary plan preparation

September 3, 2014 $910,949 SO OHRF Project and preliminary plan preparation

August 5, 2015 $600,000 SO OHRF Begin site plan - SD Phase (Elizabeth Square)

October 7, 2015 $750,000 SO OHRF Continue site plan — Completed SD Phase (EH IlI)

April 6, 2016 $1,500,000 SO OHRF Site plan and complete design development plans.

September 7, 2016 $1,500,000 $980,264 RAD Proceeds Continue Site Plan — Processing DD Phase (EH IlI)

September 7, 2016 $1,000,000 $170,089 RAD Proceeds Close on Condominium Master Lease structure with Lee
Development Group and fund lease payments advance of
the closing of the financing of the transaction

January 31, 2017 ($1,399,091) SO OHRF Reimbursed at Alexander House Apartments closing

Reimbursement

June 7, 2017 " $8,598,825 Y1) Various Complete revised site plan to incorporate SCRRAC and
revised EH IV building to incorporate the ROW to add
additional 30,000 square feet of density into the Elizabeth
Square Development ,and complete permit set and
construction drawings for EH Ill Apartments and SCRRAC.

TOTAL $14,190,683 $1,150,353 2
Note:

1. Approval pending

2. The remaining 51,150,353 will be used to pay invoices for months of April and May 2017
P~ Housing
== Opportunities
Commission
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Projected Predevelopment Budget — EH Il

EH I
Discipline 06/17 07/17 08/17 09/17 10/17 11/17 12/17 01/18 Total
Architecture (MEP, Interiors, Landscape,
Structure, Lighting, LEED) $263,990, $329,988| $329,988 $329,988| $263,990, $219,992 $175,993| $109,996] $2,023,925
Legal (Zoning) $12,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $12,000 $10,000 $8,000 $5,000 $92,000
Civil Engineering $58,338 $72,923 $72,923 $72,923 $58,338 $48,615 $38,892 $24,308, $447,258
Construction Management (Preconstruction) $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000| $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $240,000
Third Party Consultants $38,058 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $35,000 $35,000 $30,000 $20,000 $218,058
Legal (Contract, Tax Credit(Application,
Structuring & LOI Negotiation) $20,000 $130,0000 $100,000 $250,000
Tax Credit Application, Reservation Fee,
Allocation Fee and Due Diligence Tasks $13,000 $2,500 $175,000 $190,500
Demolition $200,000 $200,000
Permit Fees $380,000 $380,000
Brokers Fee $75,000 $75,000
Monthly Lease Payment $41,667, $41,667 $41,667, $41,667 $41,667 $41,667, $250,000
Total Costs $435,386] $670,410| $509,577| $509,577| $440,995 $385,273|$1,009,552| $405,970| $4,366,740

* The above schedule outlines the likely predevelopment expenditures through closing. To prepare for
closing during 1%t Quarter of CY 2018, staff will have to engage legal services to prepare contract
documents, third-party professionals, third-party reports, lease payment, architectural services to begin
permit/construction drawings for the new construction plan, and prepare Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(“LIHTC”) application to Maryland Community Development Administration (“CDA”).

* The unobligated balance for proceeds generated from Arcola Tower, Waverly House, and Alexander
House Apartments as of April 30,2017 is $5,561,280. If approved, the unobligated balance is $1,194,540.

cﬁ Housing
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Projected Predevelopment Budget — EH IV

EH IV
Discipline 06/17 07/17 08/17 09/17 10/17 11/17 12/17 01/18 Total
Architecture (MEP, Interiors, Landscape,
Structure, Lighting, LEED) $50,760] $63,450] $63,450 $63,450 $50,760, $42,300, $33,840] $21,150| $389,160
Legal (Zoning) $18,000] $22,500 $22,500 $22,500, $18,000] $15,000 $12,000f $7,500| $138,000
Civil Engineering $35,931| $44,914| $44,914| $44,914| $35,931| $29,943| $23,954| $14,971 $275,471
Third Party Consultants $23,058 $5,0000 $5,000 $5,0000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,0000 $5,000 $58,058
Total Costs $127,749| $135,864| $135,864| $135,864| $109,691 $92,243| $74,794) $48,621] $860,689

* The above schedule outlines the likely predevelopment expenditures through site plan approval to

incorporate revised EH IV building to add the ROW and an additional 30,000 square feet of density into
the Elizabeth Square development.

* The unobligated balance in the OHRF as of March 31,2017 is $7,069,099. If approved, the unobligated
OHRF balance is reduced to $6,208,410.

* The projected OHRF funds will be reimbursed at close of financing projected for 1t Quarter 2020.

June 7, 2017
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Projected Predevelopment Budget - SCRRAC

South County Regional Recreation and Aquatic Center

Discipline 06/17 07/17 08/17 09/17 10/17 11/17 12/17 01/18 Total
Architecture (MEP, Interiors, Landscape,
Structure, Lighting, LEED) $375,000, $400,000, $450,000/ $300,000/ $250,000/ $250,000 $250,000/ $250,772 $2,525,772
Legal (Zoning) $16,667| $16,667| $16,667| $16,667| $16,667| $16,667 $16,667| $16,667| $133,336
Civil Engineering $92,907| $116,134| $116,134| $116,134| $92,907| $77,423 $61,938 $38,711] $712,288
Total Costs $484,574 $532,801 $582,801 $432,801 $359,574| $344,089 $328,605/ $306,150| $3,371,395

* On February 13, 2017, the County Executive presented to the county’s Planning Housing and Economic
Development (“PHED”) Committee a supplemental appropriation to the FY17 Capital Budget and
amendment to the FY 17-22 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of $3,800,000 for the SCRRAC.
The appropriation will fund planning and design costs for the new SCRRAC.

* On February 28, 2017, the County Council approved the $3,800,000 request.

* The above schedule outlines the likely predevelopment expenditures through closing for South County
Regional Recreation and Aquatic Center.

* All expenses will be reimbursed once the Development Agreement with the County is executed. The
Development Agreement is expected to be executed in July/August 2017. Once the agreement is signed,
staff will prepare monthly bills to the County. In the meantime, approximately $1,600,176 for expenses
related to the SCRRAC incurred through August 2017 will be advanced from the unobligated balance of
proceeds generated from Arcola Tower, Waverly House, and Alexander House Apartments to avoid delays
in the project until the County funding is received when the Development Agreement is executed.
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Projected Predevelopment Budget - Requested Funding

The request is to increase the predevelopment budget by $8,598,825; however, funding draws will be made
in two tranches.

Request

== QOpportunities
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Projected Schedules with new SCRRAC

Amendment/Site Plan Schedule 04/17 | 05/17 | 06/17 | 07/17 | 08/17 | 09/17 | 10/17 | 11/17 [ 12/17 | 01/18

ESquare Sketch Plan/Preliminary Plan Amendment/Site
Plan Pre-Screen Submission

ESquare Sketch Plan/Preliminary Plan Amendment/Site

Plan Initial Submissions -

ESquare Sketch Plan/Preliminary Plan Amendment/Site

Plan Final Submissions -
Development Review Committee (DRC) Meeting -

Planning Board Meeting -

» Staff submitted the sketch plan/preliminary plan amendment/site plan pre-screen to the County May 10, 2017.
» Staff projects the initial submission May 26, 2017 and final submission on June 8, 2017.
» Staff projects the planning board meeting for site plan approval in October 2017.

Staff projects receipt of certified site plan by December 2017.

IO PR Y SV O O P P
Schematic Design --

Design Development --

Permit Documents ---

Construction Documents ---

E(l—)lousing .
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Summary and Recommendations

Issues for Consideration

Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Development & Finance Committee and approve:
1. Anincrease to the predevelopment budget of $8,598,825
2. Additional predevelopment funding of $4,693,267 (includes the $1,600,176 to be reimbursed by CIP),
3. Funding of the requested predevelopment expenditures from funds previously approved from RAD
financing proceeds and Alexander House Apartment financing in the Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund
(“OHRF”), other funds available in the OHRF, and County CIP?

Time Frame

Action at the June 7, 2017 meeting of the Commission.

Budget/Fiscal Impact

None. Requested funds were previously restricted for this use by the Commission (51%) or approved in the County
CIP (39%). New OHRF request is 10%.

Staff Recommendation and Commission Action Needed

Staff recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the Development & Finance Committee and
approve an increase to the predevelopment budget of $8,598,825 and funding of the first installment of
$4,693,267 from funds previously approved from RAD financing proceeds, Alexander House financing, other funds
available in the OHRF, and County CIP. This approval includes the $1,600,176 which will be reimbursed by the
County CIP funds in August 2017 when the Development Agreement with the County is executed.

Staff will return to the Commission prior to any expenditure under the second installment of $3,905,558 and shall
provide a full project update and identification of the funding sources.
P~Housing
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RESOLUTION No.: 17-43 RE: Approval to Increase Predevelopment Budget and
Funding for Submission of the Detailed Site Plan for
Elizabeth House lli, Elizabeth House IV, and the
South County Regional Recreation and Aquatic
Center (“SCRRAC”) and to Complete Construction
Development Plans for Elizabeth House Ill and the
SCRRAC

WHEREAS, Elizabeth Square is a 136,032 sq. ft. parcel located in downtown Silver Spring,
bounded by Fenwick Street to the North, Second Avenue to the East, WMATA Rail Lines to the West and
Apple Street to the South, known as Elizabeth Square and consists of three discrete properties:
Alexander House, owned by Alexander House Development Corporation and Alexander House Limited
Partnership (combined as “Alexander House”); Elizabeth House, owned by the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County (“HOC” or “Commission”), and Fenwick Professional Park owned by
Acorn Storage No. 1, LLC a subsidiary of Lee Development Group (LDG) subject to a Master Lease to
Elizabeth House Il Limited Partnership, Elizabeth House Ill LLC and EH Ill Recreational Center, LLC; and

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2017, Alexander House Apartments closed on a construction loan
transaction with Citi Community Capital which reimbursed $1,399,091 to the Opportunity Housing
Reserve Fund (“OHRF”) for pre-development expenses totaling $4,490,949, which included Commission
approved amounts of $730,000, $910,949, $600,000, $750,000, and $1,500,000 on March 6, 2014,
September 2, 2014, August 5, 2015, October 7, 2015, and April 6, 2016, respectively; and

WHEREAS, on September 7, 2016, the Commission approved $1,500,000 of predevelopment
funds to complete and submit permit set drawings and begin work on construction document plans for
Elizabeth House IIl; and

WHEREAS, on September 7, 2016, the Commission approved $1,000,000 of predevelopment
funds to close the Condominium Master Lease with Lee Development Group (“LDG”) for the Fenwick
Business Park (site of the new Elizabeth Square Ill) by September 30, 2016; and

WHEREAS, on February 13, 2017, the County Executive presented to the County’s Planning
Housing and Economic Development (“PHED”) Committee a supplemental appropriation to the FY17
Capital Budget and amendment to the FY 17-22 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of
$3,800,000 for the South County Regional Recreation and Aquatic Center (“SCRRAC”) in order to fund
the planning and design costs for the new SCRRAC, and the appropriation was approved by the County
Council on February 28, 2017; and

WHEREAS, on April 12, 2017, HOC petitioned the Department of Transportation (“DOT”) for the
abandonment of a portion of the Right of Way (“ROW”) comprising the original alignment of Fenwick
Lane, the area bounded by HOC and the Alexander House properties on the south, the current
alignments of Fenwick Lane on the west, and Second Avenue on the east; and

WHEREAS, staff will have to submit a revised site plan to Maryland National Capital Park and
Planning Commission (“M-NCPPC”) in order to incorporate the new SCRRAC and the use of the ROW into
the Elizabeth Square Development, which site plan approval process can run concurrently with the
abandonment and disposition of the ROW; and
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WHEREAS, the revised development plan will include 267 residential units in the Elizabeth
House Il Apartments (“EH 111”) development, of which 120 units will be set aside as affordable units, the
120,000 square foot SCRRAC, and the 7,500 square foot Holy Cross Hospital Senior Resource Center and
Primary Care Facility; and

WHEREAS, the revised Sketch Plan, Preliminary Plan, and Site Plan for Elizabeth Square will be
submitted to the M-NCPPC in June 2017 with approval projected for October 2017; and

WHEREAS, Schematic and Design Development Plans for the new EH lll is anticipated to be
completed by June 2017; and

WHEREAS, staff seeks approval for additional predevelopment funding estimated to cost
$8,598,825 to complete the following tasks for the Elizabeth Square Development: complete revised site
plan to incorporate SCRRAC and revised Elizabeth House IV (“EH IV”) building to incorporate the ROW to
add additional 30,000 square feet of density into the Elizabeth Square Development, complete permit
set and construction drawings for EH 1ll, and complete permit set and construction documents for
SCRRAC; and

WHEREAS, the first installment of $4,693,267 (“First Installment”) is required in order to revise
the site plan incorporating the SCRRAC, revising the EH IV building, and adding the ROW and an
additional 30,000 square feet of density to the Elizabeth Square Development; and

WHEREAS, staff is requesting that $2,124,950 of the First Installment be funded from proceeds
approved from the recapitalization of Arcola Towers, Waverly House, and Alexander House for
preparation of the revised sketch plan, preliminary plan, and site plan for EHIII; and

WHEREAS, staff is requesting that $535,340 of the First Installment be funded from the OHRF
for predevelopment expenditures through site plan approval to incorporate revised EH IV building; and

WHEREAS, staff is requesting that $2,032,977 of the First Installment be funded from the
Montgomery County Capital Improvements Program (“CIP”) specifically for the SCRRAC, of which
$1,600,176 will need to be advanced from the unobligated balance of proceeds generated from Arcola
Tower, Waverly House, and Alexander House Apartments and reimbursed from County CIP when a
Development Agreement for the SCRRAC is executed in August 2017; and

WHEREAS, the second installment of $3,905,558 (“Second Installment”) is required in order to
prepare construction document bid sets and to close on construction loan; and

WHEREAS, staff is requesting that the Second Installment, for which it will return to the
Commission prior to drawing, be funded from RAD financing proceeds and Alexander House
Apartment financing in the OHRF, other funds available in the OHRF, and the County CIP, for which
Staff will return to the Commission prior to drawing.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County that it hereby authorizes and approves:

16

Page 393 of 411



1. Anincrease to the predevelopment budget for the Elizabeth Square Development of
$8,598,825 in order to complete the following tasks: revision of the site plan in order to
incorporate both the South County Regional Recreational and Aquatic Center (“SCRRAC”)
and the revised Elizabeth House IV (“EHIV”) building that incorporates the abandoned Right
Of Way (“ROW”) and the addition of 30,000 square feet of density to the Elizabeth Square
Development; completion of the permit set and construction drawings for Elizabeth House
Il Apartments (“EH I1l”) and for the SCRRAC; and

2. The First Installment of the Additional Funding of up to $4,693,267 for the completion of the
revised site plan to incorporate the SCRRAC and the revised EH IV building that incorporates
the abandoned Right Of Way (“ROW”) and the addition 0f30,000 square feet of density to
the Elizabeth Square Development; and

3. The funding of up to $2,124,950 of the First Installment from proceeds approved from the
recapitalization of Arcola Towers, Waverly House, and Alexander House for preparation of
the sketch plan, preliminary plan, and site plan for EHIII; and

4. The funding of up to $535,340 of the First Installment for EH IV building from the
Opportunity Housing Reserve Fund for predevelopment expenditures through site plan
approval to incorporate revised EH IV building; and

5. The funding of up to $2,032,977 of the First Installment for the SCRRAC from the
Montgomery County Capital Improvements Program (“CIP”), $1,600,176 of which will be
advanced from the unobligated balance of proceeds generated from Arcola Tower, Waverly
House, and Alexander House Apartments and then reimbursed from the County CIP upon
execution of a Development Agreement in August 2017.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
that staff shall return to the Commission prior to any expenditure under the Second Installment of
$3,905,558 and shall provide a full project update and identification of the funding sources.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
that the Executive Director is authorized to take any and all other actions necessary and proper to carry
out the transaction and actions contemplated herein including the execution of any documents related
thereto.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was approved by the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County at a regular open meeting on June 7, 2017.

Patrice M. Birdsong
Special Assistant to the Commission
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ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF HOLY CROSS HEALTH’S
APPLICATION FOR FUNDING FROM MARYLAND HOSPITAL ADMINISTRATION
FOR ITS PARTICIPATION IN THE ELIZABETH HOUSE Ill DEVELOPMENT

June 7, 2017

e The Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (HOC) has
been involved with Holy Cross Health for approximately 12 years. Together,
the two organizations partnered to create Holy Cross Senior Source located
at 8580 Second Avenue in Silver Spring, Maryland.

e Holy Cross Senior Source will need to relocate as part of the Elizabeth
Square redevelopment project in Silver Spring, MD and wishes to apply to
the Maryland Hospital Association (“MHA”) Bond Project for funding to
offset the cost of relocating the new Holy Cross Integrated Senior Health
project portion of the redevelopment.

e Funding under the MHA Bond Project requires a resolution from each
agency jointly involved in a project evidencing its support.

e Staff recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the
Development & Finance Committee and adopt a resolution solely in
support of Holy Cross Health’s application for funding from Maryland
Hospital Association Bond Project for its participation in the development
of an Integrated Senior Health facility at the Elizabeth House I
development.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Division:  Real Estate

Staff: Kayrine V. Brown, Chief Investment & Real Estate Officer Ext. 9589
Zachary Marks, Assistant Director of New Development Ext. 9613
Brian Kim, Development Consultant
Hyunsuk Choi, Senior Financial Analyst Ext. 9762
RE: Adoption of Resolution in Support of Holy Cross Health’s Application for Funding from

Maryland Hospital Administration for its Participation in the Elizabeth House I
Development.

DATE: June 7, 2017

COMMITTEE REPORT: Deliberation X

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:
To support Holy Cross Health’s application to the Maryland Hospital Association to secure funding for a
portion of the Holy Cross Integrated Senior Health component at Elizabeth House III.

BACKGROUND:

The Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (HOC) has been involved with Holy
Cross Health for approximately 12 years. Together, the two organizations partnered to create Holy
Cross Senior Source — an award-winning program that is also supported by the Maryland Department of
Aging and The Montgomery County Department of Health and Human Services —located at 8580 Second
Avenue in Silver Spring, Maryland (“Elizabeth House Senior property”). Holy Cross Senior Source offers
an array of health and wellness programs for active adults 55 years old and older and is designed to help
seniors improve fitness of the mind and body, maintain their independence, and enhance their quality
of life. Holy Cross Senior Source will need to relocate as part of the Elizabeth Square redevelopment
project in Silver Spring, MD.

HOC is currently designing and plans to construct a new senior housing development called Elizabeth
House Il at Elizabeth Square that will provide an intergenerational living community in downtown Silver
Spring, MD. The new complex will revitalize the square block bordered by Second Avenue, Apple
Avenue Fenwick Land and the Metro train tracks, and provide a multitude of new amenities for
residents of Elizabeth Square and the broader Silver Spring community. As part of the Elizabeth Square
Development, HOC is partnering with Holy Cross Health to design a relocated Holy Cross Senior Source
combined with a new primary care practice that will provide integrated health care to enhance the
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physical, spiritual, and emotional health of Elizabeth Square residents and the larger Silver Spring
community (“Holy Cross Integrated Senior Health”).

The Holy Cross Integrated Senior Health project will be part of Elizabeth House Il of the Elizabeth Square
project. Elizabeth House Il is proposed as a new 15-story residential building totaling approximately
358,799 gross square feet and will provide dedicated housing to seniors. The Holy Cross Integrated
Senior Health project would occupy a portion of the second floor and account for a combined 7,500 net
square feet of space. The total capital budget for the Holy Cross Integrated Senior Health project
portion of the redevelopment is approximately $2.4 million with $2.275 million associated with the
construction of the new facilities and $125,000 in equipment. It is anticipated that capital for the Holy
Cross integrated senior health project will be funded through the Maryland Hospital Association
(“MHA”) Bond Project ($.746 million), HOC financing (51,529 million), and Holy Cross Health ($0.125
million). The facility will be operated solely by Holy Cross Health. In the event the MHA funding does not
become available, Holy Cross Health will pay an annual rent of $49,743 over the 15-year lease term.

As a requirement for requesting MHA Bond Project funds, each organization or agency involved in a
joint project must provide the State with a Board Resolution in support of the project. The request of
the Commission is the adoption of a resolution to satisfy Holy Cross Health’s application for MHA Bond
Funds.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:

Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Development & Finance Committee
and adopt a resolution solely in support of Holy Cross Health’s application for funding from Maryland
Hospital Association Bond Project for its participation in the development of an Integrated Senior Health
facility at the Elizabeth House Il development?

PRINCIPALS:
Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
Holy Cross Health

BUDGET/FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no budget impact on the Commission’s operating budget.

TIME FRAME:
Deliberation at the May 19, 2017 Development and Finance Committee meeting. Commission action is
requested on June 7, 2017 meeting of the Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:

Staff recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the Development & Finance
Committee and adopt a resolution solely in support of Holy Cross Health’s application for funding from
Maryland Hospital Association Bond Project for its participation in the development of an Integrated
Senior Health facility at the Elizabeth House Ill development.
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RESOLUTION NO.: 17-44 RE: Adoption of Resolution in Support of Holy Cross
Health’s Application for Funding from Maryland
Hospital Administration for its Participation in the
Elizabeth House lll Development

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (the “Commission”)
has had an ongoing relationship with Holy Cross Health and Senior Source in Silver Spring, Maryland
since 2004; and

WHEREAS, the Commission is currently completing designs for the new Elizabeth House Il
building located at the current Fenwick Business Park that will include 7,500 net square feet for an
integrated senior wellness center, including Senior Source and a primary care practice to be operated by
Holy Cross Health; and

WHEREAS, the Holy Cross Health Integrated Senior Health project will provide an integrated
care model to enhance the physical, spiritual and emotional health of Elizabeth House Il residents and
the larger Silver Spring community; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital Bond Project requires that if one or more organizations are involved in a
project for which capital funding is requested that each organization indicate its support of the planned
project; and

WHEREAS, the Commission wishes to demonstrate its support for this project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County supports the Holy Cross Integrated Senior Health project as part of its Elizabeth
House Il redevelopment project; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
authorizes the Executive Director to transmit this resolution to Holy Cross Health for use solely in
connection with obtaining and implementing funding from the Maryland Hospital Administration Bond
Project; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
hereby authorizes and directs the Executive Director, without further action on its part, to take any and
all other actions necessary and proper to carry out the transactions contemplated herein.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County at an open meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

A Patrice Birdsong
L Special Assistant to the Commission
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Financial Advisor Committee
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APPROVAL OF FIRM RECOMMENDED TO SERVE AS FINANCIAL
ADVISOR TO THE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION OF
MONTGOMERY COUNTY AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT WITH RECOMMENDED FIRM

June 7, 2017

e The current Financial Advisor contract with Caine Mitter &
Associates Incorporated (“CMA”) expires on July 1, 2017.

e A request for proposal (“RFP”) #2055 was published and mailed to
27 firms that provide financial advisory services to issuers of
municipal bonds for housing finance programs.

e A Financial Advisor Evaluation Committee met on May 18, 2017 to
review the proposals, including pricing schedules.

e The Evaluation Committee recommends selection of Caine Mitter
& Associates Incorporated to continue to serve as Financial
Advisor to the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County and authorizes the Executive Director to negotiate and
execute a two-year contract with three optional renewals to be
approved by the Commission.

e The approval is conditioned on the review of CMA’s proprietary
software system by a third party consultant.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission

VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director

FROM: Staff: Brown/Benjamin Division: Mortgage FinanceExt. 9589/9590

RE: Approval of Firm Recommended to Serve as Financial Advisor to the Housing

Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County and Authorization for the Executive
Director to Execute a Contract with Recommended Firm

Date: June 7, 2017

COMMITTEE REPORT: Deliberation X

OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

To recommend a qualified firm to provide financial advisory services to the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County that will enable it to continue to operate its single family and
multifamily bond programs in pursuit of its affordable housing goals.

BACKGROUND:

On May 6, 2015, the Commission approved a two-year extension to the current Financial Advisor
Contract with Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated; however, the Commission also directed staff to
complete a new solicitation and present its findings to the Commission upon the expiration of the
extended period.

Precedent to that, on June 1, 2011, the Commission, based on a recommendation by a special Financial
Advisor Evaluation Committee (including the then Commission Chair, Vice Chair and Chair pro tem),
appointed Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated (“CMA”) to continue to serve as its Financial Advisor
for a new contract term. CMA (either in its current form or through its prior affiliations) has served the
Commission successfully since the inception of its bond financing program in 1979, including the
issuance of over $5.6 billion of new and refunded single family and multifamily program bonds. Through
the years, CMA has represented the Commission at a high level and has assisted the Commission in
navigating a changing municipal market environment.

The Financial Advisor

As the principal regulator in the municipal securities market, the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board
(“MSRB”) develops rules for financial professionals designed to ensure a fair and efficient market by
preventing fraud and other unfair practices, establishing professional qualifications, supporting market
transparency, and applying uniform practices to the industry. Among these rules are those that regulate
the activities of municipal advisors and clarify their obligations to the state and local governments and
other municipal entities that engage their services. All municipal financial advisors must be registered
with the MSRB, and any of the advisor’s staff that provides financial advisory services must have passed
the Series 50 examination.

Page 401 of 411



An effective Financial Advisor to the Commission is expected to perform the following functions:

1. Provide advice for the structuring and management of its municipal housing finance programs to
optimize the Commission’s resources. At the transaction level, it structures bond issuances,
prepares quantitative cash flow analyses for each transaction, and provides annual analysis for
its parity indentures under which single family and multifamily housing bonds are issued. This
ensures that rating-agency-required cash flow stress runs are successful and that the issued
securities are yield compliant within the meaning of the Internal Revenue Code (“IRC”). If cash
flow services and program structuring are not provided by the Financial Advisor, they would
need to be contracted out, as HOC has not built the capability into its operations, preferring
instead a contract approach. Though not required, CMA also assumes responsibility for drafting
an official statement (equivalent to a prospectus) for each HOC bond issue.

2. Coordinate the team that is responsible for various aspects of the bond issuance process such as
underwriters, bond counsel, trustees, rating agency, Commission staff, and other professionals
as needed. The Financial Advisor necessarily interacts with key housing finance industry
participants and has direct access to changes in the industry; therefore, the Commission is
provided with current and accurate information about the municipal bond markets and general
financial market conditions that may affect the management of its financing programs including
investment strategies, regulatory and statutory compliance, housing finance products, and
market trends. This is a critical function as the municipal market is dynamic and evolving.

3. Assist with Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) audits, Securities & Exchange Commission (“SEC”)
reviews, MSRB inquiries, continuing disclosure matters, and rating agency reporting and
reviews.

4. Conduct market surveillance and interact with Federal, State, and local housing participants to
recommend the best execution, one that enables HOC to deliver affordable housing efficiently
and at the lowest cost.

5. Generally inform the Commission of current market conditions and financing techniques being
employed to optimize these conditions.

Procurement

The current contract with CMA will expire on July 1, 2017. On March 22, 2017, a request for proposals
(RFP #2055) for firms to provide financial advisory services to the Commission was published and
individually mailed to 27 financial advisory firms. Two (2) responses were received on the response date
(April 12, 2017) from Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated and CSG Advisors Incorporated (“CSG”),
the same two firms that responded in 2011.

The firms were evaluated on the following criteria:
A. Financial Advisory Team (40%)
Price (20%):
Prior Experience in Public Finance and Related Areas (20%):
Minority/Female/Disabled Participation (5%):
Presentation (10%):
Location of Office (5%):

mmoO N
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The Proposals

Staff has completed its review of the proposals. The two firms, CMA and CSG, are very similar in the
services they provide to clients and detailed in each firm’s proposal. They focus on a unique sector of
municipal housing finance and are at the forefront of issues that impact the client and its ability to
access the capital markets to funds its programs. The history of the two firms is intertwined and dates
to 1981 when they were part of the same predecessor firm. They work within the regulations and
statutes that govern the municipal market business and conduct quantitative analyses to implement
requirements of the law, rating agencies, and financial markets.

Both firms meet the minimum requirements of possessing the required experience, providing
documentary evidence of insurance coverage, demonstrated capacity to carry out the engagement if
chosen, being a registered municipal advisor with staff that have passed the SEC Series 50 examination,
and demonstrating possession of technology to perform quantitative analyses required to provide the
highest level of financial advisory services. CMA distinguishes itself from CSG in that its technology
involves the use of its proprietary software system, developed and maintained in-house, making it more
flexible with the capability to adjust to clients’ needs and market dynamics. CSG provides its
guantitative services via a third party through a licensing arrangement.

Both firms also submitted all required information concerning prior experience in municipal finance,
bond cash flow analytics, innovative techniques developed by the firm, experience with derivative
products, financial soundness, and the adequacy of team staffing. They each responded satisfactorily to
guestions concerning knowledge, skills, and abilities.

CMA states that it has an unparalleled network in municipal finance that puts the firm in an ideal
position to negotiate best structures at the lowest rates for its clients. It further highlights strong rating
agency relationships with all three rating agencies; it, therefore, possesses a deep understanding of
rating agency requirements for new as well as ongoing bond transactions. CMA has worked with most
of the bond counsel firms in the country on a variety of bond structures. As a result, CMA has
developed an understanding for the crucial aspects of the federal tax law and its interplay with the
different bond and loan structures.

CSG Advisors Incorporated highlights its substantive collaborative approach to helping strengthen the
HOC team in ways like those demonstrated by its history of helping and supporting other Housing
Finance Agencies (“HFAs”) in carrying out their long-term mission.

Fees

The fee proposals for each firm are attached but were evaluated in four categories:
1. Financial Advisory Services,

Cash Flow Analysis, Yield Calculations, Computer Charges,

Other Services,

Hourly Fees,

Expense Reimbursements.

ukwnN

Both firms provided fee schedules that allowed the Evaluation Committee to compare and determine
the most cost effective proposal for the requested services.
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Scoring and Committee Evaluation
A scoring team of staff from the Mortgage Finance, Real Estate, and Human Resources, with oversight

provided by the Chief Financial Officer and the Procurement Officer, scored the responses. The resulting
scores are shown in the table below:

Financial Advisory Team (Specific Individuals
4 0, 4 0, 70

Responsible for Performance of Contract) 0% 0% 37%
Price 20% 18% 16%
irri:arsExperience in Public Finance and Related 20% 20% 20%
Minority/Female/Disabled Participation 5% 2% 2%
Presentation 10% 9% 7%
Location 5% 0% 0%

e CMA, with the highest score of 90%, is the firm determined to be most suitable to serve as
Financial Advisor to the Commission. CMA responded fully to the RFP and outlined a path to
ensuring compliance with HOC's Section 3 and HOC Works requirement, beyond simply paying a
fee to meet the requirement. It also included Equal Opportunity Disclosure with a breakdown of
its employees by race. CMA’s fees by comparison, are essentially unchanged from the last
procurement for services it would provide on HOC's transactions.

e (SG, though also highly qualified as a municipal advisor and able to provide similar services to
the Commission, did not present new information that would elevate it above CMA. CSG is
challenged by the time it may take to learn the Commission’s programs, which could be costlier
to HOC and create disruption to its programs in the short term. Its proposal of a separate
contract for the pipeline management of the Commission’s single family MBS program would
significantly increase the cost to the Commission and viewed as a negative.

A summary of each firm’s background it provided in Exhibit A to this memorandum.

The Evaluation Committee engaged in a lively discussion of the two firms. It acknowledged the similarity
of the services they both provide; however, several important issues were raised and staff directed to
address them. As stated above, CMA has represented the Commission as its Financial Advisor since the
inception of its bond program in 1979. It has also been the sole provider of financial advisory services to
the Commission. Additionally, CMA uses its own proprietary software which it built and maintains.
Given these three facts, the Evaluation Committee has requested that staff engages a third party
consultant to evaluate the CMA software system and to confirm that it is delivering optimal results to
the Commission—the request is not intended to determine accuracy of the data but the efficacy and
efficiency of the system when compared to a packaged software alternative.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
1. Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Financial Advisor Evaluation

Committee to reappoint Caine Mitter and Associates Incorporated to continue to serve as Financial
5
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Advisor to the Housing Opportunities Commission?

Quality of CMA Services

CMA possesses in-depth knowledge of HOC, its mission, financial condition, and operational
framework and continues to provide a high level of professionalism and industry expertise.
CMA provides a full array of financial advisory and sophisticated quantitative services to HOC
and it structures financing programs to maximize HOC's resources and profitability within the
confines of the tax code, which results in stronger single family and multifamily housing
programs.

Challenges to Switching Financial Advisor

There are some challenges to switching financial advisors, but the overarching question must
be: what does the Commission gain? CMA’s (in particular, Tom Caine’s) 38 years of history with
the Commission’s single family and multifamily housing programs may be replicated by a new
Financial Advisor but would require a period of transition to carefully and accurately recreate
the programs, thereby, resulting in an interruption of bond issuance activities of the
Commission. CMA has added members to its team, thereby, ensuring succession planning for its
clients.

Does the Commission wish to accept the recommendation of the Financial Advisor Evaluation
Committee and authorize the Executive Director to negotiate and execute a contract with Caine
Mitter and Associates Incorporated for an annual amount of up to $500,000 and for an initial term
of two years with three one-year optional renewals, at the discretion of the Commission, for a
maximum term of five years subject to the following conditions?

Evaluation Committee Condition

i Engage a third party consultant to evaluate CMA’s proprietary software system to
report on how this system compares to other alternatives available in the market place
and to confirm whether the Commission is receiving the best analytical product for its
programs.

ii.  The Evaluation Committee did not view this as a review of the accuracy of the numbers
as the Commission has been successful over the years; however, it wants a better
understanding of the system rather than the numbers as well is the degree of difficulty
or challenges the Commission would experience if it switched from CMA and its
proprietary system.

iii.  Staffis instructed to develop a scope of services for the evaluation, select a firm to
complete the assignment, and present its findings to the Commission during the initial
two-year contract term. It is staff’s intent to return to the Evaluation Committee once it
develops the scope of work and prior to engaging a consultant.

PRINCIPALS:
Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated

BUDGET IMPACT:
There is no impact to the Commission’s operating budget for selecting CMA as Financial Advisor. The
Financial Advisor is paid from revenues in the single family indenture and from proceeds of each

6
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multifamily financing. Fees paid to Financial Advisor are included in the cost of issuance budget for each
transaction and approved by the Commission of Montgomery County. Furthermore, the cost of
engaging a third party consultant discussed herein will also be borne by the bond indentures.

TIME FRAME:
Action at the June 7, 2017 meeting of the Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:

Staff recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the Financial Advisor Evaluation
Committee and reappoint Caine Mitter and Associates Incorporated to continue to serve as Financial
Advisor to the Housing Opportunities Commission.

Staff further recommends that the Commission accept the recommendation of the Financial Advisor
Evaluation Committee and authorize the Executive Director to negotiate and execute a contract with
Caine Mitter and Associates Incorporated for an annual amount of up to $500,000 and for an initial term
of two years with three one-year optional renewals for a maximum term of five years.

Given the length of time that CMA has served as sole financial advisor to the Commission and the use of
a proprietary software system, the approval is conditioned on engaging a third party firm to evaluate the
CMA software system to confirm that the Commission has and continues to receive the best
representation available in the market place.

Any request for optional renewals would be at the discretion of the Commission and would be
presented for approval in advance of contract expiration.
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Resolution No.: 17-45 Re: Approval of Firm Recommended to Serve as
Financial Advisor to the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County and
Authorization for the Executive Director to
Execute a Contract with Recommended Firm

WHEREAS, the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (the “Commission”)
is a public body corporate and politic duly organized under Division Il of the Housing and Community
Development Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland, as amended, known as the Housing
Authorities Law, and the Agreement by and between the Housing Opportunities Commission of
Montgomery County and Montgomery County, Maryland (the “County”), effective July 1, 2017, as
amended (together, the “Act”), and authorized thereby to issue its notes and bonds from time to time
to fulfill its corporate purposes; and

WHEREAS, to advance its mission and operate a successful bond financing program, the
Commission engages the services of a number of industry professionals, one of which is the Financial
Advisor; and

WHEREAS, Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated (“CMA”) has successfully served the
Commission since 1979 and continues to provide a high level of service and professionalism; and

WHEREAS, on May 6, 2015, the Commission approved a two-year extension to the current
Financial Advisor Contract with CMA; however, in so doing, the Commission also directed staff to
complete a new solicitation and present its findings to the Commission prior to the expiration of the
extended period; and

WHEREAS, the current CMA contract expires on July 1,2017 and consistent with the
Commission’s Procurement Policy, on March 22, 2017, a request for proposals (RFP) #2055 for firms to
provide financial advisory services to the Commission was published and individually mailed to 27
financial advisory firms; and

WHEREAS, two qualified firms, Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated and CSG Advisors
Incorporated (CSG), responded to the RFP; and

WHEREAS, both proposals, including respective fee structures have been reviewed by a
Financial Advisor Evaluation Committee consisting of three Commissioners, and four staff members,
with oversight by the Chief Financial Officer and the Procurement Officer; and

WHEREAS, upon review, both firms were determined to provide comparable financial advisory
services in a specialized area of housing finance within the requisite regulatory, legal, and financial
frameworks; and

WHEREAS, the analysis and preparation of cash flows and the resulting advice provided for

program administration and presentation to the rating agencies is a vital and strategic part of the
services provided by the Financial Advisor; and
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WHEREAS, the Evaluation Committee for substantial and compelling reasons wishes to retain
the services of Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated but given the length of time that CMA has served
as sole Financial Advisor to the Commission and that it employs a system when developing cash flows
and other advisory services which is proprietary and thus not readily comparable or subject to staff
analysis, the Evaluation Committee has instructed the staff to procure the services of a third party
consultant to advise it on the efficacy of the Caine Mitter cash flow software system.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery
County that Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated is approved to serve the Commission as Financial
Advisor for a new two-year term with three one-year renewals by the Commission, contingent upon the
staff’s review of a consultant’s evaluation of CMA’s software system used to prepare cash flows and
other analytical services used in its delivery of municipal financial advice to the Commission.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Director is authorized to enter into an initial three-
year contract with Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated, with two one-year renewals by the
Commission, on the terms and conditions outlined in the submitted proposal and in an approximate
amount of $500,000 for each of the initial two years but not exceeding $1.5 million in aggregate, to be
effective on July 1, 2017.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County
hereby authorizes and directs the Executive Director, without further action on its part, to take any and
all other actions necessary and proper to carry out the transactions contemplated herein.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Housing Opportunities
Commission of Montgomery County at an open meeting conducted on June 7, 2017.

A Patrice Birdsong
L Special Assistant to the Commission
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EXHIBIT A

The Financial Advisory Firms

Caine Mitter & Associates Incorporated

CMA is an independent financial advisory firm that, acting through its personnel, has been in the
business of providing financial advisory and quantitative services to state and local housing finance
agencies for over 38 years, specializing in single family and multifamily housing finance as well as the
fiscal management of local and state housing finance agencies. Its principal, Thomas P. Caine, has been
in the business for over 42 years. CMA also acts as swap advisor and investment bidding agent for both
single family and multifamily programs and provides a broad array of services to its clients. CMA is
accessible and has access and knowledge of the capital markets that allows it to provide first class
service to its clients.

CMA’s predecessor firms include Caine & Midgley Incorporated (1978-1981), Caine Gressel, Midgley
Slater Incorporated (1981-1991), and CGMS Incorporated (1991-1998). CMA has focused its expertise
on advising agencies on housing finance, evolving into a cornerstone resource in the area of municipal
housing finance. Over the past five years, the firm reportedly has advised on the issuance of
approximately $15 billion in 320 series of single family and multifamily bonds for its clients.

The firm’s locations include Northampton, MA and New York City. It employs 15 personnel who are
skilled in housing related public finance generally, and specifically in quantitative analysis with housing
finance application. The firm is 100% owned by Thomas P. Caine but it employs a diverse and
professional staff to represent its HFA clients.

CSG Advisors Incorporated

CSG Advisors Incorporated (CSG) is a national, full service, independent financial advisory firm that
specializes in the design, financing and implementation of affordable housing, urban development, and
economic development initiatives. As with CMA, the firm’s history dates back to 1978 when it was part
of Gressel Gressel and Slater (1978-1981), Caine Gressel Midgley and Slater (1981-1991), CGMS (1991-
1998) and CSG Advisors (1998-Present).

The firm is owned by 10 of its employees and has locations in Atlanta, New York, and San Francisco. The
firm provides financial advisory services in public finance and affordable housing real estate expertise to
its housing finance clients. The firm’s client list includes state and local housing finance agencies for
which it provides advisory as well as quantitative services. The firm reports that in the past five years, it
advised its clients on the issuance of 194 and 184 series of single family and multifamily housing bonds,
respectively, totaling over $14 billion.

10
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Future Action




MEMORANDUM

TO: Housing Opportunities Commission
VIA: Stacy L. Spann, Executive Director
FROM: Kayrine Brown, Chief Investment and Real Estate Officer
Ext. 9589
RE: Approval of Renovation Budget and Scope of Work for Seven (7) Public Housing

Units at Tobytown and Authorization to Select General Contractor for
Renovation of Tobytown in accordance with IFB #2066.

DATE: June 7, 2017
STATUS: Consent Deliberation Status Report Future Action_ X
OVERALL GOAL & OBJECTIVE:

To seek Commission approval of renovation budget and to select a General Contractor to
undertake unit renovations at seven (7) units at Tobytown.

BACKGROUND:

Staff has issued an Invitation for Bid (IFB #2066) for construction contracting services with a due
date for proposals of June 20, 2017. Upon review of the responses to the IFB, staff anticipates
seeking Commission authorization to negotiate a construction contract with the recommended
general contractor including approval of the budget for the renovation from CFP Year 23 (2014)
Federal Capital Funds Program (CFP).

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:
None at this time.

BUDGET IMPACT:
The construction contract will decrease the CFP Year 23 funds by an estimated $350,000 and
will have no impact on HOC's operating budget.

TIME FRAME:
Staff expects to bring a request to the Commission at the July 12 meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION & COMMISSION ACTION NEEDED:
None at this time.

Page 411 of 411



	Insert from: "20170607_admin_1.pdf"
	PNC EXTEND LOC_RELOC Commission
	Attachment A & B
	HOC Line Ext and Modification Term Sheet May 2017 - Attachment C

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A11.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet -RAD6
	RAD 6 Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11

	RAD 6 FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A12.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Scattered Site One
	Scattered Site One Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Scattered Site One FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A13.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Scattered Site Two
	Scattered Site Two Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Scattered Site Two FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A14.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Sligo Hills
	Sligo Hills Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Sligo Hills FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A15.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- TPM
	TPM Development Corporations�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 �Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8

	TPM FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A16.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- VPC One
	VPC One Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	VPC One FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A17.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- VPC Two
	VPC Two Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	VPC Two FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A18.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Metropointe
	Wheaton Metro Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Wheaton Metro FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_admin_1.pdf"
	PNC EXTEND LOC_RELOC Commission
	Attachment A & B
	HOC Line Ext and Modification Term Sheet May 2017 - Attachment C

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A1.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Alexander House
	Alexander House Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Alexander House_FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A2.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Barclay
	Barclay Apartments Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Barclay FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A3.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Glenmont Crossing
	Glenmont Crossing Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Glenmont Crossing FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_com_a4.pdf"
	Loans  advances to TC CY 16
	LOANADV1216

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A4.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Glenmont Westerly
	Glenmont Westerly Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Glenmont Westerly FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A5.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Magruders Discovery
	Magruder’s Discovery Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Magruders FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A6.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Metropolitan
	Metropolitan Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Metropolitan FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A7.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Montgomery Arms
	Montgomery Arms Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Montgomery Arms FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A8.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Oaks at Four Corners
	Oaks at Four Corners Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Oaks FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A9.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Paddington Square
	Paddington Square Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	PaddingtonFY18  June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A10.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Pooks Hill High-rise
	Pooks Hill Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Pooks FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A11.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet -RAD6
	RAD 6 Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11

	RAD 6 FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A12.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Scattered Site One
	Scattered Site One Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Scattered Site One FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A13.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Scattered Site Two
	Scattered Site Two Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Scattered Site Two FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A14.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Sligo Hills
	Sligo Hills Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Sligo Hills FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A15.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- TPM
	TPM Development Corporations�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 �Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8

	TPM FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A16.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- VPC One
	VPC One Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	VPC One FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A17.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- VPC Two
	VPC Two Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	VPC Two FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_A18.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Metropointe
	Wheaton Metro Development Corporation�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Wheaton Metro FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_B1.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Brookside Glen
	Brookside Glen Limited Partnership�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Brookside Glen FY18  June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_DC_B2.pdf"
	BO Dev Corp Packet- Diamond Square
	Diamond Square Limited partnership�Annual Meeting and Amendment of FY 2018 Operating & Capital Budgets
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	Diamond Square FY18 June 7 Resolution

	Insert from: "20170607_delib_1_procurement.pdf"
	Approval of New HOC Procurement Policy
	Attachment A
	Attachment B

	Insert from: "20170607_com_a1.pdf"
	FY17-3rdqtr
	Commission FY17-3Q cons

	Insert from: "20170607_com_a2.pdf"
	3rdqtr_budamend
	APPROVAL OF FY’17
	THIRD QUARTER BUDGET AMENDMENT

	Q3 Amendment Attachment

	Insert from: "20170607_com_a3.pdf"
	Tax Credit 2016 M E M O R A N D U M
	Appendix A-2016

	Insert from: "20170607_com_a4.pdf"
	Loans  advances to TC CY 16
	LOANADV1216

	Insert from: "20170607_com_a7.pdf"
	FY18-Amend_June 7
	FY18 Adopted to Amended Operating and Capital Budget Reconciliations




