
Staff Report

Date: September 13, 2016

To: City Council

From: Valerie J. Barone, City Manager

Reviewed by: Guy Swanger, Chief of Police
Victoria Walker, Director of Community & Economic Development

Prepared by: Joelle Fockler, MMC, City Clerk
Joelle.fockler@cityofconcord.org
(925) 671-3390

Subject: Considering responses to Contra Costa County 2015-16 Grand 
Jury Reports Nos. 1609, Human Trafficking and 1614, Where 
will we Live

Report in Brief
The Contra Costa County Grand Jury has issued Grand Jury Report No. 1609, Human 
Trafficking, and No. 1614, Where will we Live?”  These reports require a City Council 
approved response from the City to the findings and recommendations set forth in the 
report.

Recommended Action
The City Council is requested to review the drafted responses and authorize the City 
Manager to submit the responses to the Grand Jury on behalf of the City.

Background
Each year the Contra Costa County Grand Jury selects governmental issues to 
research and analyze on behalf of the citizens of the County.  Their reports are intended 
to help bring exposure to important government issues, to provide research and 
analysis, and to make findings and recommendations for possible solutions.  The result 
is a report to which identified public entities are required to respond.

The FY 2015-2016 Grand Jury elected to issue the following reports to the City of 
Concord:  Human Trafficking and Where will we Live?  These reports (copies attached) 
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provide analysis, findings and recommendations.  The Grand Jury has requested that 
the City of Concord respond to the findings and recommendations within these reports.

Analysis
The topics of the Grand Jury Reports and the recommended responses are discussed 
below.  The Police Department prepared the response to Human Trafficking and the 
Community and Economic Development Department prepared the response to Where 
will we Live?  

In all cases, the City’s drafted responses address the identified issues only as they 
relate to the City of Concord; the City does not have direct knowledge of the other 
responding organizations, and therefore does not make statements in relation to those 
organizations.

The format of the response to the findings and recommendations is prescribed by law.  
With regard to the findings, the Grand Jury requires a response of agreement, 
disagreement or partial disagreement with discussion of any reason for “non-
agreement.”

With regard to the recommendations, the Grand Jury requires a response be one of the 
four listed below:

 The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary describing the 
implemented actions.

 The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in 
the future, with a time frame for implementation.

 The recommendation requires further analysis.  This response should explain the 
scope and parameters of the analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to 
be prepared for discussion.  This time frame shall not exceed six months from 
the date of the publication of the Grand Jury Report.

 The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is 
not reasonable, with an explanation thereof.

Each of the Grand Jury Reports to which staff has prepared a draft response letter is 
described below.  The issue reported is attached, as is staff’s draft response letter.

Grand Jury Report No. 1609, Human Trafficking (See Attachments 1 and 2)

As stated in Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report 1609, “Human Trafficking,” law 
enforcement agencies in Contra Costa County have made significant strides in 
investigating and prosecuting human trafficking cases.   Significant challenges with 
these cases remain, requiring the coordinated efforts of both law enforcement and the 
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community.  The report not only identifies some of the challenges, it also provides 
recommendations on how an increase in training and multiagency collaboration can 
impact human trafficking within Contra Costa County.  The City of Concord and all 
public safety agencies were asked to respond to this report.   

Grand Jury Report No. 1614, Where will we Live? (See Attachments 3 and 4)

As stated in Contra Costa Grand Jury Report No. 1614, “Where will we Live?” the Bay 
Area is one of the most expensive regions in the world to live and work, and lack of 
affordable housing in Contra costa County affects our citizens and economy.  The 
Grand Jury surveyed all 19 cities in the County to learn about the resources 
implemented to address the shortage of affordable housing.  The investigation revealed 
that ordinances, builder incentives, housing fees, and donations are not enough to solve 
the shortage of affordable housing and the County and cities can and should do more.  
Grand Jury Report No. 1614 focuses on public awareness about affordable housing; 
Governmental resources available to communities, builders, and developers for 
affordable housing; Contra Costa cities’ performance in meeting the need for affordable 
housing; and improving and centralizing information regarding the availability of 
affordable housing to ensure that those who may qualify can readily learn and keep 
informed of affordable housing opportunities.

Financial Impact
There is no fiscal impact to the City created by responding to the Grand Jury Reports.

Public Contact
The City Council Agenda was posted.

Attachments
1. Grand Jury Report No. 1609, Human Trafficking
2. Proposed Response to Grand Jury Report No. 1609
3. Grand Jury Report No. 1614, Where will we Live?
4. Proposed Response to Grand Jury Report No. 1614
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725 Court Street
p.o. Box 431

Martinez, CA 94553-0091

Mayor Laura M. Hoffmeister
City of Concord
1950 Parkside Drive, MS/01
Concord, CA 94519

Dear Ms. Hoffmeister:

Attached is a copy of Grand Jury Report No. 1609, "Human Trafficking" by the 2015-2016
Contra Costa Grand Jury.

In accordance with California Penal Code Section 933 .05, this report is being provided to yori at
least two working days before it is released publicly.

In accordance with Section 933.05(a), the responding person or entity shall report one of the
following actions in respect to each ?:

(1 ) The respondent agrees with the finding.
(2) The respondent disagrees with the finding.
C3) The respondent partially disagrees with the finding.

In the cases of both (2) and (3) above, the respondent shall specify the portion of the finding that
is disprited, and shall include an explanation of the reasons thereof.

In addition, Section 933 .05(b) requires that the respondent reply to each recommendation by
stating one of the following actions:

1. The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary describing the
implemented action.

2. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future, with a time frame for implementation.

3. Therecommendationrequiresfurtheranalysis.Thisresponseshouldexplainthescope
and parameters of the analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for
discussion. This time frame shall not exceed six months from the date of the publication
of the Grand Jury Report.

4. The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation thereof.
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Please be aware that Section 933.05 specifies that no officer, agency, department or governing
body of a public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to its public release.
Please ensure that your response to the above noted Grand Jury report includes the mandated
items. We will expect your response, using the form described by the quoted Government Code,
no later than September 27, 2016.

Please send a copy of your response in hard copy to the Grand Jury, as well as a copy by e-mail
in Word to epant(F?!coiitracosta.co?irts.ca.gov.

Please confirm receipt by responding via e-mail to cpant(2ia;contracosta.courts.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Michael Simmons, Foreperson
2015-2016 Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury

Page 5 of 99



A REPORT BY

THE 2016-2016 CONTRA COSTA COUNTY GRAND JURY
725 Court Street

Martinez, California 94553

Report 1609

Human Trafficking

APPROVED BY THE GRAND JuRY:

aDate: rlu, /a-i, 2?l
]

?iq,t,, =v .,].
? * '-%?

MICHAEL SIMMONS
GRAND JURY FOREPERSON

ACCEPTED FOR FILING:

Date: .? at ;'o'
U

g,-4?
HN T. LAETTNER

JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
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Contact: Michael Simmons

Foreperson
925-957-5638

Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report 1609

Human Trafficking

TO: City Coimcils for the following cities: Antioch, Brentwood,
Clayton, Concord, Danville, EI Cerrito, Hercules, Lafayette, Martinez,
Moraga, Oakley, Orinda, Pinole, Pittsburg, Pleasant Hill, Richmond
San Ramon, San Pablo, Walnut Creek; Contra Costa County Sheriff's
Department; Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors

SUMMARY

Human trafficking (trafficking) is slavery. It is everywhere and the full extent is not
known. The principal forms of human trafficking are:

*

*

*

*

Adult sex trafficking, commonly associated with prostitution
"Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children" (CSEC), a subset of sex trafficking
Labor trafficking
Domestic Servitude.

California is a magnet for human trafficking, attractive because of its need for cheap
labor, its vibrant economy and its access to global travel.

Human trafficking can occur in our own neighborhoods, but often goes unnoticed and
unreported. Masquerading as a Iegitimate business, trafficking uses social media and
moves freely from region to region to avoid detection by law enforcement. Adult sex
trafficking is the most readily recognized form of trafficking and attracts the most
community interest, but forced labor often involves more victims.

California's first anti-trafficking bill, enacted in 2005, makes the trafficking of humans a
felony and assists victims of such trafficking. Following the enactment of this legislation,
local jurisdictions have made substantial changes in their approach to the apprehension
and prosecution of trafficking.

Successful apprehension of perpetrators requires a multi-faceted effort. Various levels
of law enforcement, from the FBI, to state agencies dealing with labor violations, to local
law enforcement, are involved in stopping human trafficking. Hard pressed to function
alone, the most successful efforts by Iocal jurisdictions rely on coordinating with a

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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number of state and federal agencies. Investigations are labor intensive and can take
years before yielding results.

The number of trafficking victims in Contra Costa County is unknown. No one agency is
responsible for collecting and reporting statistics about victims. After apprehension, the
primary avenues for victims to seek assistance are through Community Violence
Solutions (CVS), a non-governmental agency (NGO), and-victim-witness advocates
through the County District Attorney's Office, and/or the FBI in coordination with the
County.

The new paradigm places Iaw enforcement on the front Iine in assessing victim needs.
The first step for law enforcement is determining whether there has been human
trafficking. If law enforcement determines that there has been trafficking, the victim may
be referred to CVS or Victim-Witness Advocates, which seem best able to provide
services. Skill in the initial assessment can make the difference as to whether the victim

will communicate with the officer and/or accept a referral to social services. Proposition
35, passed in 2012, requires all field officers and investigators to complete a minimum
two-hour training in human trafficking no more than six months after hire. The
Commission on Police Officer Standards and Training (POST) video Human Trafficking:
Identify and Respond provides the approved course on handling human trafficking
complaints. It introduces the subject, but understandably fails to incorporate county-
specific guidelines for successful victim assessment or referral. An expanded training
package designed for presentation over a period of weeks, and consisting of multiple
modules was released in 2014. The State does not currently require this training.

Community awareness is a key factor in identifying human trafficking. Some efforts
have been made to raise awareness? about traffickers and their victims; for instance,
District Attorney staff occasionally give presentations to community groups and to local
Iaw enforcement about the problem and; posters throughout the County provide
information about stopping human trafficking. These strategies for working at the
neighborhood level appear to be effective in Alameda County, which has implemented a
community-based program called the Human Exploitation and Trafficking (H.E.A.T.)
Watch Program.

The lead multi-disciplinary task force charged with addressing human trafficking in
Contra Costa County is the Zero Tolerance for Human Trafficking Coalition. In 2015,
the coalition produced a protocol for victims of CSEC and is now considering developing
operating guidelines for serving trafficking victims.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLAIMER

One or more Grand Jurors recused themselves due to a possible conflict of interest and
did not participate in the investigation, preparation or approval of this report.

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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BACKGROUND

Human trafficking is the third most prevalent crime in the United States, behind only
narcotics and gang-related activities. Statistics from the u.s. Department of Justice and
the State provide a snapshot of trafficking today:

*

*

*

*

@

Over 80% of the victims of human trafficking, are born in the LJnited States;
The u.s. State Department conservatively estimates 14,500-17,500 peoplei are
trafficked annually in the u.S.;
In the u.s., oVer 80% of reported trafficking cases are sex trafficking, rather than
labor;
Over 70% of Iabor trafficking victims who were not born in the United States,
entered the United States on Iegal visas;
Of those identified as victims of labor trafficking, 62% are 25 years or older
compared to 1 3o/o of confirmed sex trafficking victims; and
The average age for girls entering into trafficked prostitution or pornography is
12-14 years.

The State of Human Trafficking in California (2012) issued by the California Attorney
General notes that"...trafficking [in California? as a criminal enterprise is second only to
the drug trade in annual revenues." Approximately 80% of human trafficking activity
occurs in three "hotspots", the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles and San Diego.

California Penal Code 236.1 (paraphrased below) provides that human trafficking
involve one or more of the following acts:

*

*

*

*

Coercion: causing a person to believe that failure to perform an act would result
in serious harm or physical restraint;
Deprivation of personal liberty: accomplished through force, fear, fraud, deceit,
coercion, violence, duress, menace or threat of unlawful injury;
Duress: a direct or implied threat of force, violence, danger, hardship or
retribution sufficient to cause a reasonable person to acquiesce in or perform an
act which he or she would otherwise not have submitted; or
Forced labor or services: labor or services obtained or maintained through
force, fraud, duress or coercion, or equivalent conduct that would reasonably
overbear the will of the person.

California's Response to the Human Trafficking Problem

In 2005 California enacted its first anti-trafficking law (AB22) making human trafficking a
felony and assisting its victims. Along with a related bill, (SB180), the legislation also
established the California Alliance to Combat Trafficking and Slavery (CA ACTS) Task
Force to review California's response to human trafficking. Proposition 35, which
passed in 2012, increases prison terms for traffickers and requires sex traffickers to
register as sex offenders. It also requires that all law enforcement officers assigned to

Contra Costa County 2015-20"l6 Grand Jury Report 1609 Page 3
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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field or investigative duties take a minimum of two hours of training in handling human
trafficking complaints by July 1 , 2014.

The effect of Proposition 35 in increasing the number of arrests related to human
trafficking is shown in the graph below.
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Statewide there were nine federally funded task forces established between 2010 and
2014. The task forces are comprised of federal, State, and local law enforcement, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) and city and county governments. They continue
to play an important role in building awareness to combat human trafficking. As
attention to the problem has grown, more Iocal task forces and working groups have
been established. Key in the East Bay are the Alameda County District Attorney's
Human Exploitation and Trafficking (H.E.A.T) Unit, established in 2005, and Contra
Costa County's Zero Tolerance for Human Trafficking Coalition, established in 2013.

DISCUSSION

The Bay Area is a magnet for traffickers due both to its Iocation and to its economy.
Easy access to international travel facilitates the importation of workers. A thriving
service industry employing low skilled, low paid workers creates a market for
undocumented immigrants, and a vibrant tourist industry attracts travelers Iooking for
sex. The multi-jurisdictional law enforcement response to a projected spike in sex
trafficking connected with the 2016 Super Bowl raised public awareness of the
opportunistic nature of this enterprise. As with any entrepreneur, traffickers follow the
money.

Adult Sex Trafficking: A Changing Industry

Under the law, prostitution is not necessarily trafficking, and pimps are not necessarily
traffickers, unless the offense entails loss of personal liberty, duress, or the victim is

ffi

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609 Page 4
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under age. The evidence shows, however, that the majority of adult women arrested for
prostitution are victims of human trafficking.

The character of sexual exploitation has changed dramatically with the advent of
technology and social media. While street prostitution still exists (particularly in Iow-
income areas and cities), the industry is increasingly moving under cover. For example:

*

*

*

*

An explosion of websites designed to expedite the sex trade (e.g. Backpage, City
Vibe, and even Craigslist), allow prostitutes and their pimps to connect with
clients electronically;
Pimps can solicit potential victims under cover of apparently innocent social
media encounters through forums such as Facebook and Twitter;
Disposable cell phones, elaborate networks of connected user names and
aliases, and other sophisticated strategies can obscure the direct relationship
between the exploiter and the victim; and
Prostitution operations are increasingly mobile, changing Iocations to avoid
detection or find better commercial opportunities. Operations can encompass
multiple regions including cities, counties, states, and even countries.

Trafficking often is connected with other illegal activity. For instance, an arrest for
narcotics, gang activity or domestic violence can frequently reveal sex trafficking as
well. One of the reasons for this connection may be that gangs appear to be turning to
sex trafficking as an additional source of revenue.

Labor Trafficking: The Tip of the Iceberg

Labor trafficking is notoriously difficult to identify, and difficult to prosecute. It often
involves multiple victims and, in contrast to prostitution, many victims are not u.s.
citizens. Uncovering labor trafficking frequently requires paying attention to things that
just don't Iook right. According to guidelines distributed by the California Attorney
General, some signs that may indicate labor trafficking include:

*

*

*

*

Working excessively Iong and/or unusual hours, perhaps being prohibited from
taking breaks or other unusual restrictions at work;
Being controlled (e.g., workers being transported to and from worksites in
groups):
Lacking passports or other forms of identification; no financial records or bank
accounts; and
Fearful of speaking to someone else alone.

These indicators may point to the existence of a trafficking operation, but not always.
Often, the first sign of potential labor trafficking involves a complaint, either by a victim
or from an astute observer.

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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Labor traffickers typically engage in businesses that appear to be Iegitimate, and the
investigation of trafficking often hinges on uncovering fraudulent and/or illegal business
practices. Business owners may cheat on income and employment taxes, workplace
rules, wage and hour regulations, workmen's compensation insurance, health and
safety requirements, and/or immigration laws. They defraud their employees of fair
compensation and the workplace protections to which they are entitled by law resulting
in a situation that is no better than indentured servitude.

Often called the "AI Capone Approach", after the infamous gangster who was finally
successfully prosecuted for tax evasion, the investigation and prosecution of Iabor
trafficking frequently entails interagency cooperation. The State Department of
Industrial Relations (DIR), the Employment Development Department (EDD) and the
Department of Insurance (Dl) often work with the District Attorney's Office during labor
trafficking investigations. A senior DIR official explained, "Labor traffickers are
cheaters", and "...at base, a labor trafficking investigation starts with an investigation of
fraud".

A Look at the Data: How Much Trafficking is There?

County reports about the number of adult human trafficking victims differ, making an
overall assessment of the size of the problem difficult. There is no comprehensive
source dealing with trafficking victims.

Based on a survey of nineteen city police departments and the Contra Costa County
Sheriff's Department regarding the number of incidents of adult sex trafficking, labor
trafficking, and CSEC occurring between January and August 2015, seven jurisdictions
reported at least one incident. As reported by these jurisdictions, eighty-six incidents
involved adult sex trafficking, sixteen involved CSEC victims and one incident involved
labor trafficking. Additionally, there were eight arrests for pimping of underage girls.

The survey also asked about the number of department personnel trained to deal with
human trafficking. All responding departments stated that at Ieast some officers had
received training.

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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The table below summarizes a Zero Trafficking Coalition report on victims identified and
served by its "grant partners" for the period from June 2014 through June 2015.

r Total Adults ffi
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1

]

The Coalition statistics understate the true number of victims because they show only
victims who received services from one or more the NGOs associated with the

Coalition. Victims who were not referred to services, or who refused a referral, or who
went to service providers not associated with the Coalition, are not included.
Accordingly, it is difficult to determine the overall number of victims in the County.

For 2011 through 2015, the District Attorney reports the following number of criminal
cases filed for human trafficking:

*

@

*

Thirty-five filings for 2011 through 2013:(an average of eleven per year);
Five filings during 2014; and
Seven filings during 2015.

Investigation and Prosecution

Investigators and patrol officers must deal with the complex realities of human trafficking
enterprises, often hidden from sight. These enterprises move between jurisdictions to
avoid scrutiny, take advantage of technology to maintain and attract their clientele and
victims, and use intimidation and duress to prevent victims from Ieaving or reporting the
crime to outsiders.

A successful trafficking investigation hinges on many factors. Local concern can make
apprehending suspected traffickers a law enforcement priority. Most police agencies
are operating with resource constraints, and there is every incentive to put ongoing (and
visible) crime first. Investigating trafficking is time intensive and often takes months (or
years) to build a case. Historically, prostitution has received most of the attention
because local citizens are aware and concerned. It is not clear, however, whether

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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citizens typically understand the link between prostitution and trafficking. Labor
trafficking, even less obvious to the public eye, has not yet achieved similar recognition.

In at least one instance since 2014, the FBI offered to assist some Contra Costa cities
with massage parlor stakeouts. These cities declined the offer, citing the need to focus
their limited resources on higher priorities. The FBI also conducts an annual one-week
"sweep" in the Concord/Pittsburg/Antioch area (Operation Cross Country) in partnership
with local police departments. Not all agencies participate even though the FBI
provides substantial personnel and financial assistance to augment those of the local
police departments.

When cities place a priority on identifying trafficking operations, the results are notable.
For example, there has been a high level of public concern about the possibility of illegal
activity associated with the multitude of massage parlors in the City of Pleasant Hill.
Since 2013, the Pleasant Hill Police Department has staged forty-one undercover
investigations of sixteen massage parlors yielding nine arrests on suspicion of
prostitution.

California Assembly Bill 1147- The Massage Therapy Reform Act took effect on January
1 , 2016. The Act empowers cities and counties to close massage businesses that have
been involved in illegal activities and provides municipalities with other Ieverage, such
as a certification requirement for massage parlors.

Consistent training and intensive exposure help investigators and patrol officers become
experts at identifying the signs of human trafficking. Investigators need be able to
sense what is going on beneath the surface of a seemingly ordinary encounter. It can
take years to develop familiarity with the subtle signs of trafficking. In this rapidly
changing arena, familiarization with trends, patterns, and best practices is critical. While
most officers receive introductory POST training, practical training occurs on the job,
and is also provided by more experienced officers. In this rapidly evolving field,
advanced training and networking with other law enforcement agencies provides critical
enhancements to the local experience. Not all police departments in the County have a
formal training plan in this area, although officers may receive training from time to time.

Regional task forces such as the Bay Area H.E.A.T. Coalition (BAHC) provide additional
training and networking opportunities. BAHC is a regional network of law enforcement,
County first responders, NGOs, community organizations, and elected officials who
come together to share best practices and developments. More than 2,000
professionals have been connected through BAHC. Few Contra Costa law enforcement
staff routinely attend these meetings despite their value in keeping track of trends in the
wider Bay Area.

An interdisciplinary approach to policing recognizes the relationship between crimes
that are more obvious and trafficking, which is often hidden. Trafficking is frequently
related to drug crimes, gang activity, and domestic violence. Understanding and

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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capitalizing on that relationship is often the key to discovering and apprehending
traffickers. Most Iaw enforcement departments assign one officer or detective as the
contact point in the investigation of suspected trafficking cases. However, the single
point of contact model can generate an overwhelming workload unless adequate
support is available.

The Pittsburg Police Department uses a "street team" of three detectives, each with
specialized drug, gang, or domestic violence experience. This team receives advanced
training about identifying and responding to human trafficking. With this training and the
range of knowledge shared among the three detectives, the street team has an
increased ability to identify victims of trafficking while investigating crimes within one of
their specializations. Moreover, the sharing and coordination of effort increases the
efficiency and effectiveness of the team.

Local law enforcement is able to build a case for prosecution through close coordination
with federal and state law enforcement agencies. Some trafficking is purely local, but
most of it respects no borders. Both the federal and state governments have an interest
in trafficking investigations at the local Ievel. For example, sex trafficking across state
lines is a federal offense of interest to the FBI and violation of Iabor Iaws attracts

attention from various state agencies.

Contra Costa County gets high marks from state and federal partners for its aggressive
approach in the investigation and prosecution of both sex and labor trafficking cases.

* Investigating Iabor trafficking operations can sometimes have a substantial
payoff. One Contra Costa case involving the Golden Dragon Restaurant in
Brentwood expanded to include multiple restaurants in several counties, 120
victims, over $500,000 in cash seized, and at Ieast $120 million in fraud charges.

* Highly visible recent sex trafficking prosecutions in Contra Costa show how
extensive such operations can be. Danville residents James Joseph and Avisa
Lavassani, were indicted for operating a sex trafficking ring extending as far as
Miami, Cleveland, and New York, which generated tells of thousands of dollars
per month. This operation, housed in an unremarkable home in an upscale
neighborhood, involved more than 15 known victims. A multi-agency FBI task
force working with San Ramon, Danville police, and the District Attorney's Office
successfully arrested the traffickers after a lengthy investigation.

A proactive approach to monitoring the activities of suspected traffickers can identify
and apprehend hidden perpetrators. Electronic communications are increasingly the
tool of choice for sex traffickers to communicate with potential customers, schedule
appointments, and identify potential victims. Police departments are now using the
same tools to follow suspects and to identify potential trafficking operations.

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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In addition to monitoring various websites and other social media, several databases
are useful in the fight against human trafficking:

*

*

*

*

*

ARIES, which is maintained by the Contra Costa Sheriff's Office, includes data
about known offenders including residences, job histories, gang affiliations, arrest
history, and even tattoos;
Thorn's Spotlight, which provides information about suspected trafficking
networks, focuses on identifying victims, and is able to filter and search digital
images of victims appearing in online advertisements;
Online software developed by the University of California Technology and
Human Trafficking Initiative detects possible cases of online sex trafficking;
Human Trafficking Reporting System (HTRS), which is funded by the Department
of Justice, provides national, regional, and Iocal statistics about human
trafficking; and
SafetyNet, maintained by Alameda County, collects comprehensive data about
child sex trafficking.

The ability to disguise one's identity through social media and "dating" websites can be
as beneficial to law enforcement as it is to perpetrators, allowing Iaw enforcement to
enter the hidden world of sex trafficking. Some departments designate a person to
routinely monitor websites suspected of being used for trafficking as a way of
discovering potential criminal activity.

Involved citizens, aware of their local environment, can be the key to first identifying
suspected trafficking. Many investigations begin with a tip from a concerned citizen.
The Golden Dragon investigation (above) began with a complaint from a restaurant
employee. A recent sex trafficking case in Dublin was discovered when neighbors
became concerned with unusual activity in and around a neighborhood home. Alameda
County has developed a comprehensive program of community engagement, as
discussed further below.

Victim Assistance

Current practice puts law enforcement in the forefront of dealing with trafficking victims.
Recognizing that many prostitutes are unwilling participants and victims, rather than
partners, of their pimps resulted in a shift away from the criminalization of prostitution.
Similarly, individuals subjected to labor trafficking (particularly the undocumented) are
now considered victims, instead of "aliens" to be deported.

While apprehension of traffickers requires coordination and cooperation among Iaw
enforcement agencies, appropriately attending to the needs of the victims requires a
different set of skills. Conditioned through mental and physical intimidation, trafficking
victims typically do not trust or communicate with law enforcement. However, they are
crucial to the prosecution of trafficking cases. To bridge the communication gap, law
enforcement relies on specially trained advocates. The victim-centered approach

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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requires that victim's needs are assessed and, based on that assessment, victims are
referred to appropriate services to help them adjust to life after trafficking. For the most
part, police and detectives sympathize with the victims, but often do not have the skills
to elicit witness information or to convince them to walk away from "the Iife". Repoited
success varies widely, but victims often strongly resist efforts by police officers to turn in
their abusers, provide witness statements, or seek assistance from available service
agencies. Asked about his success in convincing prostitutes to get help, one detective
responded "...basically zero."

Police involvement is necessarily short term, and dealing with victims after the original
contact falls to a variety of County agencies and NGOs. Most police officers
interviewed knew of and/or used Community Violence Solutions (CVS) for short-term
help. The District Attorney's Office and social service NGOs also provide victims of
trafficking with services from specialists. This relationship between victims and these
agencies can be lengthy. One source estimates that it can take between twelve and
sixteen separate attempts (and sometimes years) before the victims successfully
manage to Ieave "the life".

Organizing the Process: A New County Approach

The Zero Tolerance Coalition is currently producing operating guidelines for handling
adult sex and labor trafficking victims, including guidelines for multidisciplinary teams to
provide case review and coordination. The draft guidelines should be completed by
December 2016. Two summits in 2015 and 2016 involving representatives from
multiple counties, social service agencies, law enforcement and the community served
to focus the effort to complete these guidelines. The Coalition.is working closely with
Alameda County's H.E.A.T. Program, which has been a leader in addressing the human
trafficking problem since 2006. By working with H.E.A.T., Contra Costa County will be
able to leverage its efforts to prevent trafficking, identify it when it occurs and provide a
coordinated approach to victim assistance.

A Model to Emulate: Alameda County's H.E.A.T. Program

Set up in January 2006, the Alameda County District Attorney's H.E.A.T. Unit has
prosecuted 427 human trafficking cases. Of these cases, 312 cases (81%) resulted in
convictions. The H.E.A.T. Unit continues to be the State's most prolific prosecutor of
human trafficking cases. The H.E.A.T. Unit prosecutes offenders for human trafficking,
child sexual assault, kidnapping, and other serious crimes. The H.E.A.T. Program
developed a collaborative strategy for combatting human trafficking. Successfully
implemented in the Bay Area and other communities, the strategy encompasses:

* Robust community engagement;
Training for law enforcement;
Vigorous prosecution;

*

*

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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*

*

Education of and advocacy to policy makers; and
Wrap-around services for victims/survivors.

This strategic approach recognizes that the program is only as strong as the
involvement and commitment of law enforcement agencies, County service providers,
prosecutors, and the community.

The H.E.A.T. website contains a full explanation of each area. The community
engagement and law enforcement training aspects explained on the website could be
particularly useful components of a new Contra Costa County Human Trafficking
Protocol.

Implementation of H.E.A.T. Watch Neighborhood Programs enhances community
engagement. The programs raise awareness that stopping human trafficking is a
priority. This effort includes systematic guidelines for communities interested in setting
up H.E.A.T. Watch Programs, webinars, hotlines, newsletters, training and outreach
events and even H.E.A.T. Watch Radio. Social media, such as Facebook and Twitter,
help law enforcement find victims. Alameda County also uses outdoor billboards and
bus signs to raise awareness.

To address the Iaw enforcement side of controlling human trafficking, the Alameda
County H.E.A.T. Watch Program developed a comprehensive law enforcement-training
curriculum. This curriculum provides a detailed outline and many training materials
focused on first responders, who are typically law enforcement.

Training materials also deal with investigating and developing a case that can withstand
the scrutiny of the court and defense counsel. Additionally, the training materials
explain where Iaw enforcement should focus resources and how to develop evidence
that establishes the essential elements of the crime.

CONCLUSION

As attention to the extent and consequences of human trafficking has grown, Iaw
enforcement in Contra Costa County has made significant strides in investigating
suspected trafficking and prosecuting the traffickers. Identifying and assisting the
victims remains a significant challenge, requiring the coordinated efforts of both law
enforcement and the community. The operating guidelines for victim identification and
assistance under development by the Zero Tolerance Coalition should include a
comprehensive action plan for addressing both law enforcement issues and victim
needs similar to that used in Alameda County.

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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F?NDINGS

F1. The San Francisco Bay Area is one of three "hot spots" for human trafficking in
California, along with Los Angeles and San Diego.

F2.

F3.

F4.

F5.

F6.

F7.

The emphasis in human trafficking cases has shifted from solely prosecution to a
"victim-centered" approach in which the needs of persons who have been
trafficked receive equal consideration.

Effectively identifying and apprehending traffickers requires knowledge of the Iocal
environment and criminal activities acquired through years of experience.

Most police officer training related to human trafficking is acquired through working
with more experienced officers and victim advocates.

The required two-hour POST Training Video in dealing with human trafficking
complaints provides a general basis, but more intensive training found in the POST
2014 training manual contains in-depth coverage of the issues important to officers
assigned to trafficking cases.

Successful apprehension and prosecution of traffickers often involves coordination
and cooperation among Iocal, State and federal agencies.

City Iaw enforcement and Contra Costa County Sheriff's Department have no
comprehensive or consistent method for analyzing data about the number and type
of adult trafficking victims. More data that is complete is needed to define the
magnitude of the problem and to support decisions about victim services and
resource allocation.

City Iaw enforcement and Contra Costa County Sheriff's Department does not
always use resources offered by State and federal for joint "sting" and "sweep"
operations.

Trafficking frequently occurs in combination with other violent crimes and its
victims often have a history of abuse and trauma.

F1 0. The use of specialist multidisciplinary teams in high crime areas can increase the
likelihood that trafficking will be recognized as a component of other crimes.

F1 1 . Public awareness is a critical factor in identifying potential human trafficking
activity.

F12. The County's efforts to build a broad public awareness of human trafficking has
primarily been a poster campaign beginning in 2015.

F13. The Zero Tolerance for Human Trafficking Coalition is developing operating
guidelines for case review and coordination to be completed in December 2016.

F14. A comprehensive approach to dealing with human trafficking includes robust
community engagement; training law enforcement in responding to human
trafficking incidents; vigorous prosecution of perpetrators; education of and
advocacy to policy makers; and wrap-around services for victims/survivors.

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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RECOMMENDATIONS

R1 . City Iaw enforcement agencies and the Sheriffs Department should consider
incorporating expanded training for officers assigned to trafficking-related duties.

R2. City Law enforcement agencies and the Sheriff's Department should consider
increasing collaboration with State and federal law enforcement to expand
"sweeps" and "stings" in high crime areas.

R3. City Law enforcement agencies and the Sheriff's Department should consider the
benefits of assigning multidisciplinary teams in areas with significant drug, gang
and/or prostitution activity to assist in identifying trafficking activities.

R4. The County Board of Supervisors should consider identifying funds to assign the
Zero Tolerance Coalition to take a Ieadership role in developing report formats,
collecting and reporting on comprehensive data about adult and child trafficking in
Contra Costa County.

R5. The County Board of Supervisors should consider directing the Zero Tolerance
Coalition to develop a multi-disciplinary approach in dealing with human trafficking,
after identifying funds to do so.

R6. The County Board of Supervisors should consider directing the Zero Tolerance
Coalition to develop and implement a systematic plan for building community
awareness of human trafficking, after identifying funds to do so.
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REQUIRED RESPONSES

I
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Recommendgtions

Antioch City Council Fl-F11 F14 R1-R3

Brentwood City Council F1 - F11, F14 R1-R3

Clayton City Council F1-F11 F14 R1 - R3

Concord City Council F1-F11 F14 R1-R3

Danville City Council F1-F11 F14 Rl - R3

EI Cerrito City Council Fl-F11 F14 R1-R3

Hercules City Council F1 -F11, F14 R1 - R3

Lafayette City Council F1-F11 F14 R1-R3

Martinez City Council F1-F11 F14 R1 - R3

Moraga City Council F1-F11 F14 Rl-R3

Oakley City Council F1-F11 F14 R1 - R3

Orinda City Council F1-F11 F14 R1-R3

Pinole City Council F1-F11 F14 R1 - R3

Pittsburg City Council F1-F11 F14 R1-R3

Pleasant Hill City Council F1 - F11, F14 Rl - R3

Richmond City Council F1 - F11, F14 R1-R3

San Ramon City Council F1-F11 F14 R1-R3

San Pablo city Council F1 - F11, F14 Rl - R3

Walnut Creek City Council F1 - F11, F14 R1-R3

Contra Costa County Sheriff's Department F1-F11 F14 R1-R3

Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors F11-F14 R4 - R6
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These responses must be provided in the format and by the date set forth in the cover
letter that accompanies this report. An electronic copy of these responses in the form of
a Word document should be sent by e-mail to epant@contracosta.courts.ca.gov and a
hard (paper) copy should be sent to:

Civil Grand Jury - Foreperson

725 Couit Street

P.0. Box 431

Maitinez, CA 94553-0091

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1609
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Attachment 2

September 13, 2016

By U.S. Mail and email (epant@contracosta.courts.ca.gov)

Mr. Michael Simmons, Foreperson
Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury
725 Court Street
P.O. Box 431
Martinez, CA  94553-0091

RE: City of Concord Response to June 22, 2016 Grand Jury Report No. 1609, “Human 
Trafficking”

Dear Mr. Simmons: 

This letter serves as the City of Concord’s response to the Contra Costa County Grand Jury’s 
findings and recommendations set forth in Report No. 1609, entitled “Human Trafficking.”  
This letter was reviewed by the Concord City Council at its September 13, 2016 City Council 
Meeting, and I was directed to submit the response for the City of Concord.

I. FINDINGS

Finding No. 1:   “The San Francisco Bay Area is one of three "hot spots" for human 
trafficking in California, along with Los Angeles and San Diego.”

Response to Finding No. 1:   The City of Concord agrees with this finding.  

Finding No. 2:    “The emphasis in human trafficking cases has shifted from solely 
prosecution to a "victim-centered" approach in which the needs of persons who have been 
trafficked receive equal consideration.”

Response to Finding No. 2:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.

Finding No. 3:     “Effectively identifying and apprehending traffickers requires knowledge 
of the local environment and criminal activities acquired through years of experience.”
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City of Concord’s Response Letter to June 22 2016, Grand Jury Request
September 13, 2016

Page 2 of 4

Response to Finding No.3:     The City of Concord partially disagrees with the finding.  
Specific training in these areas and collaboration with other agencies will likely achieve the 
same results. 

Finding No. 4:     “Most police officer training related to human trafficking is acquired 
through working with more experienced officers and victim advocates.”

Response to Finding No. 4:     The City of Concord partially disagrees with the finding.  
Specific training in human trafficking and collaboration with non-government organizations 
(NGO) such as Community Violence Solutions (CVS), other law enforcement agencies and 
advocates, are the primary sources of human trafficking training gained by police officers.

Finding No. 5:     “The required two-hour POST Training Video in dealing with human 
trafficking complaints provides a general basis, but more intensive training found in the POST 
2014 training manual contains in-depth coverage of the issues important to officers assigned 
to trafficking cases.”

Response to Finding No. 5:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 6:     “Successful apprehension and prosecution of traffickers often involves 
coordination and cooperation among local, State and federal agencies.”

Response to Finding No. 6:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 7:     “City law enforcement and Contra Costa County Sheriff's Department have 
no comprehensive or consistent method for analyzing data about the number and type of adult 
trafficking victims. More data that is complete is needed to define the magnitude of the 
problem and to support decisions about victim services and resource allocation.”

Response to Finding No. 7:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 8:     “City law enforcement and Contra Costa County Sheriff's Department does 
not always use resources offered by State and federal for joint "sting" and "sweep" 
operations.”

Response to Finding No. 8:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 9:     “Trafficking frequently occurs in combination with other violent crimes 
and its victims often have a history of abuse and trauma.”

Response to Finding No. 9:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   
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City of Concord’s Response Letter to June 22 2016, Grand Jury Request
September 13, 2016

Page 3 of 4

Finding No. 10:     “The use of specialist multidisciplinary teams in high crime areas can 
increase the likelihood that trafficking will be recognized as a component of other crimes.”

Response to Finding No. 10:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 11:     “Public awareness is a critical factor in identifying potential human 
trafficking activity.”

Response to Finding No. 11:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 14:     “A comprehensive approach to dealing with human trafficking includes 
robust community engagement; training law enforcement in responding to human trafficking 
incidents; vigorous prosecution of perpetrators; education of and advocacy to policy makers; 
and wrap-around services for victims/survivors.”

Response to Finding No. 14:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

II. RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1:     “City law enforcement agencies and the Sheriff’s Department 
should consider incorporating expanded training for officers assigned to trafficking-related 
duties.”

Response to Recommendation No. 1:     The City of Concord has implemented this 
recommendation.  Sworn staff are provided with specific training on Human Trafficking 
every two years through our in-service training program.  Additionally, detectives working in 
the Special Victims Unit who investigate human trafficking incidents have also been provided 
with additional training through CVS and California POST-approved training.

Recommendation No. 2:     “City law enforcement agencies and the Sheriff's Department 
should consider increasing collaboration with State and Federal law enforcement to expand 
"sweeps" and "stings" in high crime areas.”

Response to Recommendation No. 2:   The City of Concord believes this recommendation 
requires further analysis.  Although the recommendation appears to be valuable, it lacks 
specificity on the amount of resources needed to fulfill this recommendation.  It also fails to 
incorporate NGO’s such as CVS; who are invaluable with these investigations.

Recommendation No. 3:     “City Law enforcement agencies and the Sheriff's Department 
should consider the benefits of assigning multidisciplinary teams in areas with significant 
drug, gang and/or prostitution activity to assist in identifying trafficking activities.”

Response to Recommendation No. 3:  The City of Concord will not implement this 
recommendation as our model of enforcing and investigating human trafficking cases is not 
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City of Concord’s Response Letter to June 22 2016, Grand Jury Request
September 13, 2016

Page 4 of 4

consistent with a multidisciplinary team.  All sworn staff at the City of Concord are trained in 
identifying human trafficking cases and will summon assistance from Special Victim’s Unit 
detectives should such a case be identified.

Guy Swanger, Chief of Police, is available to answer any questions or provide any additional 
information concerning the above responses or enclosed documents.  You can reach him at 
(925) 671-3193 or by email at guy.swanger@cityofconcord.org.

Sincerely,

Valerie J. Barone
City Manager
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Grand Jury

June 24, 2016

Contra
Costa
County

d

725 Court Street
P.0. Box 431

Martinez, CA 94553-0091

f's L: ai,: ;C ! V C- u

JUN 2 9 2016

CITY MGR'S. OFFICE

Mayor Laura M. Hoffmeister
City of Concord
1950 Parkside Drive, MS/01
Concord, CA 94519

Dear Ms. Hoffmeister:

Attached is a copy of Grand Jury Report No. 1614, "Where Will We Live?" by the 2015-2016
Contra Costa Grand Jury.

In accordance with California Penal Code Section 933.05, this report is being provided to you at
least two working days before it is released publicly.

In accordance with Section 933 .05(a), the responding person or entity shall report one of the
following actions in respect to each ?:

(1 ) The respondent agrees with the finding.
(2) The respondent disagrees with the finding.
(3) T?he respondent partially disagrees with the finding.

In the cases of both (2) and (3) above, the respondent shall specify the portion of the finding that
is disputed, and shall include an explanation of the reasons thereof.

In addition, Section 933.05(b) requires that the respondent reply to each recommendation by
stating one of the following actions:

1. The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary describing the
implemented action.

2. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future, with a time frame for implementation.

3. The recommendation requires further analysis. This response should explain the scope
and parameters of the analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for
discussion. This time frame shall not exceed six months from the date of the publication
of the Grand Jury Report.

4. The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation thereof.
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Please be aware that Section 933.05 specifies that no officer, agency, department or governing
body of a public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to its public release.
Please ensure that your response to the above noted Grand Jury report includes the mandated
items. We will expect your response, using the form described by the quoted Government Code,
no later than September 30, 2016.

Please send a copy of your response in hard copy to the Grand Jury, as well as a copy by e-mail
in Word to epaiit(t7.lcont'.i.'aeost'..ci...q:t','.yu.rts,c.a.,gp'y,

Please confirm receipt by responding via e-mail to g'24int'?t',eot'itracosta.e?.

Sincerely,

Michael Simmons, Foreperson
2015-2016 Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury
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A REPORT BY

THE 2C)15-2016 CONTRA COSTA COUNTY GRAND JURY

725 Couit Street

Maitinez, California 94553

Report 16'l4

Where Will We Live?

The Affordable Housing Waiting List
is Closed.

APPROVED BY THE GRAND JURY:

(c/i4/,l';5
7?

Date: aiL(,-,..=: ,.,j' ,.,tf,
. .1 ? a ? ??'

MICHAEL SIMMONS

GRAND JURY FOREPERSON

ACCEPTED FOR FILING-

(;, /i r/itDate: 7-,, :' -
?ohrq T- t.m-r'-rnes

JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
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Contact: Michael Simmons

Foreperson
9 2 s-9 s 7-s 6 3 8

Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report 1614

Where Will We Live?

The Affordable Housing Waiting List is Closed.

TO: City Councils of Antioch, Brentwood, Clayton, Concord, Danville,
EI Cerrito, Hercules, Lafayette, Martinez, Moraga, Oakley, Orinda,
Pinole, Pleasant Hill, Pittsburg, Richmond, San Pablo, San Ramon,
Walnut Creek and the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors

SUMMARY:

The Bay Area is one of the most expensive regions in the world to live and work.
Our County has a housing crisis that demands our immediate attention. Lack of
affordable housing in Contra Costa County negatively affects our citizens and economy.
Government Iawmakers and fair shelter advocates call housing "affordable" when a
household pays no more than 30 percent of its total income for housing costs. Income
Ievels determine who qualifies for Affordable Housing (AH). Those qualifying include a
range of households from formerly homeless individuals to first-time homebuyers. AH
can include rental and homeownership; single-family and multi-family; and new or
rehabilitated units. The Bay Area has an extensive network of for-profit and non-profit
housing developers that create well designed, well managed AH. Despite their efforts,
the demand far outstrips the supply.

California housing element law, California Government Code section 65580 et seq.,
mandates that every city provide its fair share of AH. Since 2007, the cities in the Bay
Area, including in Contra Costa County, have failed to issue the requisite number of
building permits to meet their share allocations.

President of the Bay Area Council, Jim Wunderman, warned that "water isn't the only
thing that is in short supply in the Bay Area. Our region is growing, our economy is
humming, but the housing shortage could be our Achilles heel." He called for
California's housing problems to receive the same decisive action that is being
undertaken to combat the drought. In a recent Bay Area Council housing poll, 67
percent of residents complain that it is harder to find a place to live in the Bay Area
compared with a year ago.

The Grand Jury surveyed all nineteen cities in the County to learn about the resources
implemented to address the shortage of AH. More than 70 percent of the County's
cit!es have adopted ordinances that mandate developers build a certain percentage of
new home projects at below-market prices for people with Iower incomes. Financial

Cont?a Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1614
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tools used by the cities include housing impact fees, linkage fees, in Iieu fees, and
density bonuses. Some cities have donated publicly owned land, vacant land for infill,
and property for renovation to non-profit housing developers in an effort to alleviate their
city's AH crises. Our investigation revealed however, that ordinances, builder
incentives, housing fees, and donations are not enough to solve the shortage of AH and
the County and cities can and should do more. What is missing we discuss in the four
focus areas of this report:

1 . Public awareness about AH;

2. Governmental resources available to communities, builders, and
developers for AH;

3. Contra Costa cities' performance in meeting the need for AH; and

4. Improving and centralizing information regarding the availability of AH
to ensure that those who may qualify can readily learn and keep
informed of AH opportunities.

METHODOLOGY

In conducting its investigation and preparing this report, the Grand Jury performed the
following tasks:

* Interviewed selected city and County staff and representatives of:
o for-profit and non-profit builders and developers,
o AH advocacy organizations, and
o area-wide quasi-governmental agencies.

* Attended meetings of:
o the County Board of Supervisors,
o regional organizations,
o city councils,
o municipal planning commissions.

@ Reviewed:

o published court decisions,
o public materials,
o online documents,
o Contra Costa County and city websites.

* Prepared and submitted to each city within the County a written survey pertaining
to AH, and reviewed and analyzed the responses of each city (Appendix 1 )

r
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DISCUSS?ON

Why should AH matter to the residents of Contra Costa County?

A 2015 East Bay Housing Organization (EBHO) report states that:

Solj{co: 'T'tx% St:lniord C:erifer o?r}? Povert.y' ;)!Tj Iriequal{ly with the i) 'ut>lic l:)?oiicy
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Seventeen percent of County residents Iive in poverty, in which high housing
costs play a significant role.
Inflation adjusted median rent has increased seventeen percent since 2000 while
the median renter income has declined seven percent.
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The chart above shows the higher percentages in the County who fall within the lower
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comparable percentages nationwide.
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@ Between 2010 and 2014, County real estate had the highest sales price increase
(50 percent) in the Bay Area.

@ From fiscal year 2008-2009 to fiscal year 2013-2014, the County Iost seventy-
one percent of state and federal funding for AH, a Ioss of $39,500,000.

Communities thrive when people have safe and stable housing; when they live near
their jobs, schools, and places of worship; when families can build roots and meet
diverse neighbors; and when we use resources wisely, greening our housing and
preserving open space. AH residents are seniors and people with disabilities on a fixed
income, as well as teachers, retired military personnel, car mechanics, childcare
workers, and others who work in our communities.

In addition to the obvious benefits of helping residents, AH can benefit the wider
community in significant ways:

@

*

*

@

Providing housing for the local workforce, especially lower wage earners;
Revitalizing distressed neighborhoods;
Directing economic benefits to the Iocal community, such as increased jobs and
sales taxes; and
Promoting economic and social integration while building community.
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Government Efforts to Achieve AH

In June 2015, the East Bay Times ran an article entitled, "Bay Area Housing Crisis May
Cause NlMBYAttitudes to Wane". NIMBY is an acronym for"not in my backyard". Bay
Area residents seem to be willing to challenge this attitude as two-thirds now believe it
is tougher to find a place to live, and over half are ready to embrace higher density
housing in their neighborhoods to tackle the problem. Seventy-six percent of Bay Area
residents want policy makers and developers to direct their efforts toward the creation of
certain types of housing. Specifically, respondents want the focus on housing for low
and middle-income people.

In the County, population continues to increase, bringing constant pressure on state and
Iocal governments to focus on housing affordability. Various state and Iocal laws and
ordinances are available to cities in the County and the greater Bay Area to address the
shortage of AH.

Housing Element

California Housing Element law (California Government Code section 65580 et seq.) is
the State's primary market-based means to increase housing supply, affordability, and
provide opportunities for private builders without unduly constraining housing
development. The County and its nineteen cities each have a Housing Element plan
certified by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD),
detailing their goals pertaining to AH.

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)

ABAG is the comprehensive regional planning agency and Council of Governments
(COG) for the nine counties and 101 cities and towns of the San Francisco Bay Region.
The region encompasses Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San
Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties. As the COG for the Bay Area,
ABAG is responsible for regional Iand use planning and coordination with local
governments. The State sets the housing needs and ABAG allocates the housing goals
for the nine Bay Area Counties by income Ievels set by the federal Housing and Urban
Development agency (HUD). While Iand-use planning is fundamentally a local issue for
city governments, the availability of housing is a matter of statewide importance.
Housing element laws require Iocal governments to be accommodating and
accountable to meet projected housing needs. The cities maintain local control over
where and what type of development should occur while providing the opportunity for
the private sector to meet market demand.
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

Government Code sections 65580-65589.8, also known as the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA), set forth the state-mandated process for identifying the total
number of housing units by affordability level that each jurisdiction should
accommodate.

Income categories established by HUD for 2015 in the County are:

*

*

*

*

*

Extremely Low - A subset of the very Iow-income regional housing need,
defined as households earning less than thirty percent of the median household
income: family of four earning $28,050 or Iess per year.
Very Low - Defined as households earning less than fiffy percent of the median
household income: family of four earning $28,051 to $46,750 per year.
Low Income - Defined as households earning fifty to eighty percent of the
median household income: family of four earning $46,751 to $71 ,600 per year.
Moderate Income - Defined as households earning eighty to one-hundred
twenty percent of the median household income: a family of four earning
$71 ,601 to $112,200 per year. The median income for the County falls within
this category at $93,500 per year.
Above Moderate Income - Defined as households earning over one-hundred
twenty percent of the median household income: family of four earning more than
$112,200 per year.
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Between 2007 and 2014, municipalities in the Bay Area collectively issued permits for
57 percent of the RHNA. Housing permits were skewed toward units for higher income
consumers, meeting 99 percent of the RHNA for above-moderate income housing, but
only 28 percent for moderate-income housing, 26 percent for low-income housing, and
29 percent for very Iow income housing.

The next eight-year RHNA cycle, 2014-2022, for the County and cities, projects a Iower
allocation than the RHNA for 2007-2014. HCD made an adjustment to account for
abnormally high vacancies and unique market conditions due to prolonged recessionary
conditions, high unemployment, and unprecedented foreclosures in parts of the Region.

ABAG Final Regional Housing Need Allocation for the County 2014-2022

FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION,20142022 Adoptmbyth*ABAGEx ecutiveBoardonJulyl8i2(H3

Contra Costa County

Very Low Low Moderate Above kderate Total

Anttoch 349 205 214 680 1448

Brentwood 234 124 123 279 760

Clayton 51 25 31 34 141

Concord 798 444 559 1,677 3,478

Danville 196 ffl 124 126 557

El Cerrito 100 63 69 166 398

Hercules 220 118 100 244 682

l,ifayette U8 78 85 99 400

Martinez 124 n 78 195 469

Moraga 75 44 50 60 229

Oakley 317 174 175 502 1,168

Orinda 84 47 54 42 227

Pir+ole 80 48 43 126 297

Pittsburg 392 254 316 1,063 2,025

Pleasant Hlll 118 69 84 177 448

Rldimond 438 305 410 1,282 2,435

San Pablo 56 53 75 265 449

San Ramon 516 279 282 340 1,417

Walnut Creek 604 355 381 895 2,235

1,367532243218374Unincorporated

?-eqw4,,,,'l,- KfM,, ),494 4; .%N
0 Assoclation of 8ay Area Governments

For the County (including all 19 Cities and the unincorporated areas of the County), the
proposed RHNA translates to 20,630 new units or just under 11 percent of the Bay
Area's total units. The 2014-2022 RHNA allocation is more reflective of the planning
environment in the County; more specifically, it reflects both the broader policy of
channeling new growth to infill areas with existing transportation infrastructure as well
as to discourage growth outside of the County's urban limit line.

Senate Bill 375, "The California Sustainable Communities, and Climate Protection Act of
2008," established a new framework for the RHNA. SB 375 requires each of the state's
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18 metropolitan areas, including the Bay Area, to develop a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) with the goals of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cars
and light trucks and accommodating all needed housing growth within the region. This
law seeks to ensure that future land uses (through RHNA and other plans) are
coordinated with long-term transportation investments.

Priority Development Areas (PDAs)

PDAs are Iocal areas within each city that focus development on housing, employment,
amenities, and services to meet the day-to-day needs of residents and workers in a
pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit. These are neighborhoods within
walking distance of frequent transit service, offering a wide variety of housing options,
and featuring amenities such as grocery stores, community centers, and restaurants.
During 2013 and 2014, 48 percent of all allocated building permits were located in
PDAs. During that same time, PDAs were home to 59 percent of the region's permitted
multi-family housing units.

Plan Bay Area 2040 is a long-range integrated transportation and land-use/housing
strategy that focuses housing growth in PDAs. This plan provides a strategy for
meeting 80 percent of the region's future housing needs in PDAs. Identified by cities
and towns across the region, the PDAs range from regional centers Iike Walnut Creek's
West Downtown area, to smaller town centers such as Old Town Pinole.

A Map of Contra Costa County PDAs
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Inclusionary Housing Ordinances (IH)

The most popular city response to AH has been incorporating "Inclusionary Housing"
(IH) ordinances in the Housing Element. In California, between 1990 and 2003, the
numbers of communities with IH more than tripled-from 29 to 107 communities -
meaning about 20 percent of California communities now have IH ordinances. Also
called lnclusionary Zoning, seventy-eight cities in the Bay Area, including fourteen cities
in the County, have some type of IH policy in place,

The purpose of inclusionary zoning laws is to prevent people from being excluded from
affordable housing in the communities where they live or work. IH ordinances require
developers to sell a certain percentage of their new homes at below market prices.
Most cities designate between 10-15 percent of new units as affordable, though some
require as high as 20 percent, others as low as 4 percent. The cities' IH laws specify a
threshold number of units before the ordinance takes effect.

The California building industry sued, claiming that the mandate to sell a certain
percentage of homes at below market pricing was a "taking" of their property and
violated the Takings Clause of the u.s. and state constitutions. Last year, in an
important victory for AH advocates, in the case of California Building Industry
Association v. City of San Jose, 61 Cal. 4th 435 (2015) the California Supreme Court
upheld the City of San Jose's IH ordinance, stating:

"The proper constitutional inquiry is a far less exacting one: whether the
requirements of San Jose's inclusionary housing ordinance are reasonably
related to the city's legitimate interest in alleviating the municipality's chronic
shortage of low-and moderate-income housing generally."

The Court had no difficulty in concluding that there was no violation of the Takings
Clause under the u.s. or state constitutions. The Court found that the city could
regulate land use because it has a legitimate interest in easing the chronic shortage of
AH even if it reduces builders' profits. The builders appealed this decision to the u.s.
Supreme Court. In March 2016, the u.s. Supreme Court left intact the state court's
ruling.

Bay Area cities started adopting inclusionary zoning in 1973, and were among the first
cities in California to begin experimenting with this policy tool. However, 50 Bay Area
cities with inclusionary zoning have produced fewer than 7,000 affordable units since
1973. Contrast this with ABAG's estimate that the region needs 24,217 AH units per
year. At current rates, cities with inclusionary zoning will only produce four percent of
the regions estimated AH needs for the next eight-year cycle, 2014-2022.

Opponents say that IH has had a negative impact on homebuyers, local governments,
and builders. They argue that inclusionary zoning has failed to create more AH
because price controls do not get to the root of the problem and the real causes of AH
shortages are government restrictions. Supply has not kept up with demand due to
artificial restrictions attributed to land-use regulation. One recerit study found that 90
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percent of the difference between physical construction costs and the market price of
new homes is land use regulation.

A number of cities in the County add substantial fees to the cost of development to pay
for additional public benefits or to mitigate inconvenience, traffic and other effects from
new housing. Builders call these add-ons the "Christmas Tree List". These additional
costs offen act as a deterrent to the development of new AH. When selling a
percentage of units at below market, someone must make up that difference.
Taxpayers and market rate buyers bear the cost of the mandated affordable units.

One of the great advantages of inclusionary zoning programs is that there is not a
significant dollar cost to the city for the creation of the affordable home. The corollary is
that inclusionary housing works best where the housing market is strong; that is, where
private builder/developers want to build because they believe there is strong market
potential and that people will buy or rent the homes they build.

This June, San Franciscans voted to pass Proposition C, the affordable housing charter
amendment. Prop C will double the amount of inclusionary housing that must be
included in new, market-rate developments. Twenty-five percent of new apartments or
condos would have to be deemed affordable. In addition, Prop C requires developers to
include ten percent middle income housing so that San Franciscans such as teachers
and nurses can afford to live in the communities they serve. This measure ensures that
both Iow-income and middle-income housing will be built in the same development as
luxury condos. Bay Area city and county residents are watching this proposition closely.

Density Bonus Law

Density bonuses allow more units to be built on a property than would otherwise be
allowed under zoning ordinances. In exchange for the density bonus, more AH units
must be built. Allowing developers to increase the total number of housing units in a
development helps to offset the building costs that the developers incur but cannot
recover from the sale of below market price units. Other incentives included under
density bonus Iaws that help make the development of AH economically feasible are:

* Reduced parking requirements;
Reduced setback and minimum square footage requirements; and
Ability to donate land for the development of AH to earn a density bonus.

*

*

These other incentives offen are even more helpful to a project than the density bonus
itself.

Other Incentives Used By Cities

1. Accessory Dwelling Units

Under the California Second Unit Law (AB) 866, cities may allow homeowners to
build secondary units (known as "in-law" or "granny units"). The purpose is to
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increase the inventory of very low- and low-income housing without increasing
service needs or additional government investment.

2. lnfill Housing

lnfill housing on vacant or underutilized sites within already developed areas is
included in many cities' Housing Element to increase AH. According to an article
published by the Greenbelt Alliance,"Strategies for Fiscally Sustainable Infill
Housing":

"A city's costs associated with building more housing are twofold.
First, there are the initial costs of building or upgrading the
infrastructure to serve the new housing,' this may include building
new roads, upgrading sewage and water capacity in the area, and
building new facilities. Second, cities pay for many of the ongoing
public services for the residents in the area, including police, fire,
parks, and libraries. These ongoing costs also include operations
and maintenance for the roads, sewage, and other infrastructure."

lnfill housing can Iower both initial and ongoing costs to cities by taking
advantage of excess capacities in existing infrastructure and locational
efficiencies.

3. Fees Paid by Developers to Fund AH

The following fees paid by developers and builders to fund AH are detailed in the
cities' Housing Element laws or lnclusionary Zoning ordinances:

a) Housing Impact Fees
Deve!opers of market-rate commercial and residential units pay an impact fee
based on the square footage or number of new units built in a development.
These fees contribute to the development or preservation of AH for residents.

b) In Lieu Fees
Nearly seventy percent of IH ordinances include an in lieu fee provision for
developers. This fee allows developers to pay to the city a dollar amount
based on square footage, instead of actually building AH. These fees go into
specially designated accounts, segregated from a city's general fund, and are
u'sed for the development of AH units and housing element mandates. These
fees can fund programs compatible with AH goals such as rent relief, down
payment assistance, or property renovation for sale. In lieu fees give
developers a broader choice in implementing AH mandates. They can seal
the deal when cities and developers are bargaining for new permits.

c) Linkage Fees
?Aportion of the jobs created by new commercial development-hotel, retail,
office, etc.-are often low paying. The employees in these positions cannot
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afford market-rate housing. Commercial Iinkage fees, also known as job-
housing Iinkage fees, help ameliorate some of the housing impacts generated
by such projects. A Job-Housing Nexus Analysis is required to measure the
connection between the construction of new commercial buildings,
employment, and the need for AH. The analysis ends with a cost per-square
foot for that building to provide housing for employees who would live in the
locality if they could afford to do so.

AH funding available to cities:

*

*

*

Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME): assists cities, counties, and
nonprofit community housing development organizations (CHDOs) to create and
retain AH, by for example, rehabilitation, new construction, and acquisition and
rehabilitation, for both single-family and multifamily projects, and predevelopment
loans by CHDOs. All activities must benefit Iower-income renters or owners.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): The primary purpose of the
CDBG program is to develop viable urban communities by providing decent
housing, a suitable Iiving environment, and expanded economic opportunities
principally for persons of low income. The County's goal is to develop and
conserve viable communities in areas where blight and disinvestment threaten
residents' safety, vitality, and productivity. These funds contribute to projects that
benefit urban County residents.
HOME Investment Partnerships Act (HIPA): The purpose of the HIPA program is
to expand the supply of decent, safe, sanitary, and AH for very low and Iow-
income households. The County, as the Urban County representative, and the
Cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg, and Walnut Creek, are a group for
purposes of participation in the HIPA program. The City of Richmond operates
an independent HIPA program. HIPA fund contributions acquire, rehabilitate,
and construct housing for lower-income households in the group area.

Other programs used by Bay Area Cities to finance AH:

*

*

Housing Trust Funds: These funds, sponsored by Iegislation, ordinance, or
resolution, can be earmarked only for AH. The key characteristic of a housing
trust fund is that it receives ongoing revenue from dedicated sources of public
funding, such as Iocal fees or Ioan repayments. The key benefit of this type of
trust is that it provides an on-going and dedicated source to fund needed
housing.
Community Land Trusts: Non-profit community based organizations supported
by the city or county whose mission is to provide AH in perpetuity by owning Iand
and leasing it to those who live in houses built on that land.
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15 THE COUNTY MEETING ITS FAIR SHARE ALLOCATION OF AH?

Bay Area Progress in Meeting 2007-2014 RHNA
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Between 2010 and 2014, County real estate had the highest median price increase (50
percent) in the Bay Area. For the period 2007-2014 RHNA, the County had the best
rate of success in the Bay Area in meeting its AH goals at 62 percent, but still fell far
short. Of the 27,000 units assigned in the County, less than 16,800 building permits
were issued. Most concerning is that in the County, permits issued for the very low and
Iow-income RHNA units were Iess than 25 percent of allocated need or less than
fourteen hundred units.

According to East Bay Housing Organizations (EBHO), the County needs 39,759 more
affordable rentals to meet immediate demand in the Extremely Low Income (ELI) and
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Very Low Income (VLI) categories. Please see chart below. Since 2010, the nine
counties of the Bay Area have added Iess than 10,000 units of housing per year, 50
percent of the rate of construction from previous decades.
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Builders' key issues/problems with meeting AH goals

Builders are the producers of AH. They are key players in bringing the vision and
solutions to the housing shortage. They are partners in helping cities achieve their fair
share goal of AH. However, Ioss of government funding, as well as marketplace factors
and the Great Recession created the perfect storm, presenting impediments to the
construction of AH:

* From fiscal year 2008-2009 to fiscal year 20'l 3-2014, the County lost 7"l percent
of state and federal funding, a loss of over $34 million in redevelopment funds.
Redevelopment agencies facilitated the development of AH through Iand
acquisition and transfer, and provision of predevelopment funding. The result is
that many cities have closed housing programs and cut staff.
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There is a Iack of developable Iand and the land that can be developed is
expensive.

Local development standards for height limits, lot coverage maximums, and
parking requirements that Iead to reduction of the number of units that can be
built on a given site impedes construct of AH.
Cities often have a lengthy development application and permit process.
Cities also offen require the developers pay add-on fees for infrastructure.
High local development impact fees can add fifty to one hundred thousand
dollars in development costs per single-family unit according to the Contra Costa
County Consortium's 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan.
The County has an urban Iimit Iine to concentrate development and protect open
space. This policy increases the cost of available land, which increases the cost
of development.
One of the biggest challenges for builders of price-controlled units is alerting
qualified buyers to the availability of Iow income housing due to a Iack of
comprehensive and easily-accessible directories for potential renters to gain
information about such housing. Some builders estimate that the administrative
cost of selling price-controlled homes is about double that spent on market-rate
homes. Builders front the direct administrative costs, and the financing costs of
carrying unsold inventory while searching for qualified buyers.

Results of the Contra Costa Grand Jury 2015-2016 AH Survey of Cities

The 19 cities in the County have differing policies and practices pertaining to AH. (See
Appendix 1 , Survey re AH) Highlights of these policies and practices and the tools used
to address their AH shortages include:
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AH Laws in the County

*

@

*

*

*

All cities have a 2015 certified "Housing Element", which details their respective
plans for reaching their RHNA allocation.
All cities have a Density Bonus Ordinance, with the exception of Lafayette, which
was considering adopting such an ordinance at the time of this report.
Thirteen cities and the County have restrictions on condominium conversions.
Three cities have ordinances for rent stabilization: Concord, Danville, and
Hercules.

None of the cities has a rent control ordinance.

lnclusionary Zoning

*

*

*

*

*

*

Fourteen cities and the County have enacted an IH ordinance with a Below
Market Rate Policy: Brentwood, Concord, Danville, EI Cerrito, Hercules,
Martinez, Oakley, Pinole, Pittsburg, Pleasant Hill, Richmond, San Pablo, San
Ramon, and Walnut Creek.
Sixteen cities have enacted an IH ordinance with in Iieu fees: Brentwood,

Clayton, Concord, Danville, EI Cerrito, Hercules, Martinez, San Ramon, Walnut
Creek, Moraga, Oakley, Pinole, Pittsburg, Pleasant Hill, Richmond, and San
Pablo.

The formula for calculating in lieu fees varies by city.
Over one-half of the cities and the County allow builders to pay in lieu fees rather
than build AH in new developments.
Half of the cities allow developers of new housing to build AH elsewhere in the
city, which is determined by the city.
The threshold number of units above which the city required AH varied from a
high of twenty-five (Brentwood) to a Iow of one (Walnut Creek) with an average
of eight.

Builder Linkage Fees

*

@

Nine cities have Housing Impact fees: Antioch, Brentwood, Hercules, Martinez,
Pinole, Pleasant Hill, Richmond, San Pablo, and Walnut Creek.
Seven cities have commercial Iinkage fees: Antioch, Brentwood, Martinez,
Pinole, Richmond, San Ramon, and Walnut Creek.

Public Awareness of Availability of AH

*

*

Only one city, Brentwood, maintains a list or directory of AH units for rent or sale
within the community. All other cities delegate to the builder or developer of the
AH property maintenance of the AH list.
Only the city of Brentwood maintains a waiting lists or lists of interested potential
candidates for AH in the community. All other cities direct interested residents to
contact the AH developer, builder, or management company.
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*

Most affordable ownership housing is provided and managed by developers of
for profit market rate housing who are responsible for locating and selling to
qualified consumers.
Pleasant Hill is the only city in the survey with no deed restricted housing.
Maintaining the affordability of a property that is deed restricted for lower income
households is an important element of affordable home program management.
Reselling or re-renting deed-restricted units to another qualified household
maintains an inventory of AH. (See Table Appendix 2)

Anyone looking for AH in the County has to be persistent and patient and access
numerous sources of information, repeatedly and often. For example: East Bay
Housing Organization's (EBHO) 2015-201 6 AH Guidebook suggests the following for
those seeking AH:

1 . Frequently check the websites of non-profit developers.

2. Call them and ask for a Iist of properties, including those in development. If
they have an interest list, have your name placed on the Iist for properties that
meet your needs and income Ievel.

3. Get on as many waitlists as you can. When a waitlist opens, call the property.
Ask for an application, or go to the property to get an application. Submit it by
the deadline.

4. Once you have submitted your applications, let each property know if you
move, or change your phone number. In order to remain on a waitlist, you
must be in regular contact with the site manager of each property. Ask to find
out the best way to do this.

s. Apply to as many AH properties as you can. Be persistent, do not get
discouraged, and advocate for more AH in your community.

6. You can also call2l1 for help and advice.

THE FUTURE: PLAN BAYAREA 2040

The 1 .1 million residents of the County have a strong interest in protecting the wealth of
features that make it a magnet for people and businesses. ABAG's Plan Bay Area 2040
looks forward to a sustainable pattern of regional growth that will help preserve the Bay
Area's unique quality of life. The Plan meets the requirements of California's climate
law (Senate Bill 375, Steinberg) to decrease transportation-related greenhouse gas
emissions and accommodate all needed housing growth within our region's borders.

?
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From 2010 to 2040, Contra Costa County is projected to experience 11 percent of the
regional housing growth, adding an estimated 93,390 homes. The County will also take
11 percent of the region's job growth, adding an estimated 70,300 jobs, the majority of
which will be in PDAs. Both jobs and housing growth wi)I cluster along San Pablo
Avenue in the western part of the County, including Richmond, as well as in the suburbs
of Antioch, Pittsburg, Walnut Creek, and San Ramon. The most transformative growth
will occur at the former Concord Naval Weapons station, where a new Regional Center
with over 17,000 jobs and 12,000 homes will rise riear BART.
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Plan Bay Area 2040 recommends mixed-income housing production and locally-led
planning in PDAs. PDAs are locally identified, infill development opportunity areas
within existing communities. They are generally areas of at least 100 acres where there
is local commitment to developing more housing along with amenities and services to
meet the day-to-day needs of residents in a pedestrian-friendly environment served by
transit. To be eligible to become a PDA, an area has to be within an existing
community, near existing or planned fixed transit or served by comparable bus service,
and planned for more housing.

It is important to note that for purposes of compliance with state law, the requirement is
simply that jurisdictions demonstrate that there is adequate zoned capacity by listing
possible parcels on which an adequate number of housing units could be built. In other
words, these sites are markers for where jurisdictions assure that housing development
could go, but not necessarily, where future housing will go. Ultimately, actual
development is driven by developer interest, the availability of financing or subsidy
sources (in the case of deed-restricted AH), and where developers expect to maximize
their investment.

PDAs will play a primary role in accommodating expected future growth. Overall, the
existing households in the PDAs will increase 115 percent to over 100,000 households
by 2040 while employment in Contra Costa PDAs will increase 60 percent to almost
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188,000 jobs. About 60 percent of both new employment and new households will
occur in PDAs. To view the PDA interactive website go to:

http ; /'/gis.a bag. ca .gov/we bsite/ P pAS h owcase/

Conclusion

We can no longer afford to ignore the housing crisis in the County. AH is imperative as
we plan for the future. Middle class families and professionals cannot afford to enter the
housing market in the communities in which they work. Evicted renters become
homeless, because they cannot afford escalating housing cost increases. The Bay
Area News Group reports almost daily about the shortage of AH. Cities and counties do
not generally build the houses. However, we look to our city and County boards and
plan-ners to !ead us into a future community where we can all afford to Iive and thrive.
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FINDINGS

F1.

F2.

F3.

F4.

PDAs recognize the importance of housing near transportation and jobs for
developing prosperous communities.

Plan Bay Area 2040 seeks to combine transportation, jobs and housing as a
solution to the needs of our growing population.

While State Iaw mandates that ABAG conduct the RHNA process, a city is not
required to subsidize and/or build the units; it is only required to demonstrate that
local zoning will not impede development.

While State Iaw mandates that ABAG conduct the RHNA process, the County is
not required to subsidize and/or build the units. It is only required to demonstrate
that local zoning will not impede development.

F5. lnclusionary zoning programs provide incentives and regulatory waivers to
builders and developers who produce both affordable and market rate homes
within the same project.

F6. The city's lnclusionary Housing ordinance helps to provide AH in that city.

F7. The County's lnclusionary Housing ordinance helps to provide AH in the County.

F8. Inclusionary Housing Ordinances sometimes include the option for the developer
to pay in lieu fees instead of constructing AH units.

F9. The city supplements the shortage of funds for AH by requiring builders to pay
impact fees, in lieu fees, or other construction and remodeling fees.

F1 0. lnfill costs less to service than new development because it takes advantage of
the existing infrastructure.

F1 1 . The elimination of redevelopment agencies resulted in a reduction of the number
of AH units constructed in the city by eliminating a major source of funding for
affordable development projects.

F12. The city delegates to the builder, owner, or management company of AH
properties the responsibility for gathering and validating AH clientele information,
as well as maintaining lists of potentially interested buyers.

F13. There is no accessible centralized information source for available AH,
which compounds the problems created by the AH shortage for those who are
searching for affordable housing.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Rl The city should consider increasing AH in PDAs.

R2. The city should consider adopting an lnclusionary Housing Ordinance.
R3. The city should explore rehabilitating existing housing stock as AH for purchase

or rental, and identify funding to do so.

R4. The County should explore rehabilitating existing housing stock as AH for
purchase or rental, and identify funding to do so.

R5. The city should explore increasing existing "impact fees" or "linkage fees" or
enacting such fees in order to generate revenue with which to assist funding of
AH.

R6. The city should consider designating an employee within the city's planning or
housing department to coordinate with property management to maintain current
waiting and interest lists of available AH and ensure information is posted on the
city website, and identifying funding to do so.

R7. The city should consider seeking federal, state, and Iocal funding sources for AH.

Re. The city should consider partnering with for-profit and not-for-profit builders to
secure land suitable for AH, and identify funding to do so.

R9. The County should consider seeking federal, state, and local funding sources for
AH.

R1 0. The County should consider partnering with for-profit and not-for-profit builders to
secure land suitable for AH, and identify funding to do so.

R1 1 . The city should consider undertaking an education initiative in the earliest phase
of affordable planning projects in order to alleviate community concerns
regarding AH, and identify funding to do so.

R12. The County should consider undertaking an education initiative in the earliest
phase of affordable planning projects in order to alleviate community concerns
regarding AH, and identify funding to do so.

R13. The city should consider identifying all infill and vacant Iand not in PDAs and
encourage use of it for AH through tax incentives, density bonuses, etc.

R14. The County should consider identifying all infill and vacant land not in PDAs and
encourage use of it for AH through tax incentives, density bonuses, etc.

R15. The city should consider creating an easily accessible, online central repository
with all relevant information on deed-restricted housing units to assure that
inventory of AH is maintained, and identify funding to do so.

Contra Costa County 2Cll s-2016 Grand Jury Report 1614
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury

Page 23

Page 52 of 99



R16. The County should consider creating an easily accessible, online central
repository with all relevant information on deed-restricted housing units to assure
that inventory of AH is maintained, and identify funding to do so.

REQUIRED RESPONSES

)
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Recommendations

R4, R9, R10, R12,
R14, R16

Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors F1 , F2-,F4, F5, F7,
F10, F13

City Council of Antioch F1 - F3 F5 F6
F8-F13

Rl-R3

R5 - R8,
R11 R13 R15

R1 - R3,
R5 - R8,

R11, R13, R15

City Council-of Brentwood -

City Council of Clayton

Fl - F3 F5 F6
F8-F13

F1 - F3, F5, F6,
F8-F13

R1 - R3
R5 - R8,

R11, R13, R15

(,ity 5ouncil of Conco-rd FlThF3 F5 F6
F8-F13

Fl - F3 F5 F6

F8-F13

R1 - R:3
R5 - R8,

R11 R13 R15

R1-R3
R5 - R8

R11 R13 R15

R1-R3
R5 - R8

R11 R13 R15

R1 - R3
R5 - R8

R11 R13 R15

R1 - R3

R5 - R8

R11 R13 R15

R1 - R3
R5 - R8

R11, R13, R15

City Council of Danvill-e - - -

City of Council EI Cerrito

City of Council Hercules

City of Council Lafayette

-F1 - F3 F-5 F6
F8-F13

F1'-F3 F5 F6
F8-F13

M - F3 F5 F6

F8-F13

City Council of Martinez F1-F3 F5 F6
F8-F13

City Council of Moraga F1 - F3 F5 F6
F8-F13

R1-R3-
R5 - R8

R11 R13 R15
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These responses must be provided in the format and by the date set forth in the cover
letter that accompanies this report. An electronic copy of these responses in the form of
a Word document should be sent by e-mail to ?co@tracosta.courts.q.gov and a
hard (paper) copy should be sent to:

Civil Grand Jury - Foreperson

725 Court Street

P.0. Box43'l

Martinez, CA 94553-0091
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City Council of Oakley - F1 - F,3, F5, F6,
F8-F13

Rl-R3

R5 - R8,
R'll R13 R"l5

R1 - R3,
R5 - R8,

R11, R'l3, R"l5

CityCouncilofOrinda- - - Fl-F3, F5, F6,
F8-F13

City Council of Pinole FI ZF3, F5, F6,
F8-F13

-Rl-R3
R5 - R8,

R11 R13 R15
R1-R3

R5 - R8,
R11, R13, R15

R1 - R3,
R5 - R8,

R11 R13 R15

Rl - R3,
R5 - R8,

F<11, R13, R15

City Council of Pleasant -Hill - F1 -F3 F5 F6 -
F8-F13

City Council of Pittsbu-rg '

City Council of Richmond

FI ZF3, F5, F6,
F8-F13

Fl-F3 F5 F6-
F8-F13

F1 -F3 F5 F6
F8-F13

City Council of San Pablo R1 - R3,
R5 - R8,

R11 R13 R15

City Council of San Ramon FIZF3 F5 F6
F8-F13

R1-R3

R5 - R8,
R11 R13 R15

City Council of W:alnut Creek - -F1 JF3 F5 F6
F8-F13

- R1-R3 -
R5 - R8,

R11 R13 R15
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Appendix 1

Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury 2015-2016
Survey re Affordable Housing

December 2015

City:
Person Responding:
Contact information:

(email) (phone)

What is the "threshold" number of residential units in a development project above
which requires affordable housing?

Does (City) require a builder or developer of a new residential project or proposal
greater than the "threshold" number of residential units to provide affordable housing
within the project?

If not within the proposed project or proposal, is the builder or developer required to
provide affordable housing elsewhere within (City)?

What steps, if any, does (City) take to confirm that a builder or developer is
complying with its obligation to provide affordable housing as a component of its
development in (City)?

What record does (City) maintain regarding compliance by a builder or developer
with the obligation to provide affordable housing?

If a builder or developer is required to provide affordable housing elsewhere within
(City), who determines and how is the alternate location for affordable housing
determined?

Does the city permit payment of funds by the developer or builder "in lieu" of
providing affordable housing? If yes, how and when does this occur?

How does (City) calculate the amount of an "in lieu" payment?

Does (City) deposit "in lieu" funds into a segregated or "trust account" specifically for
"in lieu" funds? If yes, how are "in Iieu" funds tracked or accounted for?

Has (City) received payment of "in lieu" funds within the period 2007-2014? If yes,
what is the total $$ amount of "in lieu" funds received 5y the City within the period
zoor-zo'ia?;i

What is the current "in lieu" $$ balance held by (City)?

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1614
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury
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Does (City) have a plan or protocol for the expenditure of "in lieu" funds, including a
time frame within which the funds must be spent and an amount of funds to be
spent? If yes, and the plan or protocol is included in an ordinance, please cite or
reAer to the ordinance by number.

Is (City) required to spend those funds on affordable housing within (City) city limits?

What is the total $$ amount of "in lieu" funds spent by (City) on affordable housing
within the period 2007-20'l4?

Has any affordable housing been constructed in (City) within the period 2007-20"l4.

How many units of affordable housing currently exist in (City) in each of the following
income categories? Very Low Low Moderate Above
Moderate

How many units of affordable housing are deed restricted in (City)?

Does (City) maintain a record of inquiries to (City) from candidates for affordable
housing? If yes, for how Iong is such a record maintained?

Does (City) maintain a record of responses to inquiries from candidates for
affordable housing and referrals of such candidates to appropriate (City) or private
resources? If yes, for how long is such a record maintained?

How does (City) inform candidates for affordable housing that such housing is or will
become available within (City)?

Does (City) maintain a central list or waiting list of candidates for affordable housing?
If not, is such a waiting list maintained elsewhere or by any entity other than (City)?

If a waiting list is maintained, how many people are currently on the waiting list or
lists for affordable housing in (City)?

Has the number of people on the waiting list for affordable housing changed from
2007 to 2014? (f the number has increased, by how much? If the number has
decreased, by how much?

Does (City) select the management company to manage affordable rental housing
within (City)? If yes, what are the criteria used in the selection of the management
company? If not, who selects the management company and does (City) have input
into the selection of the management company?

What is the name of the management company or companies managing affordable
housing within (City)? Does (City) require reporting by the management company or

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1 614
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury

Page 27

Page 56 of 99



companies to (City)? If yes, please provide a copy of the most recent report from
each management company.

What is the name and contact information of the (City) staff person or department
administrator most knowledgeable about affordable housing within (City)?

What are the major obstacles to providing affordable housing within (City)?

How is (City) addressing these obstacles?

r
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Appendix 2

I/l
l&l

0
:J
0

S
z
l/l
)
o
x
l&l
j

<
Cl

0
&&
4

4

g
:)
o
Q

'K

o
u

e
s
z
0

Contra Costa County 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report 1614
Grand Jury Reports are posted at http://www.cc-courts.org/grandjury

Page 29

I[[f:[fl'fI
12

J
12

f
z

IfI
z

f'
z

[fl[
Z

l[ffi
!

[3
:.>

.1
21

l
o
z

l
> )-

I -'I
12

U'-
la)10
[2

<
%
2

z >

g

?
(l

>

4)Q
>>

(1141
>>l@

l)-

%,

o

;
>

I <
%

z

<
%

z

<
%
z

ffi
la)
l>

ffi [
la)
I>

<

2
9

<

z )-

lE
4
%
2 4

%.

ll

n
ll

$

[

>

r

l if
< ;0 % Q

>

.]l

x

X

ol
21

r
l-

00
22

2

o 9
2+-
o F

2>

o g o
2

IJ

l

Oo
2z

o!

J
o
2

o
2

$ !J> !J,

L
Vl
laj

ill
W
>

W
>

i/l
114

[.
W
>

W
> E

lf
e

X

W

r
f X(01 W> )-042> '&

r-

W 141o E

y'
I.il
> o

E

o

vi
111

o

Vl
111

o

IJ
>j

ol
2

o
12
L-

o

o
2

W

lo
Z

,T l:! l>l

W
>

oi VI
Lu

ll

o € o o o

U 1
X} ys

ulQ g

%-V --7. i

 f"il

'l
......lll' a l14;' i. .-a 0€,

%l!'

,j

a ;:'J

t

W

l

€'l: ;l
IIHA

JA

t

J,il
j!

4i

{ 4
.,,. ,,l
€-:i,'il<.*..:q=.11 i

A

4(IJ
:v#

%-: l:ll

))t!!)i
Wi

1.1

iii':j

A, i.

4
,.,'a;
'::'}l:'l?:ka0

&

y-'T!...Y
K .f,,ah *alia ...a.'a
..a-.:-'- {
qli{;.,,,iNN- 'i:o ..t; ..a 111!I-;;W',

'@rl

,4, .
;t.i.'4f = il@ .]% i 'lt=

ly'k' t>]-.l
g4

=.K

JJi!' lt-
(,,x

-47

ysah kTh

!
:l
j:,,
0%$ffi
[{:.'-

+. :flffl, ?!,
*Fi
K:?aa

fT'!

... "!
jJi;('
611 ' :. . . :.:S."'6H '15*,z'. %X

m'

, 'l-al
,:.:l'

'4W.a '
W" lQ"-l .!,.}
,. 16.,

d1. {....!!W.'M
i.!

ffia " l

4 *7Jl >% 4N **g'
]-,xz (l liag ct % 4%(s A
" l

r: Jj
Vfl!'rt

,h4 'a,% a*@4% "q.@. .., {- Q...!

(j
:,;W
L'} .Q,,1. .!h -i
;f'%!jy aJ4 
V@'

'.ff

J!
i-,
a-!

(&:
'ia4
'IQ,(

ffii

ffl'
$%.

'}

l=ail'i,i

!'e )%. 0m (, ')

%

Page 58 of 99



Attachment 4

September 13, 2016

By U.S. Mail and email (epant@contracosta.courts.ca.gov)

Mr. Michael Simmons, Foreperson
Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury
725 Court Street
P.O. Box 431
Martinez, CA  94553-0091

RE: City of Concord Response to June 24, 2016 Grand Jury Report No. 1614, “Where will 
we Live?”

Dear Mr. Simmons: 

This letter serves as the City of Concord’s response to the Contra Costa County Grand Jury’s 
findings and recommendations set forth in Report No. 1614, entitled “Where will we Live?”  
This letter was reviewed by the Concord City Council at its September 13, 2016 City Council 
Meeting, and I was directed to submit the response for the City of Concord.

The City of Concord is supportive of efforts to provide and expand Affordable Housing, and that 
is demonstrated through the City’s updated Housing Element Update 2014-2022.  This updated 
Housing Element was adopted by the Concord City Council on January 6, 2015, and it includes a 
housing needs analysis and land inventory.   As shown in the Housing Element the City of 
Concord has a wide variety of housing product, but much of the City’s housing inventory is older 
with approximately 91% of units built prior to 1990 and approximately 60% built prior to 1970.  

Consistent with policies and goals identified in the Housing Element, the City has been working 
on a number of efforts to increase both affordable and market rate housing opportunities.  Most 
recently, consistent with Program H-1.4.4, the City was successful in coordinating with Contra 
Costa Water District (CCWD) to reduce the fees associated with the construction of secondary 
living units (275-640 sq. ft. in size).  The CCWD reduced their fees by approximately $5,000 for 
detached secondary living units, and the City reduced traffic and other impact fees by 
approximately $5,000 in an effort to spur construction of affordable housing.

In addition, the City has demonstrated a strong commitment to affordable housing by requiring 
that 25% of the 12,200 units to be built on the Concord Naval Weapons Station be developed 
as affordable housing.
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City of Concord’s Response Letter to June 22 2016, Grand Jury Request
September 13, 2016

Page 2 of 11

I. FINDINGS

Finding No. 1:   “PDAs recognize the importance of housing near transportation and jobs for 
developing prosperous communities.”

Response to Finding No. 1:   The City of Concord agrees with this finding.  

Finding No. 2:    “Plan Bay Area 2040 seeks to combine transportation, jobs and housing as a 
solution to the needs of our growing population.”

Response to Finding No. 2:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.

Finding No. 3:     “While State law mandates that ABAG conduct the RHNA process, a city 
is not required to subsidize and/or build the units; it is only required to demonstrate that local 
zoning will not impede development.”

Response to Finding No. 3:    The City of Concord agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 5:    “Inclusionary zoning programs provide incentives and regulatory waivers to 
builders and developers who produce both affordable and market rate homes within the same 
project.

Response to Finding No. 5:     The City of Concord agrees with the finding.
The City of Concord Inclusionary Housing Program requires developers of qualifying for-sale 
housing to provide 10 percent of the housing as affordable or to pay an in-lieu fee that is 
dedicated to the City’s Housing fund.

Separately, the City’s Affordable Housing Program provides incentives and waivers for 
development projects that provide at least 40 percent of the units within a project at an 
affordable level.  As part of that requirement, the City may grant one or more development 
incentives to the builder, such as modifcations to development standards. 

Finding No. 6:     “The City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance helps to provide Affordable 
Housing (AH) in that city.”

Response to Finding No. 6:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 8:     “Inclusionary Housing Ordinances sometimes include the option for the 
developer to pay in lieu fees instead of constructing AH units.

Response to Finding No. 8:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 9: “The city supplements the shortage of funds for AH by requiring 
builders to pay impact fees, in lieu fees, or other construction and remodeling fees.”

Page 60 of 99



City of Concord’s Response Letter to June 22 2016, Grand Jury Request
September 13, 2016

Page 3 of 11

Response to Finding No. 9:     The respondent partially disagrees with the finding.  The City 
offers developers of qualifying for-sale housing the option of either building inclusionary 
units or paying an in-lieu fee.  The City does not have a requirement at this time to pay impact 
fees for affordable housing.  The City is currently considering adoption of a rental housing 
impact fee and modifying the ownership in-lieu fee level.  These policies are anticipated to be 
reviewed by the Concord City Council in the fall of 2016.   

Finding No. 10:     “Infill costs less to service than new development because it takes 
advantage of the existing infrastructure.”

Response to Finding No. 10:     The City of Concord partially disagrees with the finding.  
Although there can be efficiencies in costs to service due to proximity to existing 
infrastructure, there can also be increased costs, due to parking structures, higher construction 
costs due to the type of construction utilized, need for off-site traffic mitigation, and costs to 
meet regional Storm water/Clean water requirements that may be more challenging to achieve 
with infill developments.

Finding No. 11:     “The elimination of redevelopment agencies resulted in a reduction of the 
number of AH units constructed in the city by eliminating a major source of funding for 
affordable development projects.”

Response to Finding No. 11:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   

Finding No. 12:     “The city delegates to the builder, owner, or management company of AH 
properties the responsibility for gathering and validating AH clientele information, as well as 
maintaining lists of potentially interested buyers.

Response to Finding No. 12:     The City of Concord agrees with this finding.   However, the 
City does provide training of project managers and monitoring of documentation through a 
consultant.  The City also provides on its web site (Housing Page) its AB987 listing of all 
multi-family housing complexes deed restricted by the City (former Redevelopment Agency) 
with number of units and contact information.

Finding No. 13: “There is no accessible centralized information source for available 
AH, which compounds the problems created by AH shortage for those who are searching for 
affordable housing.

Response to Finding No. 13: The City of Concord partially disagrees with the finding.  
As mentioned above, the City’s website does provide a listing of many of the City’s multi-
family housing complexes with contact information.  However, the website does not provide 
real time data in terms of availability/vacancies.
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City of Concord’s Response Letter to June 22 2016, Grand Jury Request
September 13, 2016

Page 4 of 11

II. RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1:     “The city should consider increasing AH in PDAs.”

Response to Recommendation No. 1:     The recommendation has been implemented.   The 
City’s Development Code (2012) and Specific Plan (2014) zoning provides for high density 
housing (33-100 units/acre) within much of the downtown.  In addition, the City introduced 
within its Development Code an Affordable Housing Incentive Program designed to provide 
incentives to encourage the development of affordable and mixed income housing, consistent 
with the City’s Housing Element.

Recommendation No. 2:     “The city should consider adopting an Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance.”

Response to Recommendation No. 2:   The recommendation has been implemented.   The 
City of Concord adopted an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance in 2004.

Recommendation No. 3:     “The city should explore rehabilitating existing housing stock as AH 
for purchase or rental, and identify funding to do so.”

Response to Recommendation No. 3:  The recommendation has been implemented. However, 
funding sources are limited.  Redevelopment funding previously provided the opportunities to 
support rehabilitation efforts, and the City’s last comprehensive rehabilitation of a multi-family 
complex was at Lakeside Apartments in 2006.  Since the Redevelopment Program was 
eliminated by State action in 2011, the City has rehabilitated two single family homes in 2013 
and recorded affordability covenants.  The City has recently provided funding for $1.3 million 
dollars to participate in the rehabilitation of the 91-unit Virginia Lane apartments, which are 
affordable units, in the Monument Blvd. area.  The City was recently approached by Resources 
for Community Development for financial assistance related to the rehabilitation of an existing 
affordable housing project representing 98 units at Riley Court and Camera Circle.

Recommendation No. 5: “The city should explore increasing existing “impact fees” or 
“linkage fees” or enacting such fees in order to generate revenue with which to assist funding of 
AH.”

Response to Recommendation No. 5: The recommendation requires further analysis. 
The City is currently in the process of reviewing a Nexus Study to determine the appropriate 
level of Inclusionary Housing in-lieu fees and affordable housing impact fees and will be 
bringing the issue for determination by the City Council in the fall of 2016.

Recommendation No. 6: “The city should consider designating an employee within the 
city’s planning or housing department to coordinate with property management to maintain 
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current waiting and interest lists of available AH and ensure information is posted on the city 
website and identifying funding to do so.

Response to Recommendation No. 6: The recommendation will not be implemented. At 
current staffing levels it is not possible to provide accurate and timely information on the status 
of all available AH within the City of Concord. The City maintains current contact information 
on the City’s website (Housing Division page) for the affordable (rent restricted) multi-family 
rental complexes funded by the former Redevelopment agency, but the interested party needs to 
determine if they qualify for the units based on their family income and family size; additionally, 
they need to contact the complexes to determine unit affordability. However, for inclusionary 
ownership affordable units where the owner is interested in selling, the City does calculate the 
maximum sales price and assists in marketing the property through the City’s housing consultant, 
Hello Housing.

Recommendation No. 7: “The city should consider seeking federal, state and local 
funding sources for AH.”

Response to Recommendation No. 7: The recommendation has been implemented.   
Currently, the bulk of the City’s funding that supports affordable housing programs is collected 
through payment of in-lieu housing fees and the repayments on existing affordable housing 
rehabilitation and first time homebuyer loans funded by the former Redevelopment Agency.  
However funding levels are decreasing as the housing loans that were issued via the 
Redevelopment Program prior to 2012 are retired.

Recommendation No. 8: “The city should consider partnering with for profit and not for 
profit builders to secure land suitable for AH, and identify funding to do so.”

Response to Recommendation No. 8: The recommendation has been implemented.  The 
City has partnered with a variety of non-profit partners in the past to secure funds (local, state 
and federal), to create affordable housing. Recently, the City contributed $1.3 million to Eden 
Housing to rehabilitate and preserve 91 existing affordable housing units on Virginia Lane. By 
contributing local funds, Eden was able to secure County, State and other funds for the project. 
Staff is also working with Resources for Community Development (RCD) to review potential 
funding for rehabilitation of existing affordable housing units in order to retain those units as 
affordable. The City is continually in contact with not for profit developers looking at sites and 
developing strategies to acquire property for new development or acquisition rehabilitation. 

Recommendation No. 11: “The city should consider undertaking an education initiative in 
the earliest phase of affordable planning projects in order to alleviate community concerns 
regarding AH, and identify funding to do so.”

Response to Recommendation No. 11: The recommendation has been implemented.    
The City generally requires neighborhood meetings within the first 30 days of any development 
application, including affordable housing projects.  In addition, the City recently conducted two 
Rental Housing workshops (June 27, 2016 and July 26, 2016) to begin a community discussion 
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and education into affordable housing issues, including rental stabilization and tenant protection 
policies.

Recommendation No. 13: “The city should consider identifying all infill and vacant land not 
in PDAs and encourage use of it for AH through tax incentives, density bonuses, etc.

Response to Recommendation No. 13: The recommendation has been implemented.  The 
Housing Element Update, adopted on January 6, 2015, identifies all infill and vacant land 
including under-utilized parcels suitable for housing development.  Housing Element policies 
encourage development of these properties and intensification of housing development on 
underutilized sites.

Recommendation No. 15: “The city should consider creating an easily accessible, online 
central repository with all relevant information on deed-restricted housing units to assure that 
inventory of AH is maintained, and identify funding to do so.

Response to Recommendation No. 15: The recommendation has been implemented. The 
City Clerk maintains a searchable record of all recorded documents such as deed restrictions 
on housing units. The City’s web site also has a list of all units with a deed restriction 
recorded with the City for those units required to remain affordable, with contact information 
for multi-family deed restricted rental housing units created through the City/former 
Redevelopment Agency.

John Montagh, Economic Development Housing Manager, is available to answer any 
questions or provide any additional information concerning the above responses or enclosed 
documents.  You can reach him at (925) 671-3082 or by email at 
john.montagh@cityofconcord.org.

Sincerely,

Valerie J. Barone
City Manager

Attachment: Appendix 1
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Appendix 1

City: City of Concord
Person Responding:  Joan Ryan, Senior Planner; Laura Simpson, Planning Manager, and 

John Montagh, Economic Development and Housing Manager
Contact Information:   
e-mail: john.montagh@cityofconcord.org    phone:  (925) 671-3082

laura.simpson@cityofconcord.org (925) 671-3369

1. What is the “threshold” number of residential units in a development project above which 
requires affordable housing?   

 Five units

2. Does (City) require a builder or developer of a new residential project or proposal greater 
than the “threshold” number of residential units to provide affordable housing within the 
project?  

 Yes, some projects may pay an in-lieu fee, should they choose.

3. If not within the proposed project or proposal, is the builder or developer required to 
provide affordable housing elsewhere within City?  

 The builder has an option to provide off-site housing.

4. What steps, if any, does City take to confirm that a builder or developer is complying with 
its obligation to provide affordable housing as a component of its development in City?

 The Applicant either enters into an Affordable Housing Agreement with the City or 
the City collects the in-lieu fee at the issuance of building permits.

5. What record does City maintain regarding compliance by a builder or developer with the 
obligation to provide affordable housing?

 Affordable Housing Agreements, finance records of in-lieu fee payments.

6. If a builder or developer is required to provide affordable housing elsewhere within City, 
who determines and how is the alternate location for affordable housing determined?

 Section 18.185.040(I) of the City’s Development Code provides that as an alternative 
to the provision of on-site inclusionary units, the applicant may choose to provide 
affordable housing through a variety of off-site alternatives.  Authority to act on off-
site alternative proposals shall rest with the final city review authority regarding the 
underlying applications.
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7. Does the City permit payment of funds by the developer or builder “in lieu” of providing 
affordable housing?  If yes, how and when does this occur?

 Funds are based on the number of units in the project and the in-lieu fee in the City’s 
fee schedule is applied to those units prior to issuance of building permit.

8. How does (City) calculate the amount of an “in lieu” payment?

 The number of units is multiplied by the in lieu fee) currently $5,043.  The fee is 
currently under evaluation and will be brought before the City Council for review in 
September 2016, and is expected to increase to previous (2010) levels, however, staff 
is recommending a $/square foot fee, rather than a per unit fee.

9. Does (City) deposit “in lieu” funds into a segregated or “trust account” specifically for “in 
lieu” funds?  If yes, how are “in lieu” funds tracked or accounted for?  
 
 Yes, our Finance Division maintains a separate restricted fund account earmarked for 

housing developments affordable to very low, low, and/or moderate income 
households.  Fees may also be used for administration of city affordable housing 
programs and to administer fair housing requirements for affordable units.

10. Has (City) received payment of “in lieu” funds within the period 2007-2014?  If yes, what 
is the total $$ amount of “on lieu” funds received by the City within the period 2007-
2014?

 Yes, approximately $1,292,062.

11. What is the current “in lieu” $$ balance held by City?

 The current balance is $1,581,675.

12. Does (City) have a plan or protocol for the expenditure of “in lieu” funds, including a time 
frame within which the funds must be spent and an amount of funds to be spent?  If yes, 
and the plan or protocol is included in an ordinance, please cite or refer to the ordinance 
by number.

 The City has a program to finance the creation and preservation of affordable housing.  
In lieu funds are used in part to implement the City’s housing program.  There is no 
set time when funds are to be spent and there is no amount set to be spent.

13. Is (City required to spend those funds on affordable housing within (City) city limits?

 Yes, spending is designated for affordable housing or in support of affordable housing.
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14. What is the total $$ amount of “in lieu” funds spent by (City) on affordable housing 
within the period 2007-2014?

 $68,453 during the period 2007-2014.

15. Has any affordable housing been constructed in (City) within the period 2007-2014?

 In March of 2015, Satellite Housing substantially rehabilitated a 16 unit apartment 
building in Concord at 1828 Robbin Lane.

16. How many units of affordable housing currently exist in (City) in each of the following 
income categories? 

 Staff only has inventory of units under the City’s control.  These counts do not include 
affordable housing projects funded through state and federal programs (tax credits)

Very Low: 336  Low: Moderate: 319  Above Moderate: 6

17. How many units of affordable housing aredeed restricted in (City)?

 1,650 units are deed restricted. Amount includes both City and non-City 
regulated/deed restricted units.

18. Does (City) maintain a record of inquiries to (City) from candidates for affordable 
housing?  If yes, for how long is such a record maintained?

 No it does not.

19. Does (City) maintain a record of responses to inquiries from candidates for affordable 
housing and referrals of such candidates to appropriate (City) or private resources?  If yes, 
for how long is such a record maintained.

 No it does not.

20. How does (City) inform candidates for affordable housing that such housing is or will 
become available within (City)?

 City maintains a list, with contact information, of existing affordable units on the 
City’s Housing web page under its oversight along with County Based Section 8 
information and other related resources.  Candidate need to contact the respective 
affordable housing development/program to determine if units are available.

21. Does (City) maintain a central list or waiting list of candidates for affordable housing?  If 
not, is such a waiting list maintained elsewhere or by any entity other than (City)?
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 No it does not.

22. If a waiting list is maintained, how many people are currently on the waiting list or lists 
for affordable housing in (City)?

 No it does not.

22. Has the number of people on the waiting list for affordable housing changed from 2007 to 
2014?  If the number has increased, by how much?  If the number has decreased, by how 
much?

 Not applicable, see response above. 

23. Does (City) select the management company to manage affordable rental housing within 
(City)?  If yes, what are the criteria used in the selection of the management company?  If 
not, who selects the management company and does (City) have input into the selection of 
the management company?

 No the City does not select the management company to manage affordable housing 
rental projects.  In some cases, the City does have authority to review and approve 
management firms for affordable housing projects.

24. What is the name of the Management Company or companies managing affordable 
housing within (City)?  Does (City) require reporting by the management company or 
companies to (City)?  If yes, please provide a copy of the most recent report from each 
management company.

 Please see the attached list of management companies providing services within the 
City of Concord

The City requires annual compliance reporting for affordable housing projects that 
have City/former Redevelopment Agency regulatory agreements.

Attached is the most recent report from each management company that the City 
currently has on file.

25. What is the name and contact information of the (City) staff person or department 
administrator most knowledgeable about affordable housing within (City)?

 John Montagh, Housing and Economic Development Manager, (925) 671-3082
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26. What are the major obstacles to providing affordable housing within (City)?

 Local funding, complex financing layers, lack of staff, construction costs, lack of sites, 
expense related to acquisition and rehabilitation of existing apartments and expense of 
site acquisitions.

27. How is (City) addressing these obstacles?

 The City’s Housing Element provides a wide range of goals, policies, programs and 
quantified objectives geared toward maximizing development of affordable housing 
and generating funding toward affordable housing activities, as well as retaining the 
housing the City currently has.

 The City has demonstrated support for affordable housing by providing a commitment 
for 25% of the 12,200 units at the Concord Naval Weapons Station project site to be 
set aside for affordable housing.  The City would likely provide such assistance 
through the provision of building sites with utility access.
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CONCORD PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT COMPANIES
Property Name Contact Type Contact Name E-mail Firm Address City State Zip Code Phone

1750 Diane Court Apartments Property Manager Katherine Yu katherine_yu@yahoo.com CA 408-425-5148

Caldera Place Apartments Property Manager Paul Lerner plerner@jsco.net John Stewart Company 1388 Sutter St., 11th Floor San Francisco CA 94109 (415) 345-4400

Camara Circle Apartments Property Manager Paul Lerner plerner@jsco.net John Stewart Company 1388 Sutter St., 11th Floor San Francisco CA 94109 (415) 345-4400

Chateau on Broadway Property Manager Peter Nixdorff pnixdorff@carltonseniorliving.com Carlton Senior Living 1700 Broadway St., Office Concord CA 94520 (925) 686-1700 ext.1001

Concord Residential Property Manager Sandra Reid sandy@eastbayservicesdd.org East Bay Services to the DD 1870 Adobe Street Concord CA 94520 (925) 825-2091

El Sol Apartments Property Manager Freda Cornella no@email.com Cornella Construction Company, Inc. 1890 Farm Bureau Rd., # 18 Concord CA 94519 925-687-1296

Jordan Court II Apartments Property Manager William P. Jordan billjordan@sbcglobal.net P.O. Box 547 Clayton CA 94517 (925) 673-9191

Lakeside Apartments Property Manager Anita Michaels lakeside@jsco.net The John Stewart Company 1897 Oakmead Dr. Concord CA 94520 925-827-2805

Las Casitas Borrower James Dye jamesdye@heritageproperties.biz James and Soussan Dye 3550 Rosincress Dr. San Ramon CA 94582 (925) 784-1650

Plaza Tower Apartments Property Manager Barry Cammer barry-c@barcelon.com Barcelon Associates 590 Lennon Lane, Suite 110 Walnut Creek CA 94598 (925) 627-7000

Riley Court Apartments Property Manager Paul Lerner plerner@jsco.net The John Stewart Company 2061 Riley Court, Apt. 1 Concord CA 94520 415.345.4400

Victoria Apartments Property Manager Sara Perez sarap@shelterinc.org Shelter, Inc. 1333 Willow Pass Road, Suite 206 Concord CA 95420 (925) 349-0532

Vintage Brook Apartments Property Manager Penny Nichols pnichols@usapropfund.com USA Multifamily Management 2440 Professional Dr., Suite 100 Roseville CA 95661 (916) 724-3903 ext.3908

Virginia Apartments Property Manager Darmin Trokic dtrokic@edenhousing.org Eden Housing, Inc. 1121 & 1140 Virginia Lane Concord CA 94520 (925) 849-6800

Windsor Park Apartments Property Manager Vickie Simpson vickie@villageinvestments.net Village Investments 1250 Foxdale Loop San Jose CA 95122 (408) 251-8148

1
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 1750 DIANE COURT 2016 ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

60 1750 Diane Ct. 2 5 $945.00 $0.00 $945.00 5 3/29/2011 $20,000.00 $35,000.00 3/25/2015

60 1750 Diane Ct. 2 3 $920.00 $0.00 $920.00 3 11/7/2001 $24,000.00 $36,000.00 3/25/2015

60 1750 Diane Ct. 2 4 $912.00 $0.00 $912.00 6 12/17/2001 $25,000.00 $26,000.00 3/25/2015

60 1750 Diane Ct. 2 3 $995.00 $0.00 $995.00 3 5/15/2011 $24,000.00 $23,500.00 3/25/2015

1
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CALERA PLACE ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 21001 1 1 $274.00 $36.00 $310.00 1 5/1/2002 $9,480.00 $12,804.00 6/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $318.00 $36.00 $354.00 1 3/16/2002 $14,316.00 $18,012.00 3/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $337.00 $36.00 $373.00 1 9/12/2011 $16,299.00 $15,336.00 9/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $128.00 $36.00 $164.00 1 1/1/2007 $10,032.00 $6,970.00 1/1/2016

50 21001 1 1 $55.00 $36.00 $91.00 1 10/15/2015 $4,032.00 $4,032.00 5/15/2015

50 21001 1 1 $154.00 $36.00 $190.00 2 2/1/2008 $3,600.00 $8,916.00 2/1/2015

50 21001 2 1 $463.00 $49.00 $512.00 2 4/1/2002 $16,512.00 $20,892.00 4/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $251.00 $36.00 $287.00 1 11/1/2007 $10,680.00 $11,884.00 11/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $174.00 $36.00 $210.00 1 2/16/2002 $9,240.00 $8,964.00 2/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $358.00 $36.00 $394.00 1 9/1/2011 $14,845.00 $16,140.00 9/1/2015

50 21001 1 1 $279.00 $36.00 $315.00 1 3/1/2002 $10,284.00 $12,984.00 3/1/2015

2
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CAMARA CIRCLE ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

40 2 4 $778.00 $68.00 $846.00 4 4/8/2004 $26,000.00 $22,880.00 4/1/2015

50 2 2 $790.00 $68.00 $858.00 2 8/9/2005 $17,208.00 $47,663.00 8/1/2015

50 2 3 $950.00 $68.00 $1,018.00 3 6/12/2013 $26,535.01 $28,600.00 6/1/2015

60 2 1 $950.00 $68.00 $1,018.00 1 3/21/2007 $21,251.00 $46,097.00 3/1/2015

50 2 2 $950.00 $68.00 $1,018.00 2 12/5/2011 $26,902.00 $20,954.00 12/1/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $68.00 $1,018.00 3 9/15/2014 $24,000.00 $24,000.00 9/15/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $68.00 $1,018.00 5 8/6/2012 $35,414.00 $33,696.00 8/6/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $68.00 $1,018.00 5 7/11/2003 $39,600.00 $43,785.00 7/1/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 10/21/2013 $18,993.00 $21,076.00 10/21/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 1/31/2009 $27,707.00 $31,695.00 1/1/2015

50 2 2 $350.00 $52.00 $402.00 3 12/14/2001 $18,612.00 $33,348.00 12/1/2015

60 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 12/17/2001 $37,728.00 $75,814.35 12/1/2015

50 2 4 $765.00 $52.00 $817.00 4 6/18/2015 $32,884.00 $32,884.00 6/18/2015

50 2 0 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 0 8/31/2015 $0.00 $0.00

50 2 3 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 2 3/6/2013 $27,257.00 $44,460.00 3/6/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 6/2/2010 $25,154.00 $35,167.00 6/1/2015

40 2 2 $778.00 $52.00 $830.00 2 9/8/2004 $18,624.00 $11,857.00 9/1/2015

50 2 3 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 3 9/26/2012 $34,236.00 $51,428.00 9/26/2015

50 2 6 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 2/1/2008 $32,464.00 $43,472.00 2/1/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 3/21/2008 $42,821.00 $55,405.00 3/1/2015

50 2 3 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 12/5/2008 $30,327.00 $36,805.00 12/1/2015

30 2 5 $556.00 $52.00 $608.00 4 5/18/2001 $12,748.00 $19,920.00 5/1/2015

50 2 1 $0.00 $52.00 $52.00 2 6/1/2010 $17,410.00 $12,625.00 6/1/2015

30 2 2 $556.00 $52.00 $608.00 3 10/13/2006 $20,017.00 $16,812.00 10/1/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 1/14/2013 $30,489.13 $37,805.41 10/16/2015

50 2 3 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 9/24/2010 $16,640.00 $33,331.00 9/1/2015

50 2 2 $0.00 $52.00 $52.00 2 11/27/2013 $14,752.00 $15,317.00 11/27/2015

50 2 2 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 2 6/2/2011 $15,756.00 $10,673.00 6/1/2015

50 2 1 $0.00 $52.00 $52.00 2 12/13/2002 $18,169.00 $10,673.00 12/1/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 2/9/2008 $17,680.00 $44,200.00 2/9/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 3 9/25/2013 $24,000.00 $20,800.00 9/25/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 11/3/2004 $20,800.00 $41,387.00 11/1/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 5/15/2007 $41,857.00 $64,014.00 5/1/2015
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CAMARA CIRCLE ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 2 3 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 3 6/5/2012 $37,253.00 $43,368.00 6/5/2015

50 2 4 $750.00 $52.00 $802.00 4 6/18/2015 $43,833.80 $43,833.80 6/18/2015

40 2 2 $211.00 $52.00 $263.00 3 3/2/2001 $19,115.00 $10,908.00 3/1/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 2/12/2013 $23,620.00 $36,292.00 2/12/2015

50 2 3 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 2 8/4/2011 $18,472.00 $50,754.00 8/1/2015

50 2 2 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 3 7/21/2004 $23,158.00 $15,684.00 7/1/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 11/12/2008 $21,921.00 $80,064.00 11/30/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 3/29/2013 $28,236.00 $22,820.00 3/29/2015

50 2 1 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 1 10/1/2010 $13,032.00 $10,673.00 10/1/2015

30 2 5 $556.00 $52.00 $608.00 4 3/2/2001 $19,760.00 $21,320.00 3/1/2015

50 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 7/14/2009 $41,287.00 $48,004.00 7/1/2015

50 2 1 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 9/2/2009 $33,882.00 $11,965.00 9/1/2015

50 2 2 $0.00 $52.00 $52.00 2 9/4/2010 $13,714.00 $10,529.00 9/1/2015

50 2 5 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 4 11/8/2008 $34,157.00 $46,832.00 11/10/2015

50 2 0 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 0 11/18/2015 $0.00 $0.00

50 2 2 $556.00 $52.00 $608.00 5 7/11/2001 $18,720.00 $33,115.00 7/1/2015

40 2 2 $778.00 $52.00 $830.00 2 7/11/2001 $22,360.00 $18,851.00 7/1/2015

60 2 4 $950.00 $52.00 $1,002.00 5 7/11/2001 $27,521.00 $80,931.00 7/1/2015

4
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CHATEAU ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 1 0 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 2/12/2005 $25,800.00 $20,984.00 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2013 $19,510.00 $19,510.00

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/31/2004 $15,972.45 $16,836.00 7/1/2013

50 1 0 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 12/22/2005 $13,773.96 $17,043.96 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2012 $29,928.80 $31,524.76 7/1/2013

50 1 0 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 7/1/2008 $18,192.00 $17,208.00 7/1/2013

50 1 2 1 $1,050.00 $0.00 $1,050.00 1 7/1/2013 $29,447.93 $0.00

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2012 $22,341.60 $20,436.00 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2013 $32,482.04 $0.00 7/1/2013

50 1 2 1 $1,051.00 $0.00 $1,051.00 1 9/21/2008 $15,358.66 $16,245.00 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 11/27/2002 $21,982.00 $26,918.52 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 6/21/2008 $22,809.72 $28,038.00 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 7/1/2012 $25,437.41 $25,729.36 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/5/2002 $17,835.18 $30,669.52 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2013 $22,706.00 $0.00

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2012 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 0 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 6/10/2013 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 2 2 $1,051.00 $0.00 $1,051.00 2 7/1/2013 $25,534.00 $0.00 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 7/1/2012 $21,003.60 $19,860.00 7/1/2013

50 1 0 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 2/28/2010 $18,432.00 $22,870.00 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $164.00 $0.00 $164.00 1 2/17/1991 $13,584.00 $6,971.40 7/1/2013

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2012 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 0 1 $817.50 $0.00 $817.50 1 7/1/2013 $21,994.80 $0.00

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2013 $32,354.16 $32,354.16

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 7/1/2013 $22,421.31 $22,421.31

50 1 1 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 7/1/2011 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 2 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 11/10/2010 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 1 1 $935.00 $0.00 $935.00 1 4/26/2008 $27,000.00 $22,336.01 7/1/2013

50 1 1 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 2/1/2013 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 2 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 7/1/2012 $0.00 $0.00

50 1 1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 7/1/2012 $25,802.00 $27,142.32 7/1/2013
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CONCORD RESIDENTIAL ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 1 1 1 $228.00 $27.00 $255.00 1 7/6/2010 $16,773.00 $16,370.00 7/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $618.00 $27.00 $645.00 1 3/1/2002 $14,910.00 $25,962.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $412.00 $27.00 $439.00 1 10/1/2009 $10,885.00 $20,786.00 10/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $408.00 $27.00 $435.00 2 3/1/1992 $15,825.00 $17,892.00 7/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $782.00 $27.00 $809.00 1 2/17/1992 $10,209.00 $33,326.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $485.00 $27.00 $512.00 1 2/23/1992 $19,438.00 $25,239.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $345.00 $27.00 $372.00 1 9/1/2006 $22,645.00 $19,767.00 9/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $678.00 $27.00 $705.00 1 9/1/2005 $16,014.00 $28,604.00 9/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $253.00 $27.00 $280.00 1 6/13/2006 $15,413.00 $13,199.00 6/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $319.00 $27.00 $346.00 1 10/1/1993 $7,241.00 $14,369.00 10/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $267.00 $27.00 $294.00 1 2/28/1992 $10,369.00 $13,810.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $281.00 $27.00 $308.00 1 2/27/1998 $13,927.00 $12,701.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $285.00 $27.00 $312.00 1 7/8/1995 $14,511.00 $16,512.00 7/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $451.00 $27.00 $478.00 1 7/15/1995 $7,686.00 $20,905.00 1/1/2016

50 1 1 1 $459.00 $27.00 $486.00 1 3/1/1992 $10,227.00 $16,486.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $375.00 $27.00 $402.00 1 8/7/2010 $22,334.00 $16,465.00 8/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $323.00 $27.00 $350.00 1 4/1/2003 $12,838.00 $17,461.00 4/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $443.00 $27.00 $470.00 1 3/1/1992 $10,829.00 $19,200.00 7/1/2015

50 1 1 1 $258.00 $27.00 $285.00 1 7/1/2011 $17,797.00 $13,733.00 7/1/2015

6
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JORDAN COURT II ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

60 2246 2 2 $1,200.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 2 8/15/2009 $29,542.00 $44,852.00 1/1/2016

60 2248 3 3 $1,300.00 $0.00 $1,300.00 4 12/17/2013 $34,655.00 $36,299.00 1/1/2016

50 2250 2 3 $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 3 8/15/2013 $24,697.00 $37,580.00 1/1/2016

50 2240 2 2 $700.00 $0.00 $700.00 2 2/21/2015 $14,232.00 $16,951.00 1/1/2016

7
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LAKESIDE ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 1897 2 5 $590.00 $41.00 $631.00 4 1/30/2007 $19,383.62 $25,248.00 1/1/2016

50 1897 1 1 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 1 3/16/2015 $23,303.00 $23,303.00 3/16/2015

60 1897 1 1 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 1 2/5/2007 $31,330.08 $33,289.00 2/1/2015

30 1897 1 1 $215.00 $29.00 $244.00 1 4/13/2015 $10,677.00 $10,677.00 4/13/2015

60 1897 1 4 $908.00 $29.00 $937.00 2 8/9/2012 $27,336.00 $13,080.00 8/1/2015

60 1897 2 4 $1,002.00 $41.00 $1,043.00 4 12/2/2013 $24,652.00 $29,250.00 12/1/2015

60 1897 1 1 $215.00 $29.00 $244.00 1 1/9/2014 $1,571.00 $23,438.00 1/1/2016

30 1897 1 2 $482.00 $29.00 $511.00 1 2/1/2007 $10,106.00 $27,313.00 2/1/2015

60 1897 1 3 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 3 6/24/2013 $25,193.00 $17,280.00 6/1/2015

60 1897 1 1 $654.00 $29.00 $683.00 1 8/29/2014 $12,330.00 $15,187.00 8/1/2015

60 1891 1 3 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 3 6/14/2011 $37,206.00 $18,200.00 6/1/2015

30 1891 1 1 $497.00 $29.00 $526.00 1 2/1/2012 $12,060.00 $12,660.00 2/1/2015

50 1891 2 3 $365.00 $41.00 $406.00 2 5/28/2014 $9,605.00 $13,757.00 5/1/2015

50 1891 1 3 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 3 2/12/2007 $25,740.00 $25,740.00 2/1/2015

50 1891 2 3 $271.00 $41.00 $312.00 2 11/5/2013 $10,245.00 $13,453.00 11/1/2015

30 1891 1 2 $497.00 $29.00 $526.00 1 2/22/2007 $10,272.00 $10,673.00 2/1/2015

60 1891 1 2 $287.00 $29.00 $316.00 2 1/23/2015 $13,521.00 $42,566.00 1/1/2016

50 1891 2 2 $0.00 $41.00 $41.00 2 1/21/2010 $10,300.80 $0.00 1/1/2015

50 1308 2 2 $1,028.00 $41.00 $1,069.00 2 12/2/2010 $12,407.00 $57,027.00 12/1/2015

60 1308 2 4 $1,011.00 $41.00 $1,052.00 3 10/22/2010 $28,800.00 $52,836.00 10/1/2015

30 1308 1 1 $228.00 $29.00 $257.00 1 10/29/2007 $10,468.88 $10,673.00 10/1/2015

60 1308 1 1 $497.00 $29.00 $526.00 1 2/28/2014 $10,529.00 $10,673.00 2/1/2015

30 1308 1 1 $335.00 $29.00 $364.00 1 1/30/2012 $13,560.00 $9,913.00 1/1/2015

30 1308 1 1 $497.00 $29.00 $526.00 1 1/21/2011 $13,780.00 $14,624.00 1/1/2016

30 1308 2 4 $365.00 $41.00 $406.00 4 7/14/2008 $4,308.00 $6,828.00 7/1/2015

30 1308 2 5 $145.00 $41.00 $186.00 5 9/28/2012 $10,392.00 $10,080.00 9/1/2015

60 1308 2 2 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 4/28/2013 $33,952.00 $18,882.00 4/1/2015

60 1308 2 5 $1,011.00 $41.00 $1,052.00 5 2/8/2013 $45,342.00 $75,445.00 2/1/2015

60 1308 1 3 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 3 11/12/2015 $25,440.00 $25,440.00 11/12/2015

60 1308 1 3 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 3 2/28/2014 $25,760.00 $37,250.00 2/1/2015

50 1308 1 3 $497.00 $29.00 $526.00 3 12/13/2006 $17,640.00 $22,620.00 12/1/2015

60 1308 1 1 $344.00 $29.00 $373.00 1 8/6/2013 $16,925.00 $16,064.00 8/1/2015

60 1308 2 5 $1,002.00 $41.00 $1,043.00 5 10/18/2014 $45,588.00 $52,950.00 10/18/2015
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60 1308 2 3 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 3 7/25/2014 $44,446.00 $45,760.00 7/25/2015

60 1311 2 1 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 2/9/2006 $36,920.00 $67,426.00 2/1/2015

50 1311 1 2 $228.00 $29.00 $257.00 1 10/30/2015 $10,673.00 $10,673.00 10/30/2015

50 1311 1 1 $251.00 $29.00 $280.00 1 4/30/2007 $10,272.00 $11,604.00 4/1/2015

60 1311 1 1 $228.00 $29.00 $257.00 1 8/6/2014 $10,529.00 $10,673.00 8/1/2015

60 1311 2 4 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 7/19/2012 $48,334.00 $32,344.00 7/1/2015

50 1311 3 3 $111.00 $51.00 $162.00 6 7/30/2014 $15,144.00 $7,428.00 6/1/2015

60 1311 2 5 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 4/9/2007 $26,824.50 $39,531.00 4/1/2015

50 1311 1 3 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 3 9/17/2015 $22,800.00 $22,800.00 9/15/2015

50 1311 1 1 $497.00 $29.00 $526.00 1 3/10/2015 $12,519.00 $12,519.00 3/10/2015

60 1311 2 2 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 3/28/2011 $33,337.00 $48,516.00 3/1/2015

60 1311 2 3 $1,076.00 $41.00 $1,117.00 3 9/25/2013 $36,536.00 $13,200.00 9/1/2015

50 1311 1 1 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 2 3/18/2014 $36,064.00 $15,952.00 3/18/2015

60 1311 1 1 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 1 3/20/2007 $29,307.46 $35,334.00 3/1/2015

50 1311 1 1 $215.00 $29.00 $244.00 1 3/18/2015 $12,865.00 $12,865.00 3/18/2015

50 1311 2 1 $216.00 $41.00 $257.00 2 1/30/2012 $10,475.00 $10,673.00 1/1/2015

50 1311 3 2 $689.00 $51.00 $740.00 4 2/20/2007 $9,276.00 $12,684.00 2/1/2015

60 1311 2 2 $597.00 $41.00 $638.00 2 3/23/2007 $24,418.96 $10,913.00 3/1/2015

60 1311 1 1 $228.00 $29.00 $257.00 1 1/27/2012 $10,264.00 $10,673.00 1/1/2015

50 1311 1 1 $206.00 $29.00 $235.00 1 7/3/2014 $11,777.00 $10,914.00 7/1/2015

50 1314 2 2 $201.00 $29.00 $230.00 2 4/10/2015 $7,104.00 $7,104.00 4/10/2015

50 1314 1 1 $234.00 $29.00 $263.00 1 10/20/2015 $10,915.00 $10,915.00 10/20/2015

50 1314 2 4 $497.00 $41.00 $538.00 3 11/20/2013 $16,095.00 $16,873.00 11/1/2015

60 1314 1 3 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 3 8/26/2011 $38,324.00 $23,400.00 8/1/2015

60 1314 1 1 $480.00 $29.00 $509.00 1 12/18/2015 $20,750.00 $20,750.00 12/15/2015

60 1314 2 2 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 4/22/2013 $36,000.00 $38,400.00 4/1/2015

60 1314 2 2 $222.00 $41.00 $263.00 2 5/8/2012 $10,496.00 $10,680.00 5/1/2015

30 1314 1 1 $245.00 $29.00 $274.00 1 5/27/2014 $11,177.00 $11,366.00 2/1/2015

60 1314 1 1 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 1 10/14/2015 $31,946.00 $31,946.00 10/14/2015

50 1314 2 2 $481.00 $41.00 $522.00 2 12/1/2006 $15,756.32 $27,700.00 12/1/2015

60 1314 1 2 $845.00 $29.00 $874.00 2 4/4/2007 $20,544.00 $9,852.00 4/1/2015

60 1314 1 2 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 2 3/29/2010 $33,300.00 $23,920.00 3/1/2015

50 1314 2 2 $308.00 $41.00 $349.00 2 4/24/2015 $15,101.00 $15,101.00 4/24/2015
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50 1314 2 2 $338.00 $41.00 $379.00 2 10/21/2013 $6,792.00 $23,570.00 10/1/2015

50 1314 1 1 $233.00 $29.00 $262.00 1 12/2/2014 $11,440.00 $44,506.00 12/1/2015

60 1314 2 3 $573.00 $41.00 $614.00 3 3/4/2010 $6,060.00 $34,658.00 3/1/2015

60 1314 1 1 $0.00 $29.00 $29.00 0 12/14/2015 $0.00 $0.00 12/14/2015

60 1314 1 1 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 1 11/30/2011 $23,773.00 $24,720.00 11/1/2015

60 1314 2 1 $216.00 $41.00 $257.00 1 9/6/2006 $16,804.00 $10,673.00 9/1/2015

60 1314 2 4 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 9/26/2011 $38,839.00 $47,561.00 9/1/2015

60 1314 1 1 $21.00 $29.00 $50.00 1 5/30/2014 $1,740.00 $9,800.00 5/1/2015

60 1314 1 1 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 1 10/3/2014 $19,422.00 $9,932.00 10/1/2015

60 1314 2 4 $124.00 $41.00 $165.00 4 12/14/2013 $6,192.00 $6,828.00 12/1/2015

60 1314 1 1 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 1 8/28/2014 $26,650.00 $23,363.00 8/1/2015

60 1314 1 2 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 2 10/13/2014 $37,440.00 $44,928.00 10/1/2015

60 1314 2 3 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 3 9/28/2012 $40,300.00 $42,354.00 9/1/2015

60 1317 1 1 $228.00 $29.00 $257.00 1 1/13/2015 $10,693.00 $10,673.00 1/1/2016

60 1317 1 1 $228.00 $29.00 $257.00 1 5/18/2011 $10,397.00 $10,673.00 3/1/2015

60 1317 3 5 $1,064.00 $51.00 $1,115.00 5 2/12/2014 $36,400.00 $36,400.00 2/1/2015

50 1317 2 2 $590.00 $41.00 $631.00 3 2/9/2006 $10,465.72 $25,659.00 2/1/2015

60 1317 2 1 $386.00 $41.00 $427.00 1 2/9/2006 $9,744.00 $10,673.00 2/1/2015

50 1317 3 4 $121.00 $51.00 $172.00 4 2/15/2006 $7,908.00 $23,846.00 2/1/2015

60 1317 1 1 $418.00 $29.00 $447.00 1 2/9/2006 $16,039.00 $18,277.00 2/1/2015

60 1317 1 1 $204.00 $29.00 $233.00 1 7/23/2013 $0.00 $7,200.00 7/1/2015

60 1317 3 4 $75.00 $51.00 $126.00 4 3/3/2015 $6,768.00 $6,768.00 3/3/2015

60 1317 2 1 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 2/26/2010 $36,376.00 $20,654.00 2/1/2015

60 1317 2 3 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 3 11/6/2015 $33,787.00 $33,787.00 11/6/2015

60 1317 3 5 $1,079.00 $51.00 $1,130.00 5 9/23/2010 $30,243.00 $36,467.00 9/1/2015

60 1321 2 4 $1,122.00 $51.00 $1,173.00 5 2/9/2006 $26,000.00 $27,300.00 2/1/2015

60 1321 2 4 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 2/9/2006 $44,098.64 $63,790.00 2/1/2015

60 1321 2 2 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 10/22/2015 $40,297.00 $40,297.00 10/22/2015

60 1321 3 4 $1,116.00 $51.00 $1,167.00 4 12/10/2012 $25,621.00 $27,950.00 12/1/2015

60 1321 2 1 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 11/2/2012 $32,173.00 $30,000.00 11/1/2015

60 1321 1 1 $21.00 $29.00 $50.00 1 4/2/2013 $0.00 $0.00 4/1/2015

60 1321 1 1 $252.00 $29.00 $281.00 1 2/10/2006 $9,979.68 $11,648.00 2/1/2015

60 1321 2 5 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 5 2/9/2006 $45,399.74 $29,120.00 2/1/2015
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60 1321 3 4 $253.00 $41.00 $294.00 4 4/5/2012 $14,057.00 $17,597.00 4/1/2015

60 1321 2 0 $0.00 $41.00 $41.00 0 2/19/2015 $0.00 $0.00 2/19/2015

60 1321 2 2 $922.00 $41.00 $963.00 2 2/9/2006 $15,091.77 $58,947.00 2/1/2015

60 1321 3 0 $649.00 $51.00 $700.00 0 10/1/2015 $0.00 $0.00 10/1/2015

60 1321 1 1 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 1 4/18/2014 $32,403.00 $30,836.00 4/1/2015

60 1321 1 3 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 3 4/13/2015 $37,169.00 $37,169.00 4/13/2015

60 1321 2 4 $590.00 $41.00 $631.00 4 10/31/2008 $13,716.69 $18,785.00 10/1/2015

60 1320 3 4 $655.00 $46.00 $701.00 4 2/23/2006 $21,971.69 $35,620.00 2/1/2015

60 1320 1 3 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 3 3/26/2013 $23,480.00 $25,560.00 3/1/2015

60 1320 1 3 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 0 1/4/2016 $0.00 $0.00 1/4/2016

60 1320 1 3 $935.00 $29.00 $964.00 3 11/9/2015 $45,280.00 $45,280.00 11/9/2015

60 1320 2 3 $590.00 $41.00 $631.00 3 2/26/2007 $17,124.00 $43,689.00 2/1/2015

60 1320 2 2 $201.00 $41.00 $242.00 2 2/9/2007 $9,744.00 $10,673.00 2/1/2015

60 1320 2 4 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 1/28/2008 $35,100.00 $52,000.00 1/1/2016

60 1320 2 4 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 10/20/2015 $35,134.00 $35,134.00 10/20/2015

60 1320 3 4 $655.00 $51.00 $706.00 4 2/9/2006 $16,608.01 $23,712.00 2/1/2015

60 1320 1 1 $234.00 $29.00 $263.00 1 12/27/2013 $10,798.00 $10,921.00 12/1/2015

60 1320 1 1 $21.00 $29.00 $50.00 2 7/13/2012 $20,010.00 $0.00 7/1/2015

60 1320 1 2 $847.00 $29.00 $876.00 2 12/28/2011 $28,938.00 $38,272.00 12/1/2015

60 1320 2 2 $1,011.00 $41.00 $1,052.00 2 2/20/2015 $23,760.00 $23,760.00 3/1/2015

60 1320 2 2 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 2/28/2006 $26,509.96 $37,247.00 2/1/2015

60 1320 2 2 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 2 7/26/2013 $40,566.50 $43,231.00 7/1/2015

60 1320 2 4 $1,109.00 $41.00 $1,150.00 4 9/30/2011 $48,694.00 $57,970.00 9/1/2015
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Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

60 1181 2 4 $1,150.00 $0.00 $1,150.00 7 7/1/2005 $35,588.00 $18,148.00 2/18/2011

60 1181 2 6 $1,125.00 $0.00 $1,125.00 7 7/1/2005 $12,000.00 $14,400.00 2/20/2011

60 1181 2 3 $1,125.00 $0.00 $1,125.00 5 7/1/2005 $12,000.00 $14,000.00 2/15/2011

60 1181 1 3 $775.00 $0.00 $775.00 3 8/1/2010 $18,000.00 $25,000.00 2/17/2011
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Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 6/27/2013 $20,948.09 $19,428.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 7/1/2013 $22,360.00 $35,207.92 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/16/2015 $11,568.00 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 4/1/2006 $14,592.00 $17,746.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 1/1/2015 $10,648.00 $10,792.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/21/2010 $20,777.00 $21,891.48 8/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 6/25/2005 $14,598.00 $16,894.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 3/15/2013 $10,636.80 $10,912.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 5/15/2010 $28,716.00 $30,711.85 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 11/1/2013 $11,976.00 $12,156.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 4/1/2010 $16,380.00 $10,924.00 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 3/1/2012 $35,952.00 $42,372.96 6/1/2015

80 1 3 $337.00 $0.00 $337.00 3 10/12/2015 $16,754.00 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 1/1/2011 $29,184.00 $30,153.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $269.00 $0.00 $269.00 1 5/1/2012 $12,228.00 $12,840.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 5/15/2013 $21,452.71 $20,463.06 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 2/23/2013 $33,239.28 $33,552.48 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/1/2015 $19,416.37 $0.00

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 2 11/15/2004 $15,240.00 $8,977.20 6/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 3/1/2007 $38,910.00 $53,033.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/30/2015 $33,735.24 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 4/1/2001 $24,521.00 $42,912.66 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $236.00 $0.00 $236.00 1 1/15/2014 $11,172.00 $11,532.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/15/2013 $22,253.00 $62,254.50 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 11/3/2012 $29,316.00 $30,791.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 9/1/2014 $11,087.67 $6,142.66 6/1/2015

80 1 3 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 3 8/15/2011 $51,105.37 $73,813.00 6/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 10/1/2011 $13,176.00 $19,527.63 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 1/1/2015 $16,802.40 $16,080.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 9/1/2012 $16,382.00 $16,520.49 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 12/1/2013 $19,510.80 $20,134.80 6/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 8/19/2015 $42,947.88 $0.00

80 1 1 $237.00 $0.00 $237.00 1 8/1/2012 $11,153.00 $11,572.96 6/1/2015
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Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

80 1 1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 11/22/2015 $40,265.00 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 8/1/2015 $18,130.80 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 12/1/2013 $10,392.00 $10,672.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 11/1/2009 $28,624.00 $30,704.61 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $341.00 $0.00 $341.00 1 8/15/2011 $17,268.00 $18,778.80 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/1/2013 $26,609.26 $24,020.55 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 7/1/2001 $30,266.00 $39,954.36 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 8/1/2015 $35,955.00 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 8/23/2012 $28,476.00 $10,992.18 7/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 8/1/2008 $17,421.00 $16,379.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 11/15/2012 $15,293.00 $15,712.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 6/1/2011 $33,030.00 $35,205.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 7/1/2011 $17,178.00 $19,399.73 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 3/1/2015 $28,902.66 $29,007.91 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 6/1/2006 $15,787.00 $15,921.75 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 1/1/2010 $48,297.00 $58,961.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 10/23/2004 $23,496.00 $26,028.00 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 1/1/2008 $44,636.00 $13,882.00 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 4/9/2012 $44,283.00 $59,658.28 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 12/15/2013 $42,807.72 $48,995.17 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 10/12/2009 $27,817.00 $30,014.83 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 3/1/2015 $20,386.80 $20,386.83 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 8/1/2012 $24,108.00 $24,760.00 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 1/1/2011 $48,778.00 $36,381.00 6/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 12/1/2011 $39,695.00 $44,063.77 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 1/1/2014 $18,878.00 $11,568.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 2/15/2011 $35,705.00 $35,247.88 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 6/1/2013 $41,916.00 $42,540.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 9/1/2006 $15,780.00 $21,002.50 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 5/9/2009 $24,737.00 $22,398.58 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 3/1/2009 $12,044.00 $22,996.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 5/1/2010 $28,586.00 $16,245.28 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/1/2009 $30,008.00 $36,243.36 6/1/2015
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80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 10/15/2011 $42,108.00 $34,872.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 9/11/2010 $19,670.00 $21,059.00 6/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 7/1/2015 $54,106.23 $0.00

80 1 1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 6/1/2013 $0.00 $0.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 6/13/1987 $7,804.00 $15,505.81 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $231.00 $0.00 $231.00 1 8/7/2008 $11,052.00 $11,332.80 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $221.00 $0.00 $221.00 1 7/18/2009 $10,442.00 $10,912.68 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $302.00 $0.00 $302.00 1 10/1/2011 $13,405.00 $14,272.08 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 4/15/2013 $17,695.20 $18,047.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 4/1/2012 $26,761.00 $23,917.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 3/15/2014 $17,774.00 $16,371.96 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 5/31/2008 $48,400.00 $12,072.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 11/15/2013 $26,599.00 $26,974.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 1/1/2014 $32,379.00 $33,778.80 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 10/1/1994 $18,069.00 $18,490.80 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 2/1/2012 $56,436.66 $56,018.50 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 10/1/2000 $20,880.00 $29,938.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 7/7/2012 $10,493.00 $9,398.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 6/1/2015 $30,260.28 $30,260.28 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 8/28/2015 $19,322.40 $0.00

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 6/15/2014 $21,605.00 $36,395.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 4/1/2014 $19,091.00 $19,414.80 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $730.00 $0.00 $730.00 1 10/1/2013 $32,054.97 $34,872.00 5/1/2015

80 1 2 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 2 3/1/2014 $45,930.00 $44,448.60 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 8/1/2011 $31,014.00 $45,132.65 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 5/1/2007 $13,566.00 $16,892.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 2/1/2003 $28,380.00 $39,780.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 7/1/2010 $37,254.00 $41,874.00 5/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 2/13/2009 $22,836.00 $21,723.00 6/1/2015

80 1 1 $876.00 $0.00 $876.00 1 5/1/2014 $20,350.00 $20,351.00 6/1/2015
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50 2050 1 3 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 3 9/30/2013 25,380.00$           31,200.00$          9/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 3 7/14/2011 18,948.80$           35,490.00$          7/1/2015

30 2050 1 0 $0.00 $39.00 $39.00 0 10/8/2015 -$                       -$                      

50 2050 1 3 $787.00 $39.00 $826.00 3 4/10/2009 34,280.00$           27,456.00$          4/1/2015

50 2050 1 1 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 1 9/12/2013 26,136.00$           26,983.20$          9/1/2015

50 2050 2 3 $985.00 $52.00 $1,037.00 3 8/2/2013 33,091.86$           28,176.00$          8/1/2015

50 2050 1 4 $787.00 $39.00 $826.00 3 12/1/2008 24,092.64$           27,367.60$          12/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 3 11/18/2010 20,181.87$           21,840.00$          11/1/2015

50 2050 1 1 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 1 8/1/2014 24,960.00$           26,000.00$          8/1/2015

30 2050 1 1 $299.00 $39.00 $338.00 1 6/29/2012 11,031.60$           11,451.60$          6/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $803.00 $39.00 $842.00 4 11/16/2009 20,897.60$           20,619.60$          11/1/2015

50 2050 1 1 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 1 8/24/1996 12,480.00$           12,000.00$          8/1/2015

50 2050 1 4 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 4 10/15/2014 24,000.00$           24,000.00$          10/15/2015

30 2050 1 2 $477.00 $39.00 $516.00 2 5/1/2012 10,253.00$           10,672.80$          5/1/2015

50 2050 1 0 $0.00 $39.00 $39.00 0 6/18/2015 -$                       -$                      

50 2050 1 1 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 2 8/31/2010 24,104.00$           21,840.00$          8/1/2015

50 2050 1 1 $787.00 $39.00 $826.00 1 1/30/2009 15,506.45$           16,765.20$          1/1/2016

50 2050 1 5 $803.00 $39.00 $842.00 4 1/1/2010 18,720.00$           18,720.00$          1/1/2016

50 2050 1 3 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 1 7/9/2012 14,400.00$           18,000.00$          7/1/2015

50 2050 1 6 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 6 7/15/2014 33,280.00$           37,440.00$          7/15/2015

50 2050 1 4 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 4 11/9/2012 18,300.00$           31,200.00$          11/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 4 9/15/2014 42,720.00$           49,920.00$          9/15/2015

50 2050 1 0 $0.00 $39.00 $39.00 0 6/19/2015 -$                       -$                      

50 2050 1 2 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 1 6/25/2011 24,000.00$           18,000.00$          6/1/2015

50 2050 1 1 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 1 4/1/2014 29,687.61$           27,560.00$          4/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 3 9/15/2014 14,400.00$           14,400.00$          9/15/2015

50 2050 1 4 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 4 3/15/2013 23,964.00$           21,840.00$          3/15/2015

50 2050 1 2 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 2 10/1/2013 22,051.10$           3,822.00$            10/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 3 10/1/2011 18,670.60$           20,800.00$          10/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $803.00 $39.00 $842.00 3 10/30/2009 21,044.40$           14,988.00$          10/1/2015

50 2050 1 3 $798.00 $39.00 $837.00 3 7/15/2014 29,120.00$           31,200.00$          7/15/2015

30 2051 2 5 $570.00 $52.00 $622.00 4 8/25/2005 10,800.00$           9,600.00$            8/1/2015

30 2051 1 5 $472.00 $39.00 $511.00 5 7/1/2014 8,040.00$             8,448.00$            7/1/2015
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50 2051 1 4 $787.00 $39.00 $826.00 2 8/20/2010 21,840.00$           28,080.00$          8/1/2015

30 2051 2 5 $570.00 $52.00 $622.00 5 7/14/2004 19,760.00$           19,240.00$          7/1/2015

30 2051 2 5 $542.00 $52.00 $594.00 5 1/3/2014 24,960.00$           32,448.00$          12/1/2015

50 2051 1 2 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 2 12/13/2013 33,819.99$           25,979.20$          9/1/2015

50 2051 1 3 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 3 10/1/2013 28,080.00$           34,580.00$          10/1/2015

30 2051 2 5 $556.00 $52.00 $608.00 5 9/16/2011 12,231.00$           13,728.00$          9/1/2015

50 2061 1 3 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 3 6/2/2011 22,625.95$           106,969.20$       6/1/2015

50 2061 2 4 $966.00 $52.00 $1,018.00 4 4/1/1999 27,560.00$           48,151.22$          4/1/2015

50 2061 1 4 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 4 11/27/2012 28,704.66$           44,720.00$          11/1/2015

50 2061 1 0 $0.00 $39.00 $39.00 0 10/1/2015 -$                       -$                      

50 2061 2 5 $940.00 $52.00 $992.00 5 10/1/2015 24,440.00$           24,440.00$          10/1/2015

50 2061 1 3 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 3 2/4/2015 18,000.00$           18,000.00$          2/4/2015

50 2061 1 2 $803.00 $39.00 $842.00 2 2/5/2010 24,300.00$           44,720.00$          2/1/2015

50 2061 1 2 $814.00 $39.00 $853.00 2 9/21/2010 34,868.40$           22,724.00$          9/1/2015
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30 1650 1 1 $46.00 $43.00 $89.00 1 5/1/2012 $9,516.00 $3,960.00 2/1/2015

60 1650 1 1 $309.00 $47.00 $356.00 1 10/28/2008 $14,625.99 $15,144.00 8/1/2015

30 1650 1 1 $204.00 $53.00 $257.00 2 10/1/2008 $10,200.00 $10,672.80 6/1/2015

60 1650 1 1 $361.00 $53.00 $414.00 1 2/23/2006 $15,548.00 $16,950.00 11/1/2015

60 1650 1 1 $895.00 $57.00 $952.00 1 11/1/2014 $40,194.00 $38,500.00 11/1/2015

60 1670 2 1 $476.00 $56.00 $532.00 1 5/28/2015 $17,323.00 $19,326.00 5/1/2014

60 1670 2 2 $282.00 $66.00 $348.00 2 1/28/2014 $14,440.80 $14,800.80 6/1/2015

60 1680 1 1 $238.00 $53.00 $291.00 1 12/7/2010 $11,076.00 $11,672.00 7/1/2015

60 1680 1 1 $210.00 $43.00 $253.00 1 7/1/2012 $10,252.80 $10,528.80 3/1/2014

30 1680 1 1 $571.00 $43.00 $614.00 1 4/15/2006 $7,560.00 $7,020.00 5/1/2015

60 1680 1 1 $516.00 $43.00 $559.00 1 11/18/2002 $18,372.80 $26,028.48 11/1/2014

30 1680 1 1 $408.00 $43.00 $451.00 1 9/18/2012 $19,539.60 $20,080.83 1/1/2015

30 1670 2 1 $259.00 $69.00 $328.00 3 8/6/2015 $14,004.00 $0.00 8/6/2015
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60 CA-99-20801 1 1 $196.00 $79.00 $275.00 1 7/1/2001 $20,070.12 $9,048.00 7/1/2015

35 CA-99-20801 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 6/17/2012 $21,279.00 $18,288.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20801 2 2 $321.00 $102.00 $423.00 2 11/5/2013 $17,809.00 $17,738.00 11/1/2015

45 CA-99-20801 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 3/24/2010 $23,762.00 $27,396.00 3/1/2015

30 1 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 11/6/2015 $11,832.00 $11,832.00 11/6/2015

60 CA-99-20801 2 2 $139.00 $102.00 $241.00 2 11/12/2008 $11,046.00 $10,672.00 11/1/2015

60 CA-99-20802 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 5/2/2014 $27,750.00 $32,982.00 5/1/2015

45 CA-99-20802 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 12/4/2012 $24,819.00 $21,504.00 12/1/2015

30 CA-99-20802 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 10/22/2005 $10,912.00 $10,922.00 10/1/2015

60 CA-99-20802 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 11/6/2013 $23,794.00 $24,075.00 11/1/2015

60 CA-99-20802 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 12/17/2010 $30,127.00 $33,072.00 5/1/2015

30 CA-99-20802 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 2 7/1/2001 $15,180.00 $10,672.00 7/1/2015

45 CA-99-20802 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 11/1/2012 $27,752.00 $32,914.00 11/1/2015

60 2 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 6/19/2015 $9,790.00 $27,132.00 9/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 5/15/2009 $30,097.00 $19,044.00 5/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 6/23/2011 $13,675.00 $10,396.00 6/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 1 $404.00 $79.00 $483.00 1 1/29/2005 $14,209.00 $20,451.00 1/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 2 $256.00 $79.00 $335.00 1 8/15/2002 $12,428.00 $13,332.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 1 $192.00 $79.00 $271.00 1 8/1/2012 $10,384.00 $10,680.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 6/28/2013 $26,101.23 $23,383.00 6/1/2015

45 CA-99-20804 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 12/1/2012 $13,884.00 $14,112.00 12/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 12/11/2009 $32,253.00 $17,658.00 12/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 2/8/2013 $29,785.57 $26,494.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 2 8/27/2013 $43,152.00 $43,561.00 8/1/2015

50 CA-99-20804 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 2/3/2012 $26,274.00 $34,057.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 5/7/2014 $36,922.00 $50,930.00 5/1/2015

60 CA-99-200804 2 2 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 6/19/2009 $34,480.00 $33,082.00 6/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 1 $241.00 $79.00 $320.00 1 6/24/2006 $13,666.00 $14,647.00 6/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 1 $196.00 $79.00 $275.00 1 3/31/2012 $10,492.00 $10,768.00 3/1/2015

50 CA-99-20804 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 7/6/2010 $22,488.00 $13,996.00 7/1/2015

35 CA-99-20804 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 5/5/2005 $15,617.00 $1,861.00 5/1/2015

60 4 1 1 $196.00 $79.00 $275.00 1 8/28/2015 $10,923.00 $10,923.00 8/28/2015

35 CA-99-20804 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 6/1/2007 $15,012.00 $10,692.00 8/1/2015
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60 CA-99-20804 2 2 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 8/29/2012 $18,108.00 $19,095.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 2 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 2/15/2012 $25,500.00 $26,556.00 2/1/2015

35 CA-99-20804 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 8/1/2006 $13,927.25 $13,894.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 10/19/2007 $10,440.00 $10,672.00 10/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 2 $321.00 $102.00 $423.00 2 8/1/2001 $15,180.00 $17,809.00 8/1/2015

30 CA-99-20805 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 8/25/2003 $11,482.00 $13,620.00 8/1/2015

40 CA-99-20805 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 4/9/2014 $13,872.00 $14,112.00 4/1/2015

60 CA-99-20805 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 9/24/2001 $8,544.00 $10,396.00 9/1/2015

35 CA-99-20805 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 1/6/2014 $10,528.00 $17,160.00 1/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 2 1 $470.00 $102.00 $572.00 1 9/14/2001 $8,803.80 $10,647.00 1/1/2015

50 6 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 9/18/2015 $10,672.00 $10,672.00 9/8/2015

30 CA-99-20806 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 2/28/2014 $10,772.00 $10,955.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 7/19/2013 $28,985.89 $19,061.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 1 1 $320.00 $79.00 $399.00 1 2/18/2004 $12,950.00 $16,296.00 2/1/2015

50 CA-99-20806 1 1 $319.00 $102.00 $421.00 1 5/26/2010 $10,688.00 $17,794.00 5/1/2015

50 CA-99-20807 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 4/8/2014 $32,211.00 $27,631.00 4/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 1/4/2013 $30,042.00 $21,984.00 1/1/2015

60 CA-99-20807 2 1 $359.00 $102.00 $461.00 1 10/16/2009 $10,440.00 $10,636.00 10/1/2015

40 CA-99-20807 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 1/1/2012 $15,216.00 $23,328.00 1/1/2015

35 CA-99-20807 1 2 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 2 10/8/2005 $17,244.00 $17,954.00 10/1/2015

60 CA-99-20807 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 7/26/2013 $35,363.00 $35,844.00 7/1/2015

35 CA-99-20807 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 6/1/2012 $21,910.00 $25,452.00 6/1/2015

45 CA-99-20807 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 8/28/2013 $24,326.00 $22,021.00 8/1/2015

35 CA-99-20807 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 11/1/2008 $11,046.00 $10,672.00 11/1/2015

60 CA-99-20807 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 7/7/2001 $27,458.43 $29,503.00 7/1/2015

40 CA-99-20808 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 8/15/2001 $19,074.49 $23,622.00 8/1/2015

35 CA-99-20808 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 3/25/2006 $15,131.00 $18,119.00 3/1/2015

45 CA-99-20808 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 8/7/2013 $20,093.00 $19,122.00 11/1/2015

50 CA-99-20808 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 11/27/2013 $22,784.00 $24,156.00 11/1/2015

40 CA-99-20808 1 1 $334.00 $102.00 $436.00 1 2/21/2002 $12,656.40 $16,200.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20808 1 2 $372.00 $79.00 $451.00 2 7/17/2001 $15,180.00 $17,809.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20808 1 1 $344.00 $79.00 $423.00 1 10/22/2013 $17,978.00 $18,550.00 10/1/2015

40 CA-99-20808 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 7/1/2013 $19,210.00 $19,210.00 7/1/2015
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45 1 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 4/20/2015 $20,386.00 $20,386.00 4/20/2015

40 CA-99-20801 1 1 $240.00 $79.00 $319.00 1 8/17/2001 $9,458.00 $12,555.00 8/1/2015

60 1 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 6/24/2015 $22,784.00 $22,784.00 6/24/2015

30 CA-99-20801 1 1 $447.00 $102.00 $549.00 1 6/23/2001 $12,144.30 $15,886.00 6/1/2015

30 CA-99-20801 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 2 7/1/2001 $15,180.00 $10,672.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20801 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 1/23/2013 $34,215.00 $34,443.00 1/1/2015

60 CA-99-20802 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 3/1/2013 $35,497.00 $19,708.00 3/1/2015

30 CA-99-20802 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 7/1/2001 $9,082.00 $15,137.00 7/1/2015

50 CA-99-20802 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 10/5/2012 $28,111.00 $28,732.00 10/1/2015

50 CA-99-20802 1 2 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 2 9/17/2010 $24,489.00 $22,704.00 9/1/2015

60 CA-99-20802 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 2 5/21/2014 $36,812.00 $37,933.00 5/1/2015

35 CA-99-20802 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 5/19/2006 $17,232.00 $16,368.00 5/1/2015

45 CA-99-20802 1 1 $163.00 $79.00 $242.00 1 6/23/2001 $8,544.00 $10,672.00 6/1/2015

60 CA-99-20802 1 1 $206.00 $79.00 $285.00 1 7/12/2001 $12,000.00 $11,188.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 10/27/2014 $29,194.00 $29,554.00 10/1/2015

30 CA-99-20803 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 6/23/2001 $10,029.00 $8,556.00 6/1/2015

50 CA-99-20803 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 4/17/2014 $24,823.00 $53,296.00 4/1/2015

50 CA-99-20803 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 2/15/2008 $22,542.00 $20,749.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 8/4/2010 $28,535.00 $36,268.00 5/1/2015

30 CA-99-20803 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 7/4/2001 $8,207.00 $11,076.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 2 $372.00 $79.00 $451.00 2 7/1/2001 $8,547.78 $17,738.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20803 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 10/30/2009 $21,840.00 $12,472.00 10/1/2015

45 CA-99-20804 1 2 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 2 1/5/2012 $17,400.00 $17,736.00 1/1/2015

40 CA-99-20804 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 8/8/2007 $14,116.00 $10,672.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 8/26/2010 $29,561.00 $24,249.00 8/1/2015

60 4 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 12/11/2015 $17,612.00 $17,612.00 12/14/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 2 $345.00 $79.00 $424.00 2 10/31/2013 $17,546.00 $17,954.00 10/1/2015

45 4 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 7/2/2015 $18,240.00 $18,240.00 7/2/2015

45 CA-99-20804 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 7/14/2014 $28,599.00 $29,085.00 7/1/2015

45 CA-99-20804 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 11/15/2008 $19,793.00 $8,883.00 11/1/2015

50 CA-99-20804 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 7/14/2011 $22,082.00 $21,124.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 2 10/25/2001 $15,180.00 $8,869.00 10/1/2015

60 4 2 2 $295.00 $102.00 $397.00 2 11/4/2015 $11,332.00 $11,332.00 11/4/2015
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60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 7/1/2006 $20,819.00 $20,569.00 7/1/2015

40 CA-99-20804 1 2 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 2 3/22/2012 $19,972.00 $14,785.00 3/1/2015

40 CA-99-20804 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 2/18/2011 $20,221.00 $16,608.00 5/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $139.00 $102.00 $241.00 1 8/23/2001 $15,180.00 $10,672.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20805 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 12/20/2013 $22,042.00 $28,660.00 12/1/2015

45 5 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 11/30/2015 $21,175.00 $21,175.00 11/30/2015

40 CA-99-20805 1 2 $378.00 $79.00 $457.00 2 6/22/2011 $17,130.00 $18,194.00 6/1/2015

30 CA-99-20805 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 7/14/2001 $10,944.00 $10,528.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 2 2/2/2015 $27,204.00 $27,204.00 2/2/2015

50 CA-99-20806 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 1/29/2005 $9,194.00 $10,607.00 1/1/2015

40 CA-99-20806 1 2 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 2 8/1/2001 $22,364.98 $26,697.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 2 8/25/2001 $15,180.00 $10,672.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 1 1 $196.00 $79.00 $275.00 1 7/21/2001 $8,794.00 $10,912.00 7/1/2015

30 CA-99-20806 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 8/7/2001 $10,430.00 $14,398.00 8/1/2015

45 CA-99-20806 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 9/9/2010 $10,140.00 $10,396.00 9/1/2015

60 CA-99-20806 1 1 $166.00 $79.00 $245.00 1 8/21/2001 $17,852.00 $27,035.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20807 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 1 7/23/2001 $8,544.00 $10,528.00 7/1/2015

50 CA-99-20807 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 5/15/2013 $26,529.00 $27,176.00 11/1/2015

50 7 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 8/14/2015 $15,858.00 $15,858.00 8/14/2015

60 CA-99-20807 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 3/23/2010 $37,466.00 $35,093.00 3/1/2015

60 CA-99-20807 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 7/21/2012 $37,008.00 $31,824.00 7/1/2015

35 CA-99-20807 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 3/11/2005 $18,826.00 $19,476.00 3/1/2015

30 CA-99-20807 1 1 $256.00 $79.00 $335.00 1 7/10/2002 $14,722.20 $13,524.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20807 1 1 $441.00 $79.00 $520.00 1 7/11/2003 $9,319.00 $21,706.00 7/1/2015

40 CA-99-20808 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 11/12/2015 $25,478.00 $25,478.00 11/12/2015

35 8 1 2 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 2 3/27/2015 $17,489.00 $17,489.00 3/27/2015

60 CA-99-20808 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 8/16/2013 $35,992.00 $29,147.00 8/1/2015

45 8 1 1 $710.00 $79.00 $789.00 1 3/16/2015 $17,642.00 $17,642.00 3/16/2015

60 8 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 2 10/8/2015 $37,493.00 $37,493.00 10/8/2015

35 CA-99-20808 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 2/19/2010 $19,752.00 $21,478.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20808 1 1 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 1 5/24/2013 $35,377.54 $29,446.00 5/1/2015

40 CA-99-20808 1 1 $622.00 $102.00 $724.00 1 2/4/2006 $15,264.00 $10,672.00 2/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 5/16/2014 $30,550.00 $30,931.00 5/1/2015
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40 CA-99-20804 1 1 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 1 10/31/2009 $19,511.00 $17,481.00 10/1/2015

30 CA-99-20804 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 2 8/8/2003 $13,600.00 $10,524.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 7/28/2001 $13,682.86 $17,740.00 7/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 2 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 2 7/15/2011 $37,532.00 $37,577.00 7/1/2015

35 4 1 1 $208.00 $79.00 $287.00 1 10/14/2015 $10,672.00 $10,672.00 10/14/2015

35 CA-99-20804 1 1 $534.00 $79.00 $613.00 1 10/1/2002 $15,300.00 $18,168.00 10/1/2015

30 CA-99-20804 1 1 $447.00 $79.00 $526.00 1 9/30/2003 $9,576.00 $10,636.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 2 $973.00 $79.00 $1,052.00 2 6/20/2007 $39,414.00 $45,350.00 6/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 1 $190.00 $79.00 $269.00 2 1/20/2007 $18,024.00 $10,672.00 1/1/2015

50 CA-99-20804 1 1 $797.00 $79.00 $876.00 1 8/27/2014 $19,548.00 $19,824.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $1,161.00 $102.00 $1,263.00 1 10/1/2013 $25,042.00 $24,838.00 10/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 1 $401.00 $102.00 $503.00 1 8/3/2001 $15,180.09 $10,672.00 8/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 1 1 $196.00 $79.00 $275.00 1 6/12/2006 $10,272.00 $10,912.00 6/1/2015

40 CA-99-20804 1 2 $622.00 $79.00 $701.00 2 11/18/2011 $20,480.00 $18,194.00 11/1/2015

60 CA-99-20804 2 2 $543.00 $102.00 $645.00 2 8/10/2001 $29,765.66 $25,500.00 8/1/2015

23
Page 93 of 99



VIRGINIA ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 CA-2000-91301 2 3 $886.00 $43.00 $929.00 3 4/4/2011 $32,565.00 $35,606.00 1/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91301 2 5 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 5 5/23/2014 $47,715.20 $47,715.00 5/23/2014

50 CA-2000-91301 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 3 3/1/2011 $27,082.25 $24,128.00 1/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91301 2 3 $509.00 $43.00 $552.00 4 2/7/2005 $24,708.00 $10,000.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91302 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 3 3/12/2007 $31,200.00 $16,200.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91302 2 4 $887.00 $43.00 $930.00 4 6/1/2008 $36,400.00 $18,000.00 1/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91302 2 3 $931.00 $43.00 $974.00 3 11/2/2009 $30,000.00 $17,774.00 1/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91302 2 3 $950.00 $43.00 $993.00 3 6/1/2012 $39,982.65 $30,500.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91302 2 4 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 4 2/1/2000 $30,940.00 $68,740.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91303 2 4 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 4 7/9/2014 $45,876.00 $45,876.00 7/9/2014

50 CA-2000-91303 2 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 12/1/2014 $0.00 $0.00

50 CA-2000-91303 2 3 $887.00 $43.00 $930.00 3 5/9/2011 $29,396.64 $20,206.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 5 2/27/2001 $22,812.00 $37,686.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 2 $861.00 $43.00 $904.00 3 7/18/2002 $22,800.00 $21,058.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 4 2/4/2005 $32,006.00 $57,809.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 5 12/29/2005 $33,336.00 $18,826.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 2 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 3 12/5/2002 $26,688.00 $44,639.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 2 1/14/2015 $31,472.88 $31,472.88 1/14/2015

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 4 6/23/2005 $33,819.00 $25,600.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 4 8/31/2000 $16,937.00 $8,570.00 1/1/2014

40 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $687.00 $43.00 $730.00 3 8/10/2006 $14,676.00 $20,540.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 4 4/27/2007 $35,100.00 $45,454.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 4 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 4 5/18/2013 $24,960.00 $39,447.00 5/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $886.00 $43.00 $929.00 3 7/6/2009 $31,200.00 $20,800.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $886.00 $43.00 $929.00 3 5/1/2009 $31,200.00 $64,877.00 1/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91304 2 4 $509.00 $43.00 $552.00 4 2/7/2006 $10,536.00 $30,871.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 4 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 4 1/29/2014 $30,852.00 $30,852.00 1/1/2015

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 5 4/30/2014 $32,611.87 $32,612.00 4/30/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 0 1/13/2015 $0.00 $0.00

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 3 7/26/2013 $29,541.20 $27,560.00 7/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $985.00 $43.00 $1,028.00 3 5/18/2012 $40,008.28 $48,880.00 1/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $931.00 $43.00 $974.00 5 9/1/2010 $28,600.00 $18,200.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $887.00 $43.00 $930.00 3 2/25/2004 $33,800.00 $41,600.00 1/1/2014
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50 CA-2000-91304 2 2 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 2 11/5/2013 $25,084.80 $21,413.00 11/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91304 2 2 $931.00 $43.00 $974.00 2 6/1/2011 $30,732.00 $14,000.00 1/1/2014

40 CA-2000-91304 2 2 $775.00 $43.00 $818.00 4 7/25/2013 $21,840.00 $21,840.00 7/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 5 7/27/2013 $43,080.00 $41,738.00 7/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 2 5/25/2014 $27,507.48 $27,507.48 5/25/2014

60 CA-2000-91304 2 0 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 0 1/5/2015 $0.00 $0.00

50 CA-2000-91304 2 5 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 5 4/18/2007 $33,800.00 $98,795.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $886.00 $43.00 $929.00 3 3/15/2010 $31,200.00 $0.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $920.00 $43.00 $963.00 3 5/17/2012 $39,780.50 $42,229.00 1/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91304 2 3 $958.00 $43.00 $1,001.00 3 7/26/2013 $27,550.04 $15,600.00 7/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91305 2 5 $931.00 $43.00 $974.00 5 2/14/2008 $37,440.00 $26,000.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91305 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 3 12/5/2013 $39,600.00 $62,640.00 12/1/2014

40 CA-2000-91305 2 5 $792.00 $43.00 $835.00 5 12/5/2013 $35,492.00 $35,492.00 12/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91305 2 5 $1,050.00 $43.00 $1,093.00 5 2/2/2013 $47,189.06 $39,255.00 2/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91306 2 5 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 5 1/22/2007 $31,200.00 $24,200.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91306 2 3 $913.00 $43.00 $956.00 2 10/1/2007 $30,602.00 $41,206.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91306 2 5 $886.00 $43.00 $929.00 5 5/3/2010 $22,464.00 $36,010.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91306 2 3 $886.00 $43.00 $929.00 3 6/8/2000 $19,771.00 $32,973.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91306 2 3 $887.00 $43.00 $930.00 3 5/1/2008 $26,201.00 $59,124.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 6/19/2013 $26,000.00 $14,789.00 6/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 1 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 6/2/2014 $18,894.00 $18,894.00 6/2/2014

40 CA-2000-91307 2 4 $751.00 $27.00 $778.00 4 1/5/2009 $23,400.00 $25,655.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 7/23/2014 $25,024.00 $25,024.00 7/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 1 6/4/2013 $30,250.00 $10,529.00 6/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $750.00 $20.00 $770.00 3 12/1/2007 $23,400.00 $15,600.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 4/1/2010 $23,183.00 $30,369.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $543.00 $20.00 $563.00 3 12/3/2009 $20,400.00 $58,235.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 3/30/2012 $36,400.01 $33,280.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 7/31/2013 $31,500.17 $28,505.00 7/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 2/14/2014 $29,440.00 $29,440.00 2/14/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 1/6/2014 $26,641.00 $26,641.00 1/1/2015

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $741.00 $20.00 $761.00 2 8/3/2009 $26,852.00 $27,220.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 7/1/2011 $23,123.00 $28,740.00 1/1/2014

25
Page 95 of 99



VIRGINIA ANNUAL REPORT

Set-Aside % Building Bedroom Size Current HH Size Tenant Paid Rent Utility Allowance Gross Rent HH Size at Move-In Move-In Date Move-In Income Current Income Last Recert Date

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 11/27/2013 $31,532.45 $22,747.00 11/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91307 2 3 $509.00 $27.00 $536.00 2 10/27/2005 $17,828.00 $10,935.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 6/4/2014 $30,380.00 $30,380.00 6/4/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 5/1/2012 $24,180.00 $33,461.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 5/28/2013 $26,000.00 $33,660.00 5/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91307 1 1 $495.00 $20.00 $515.00 1 1/1/2014 $16,380.00 $16,380.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 2 4 $913.00 $27.00 $940.00 2 5/26/2006 $28,263.00 $51,600.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 9/9/2014 $39,859.00 $39,859.00 9/9/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 1 $720.00 $20.00 $740.00 1 3/22/2012 $22,320.00 $25,114.00 1/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91307 1 1 $427.00 $20.00 $447.00 2 12/27/1999 $8,501.00 $7,000.00 1/1/2014

60 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 8/13/2014 $29,327.00 $29,327.00 8/13/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 8/19/2011 $33,800.00 $33,800.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 6/14/2007 $23,400.00 $22,076.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 4/30/2014 $30,995.00 $30,995.00 4/30/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 5/15/2007 $23,400.00 $30,708.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 3 8/24/2007 $31,720.00 $18,002.00 1/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $427.00 $20.00 $447.00 2 1/1/2014 $3,804.00 $3,804.00 1/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $485.00 $20.00 $505.00 3 1/1/2014 $22,196.00 $22,196.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $837.00 $20.00 $857.00 3 9/26/2012 $40,156.38 $19,686.00 1/1/2014

30 CA-2000-91307 2 5 $509.00 $27.00 $536.00 5 6/15/2001 $15,600.00 $27,929.00 1/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 3 $763.00 $41.00 $804.00 1 6/19/2013 $30,561.80 $31,263.00 6/1/2014

50 CA-2000-91307 1 2 $763.00 $20.00 $783.00 2 1/31/2015 $32,447.00 $32,447.00 1/31/2015

40 CA-2000-91307 2 2 $751.00 $27.00 $778.00 4 1/10/2003 $26,800.00 $13,200.00 1/1/2014

MARKET CA-2000-91304 2 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0.00

MARKET CA-2000-91304 2 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0.00
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60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $925.00 $26.00 $951.00 3 8/15/2014 $26,998.92 $30,929.60 8/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,115.00 $36.00 $1,151.00 2 12/7/2009 $36,969.40 $40,458.29 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,115.00 $36.00 $1,151.00 5 1/22/2010 $33,870.20 $33,696.25 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 5 4/11/2013 $23,730.72 $25,130.56 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 2 12/1/2011 $23,785.32 $22,880.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 3 3/1/2012 $39,399.17 $28,483.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 2 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 2 7/9/2012 $24,200.00 $37,231.48 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 1 $228.00 $26.00 $254.00 1 8/1/2009 $11,232.96 $11,232.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,145.00 $36.00 $1,181.00 4 5/1/2015 $33,740.00 $33,740.00 5/1/2015

60 1531Adelaide St 1 2 $1,027.00 $26.00 $1,053.00 2 10/2/2015 $28,858.44 $28,858.24 10/2/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 1 1 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 1 3/26/2010 $19,543.16 $26,389.20 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 3 5/7/2012 $40,841.89 $39,494.00 12/31/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 1 3 $965.00 $26.00 $991.00 3 8/1/2013 $35,687.60 $32,760.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 2 $1,026.00 $26.00 $1,052.00 2 12/3/2013 $38,636.00 $27,560.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 3 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 3 10/1/2012 $27,690.00 $31,200.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,227.00 $36.00 $1,263.00 4 9/24/2013 $42,930.16 $46,332.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 9/25/2009 $29,282.76 $20,539.48 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 2 $975.00 $26.00 $1,001.00 2 3/13/2015 $38,327.64 $38,327.64 3/13/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 3 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 3 2/1/2012 $41,860.00 $37,671.40 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 4 3/1/2008 $41,600.50 $37,856.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,130.00 $36.00 $1,166.00 5 2/21/2014 $40,695.16 $40,695.16 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $1,027.00 $26.00 $1,053.00 3 8/21/2015 $40,040.00 $40,040.00 8/21/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $856.00 $26.00 $882.00 3 12/23/2014 $24,024.00 $23,317.32 12/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,227.00 $36.00 $1,263.00 5 9/25/2013 $20,124.00 $20,280.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 5 5/16/2011 $34,005.80 $35,041.24 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 1 $237.00 $26.00 $263.00 1 3/1/2011 $10,382.65 $10,494.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,165.00 $36.00 $1,201.00 4 7/24/2014 $33,280.00 $36,110.88 7/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 2 12/1/2012 $37,858.50 $37,858.50 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 3 8/1/2008 $31,200.00 $31,000.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 2 4 $115.00 $36.00 $151.00 4 5/28/2010 $22,880.00 $22,880.50 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 2 1/1/2008 $30,037.28 $30,037.28 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 4 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 4 10/1/2011 $22,880.00 $24,960.00 12/30/2015
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60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,115.00 $36.00 $1,151.00 4 5/1/2010 $28,080.00 $34,245.75 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 3/1/2008 $48,919.00 $47,003.32 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 2 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 2 9/1/2011 $25,904.20 $20,645.80 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 5 2/1/2008 $36,023.00 $37,063.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 2 $1,026.00 $26.00 $1,052.00 3 9/1/2014 $36,223.20 $22,273.16 9/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,165.00 $36.00 $1,201.00 4 8/8/2014 $22,659.00 $22,659.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 2 7/29/2011 $29,023.70 $30,959.79 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,111.00 $36.00 $1,147.00 2 3/1/2008 $20,800.00 $51,108.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 2 7/1/2014 $40,401.28 $30,298.32 7/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,195.00 $36.00 $1,231.00 3 12/1/2007 $52,000.00 $52,200.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 4 9/9/2008 $33,912.84 $29,900.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 3/27/2008 $43,200.04 $33,915.96 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,115.00 $36.00 $1,151.00 4 10/1/2010 $33,800.00 $49,400.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 2 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 2 10/5/2012 $33,410.00 $31,200.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,116.00 $36.00 $1,152.00 4 1/1/2008 $28,600.00 $28,600.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 1 $1,026.00 $26.00 $1,052.00 1 12/5/2013 $18,720.00 $19,760.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 3 1/1/2008 $33,072.00 $33,072.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 3 5 $1,357.00 $45.00 $1,402.00 5 3/26/2010 $46,458.88 $49,816.21 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,165.00 $36.00 $1,201.00 4 7/1/2008 $33,852.00 $36,868.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 2 3 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 3 4/1/2013 $41,394.06 $45,196.84 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 1/1/2012 $22,550.00 $22,946.56 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $1,031.00 $26.00 $1,057.00 3 12/1/2015 $37,149.64 $37,149.64 12/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide  St 2 3 $1,195.00 $36.00 $1,231.00 3 5/20/2008 $32,448.00 $28,976.24 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $975.00 $26.00 $1,001.00 3 4/20/2015 $48,034.48 $48,034.48 4/20/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,217.00 $36.00 $1,253.00 4 11/1/2013 $34,580.00 $41,080.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 2 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 2 2/5/2011 $36,867.69 $58,488.30 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 5 $1,145.00 $36.00 $1,181.00 5 5/6/2013 $26,000.00 $26,000.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 5 3/4/2011 $35,160.40 $23,872.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 2 $975.00 $26.00 $1,001.00 2 7/4/2014 $25,933.96 $19,422.00 7/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 5 $1,130.00 $36.00 $1,166.00 5 2/14/2014 $48,048.00 $48,048.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 3 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 3 9/29/2010 $19,509.36 $22,486.36 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 3 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 3 2/18/2011 $36,825.78 $34,737.25 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 3 $925.00 $26.00 $951.00 3 12/23/2014 $49,634.00 $53,950.00 12/1/2015
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60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 2/1/2008 $32,240.00 $32,240.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,156.00 $36.00 $1,192.00 3 3/1/2012 $38,209.10 $29,986.84 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 5 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 5 6/1/2011 $22,748.00 $23,240.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 5 3/1/2013 $28,080.00 $36,743.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 3 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 3 7/1/2011 $28,080.00 $42,694.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 2 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 3 10/1/2012 $45,756.53 $29,875.56 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $1,026.00 $26.00 $1,052.00 3 11/6/2013 $29,900.00 $29,068.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 1 $1,195.00 $36.00 $1,231.00 1 12/1/2007 $30,007.12 $30,483.17 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 1 3 $965.00 $26.00 $991.00 3 7/23/2013 $23,400.00 $25,507.04 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 3 5/16/2011 $48,275.56 $56,911.18 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 10/1/2011 $24,197.68 $26,000.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 5 11/1/2012 $42,120.00 $32,240.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,227.00 $36.00 $1,263.00 3 12/1/2014 $33,150.00 $27,768.00 12/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 5 3/1/2008 $44,082.84 $42,637.36 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St 2 4 $1,227.00 $36.00 $1,263.00 4 2/1/2012 $29,744.00 $28,886.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 3 12/8/2008 $33,122.12 $28,608.32 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 1 $1,202.00 $36.00 $1,238.00 1 2/14/2014 $25,421.76 $20,800.00 2/1/2015

60 1531Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,165.00 $36.00 $1,201.00 3 8/8/2014 $32,760.00 $24,223.68 8/1/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,120.00 $36.00 $1,156.00 4 3/1/2013 $40,444.56 $39,780.00 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,145.00 $36.00 $1,181.00 5 3/27/2015 $24,388.00 $24,388.00 3/27/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,016.00 $36.00 $1,052.00 4 2/1/2008 $39,237.12 $39,237.12 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 3 $1,115.00 $36.00 $1,151.00 3 3/26/2010 $22,880.00 $25,935.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,145.00 $36.00 $1,181.00 4 9/15/2014 $47,294.00 $52,221.00 9/1/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 2 2/23/2011 $41,601.00 $41,604.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 2 $1,145.00 $36.00 $1,181.00 2 10/16/2015 $39,976.04 $39,976.04 10/16/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 2 4 $1,191.00 $36.00 $1,227.00 4 8/28/2008 $44,718.96 $31,930.08 12/30/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St 2 3 $1,172.00 $36.00 $1,208.00 3 9/25/2013 $32,760.00 $38,480.00 12/30/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,145.00 $36.00 $1,181.00 5 5/8/2015 $20,020.00 $20,020.00 5/8/2015

60 1611 Adelaide St. 2 5 $1,231.00 $32.00 $1,263.00 5 11/23/2015 $45,721.00 $45,721.00 11/23/2015

60 1531 Adelaide St. 1 3 $945.00 $26.00 $971.00 3 12/1/2012 $34,944.00 $36,234.12 12/30/2015
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