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October 26, 2017

Chad Benson, Allocations Manager

MSHDA

735 E. Michigan Avenue

Lansing, MI 48912

Dear Mr. Benson:

Thanks for offering this opportunity to comment on the upcoming QAP. As a Supportive
Housing developer, MSHDA-certified propRrty manager and an accredited.. Medicaid billing

service provider of supportive housing, our input in the QAP is through that lens with a focus
on the supportive housing set asida. We wanted mention a feud points for you to consider in

revising the QAP.

General Partner points

The level of production of tax credits units required to maximize the General Partner points can
be extremely challenging for community-based non-profits. Maximizing ~IHTC experience

points requires 9 projects to have been placed in service over a 12 year windov~~. This is a

challenging production le~~el, especially for these fo~_used geographically and providing deeply

targeted supportive housing—developments v~~hich al ~o generally need to be paired with other
gap financing.

Under the current scoring, as a community-based non-profit that develops deeply targeted

supportive housing, we must now sEreously evaluate entering into partnerships with other
general partners for new supportive housing developments. A5 an agency that has focused

solely on supportive housing since our ince~tian 25 years ago, ~✓ve do not feel such a
partnership has suddenly become necessary far us to structure an effective supportive housing

development, but that it may be the rr~ost likely path to obtain enough points to receive a

reservation. The current General Partner scoring structure incentivizes partneri,~g with high-

volume producing general partners: regardless of experience in supportive housing. The cost of

that is developer fee and level of control. So instead of the community-based provider havirg

decision-making control over the su~,~~ortive hcausing development decisions, another entity

shares that control. And, instead of d~velo~~r fee going back into the m. ~sion of the.

community-based non-pr~flt, muc+~ ofi it would ga t+~ the high-~~alume producing developer as
part of this type of partnership.
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In order to ensure the General Partner experience points awarded serve as a reasonable proxy
for the ability to successfully develop a supportive housing development, one option may be for
submissions under the Supportive Housing Set Aside to only count prior Supportive Housing
developments toward previous project experience points.

We hope you will consider adjusting the criteria to recognize the specific experience most
relevant for supportive housing developments and the value of community-based agencies that
have a proven history of delivering quality housing for targeted populations.

Best Practices for Sy~go~tive Housing

We recommend that Addendum III be refined to more thoroughly reflect the practiees and
populations considered to be best practices in supportive housing. As Addendum III and the
Supportive Housing Set Aside are a main avenue toward addressing homelessness in Michigan,
the more the scoring of Addendum III reflects these goals, the closer our state should be to
achieving them.

Cost Containment

Supportive Housing developments often leverage other funding, such as HOME funds, which
bring in additional requirements that can have cast implications. This can make supportive
housing developments using these funds less competitive on cost containment from the
inception. We recommend MSHDA consider having Supportive Housing Set Aside
requirements be evaluated against each other in this category (while still controlling for
construction type).

Compliance review for Supportive Housing

We recommend that as part of on-going operations compliance, there be additional

documentation and reporting to continue to ensure that the tenants living in the supportive
housing units meet the population targeting commitments that were committed to at the time
of award (e.g. homeless, special needs, chronically homeless).

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
~,~~ ,

~~~
Wendy L. Carty-Saxon

Director of Real Estate Development
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315 14th Strut

October 25, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson
Allocations Manager
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
P.O. Box 30044
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Re: 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan
Preservation Category Requirements

Dear Mr. Benson:
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Our organization is actively engaged with the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HCTD) in the Rental Assistance Demonstration Program (RAD). We have successfully converted 52% of
our portfolio with assistance from RAD. We are now working to convert our final portfolio of scattered
sites to smaller scale, neighborhood-based, multifamily developments. The LIHTC program represents
the largest component of potential capital sources to make this final conversion phase possible.

RAD is especially critical to us because we serve a comparatively small community that does not always
enjoy the same access to funding programs and development products as our larger counterparts in
Michigan. The RAD program provides a mechanism to replace public housing units with project-based
Section 8contract-funded developments under the authority of HUD's Office of Multifamily Housing.
As a Pilot program, this opportunity was originally limited to 60,000 units, but has recently been
expanded to 225,000 units. To date, over 61,000 units have converted nationwide, raising over $4 billion
to rehabilitate and replace affordable properties. Although the RAD program has been expanded, so have
the number of agencies across the country that recognize the value of the program to their communities.
Nationally, competition for acceptance to the RAD program is ramping-up exponentially as a result.
Despite an apparent high level of confidence in the program's continuance, we would be shortsighted to
think federal appropriations and funding priorities could not shift away from affordable housing on very
short notice.

Michigan needs to assure that its affordable housin~a~encies capture ever possible fundin~~portunity.
In 2008, Michigan was one of the most successful grantees of Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
funds in the country because it recognized the need within the State and designed an NSP application that
became a national model. The RAD program is no different in its significance. Priority needs to be given
to RAD participants to ensure the highest possible allocation of federal funds are deployed in Michigan
communities, small, large and rural. The RAD program creates greater funding certainty for us while
allowing increased operational flexibility.

Although RAD may not have direct programmatic linkage to the QAP, the LIHTC program is, quite
often, a direct project investment that leverages RAD commitments to preserve affordable housing. When
the programs are paired, the project-based revenue contracts add substantial financial strength to the value
of LIHTCs.
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Likewise, RAD acknowledges the importance of LIHTCs to the success of a Housing Authority's (HA)
development efforts. However, there is a paradox. HUD must manage the RAD program under its own
critical time lines. HUD must see its commitments deployed by its network of agencies in order to
support program continuation coupled with increases in funding appropriations from Congress. This
severely limits HUDs capacity to be lenient when an HA encounters development process delays such as
an unsuccessful LIHTC application. Because of this, we now see HUD drawing harder lines with respect
to LIHTC application benchmarks. When a LIHTC application fails to receive an award, HUD is placed
in the unfortunate position of needing to rescind its commitment and reallocate those contracts to other
organizations waiting in the RAD que, inside and outside of Michigan.

All of my comments about the RAD and LIHTC programs are background information for our request
that the Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) be modified to enable HA's to submit applications for RAD
projects for LIHTCs under the "Preservation" category.

L~ the case of a community such as Bay City, our Multiphase RAD Commitment includes four phases.
Obtaining site control on four sites for an extended period of time is challenging enough. When we add
the complexity of acquiring sites with walk scores (as required in the "open" category) that are
competitive with larger communities it puts us in direct competition with the economic development
objectives of our own community. Economic development initiatives also need locations with high walk
scores that will help sustain commercial or market-rate development. The walk score algorithm is
especially sensitive to the Geographic Information System (GIS) pegged address. A one block variance in
where the location is pegged can make a substantial difference in the walk score but virtually no different
impact on the actual walkability of the site. In our view, too much reliance is placed on the walk score
resulting in the elimination of potential viable sites that may only be 1-3 blocks farther removed, yet share
all the same (and oftentimes more) desirable features as higher scoring sites. All these variables make it
significantly more difficult to manage a new development project so that it complies with RAD's
mandates.

In as much as RAD programs are linked to existing public housing units that will be replaced by new
developments, the logic appears clear that Housing Authorities should be allowed to submit their projects
under the "Preservation" set-aside. This flexibility would optimize an HA's capacity to capture and
leverage available long-term RAD multifamily revenue commitments from HUD for its community and
Michigan.

Therefore, we respectfully request that the 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan be drafted to allow all
public housing projects that preserve project-based rental subsidies to apply for 9%tax credits under the
Preservation Category —even if the project involves demolition and construction of new units.

We look forward to working with MSHDA to continue to preserve public housing for Michigan's most
vulnerable residents.

Regards /

William G. Phillips, CCIM

Chief Executive Officer
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                                                        1118 S. Washington Ave 
                                                                                                                                    Lansing, MI 48910 
  
October 26, 2017 
 
Dear MSHDA Staff, 
 
On behalf of the Community Economic Development Association of Michigan (CEDAM) and its 
more than 230 members across the state of Michigan working providing services ranging from 
affordable housing, financial empowerment, neighborhood revitalization, small business creation and 
more, please accept these comments regarding the 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) draft 
process. CEDAM members request that the following changes be considered for creating the next 
QAP.  
 
Development Team Characteristics 
We believe the QAP should provide more experience points for place-based community 
development corporations. Any individual or entity that generates experience points should be 
committed to the long term success of the development and serve as a guarantor. We encourage 
MSHDA to consider developments with fewer than twelve units to count toward experience, as well 
as to change the current timing requirement of having been placed in service for three years, but then 
no longer counting as experience at fifteen years. As the QAP draft is currently written, we do not 
believe there is a clear path for an inexperienced or smaller, place-based developer to ever build 
enough experience as MSHDA is currently defining it – even when regularly partnering with a larger 
developer – to do development on their own. 
 
In working with tax credit syndicators, we repeatedly hear that they are more concerned with the 
balance sheet as opposed to specific LIHTC experience. We ask that MSHDA consider the financial 
viability of an organization, as opposed to their ownership and direct experience. You should also 
consider the other “experience” that most nonprofit organizations are bringing to the table. The 
majority of nonprofits are place-based, and as such, truly have experience within the communities in 
which they are working, stabilizing the neighborhood, working with difficult populations and putting 
dollars directly back into their neighborhoods as opposed to often sending them out of state. This 
experience should be considered in addition to the development experience. We should better 
compare the number of deals (and developer fee + cash flow) that go out of Michigan with the 
number of Michigan nonprofit sponsored deals that have failed to be awarded in the last ten years. 
 
We also ask that you place special consideration on PSH experience. Experience points do not 
necessarily mean that you have experience to create supportive housing. Developers should have the 
experience specifically in creating and supporting PSH units in order to be considered for PSH 
points. 
 
Permanent Supportive Housing Set Aside 
We have several issues with the PSH Set Aside. First, we have strong concerns that the preservation 
of PSH units is treated the same as the construction of new units. We fear that this could favor 
preservation in a way that results in the construction of fewer new PSH units – which we believe is 
counter to not only the Governor’s commitment to end homelessness but the written intent of 
MSHDA’s Strategic plan especially as it impacts homeless veterans. In order to address this 
discrepancy, we recommend you create a sub-set-aside for PSH preservation in the PSH category and 
allocate additional LIHTC to that sub-category, or that MSHDA increase the amount of credit 



available in the PSH set aside to address the need to preserve PSH projects coming off their 15 year 
compliance period while adding to the total number of new PSH units needed to come online. We 
also ask that MSHDA become more transparent and share with the development and nonprofit 
communities the number of PSH units both created and preserved under the current QAP. 
 
 We believe that the level of services required to obtain points in the scoring process should be 
revised to match the level of services needed for the targeted tenant population and updated to 
reflect current state and federal criteria as the strategy for services can vary depending on the 
populations residing in projects. The current scoring policy was adopted prior to targeting Chronic 
Homelessness or having those who score the highest on assessment tools used by Coordinated Entry 
Systems (HARAs) became the norm for PSH developments following best practices. We ask that the 
number of hours of on-site case management required be assessed per unit as opposed to a range of 
units depending on the size of the facility. 
 
For PSH projects, MSHDA reduced the basis boost to 10% from 30% in the current QAP, which is 
a large reduction in basis. In order to address this large reduction, we request that MSHDA consider 
making the basis boost categories cumulative, as opposed to either/or. In addition, we request that 
because of the drastic change in pricing, MSHDA revisit the entire basis boost process in the QAP 
 
We find the Addendum III process to be extremely cumbersome. For example, providing the full 
audit for every funding source should not be necessary. Please provide reasoning and clarification for 
this and consider discussion on why this is a requirement.  
 
Walk Score and Location 
We agree with the early discussion on the elimination of Walk Score. While we believe that the 
combination of Walk Score, Central Cities and Employment Centers is meant to address economic 
diversity, we also believe that it should not be the only means of determining the value of a housing 
development’s location. 
 
Leveraged Debt and Cost Reasonableness 
The QAP encourages leveraged debt, which is what nonprofits and especially PSH developments try 
to avoid. We ask that MSHDA clarify what it means by “leveraged debt.”  
 
While we appreciate that MSHDA defined a 5% range for an acceptable cost percentage change, 
CEDAM requests additional information and clarification on determining reasonable inflation or 
outside influences that might raise construction costs and allow for a waiver of the penalty.  
 
Negative Points 
As requested in the past, we ask that the total number of negative points be reduced to match the 
number of potential positive points. We also ask that MSHDA create a written and objective 
standard for assigning negative points.  Without standards and objectivity, the public has no way of 
knowing the nature of the evaluation process being utilized by MSHDA, and whether it is fair and 
consistently administered.   
 
Gatekeeper Function for Preservation Applications.  
While we appreciate MSHDA’s commitment to allocate credits as efficiently as possible, we do not 
agree with the requirement to apply for the 4% NOFA prior to applying for the 9% credits. We have 
concerns that with different underwriting goals and criteria between a 4% NOFA transaction and a 
9% LIHTC transaction, and that the language in the QAP that bars a preservation transaction in the 
9% round unfairly penalizes developers from submitting preservation proposals that are worthy of 
consideration as a 9% transaction that might not work as a 4% NOFA transaction.   
 
 
 



Cost Containment. 
We request that MSHDA make adjustments for PSH and other types of developments to have their 
own safe harbor as historic developments do. Rather than give negative points, we request that you 
consider the City of Detroit’s proposal that offers up additional points for difficult projects that have 
been vacant for some time or are historic in nature. We would request that the same be considered 
for energy efficiency measures that may cost more up front, but save money over the course of the 
development. We also request that the data that is considered is both up-to-date and regional.   
 
Additional Scoring Sheet Issues 
We request that you further define a typical fixed route public transportation system, in particular, 
how this relates to a Dial-a-Ride system or transportation system in a rural community. We also don’t 
believe that the location of being 1/10 of a mile from a bus stop is realistic. This is extremely difficult 
to meet. We recommend that this be changed to ½ mile.  

CEDAM members believe that developments near an employment center should be the same 
number of points as Central Cities. We also believe that a cluster of smaller employers employing a 
large number of people like an industrial park or shopping center should count as an employment 
center.  

We request further clarification on the Affordable/Market Rent Differential, including an 
explanation on how the 20% was determined to be the appropriate differential.  We respectfully 
request that this be reduced to 15%. We further request clarification on what locations currently 
qualify, as well as if the Differential is based on square footage or number of bedrooms and other 
amenities.  Also, we ask that MSHDA specify if the Differential will be assessed using the Market 
Study, and if the Primary Market Area in the Market Study will be the geographic area utilized to 
determine the Differential. We would also like to know if in your review, if this meets your criteria.  

Again, CEDAM and its members greatly appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the next 
QAP. We are happy to continue to work with MSHDA staff and other partners to create the best 
possible policies to allocate Michigan’s low income housing tax credits.  
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jamie Schriner 
Executive Director 
 
CC: CEDAM Board of Directors 
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Mr. Earl Poleski p t' ;~

Executive Director ~ j̀~; A

Michigan State Housing Development Authority '' ~ `!

li vA `~:'-. 
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735 East Michigan Ave "~J'~r
Lansing, MI 48912

Re: City of Detroit Comments on the 2018-2019 State of Michigan Qualified Allocation Plan

Dear Mr. Poleski,

Through the Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP), the Michigan State Housing Development Authority

distributes funds critical for affordable housing development. The scoring criteria of the QAP

allows MSHDA to advance priorities related to affordable housing development across the State

of Michigan.

The City of Detroit shares MSHDA's commitment to affordable housing. The City of Detroit
believes that the preservation and creation of affordable housing offers housing stability for the

city's lowest-income residents and further the City of DetroiYs commitment to diversity and
inclusion by providing housing options to a range of incomes in all neighborhoods.

Affordable housing is central to the City of Detroit's inclusive growth strategy and will play a key

role in the city's ability to retain existing residents, as well as attract new residents, in mixed-

income neighborhoods. The City's two key goals are:

• Preserving the affordability and quality of the existing housing stock, and;

• Producing new housing units that are priced affordably to people across a range of
incomes.

To date, the City has made significant commitments to affordable housing, including the
development of Targets Multifamily Development areas, preserving affordable housing and, in

September of 2017, passing an ordinance requiring new multifamily housing developments

receiving any direct public financial support to include at least 20% of units affordable to

households making up to 80% of Area Median Income (AMI). MSHDA is a primary partner is
helping the City of Detroit to succeed in reaching our goals.

In light of the City of Detroit's strategy for affordable multifamily housing, we believe the following

recommendations could greatly benefit the long-term sustainability of affordable housing in Detroit

1



and across the state of Michigan. Thus, the City of Detroit respectfully suggests the following
changes the 2018-2019 Qualified Allocation Plan:

Assess Necessary Changes to LIHTC Scoring to Encourage Realistic and Sustainable
Planning and Financing

Although projects since 2009 have been required to waive their right to the qualified contract (QC)
process, QAP scoring is at odds with sustainable financial planning for the entire extended
affordability period. The current QAP prioritizes cost-containment while applications for tax credits
are budgeted fora 15-year timeframe, without consideration to the potential unavailability of new
resources at year 15.

Other state finance agencies have looked to encourage realistic and achievable financing goals
in LIHTC applications by either capping development fees, or by assigning higher points to
projects with lower development fees (i.e. making the fees performance-based rather than cost-
based).

There are a growing number of models by which changes to the QAP can improve an applicant's
planning and financing approach. For example, New York uses a sliding scale (with a total of 4
points) for projects with developer costs of less than 13% of total development costs. In
Washington, points are awarded based on an applicant's commitment in the application to limit
the maximum developer fees.

Modify Cost Reasonableness Scoring Criteria to Even Market Differentials

The goal of the Qualified Allocation Plan is create a numerical process by which to accurately
compare projects. However, regional differences between construction costs and land purchase
price mean project proposals from different regions start off on different footing.

In comparing July 2017 prevailing wages from across the State of Michigan, Wayne County is
47% more expensive to develop in than the statewide average. As a result of the greater cost of
construction, projects need to retain land at a reduced rate. This, coupled with scoring emphasis
on Walkscore, creates significant challenges to the competitiveness of Detroit proposals.

When every point matters, Detroit developments struggle to be competitive due this regional
disadvantage. In order to accurately compare cost reasonableness when such a disparity exists,
the City of Detroit proposes that MSHDA score projects for total development cost per square foot
based on county rather than statewide averages.

Support MSHDA's investment in Detroit through the preservation of existing Affordable
Housing

2



While the City of Detroit does not dispute the importance of Walkscore as one indicator of housing
quality and attractiveness, preserving existing affordable housing, and with it, the multi-million
investments made by state and local government is also of significant importance. During the
years that Detroit had aset-aside for affordable housing development, there were no geographic
requirements for development. In that time, a great deal of affordable housing was developed that
could not be recapitalized now due to low Walkscores. However, a good deal of these
developments are in the established Targeted Multifamily Housing Areas. These are areas with
commercial corridors where significant investment is in motion or planned.

The loss of deeply subsidized affordable housing in areas with improving market conditions puts
Detroit's inclusive growth strategy at risk. Therefore, we propose MSHDA create a Detroit
preservation setaside for preservation projects in Target Multifamily Housing Areas to protect
these shared investments.

The City of Detroit makes the following specific recommendations regarding the
Addendum iii as a tool to help Michigan advance its Campaign to End Homelessness.

Refine Addendum iii to support the City of Detroit's efforts to end homelessness

The City of Detroit believes that with some refining, the Addendum iii could provide a significant
boost to the statewide effort to end homelessness, particularly chronic homelessness. With that
in mind, the following recommendations are presented.

The Addendum iii Should Incentivize the Development of Supportive Housing to Target
Populations For Whom Supportive Housing is a Best Practice

Supportive Housing is expensive to develop and operate, and as such should be targeted to
populations that "but for" this assistance, would not be able to obtain and maintain housing. In
order to best achieve our shared goal of ending homelessness, we recommend prioritizing
supportive housing for households experiencing chronic homelessness.

Require Tenant Selection Plans to "Screen in" rather than "Screen Out"

Households experiencing homelessness often have poor credit or conviction histories that may
limit their ability to access site based supportive housing developed with LIHTC. In order to
improve access to housing and end homelessness, the City of Detroit requests that MSHDA
require all tenant selection plans submitted to reflect no more than the minimum level of screening
criteria required by HUD.

Increase the Number of Points Awarded for Developing in a High Need Area

3



According to HUD, in the 2015 unsheltered Point in Time count, the most recent available, 25%
of the total number of Michigan residents experiencing homeless were in Detroit, and 26% of the
total number of Michigan residents who were chronically homeless were in Detroit. With this in
mind, the City of Detroit suggests specifically increase the points awarded to projects developing
supportive housing in Detroit from six to eight.

Compliance Monitoring of Supportive Housing Tax Credit Projects
In order ensure commitments made in the Addendum iii Service Coordination Plan are honored,
The City of Detroit suggests more oversight and guidance during project lease up to ensure the
projects serves the identified target population. In addition, the City of Detroit suggests that
MSHDA convene Continuums of Care statewide to understand the specific challenges in the
operation of and coordination with LIHTC supportive housing developers and integrate this
feedback into the Addendum iii scoring as appropriate. This convening should take place prior to
the public release of a draft QAP for Years 2018-2019.

The City of Detroit appreciates the ongoing collaboration with, and support from MSHDA. We look
forward to future in-person discussions regarding the content of this letter.
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To Whom It May Concern: 

 

My name is Connie Litzner and I’m the Mayor of the City of St. Ignace, Michigan, Mackinac County. I’m 

writing to let you know that I fully agree with Alex Iseri, Director of the Mackinac Economic Alliance, that 

we are desperately in need of MSHDA’s help to provide more affordable housing, specifically through 

the LIHTC support mechanism. 

Under the current regime, developers do not believe that building affordable housing in this county is 

viable without support through LIHTC and do not believe that rural counties (like Mackinac County) are 

competitive for LIHTC support as the QAP is currently formulated.  While we would be grateful for any 

changes to be made to the QAP that would make LIHTC support more accessible for rural counties, we 

do have some specific requests: 

- We ask that the use of WALK scores be diminished, inasmuch as rural (re: decentralized) 

counties cannot possibly concentrate as many services in close proximity as an urban area might 

- We ask for a change in scoring for employment centers in rural cities and villages- currently an 

employers must be identified within ½ mile with 250 or more FTE’s.  We ask that in cities of less 

than 5,000 people that that number be reduced to 125, and that for rural townships 

- We ask that central city criteria be changed for rural cities and villages of less than 5,000 people 

to 15 buildings with zero lot lines, and that rural cities and villages of fewer than 2,500 people to 

10 buildings with zero lot lines.  We ask that rural townships of 2,500 people or fewer have 

central city criteria of 15 buildings with 20 foot lot lines.   

- We ask that the requirements related to proximity to public transportation be eliminated- while 

there is a transportation service in place for the elderly and handicapped, there is nothing 

approaching the kinds of regular public transit systems offered in less-rural communities, and it 

would not be feasible to develop one.1 

 

Mackinac County is in desperate need of affordable housing, and it will not be developed without the 

use of mechanisms like the LIHTC.  Costs of housing have been driven up by seasonal tourism and the 

investment in properties for strictly seasonal use, making whatever properties are available 

unaffordable the people that need them most.  While properties in Mackinac County are not unusually 

expensive (an average value of $121,300 county wide, compared to an average value of $178,600 

nationwide),2 owning such a property is unreasonable for the majority of households.  In the Eastern 

Upper Peninsula, the majority of individuals earn less than $30,000 per year while the median monthly 

                                                           
1 Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. Public Transportation Feasibility Study, Mackinac County. 1 ed., vol. 1, St. Ignace, Mackinac 

County Board of Commissioners, 2012, 1 vols. 

2 United States Census Bureau. (2010). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://datausa.io/profile/geo/mackinac-county-mi/#housing 

 

https://datausa.io/profile/geo/mackinac-county-mi/#housing


mortgage payment is $1,051, making any homeowner in those wage ranges effectively rent burdened 

(per HUD guidelines).3   

 

It is for this reason that many young people have left Mackinac County, and it is the reason why more 

young entrepreneurs have not relocated to Mackinac County after completing their post-secondary 

education.  This loss is clearly visible in the rapidly shifting demographics of Mackinac County: the 

population has declined from 11,943 individuals in 20004 to 10,820 individuals in 2016,5 and the median 

age has increased from 42.8 years in 20006 to 51.1 years in 2015.7  The opportunity costs of this shift are 

significant.  A rapidly aging population is less likely to generate new businesses and is less likely to supply 

the dedicated workforce needed to support a dynamic economy.  Developing and supporting a dynamic 

is essential to sustaining Mackinac County, and we hope that MSHDA will be our partner in this. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Connie Litzner 

Mayor, City of St. Ignace, MI, Mackinac County 

 

 

                                                           
3 United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2008). What is affordable housing? [Data file]. 

Retrieved from https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/ 

4 United States Census Bureau. (2000). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 

5 United States Census Bureau. (2016). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/mackinaccountymichigan/PST045216#NAV_1683946577_7 

6 United States Census Bureau. (2000). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 
7 United States Census Bureau. (2016). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/mackinaccountymichigan/PST045216#NAV_1683946577_7 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
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October 23, 2017

r, r
Mr. Chad Benson `_;,<_
Allocations Manager
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
P.O. Box 30044
Lansing, MI 48909

RE: 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan
Preservation Category Requirements

Dear Mr. Benson,

Thank you for the opportunity to present our comments as you prepare
to draft the 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan. I along with my Board of
Commissioners are fully committed to providing and maintaining decent,
safe and sanitary affordable housing for families in need. We continue
to maintain our units and provide services to our residents to the best of
our ability. However, the Clinton Township Housing Commission has an
estimated $7 million of deferred maintenance and we are continually
under the threat of extreme cuts within our budget.

The Clinton Township Housing Commission was formed in 1968 in order
to provide low-income families of the Charter Township of Clinton with
affordable housing. To date, we administer 100 Public Housing units and
23 Housing Choice vouchers. Once, HUD introduced the RAD program,
the CTHC applied as it was an opportunity to provide consistent and
reliable income, preservation of affordable housing, update and improve
the quality of housing and improve the lives of our residents.

Our units are obsolete and inefficient. The units were constructed during
the era of providing "modest means" to low-income families. Hence,
units are smaller and do not allow room for a growing family. Parking is
limited and restrictive and does not meet today's requirements. All units
are on concrete slabs with duct work underground which creates units
which are not energy efficient. There is no central air which causes the
residents to insert their own air conditioning units in the windows which
then creates a blocked egress and possible health and safety concerns.

The CTHC submitted an application for the RAD program and received
our CHAP award letter. In turn, we submitted our tax credit application
during the October 2016 round. Our self-score was 109. Unfortunately,
this score was not high enough to compete in the open round solely due
to our low Walk Score.

Our property is in a primarily industrial area and most errands by the
residents requires a vehicle. We received an overall Walk Score of two
out of 20 possible points. Despite many efforts and money invested,
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there is no way the CTHC would be able to increase our score under the
current QAP requirements to successfully be awarded tax credits.

As such, we are requesting the following to be considered for the QAP.

1. Reconsideration of the Walk Score. Historically, properties provided
for housing commissions were not considered prime locations. Public
housing units/sites are generally in industrial areas or areas which
would not receive a high walking score. With much construction and
development within the State of Michigan, this makes it harder for
public housing to fairly compete. And unfortunately, we do not have
the funding or available land within the Township to relocate the site
to an area with a higher Walk Score.

2. Reconsideration of the preservation category. Due to the conditions
of our units, it would be best for long term viability and a better use of
limited resources to completely replace existing units. We understand
that the preservation category applies to those properties which are
essentially preserving the property. However, although we intend on
new construction, we are still preserving the affordable housing. As
one of the many stipulations for the RAD program, all units converted
must always remain affordable; hence, we would be preserving
permanent affordable housing.

3. Possible special consideration for Public Housing. As with more than
a majority of the housing commissions, the CTHC's mission is to
provide decent, safe and sanitary affordable housing for families in
need. Our mission coincides with MSHDA's mission of enhancing
economic and community vitality through housing and historic
preservation activities. This is a rare opportunity for MSHDA and the
housing commissions to work together to provide affordable housing
while enhancing economic growth for the most vulnerable families.
Unlike some private investors, we are in the business of providing
permanent affordable housing and not just during the required 15
year period.

Again, thank you so much for allowing us to provide our comments. We
are deeply committed to providing the best to our residents. We
anxiously look forward to working with MSHDA in the years to come.

Please let me know if you have any further questions and/or concerns
regarding this matter.

ards,

Eboni Nugi
Executive Director

"Equal Housing Opportunity'
TDD/TTY 1-800-545-1833 X. 949
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October 26, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson
Allocations Manager
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
P.O. Box 30044
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Re: LIHTC 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan

Dear Mr. Benson:

On behalf of Community Housing Network, please accept these comments and
suggestions regarding possible modifications to the 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation
Plan (QAP).

Preserve Supportive Housing Set Aside
First, we applaud MSHDA for maintaining the PSH set aside and the use of the
Addendum III review to assess projects that will create quality PSH. We offer the
recommendations below for the 2019/2020 QAP.

First, please recall that the concept of supportive housing itself arose from the
deinstitutionalization movement. The ongoing goal of this movement intends to
reduce stigma and abuse experienced by individuals with disabilities while
providing greater integration within the community. Implementing the changes
suggested below can have tremendous consequences for developing the type of
integrated and accessible communities that we strive for.

We do have several issues with the PSH Set Aside in the 2017-2018 QAP. We have
concerns that the preservation of PSH units is treated the same as the
construction of new units. We fear that this could favor preservation in a way that
results in the construction of fewer new PSH units -which we believe is counter to
the State of Michigan's intent to create new PSH units to help end homelessness
and provide housing in the least restrictive environment for people with
disabilities. In order to address this discrepancy, we recommend that MSHDA
either create asub-set-aside for PSH preservation in the PSH category and
allocate additional LIHTC to that sub-category, or increase the amount of credit
available in the PSH set aside to address the need to preserve PSH projects
coming off their 15 year compliance period.

PHONE 24S.92H.O~~~ TOLL FREE BEJF).282.3~~9 Fnx 248.928.0122
570 Kirts Blvd .Suite 231 . Troy . MI 48084 communityhousingnetwork.org ~

Community Housing Nerivork, Inc. is a 501(c)(3) organization. Donations are tax deductible as allowable by law. °°•°"'°"""



We ask that when PSH credits are returned to MSHDA, that they are returned to
the PSH set aside pool , as opposed to the general pool where they are currently
awarded, to assure that developers construct as many PSH units as possible.

Due to the highly competitive nature of PSH developments applying for tax credit
reservations, we are requesting that the time frame required for the developer to
have met with the local Continuum of Care be reduced from 120 days to 90 days
prior to the application deadline.

Developer Experience Points
While the 2017-2018 QAP does provide a two tier approach to assess the
experience of the developer, we recommend that MSHDA consider developments
with fewer than twelve units to count towards experience, as well as to change the
current timing and requirement of having been placed in service for three years.
We propose that developments that have completed lease up and established
stabilized occupancy for one year count towards experience points. We also
encourage MSDHA to add points to Tier 1 for having served a specific community
or population for more than a decade to also count towards experience points.
These changes will allow smaller, place-based developers with very specific and
vital experience to be allowed to compete in this extremely competitive process
that currently favors larger developers.

Cost Containment
We agree with the need to ensure costs are not excessive when building affordable
housing. However, we believe the current cost containment measures in place
need to be amended in the 2019-2020 QAP. Recent natural disasters and trade
tariffs imposed on Canada have dramatically increased construction costs, and
cost of trades in Michigan have increased exorbitantly in recent years.

Not only do the current cost containment measures penalize developers for
building housing with the amenities and quality, including energy efficiency
features MSHDA says it wants, but they also are not in alignment with current
costs of construction and materials.

We request that energy efficient upgrades be excluded from cost containment
formulas, as they save money over the course of the deal, but have up-front
costs. Also, we also ask that PSH differences be considered in this group.

Further, we also believe that PSH developments are disadvantaged by the cost
containment formula. As part of the PSH requirements, MSHDA strongly
encourages community space and supportive service space for PSH residents by
awarding points as part of the PSH threshold criteria. This additional space adds to
the overall construction costs. Currently, preservation and historic developments
have different cost containment formulas. We ask that MSHDA consider the same



for PSH deals. We also request that MSHDA compare the prices of PSH deals with
PSH deals for cost containment, as opposed to comparing pricing to non-PSH
deals. This practice is utilized in other states.

Basis Boost
For PSH projects, MSHDA reduced the basis boost from 30% to 10% in the current
QAP, which is a large reduction in basis. In order to address this large reduction,
we request that MSHDA consider making the basis boost categories cumulative, as
opposed to either/or. In addition, we request that because of the drastic change in
pricing, MSHDA revisit the entire basis boost process in the QAP

Walk Score
We continue to have a number of issues with MSHDA's utilization of Walk Score.
While we strongly believe that developments in areas with a high quality of life
and location should be prioritized, we do not believe that Walk Score is the most
appropriate tool to measure this especially when it comes to the populations
served in the PSH set-aside.

As reflected in our prior QAP comment letters and discussions, we believe that
Walk Score does not always accurately reflect a community's amenities or quality
of life. Walk Score often reflects out-of-date information and may include
amenities not actually present. It is in everyone's best interest to utilize a scoring
protocol with a high degree of reliability, which we do not believe is currently
reflected through Walk Score. We ask that MSHDA consider utilizing the
mechanism in Ohio's QAP to help determine walkability. Similarly, Walk Score does
not reflect the services related access that should be a part of a PSH project and is
reflected in Addendum III review. Walk Score also does not value amenities we
believe are extremely valuable to a community, like a senior center or a
community center. We request that MSHDA consider adding additional points for
amenities that Walk Score does not add value, but are extremely valuable to a
community.

We believe that the 20 point assignment is excessive, and combining it with
Central Cities points is merely double counting. We also believe that Walk Score
can be manipulated with outdated or false data, inadvertently giving a false score.
We ask that rather than focusing in on Walk Score, you consider the market study,
which details the neighborhood's amenities or alternatively require that the market
analyst review the Walk Score to assess its reliability.

MSHDA currently offers points that are not in tandem with Walk Score's different
point levels. We ask that if MSHDA is going to continue to use Walk Score, which
we do not encourage, that at a minimum, its scoring matches the different scoring
levels Walk Score uses.



While we believe that the combination of Walk Score, Central Cities and
Employment Centers is meant to address economic diversity, we also believe that
it should not be the only means of determining the value of a housing
development's location.

Negative Points
As requested in the past, we ask that the total number of negative points be
reduced to ten, which will match the number of potential positive points. We also
ask that MSHDA create a written and transparent standard for assigning negative
points, which includes a time schedule of how long negative points will remain in
effect for a developer or property management company. Without standards and
transparency, the public has no way of knowing the nature of the evaluation
process being utilized by MSHDA, and whether it is fair and consistently
administered.

Additional Scoring Sheet Issues
We request that you further define a typical fixed route public transportation
system, in particular, how this relates to a Dial-a-Ride system or transportation
system in a rural community. We also don't believe that the location of being 1/10
of a mile from a bus stop is realistic. Ready access to public transportation in
many urban and suburban communities is not congruent with the current QAP. We
recommend that this be changed to ~/z mile, particularly in communities where
Dial-A-Ride/Connector services are available.

We ask you to please consider these comments as you begin drafting the 2019-
2020 QAP. Together, we can work to improving living conditions for all of
Michigan's citizens.

Sincerely,
r

' s.-

Kirsten Elliott
Vice President of Development
Community Housing Network
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From: Dennis Sturtevant, CEO 

To: Chad Benson, Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
CC: Chris Bennett, Housing & Community Development Director 

Stephen Wooden, Housing & Community Development Associate Director 
Date: November 6, 2017 
Subject: Recommendations for Changes in Place Based Point Category for the QAP 

 

 
Executive Summary  

 
The place making focus from the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) in their most recent 
iterations of the Qualified Allocation Plan, while welcome in principle, has contributed to an unusually high 

prioritization for allocating Low Income Housing Tax Credits to projects in urban central business districts. 
Many of these CBDs, while serving as the heart of major business for these cities, may not be as conducive to 

quality residential living and may not be the best locations for LIHTC residents to secure jobs.  In an effort to 
create objective measures for point scoring place based criteria in the LIHTC applications, MSHDA has 
established point categories for neighborhood investment, walk scores, central cities and employment centers 

to name just a few. In theory, these criteria help to ensure that a larger number of projects are funded in urban 
areas with large employment centers, greater access to community amenities, established 
commercial/business districts and areas where sizeable public and private investments have already been 

made. In fact, over several years of application in the QAP, some of the limitations associated with use of these 
types of measures have become more obvious.  

 
Rural downtown projects, projects located in many viable urban business districts and catalyst projects where 
collaborative planning is under way but investment has yet to occur are the most obvious losers under the 

current criteria. These are projects that arguably, could also accomplish the broader goals associated with 
place making ideals, but because of the evaluative tools currently being used, are unable to score the needed 
points to be competitive.  

 
On the opposite extreme, there is some evidence that projects have received LIHTC in several Michigan city’s 

central business districts where the concentration of office buildings and investment in those types of uses 
have pushed scores much higher than should probably be warranted given the very limited residential 
amenities that are available in some of these areas, especially after 5pm. Further, while there is some evidence 

of increased job access in these areas where an entertainment district is present, there is little evidence to 
indicate that residents in LIHTC projects in these CBDs have access to the office jobs that tend to predominate 
in these areas. The current criteria seem to assume that everyone wants to live in a city’s central business 

district regardless of whether the streets feel like a ghost town after all of the downtown workers go home.  
 

 
 
 

http://www.dwellingplacegr.org/
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The Research Case for Making Some Changes 
 
Across the United States, there is mounting evidence demonstrating that LIHTC has served as a catalyst form of 

investment in neighborhood development, due to its ability to bring large-scale private investment into an area 
that would have otherwise not received it. There is also evidence documenting the spillover effect of LIHTC 

development in neighborhoods whenever a solid base of existing investment and longstanding community 
institutions are present. Research also suggests that “middle neighborhoods,” where property values remain 
steady and where incomes are typically centered towards 100% of the Area Median Income, are ideal for 

community revitalization using the LIHTC program. This should be evidence of the need to consider the place 
making impact of LIHTC in areas that show evidence of being on the cusp of development. This strategy can 

also serve as a buffer against the negative effects of gentrification in these types of neighborhoods and 
communities. 
 

There are a number of academic studies confirming the role that Low Income Housing Tax Credits plays as a 
means to bring investment in areas that would have otherwise not received it. University of Michigan 
professor, Lan Deng, notes in her paper “Building Affordable Housing in Cities after Abandonment: The Case 

of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Developments in Detroit,” that LIHTC brought a low-risk option for major 
private investors to bring dollars to a weaker market. Deng weighs the effect LIHTC developments had on their 

surrounding neighborhoods, noting the success of developments contributing to neighborhood economic 
grown in areas that had some degree of existing investment and long-standing community partners.  
 

Sean Zielenbach of the Woodstock Institute and Richard Voith of the Econsult Corporation support Deng’s 
assertion in their analysis of HOPE VI projects spillover affects into neighborhood, but note the importance of 
longstanding community institutions being present. In one of their case studies, Mission Main in Boston, they 

note that it was the combination of the HOPE VI affordable housing redevelopment and the expansion of 
nearby universities and hospitals that together contributed to neighborhood growth (Zielenbach and Voith 

2010). They continue that both contributed to changing the perception of the neighborhood, which facilitated 
additional investment and growth.  
 

Paul Brophy, in a blog post interview with Pam Bailey from NeighborWorks America, agrees with Zielenbach 
and Voith’s belief that revitalization efforts need to change perception of neighborhoods, but contend that the 
ideal neighborhoods to focus on are “middle neighborhoods.” Brophy describes these neighborhoods as 

“where housing is typically affordable and in good condition, and where quality of life – measured by 
employment, crime and school performance – is sufficiently good that new homebuyers are willing to play the 

odds.” Due to this condition, these neighborhoods would see the greatest impact from a LIHTC development, 
but Brophy contends that there are other factors that need to be in place to see that positive impact. Two of 
those factors include identifying and promoting the existing strengths within the neighborhood, and forging 

neighborhood relationships (qtd. In Bailey 2017). 
 

Each of these authors agrees on three basic ideas: affordable housing is a tool for neighborhood growth, 
existing investment and institutions are critical, a shared goal needs to be changing perception. We believe 
that MSHDA’s current QAP supports a few of these ideas. Awarding points to projects within a neighborhood 

revitalization plan area is one good example of this.  By omission, the current QAP misses an opportunity to 
award points for projects in areas where longstanding institutions are present and participating in planning for 
neighborhood revitalization and future investment.  

 
Proposed Changes to the Qualified Allocation Plan 

 
We propose changes in the existing point formulation for placed based criteria that would require the 
developer to demonstrate they are making a difference by preserving an existing apartment community or 

developing a new apartment community in a specific location. Projects should receive points, for example, 
when the developer can document they are part of a larger community collaborative in a specific location; one 
which will generate millions of dollars of investment or bring together community institutions in truly 

meaningful ways that will make a difference for the communities where they are located.  
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Our suggestions for changes in the place based criteria broaden the range of projects that could receive LIHTC 
using different or additional criteria that will contribute more substantially to achieving place making ideals 

using the LIHTC as a tool.   
 

 
Rural Downtowns and Neighborhood Business Districts 

 

MSHDA should reward developers and communities that target development in traditional downtowns of rural 
and suburban communities or in viable neighborhood business districts. In rural areas the traditional 

downtown has often been neglected in favor of greenfield and other forms of car dependent development. 
Most rural downtowns and many urban neighborhood business districts are challenged to qualify for central 
cities points, investment points and employment center points.  

 
What if MSHDA incentivized communities to partner with developers to target vacant lots or second and third 
floors of their rural downtown buildings and in neighborhood business districts? Why should the criteria to 

determine if a project is located in a traditional rural downtown or in a neighborhood business district be so 
contrived and complicated as it presently is in the QAP? Why not accept a verification letter from the Mayor or 

City Manager that certifies, verifies or otherwise documents that a project is located in its traditional 
downtown or is located in one of its publicly designated neighborhood business districts? Public officials who 
may be inclined to cheat on these criteria could be kept in check by establishing a requirement for evidence 

that the municipality has officially designated a specific geographical area as their rural or suburban 
downtown, central business district or as a neighborhood business district and that the proposed project is 
within those boundaries. 

 
Catalyst Projects 

 
Similar to the arguments made for elevating opportunities for rural downtowns and neighborhood business 
districts, we think projects that can demonstrate/document viable development and investment partnerships 

with long-standing community institutions, local business interests and local governmental authorities should 
be given points as these kinds of collaborative initiatives often serve as catalysts in under invested areas. These 
collaborative development efforts are frequently magnets for other more significant investment in areas that 

may be at risk of gentrification in the future but they are challenged to earn points under the current QAP.  
 

LIHTC projects have helped to preserve important architectural assets, increased median incomes, and 
provided opportunities for mixed use development in many communities. Acquiring property and preserving it 
for affordable housing use has also proven to be an effective buffer to prevent the worst of gentrification. 

Imagine the impact on future investment in neighborhoods and communities when LIHTC projects are an 
integral part of a much larger community collaborative. There is virtually no means to secure place based 

points under the current QAP if these types of projects are not located in areas with significant investment, 
high walk scores or near large employment centers. These projects may be located in neighborhood business 
districts with long histories, but because of complicated definitions being used to define a central city area, 

they are unable to qualify for central city points. There may also be numerous employment opportunities with 
small businesses near a proposed LIHTC project, but because the current criteria emphasizes large employers 
with more than 250 employees, points cannot be earned. These small businesses have often been a primary 

source of employment for residents with incomes under 60% of the area median income.     
 

MSHDA should also fashion scoring criteria in the LIHTC program to reward and encourage the use of Land 
banks, DDAs, PILOTS, BIDs, CIDs, philanthropy and other sources to secure points for LIHTC applications in rural 
downtowns and in traditional business districts to give those areas an opportunity to experience resurgence. 

 
MSHDA could go even further than offering points in the LIHTC application and connect communities directly 
with other state resources for successful applications? Dwelling Place used this strategy in 2004 to develop an 

affordable housing project that became Michigan’s first intentional artist community in a business district with 
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a longstanding reputation as Grand Rapids’ “Skid Row”. MDOT, MSHDA, SHPO, MEDC, the State Police and 
many other state departments offered their assistance and support in development of this project. This effort 
by the state was intentional and based on the premise that place based strategies are always more effective in 

collaborations when business, philanthropy, residents and government work together. Recognizing this 
principle in the QAP should lead MSHDA to find ways to award points to projects in rural downtowns that are 

attempting revitalization or in urban business districts where an LIHTC project is likely to have a significant 
positive impact on other residents who live in close proximity to the business district. 
 

Some Other Thoughts 
 

Building on how MSHDA currently allocates points and how other institutions award affordable housing dollars, 
we believe there are ways we can promote changes that award points to projects that actively support 
neighborhood growth. For example, the Federal Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis currently awards points to 

developments that builds empowerment service plans. These plans often involve a role for the developer in  
building a plan with community organizations  around employment, financial literacy, resident engagement 
and other programs that are beneficial not just to residents, but to stabilization of neighborhoods and 

communities.  To secure points, these plans must be well documented.  
 

We are not suggesting MSHDA require developers to build social support systems for the neighborhoods and 
communities where they want to work; only that frameworks such as these might be used with other criteria 
to evaluate the substance and veracity of any proposed collaboration representing the kinds of investment that 

place making principles in the current QAP are designed to achieve. This sort of criteria is not dissimilar to the 
support services commitment requirements in the Addendum III application. Another idea we can borrow from 
the Addendum III application is points for funding commitments to neighborhood revitalization efforts from 

local municipalities, philanthropy or other sources, including a contribution of developer fee.  
 

Summary 
 
Awarding points for projects in bona fide downtowns or locally designated business districts should be a 

priority in MSHDA’s place making strategy with the LIHTC. Simplifying the process to determine where these 
areas are should also be a priority. Securing letters from Mayors and City Managers with accompanying 
documentation of these districts and their support for a specific project should go a long way to simplifying the 

process for determining whether a project is located in a viable area. Recognizing that most jobs are created by 
companies that employ fewer than 250 employees should also be a priority.  

 
Adding criteria and points for projects that have identified community institutions working together to 
revitalize the neighborhood and improve the perception of the neighborhood, will further ensure that LIHTC 

developments not only provide stability for future residents but also support increases of incomes and 
property values of the neighborhood. We see the inclusion of collaboration points as already in line with 

MSHDA’s priorities, and supported by multiple academic reviews of LIHTC/affordable housing development. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: December 7, 2017   
 
TO: Andrew Martin, MSHDA 
 
FROM: Ginosko Development Company  
 
RE: Comments 2019/2020 QAP 
 
 
Ginosko Development Company (GDC) is a real estate development company specializing in 
quality affordable housing creation and preservation. GDC, through its subsidiaries and joint 
ventures, engages in the acquisition, development, redevelopment, ownership, and operational 
oversight of multifamily properties primarily in the United States with a capitalized value of over 
$250M. Our activities include the acquisition and development of residential properties and 
undeveloped land reserves for development or sale.  
 
Upon review of the Qualified Allocation Plan, LIHTC Scoring Summary, and Addendums I & 
III, GDC offers the following comments, observations and/or recommendations: 
 
SCORING CRITERION  
 
Section G - Cost Reasonableness:  

- On LIHTC projects within a condominium structure, MSHDA should account for the 
LIHTC project's contribution to common area improvements that are not part of the 
LIHTC condominium unit.  A LIHTC condominium may pay for a fractional share of the 
common area amenities, and still receive 100% of the benefits. LIHTC projects utilizing 
this structure are unduly harmed by the cost reasonableness calculations because the 
LIHTC project is not getting credit for the amenity square footage it is utilizing; even 
though they came up with a creative way to bring amenities to the residents without 
incurring 100% of the costs. 

 
ADDENDUM I 
 
Application Exhibit 8 – Financing:  

- Clarify that items included in Exhibit 8D should not be included in Exhibit 8C. For 
example, is local HOME both included in 8C and 8D, or just 8D? 

GINOSKO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY 
41800 West 11 Mile Road • Suite 209 • Novi, MI • 48375 
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Application Exhibit 15 - Proximity to Transportation:  

- Consider making this relative to Walkscore. If a project has a low Walkscore but has 
transportation options within .25 miles, they should get the max points.  Consider 
traunching points with Walkscore so that affordable housing can be built to ensure 
housing is provided across a broad mix of incomes in emerging or gentrifying 
neighborhoods. 

 
 
ADDENDUM III 
 
The real goal for PSH projects should be to create long term, sustainable programs that rely on 
real estate underwriting fundamentals, not an inefficient use of LIHTCs, federal grants or patch-
work style capital and operating budgets.  All real estate deals should be able service debt for 
normal operations.  Debt service payments should not be used to fund PSH operations.  PSH 
services should be paid from subsidies above and beyond real estate underwriting fundamentals. 
 

- In lieu of giving points to Developer/Owners with PSH experience, provide points to 
strong Developer/Owners without PSH experience.  The key is to have the right team 
together, which is borne out between a seasoned developer/owner, an experienced lead 
agency and a strong management agent 

- Increase management agent to 4 points and reduce the lead agency to 2 points. 
o Apply the same point emphasis to Successful PSH Outcomes 

 
Eliminate redundancy between the Addendum I and Addendum III applications. 

- for example - Income and Affordability Requirements section end up being copied over 
from the LIHTC app. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  January 8, 2018 
 
TO:   Michigan State Housing Development Authority  

c/o Earl Poleski, Andy Martin, and Chad Benson 
 
FROM:  Ginosko Development Company 
 
RE:   2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan 
 
 
In light of the recent passing of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017, and seeing that the Focus Group Hearings 
occurred prior to the passage of the final bill; Ginosko Development Company (GDC) believes that the indirect 
effects of the tax reform bill (even lower equity prices, decreasing State Incentives, lower effectiveness of Historic 
Tax Credits, etc.) warrants an additional set of comments to the Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
(MSHDA) for the upcoming 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP). 
 
The recommendations below stem from the fundamental belief that Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) 
for economically disadvantaged families are increasingly scarce, more valuable, and should be leveraged to the 
greatest extent possible.  Therefore, GDC does not believe that 71% of the total QAP score be focused solely on 
Place-Based Criteria and Development Characteristics; when only 6% is focused on Cost Reasonableness.  The 
following comments are consistent with the aforementioned objective: 
 
Cost Reasonableness: 

• We believe MORE emphasis should be placed upon Cost Containment and Credit Efficiency. 
o Currently, 10 points (5 for Cost Containment and 5 for Credit Efficiency) account for 6% of the 

overall scoring. 
§ QAP scoring currently indicates that Cost Containment or Credit Efficiency are no more 

important than: 
• Proper Zoning  
• Accessible Community Space 
• Proximity to Transportation 
• QAP Green Policy 
• …many others on the list 

o We believe the Cost Reasonableness ratio should be at least 30% (50 points) of the overall QAP 
score. 

GINOSKO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY 
41800 West 11 Mile Road • Suite 209 • Novi, MI • 48375 

Office: (248) 513-4900 • Fax: (248) 513-4904 
www.Ginosko.com 
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§ This does not have to “cheapen the product” if MSHDA implements certain loose design 
standards on 9% deals, it will only force Developers and Owners to more creatively 
structure a deal. 

• While more emphasis should be placed on Cost Reasonableness, we also believe MSHDA should be 
more surgical on cost disparities amongst various regions of the State. 

o High-Value and High-Density Areas are put at an unfair disadvantage to the rest of the State due 
to higher labor rates and higher acquisition costs. 

o Therefore, we believe MSHDA should score projects on a cost per square foot based upon county 
averages as opposed to statewide averages. 

o This point is recently supported on page 16 of the updated report by “NCSHA’s Recommended 
Practices in Housing Credit Administration” that states: 

§ “This process will produce a standard [of]…multiple limits that take into account disparities in 
costs due to project location, type of construction, population served, and potentially other project 
characteristics.” 

 
Place Based Criteria: 

• In exchange for increasing points to Cost Reasonableness, we believe LESS emphasis should be given to 
Place-Based Criteria and Development Characteristics. 

• Currently, 46% of the Total QAP points are related to Place-Based Criteria. 
o GDC believes that the market should dictate where deals are done, and not nine (9) sub-factors 

that do not directly relate to need. 
o We recommend reducing this percentage from 46% to 20% 

§ This change alone would solve the Cost Reasonableness recommendation above. 
 
Development Characteristics: 

• How many deals are NOT receiving points for Visitable and Barrier Free Units? 
o These lower point score items should simply be a mandated requirement for new construction, 

and a recommendation for preservation/rehab. 
• LESS emphasis should be given to (1) Accessible Community Space and (2) Native American Housing. 

o Accessible Community Space: 
§ If an existing project is 93%+ occupied without Community Space, then don’t make us 

spend more money to get the 5 points. 
§ We recommend eliminating this scoring criterion and simply mandate it for new 

construction projects. 
o Native American Housing. 

§ Although Native American Housing is critically important, we believe even a 2-point 
advantage is more than enough for this criterion. 

 
Development Team Characteristics: 

• We believe there should NOT be any changes to the “Previous Experience of Owner/Member” criterion. 
o There seems to be a strong push for Consultants (or aspiring Consultants who once worked for a 

non-profit or for-profit development company) to receive points under the “Previous Experience 
of Owner/Member Points”. 

§ We believe this is a grave mistake. 
§ Consultants do NOT: 

• (1) assume any of the risk  
o recapture, construction completion, liquidity, etc. 

• (2) provide the personal guarantees,  
• (3) have organizational / institutional controls to help develop and actively 

manage the deal throughout the 15-year compliance period,  
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• (4) receive a penalty for poor previous participation  
§ If this were implemented, organizations that ‘buy’ experience points by hiring consultants 

would not embody the same organizational commitment to a project that partnering with 
a truly experienced (and committed) Owner/Member. 

• Consultants should NOT be rewarded like Owner/Members. 
 
Developer Fee: 

• Although it is crazy to think that a For-Profit Development Company is advocating for a “graduated 
points scale” for developer fees, we believe this is consistent with the objective of maximizing the 
efficiency of the LIHTC. 

• Like other States, MSHDA should adopt a points system that gives MORE points to deals that defer the 
most amount of fee. 

o Deferred Development Fees do have its advantages, the primary one being tighter controls on the 
operational performance of a deal throughout the life of the deal. 

§ Sophisticated Developers/Owners are lying to you if they say they ignore “waterfall 
rules”. 

• We believe this should be a new section in the QAP and should be heavily weighted at 15% to 20% of the 
total QAP score. 

 
Other Professional Fees: 

• Not only should there be a preferential scoring system for the deferment or deduction of Developer’s Fee, 
there should be a preferential scoring system for other large professional services (General Contractor 
6%,2%,6% fees, Architectural Fees, Financing Fees, etc) 

 
ADDENDUM III: 

• All real estate deals should be able service debt for normal operations.  
o Debt service payments (or a lack thereof) should not be used to fund PSH operations.  
o PSH services should be paid from subsidies above and beyond real estate underwriting 

fundamentals, and/or excess cash flows above debt service payments.  
• The real goal for PSH projects should be to utilize long term, non-housing related programs for the 

services they provide with a reliance on creative real estate underwriting fundamentals.  
o Not a situation where you choose to forego a first mortgage because you want to use what would 

have been a loan payment as a funding source for the services.  
• In lieu of giving points to Developer/Owners with PSH experience, provide points to strong 

Developer/Owners without PSH experience (since most PSH developers underwrite supportive service 
deals without any debt). 

o Underwriting without debt clearly shows a lack of respect to real estate fundamentals, especially 
for affordable housing. 

§ PSH owners are essentially saying: “I’d rather be inefficient with precious federal 
resources by choosing NOT to put a loan on the deal, rather than be creative and raise 
additional resources specifically designated for the supportive services I’m trying to 
provide.” 

• The key is to have the right team together, which is borne out between: 
o a seasoned developer/owner that is willing to creatively use market debt, coupled with  
o an experienced lead agency that has the proven track record of creatively finding other non-

housing resources to fund their services, and  
o a strong management agent,  
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• Therefore, we recommend: 
o Mandating that Supportive Service Projects have a 1st Mortgage no greater than a 1.35 debt-

service coverage ratio. 
o Increase management agent to 4 points  
o Reduce the lead agency to 2 points 
o Apply the same point emphasis to Successful PSH Outcomes  

 
In conclusion, we believe there is an opportunity for the 2019-2020 QAP to properly reflect the significant 
changes in macro-policy. GDC does not believe that 71% of the total QAP points should be focused solely on 
Place-Based Criteria and Development Characteristics; when only 6% is focused on Cost Reasonableness. The 
aforementioned recommendations help to not only (1) mitigate any anticipated loss in affordable housing 
production, but also (2) maximize the efficiency of the LIHTC. 
 
Thank you. 
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October 26, 2017
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Mr. Chad Benson, Allocations Manager 
f~ i r „

j I/

Michigan State Housing Development Authority
P.O. Box 30044
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Re: 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan
Preservation Category Requirements

Dear Mr. Benson:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments, as you prepare to draft the new
Qualified Allocation Plan. As the Executive Director of the Gladstone Housing Commission,
with the responsibility to provide safe and affordable quality housing for our low income
residents. Rural small communities have a very tough time meeting all the requirements to
be competitive, when applying for tax credit funding. Even though we have the same needs
and in some cases, even greater needs for the funding, this funding will continue to help us
provide a very good quality of life for our residents.

Just to give you a little background, our Housing Commissions currently operates 102 units
of public housing in two building. Fairview Manor with 50 units built in 1968 and Bayview
Manor with 52 units built in 1983, for Section 9 public housing governed by HUD. In 2012
HUD established the Rental Assistance Demonstration Program (RAD), which we applied
for and received acceptance into, this allows our agency to leverage public and private
funding sources to reinvest in the public housing stock. The reason we applied for RAD is
that we have seen a 32% drop in Federal Funding since 2008 or $88,757 per year loss in
funding on about a $510,000 budget. Our buildings have provided our residents with a
good quality of life for almost fifty years.

Even though since 2009 we have had good cash flow and reinvested $1.6 million in our
buildings and grounds that has not been adequate to keep up with the needs of our
buildings.

Bayview Manor built in 1983 is in need of a complete face lift, the buildings life expectancy
can be extended for many more years, at a reasonable cost, as the building infrastructure is
in very good shape.



Fairview Manor built in 1968 is at the end of its life expectancy and no longer meets the
current codes. The design of the building has very small units and the construction
materials and construction design make it almost impossible retro fit the building. It is not
cost effective to continue to put money into this building. This building should be
demolished and new construction is needed to replace the fifty units we will eventually
loss. This new construction can only be accomplished by the use of 9%tax credit monies.
We have been working closely with the City of Gladstone to determine the best locations
for new construction, which would fit into the Cities developmental plans and that would
help to diversify housing income populations.

For our Commission to be successful in the RAD program, we must meet strict milestones
in order to remain in compliance and to retain HUD's Commitment to enter into a HAP
contract (CHAP). One of those requirements is applying for 9% tax credits in the first
funding round available that is 90 days after receipt of a CHAP. If the application is
unsuccessful, HUD has the ability to rescind the CHAP and provide it to another Housing
Agency on their RAD waiting list, to my knowledge we are the only Housing Commission in
Upper Michigan who will be applying for this funding.

Unfortunately, for various reasons beyond our control, mostly related to a project's walk-
score and proximity to a Central City our project will not generally score competitively in
the Open Category.

Without changes to the current QAP, our Housing Commission may miss out on a very
important funding source to help preserve our public housing inventory for the further of
our residents.

For the reasons mentioned above, I respectfully request that the Qualified Allocation Plan
be drafted to allow rural public housing projects that preserve project-based rental
subsidies to apply for 9%tax credits under the Preservation Category, even if the project
involves demolition and construction of new units.

Our Commission looks forward to working with MSHDA to continue to preserve our public
housing stock for our residents.

Sincerely,

~i.~

Michael Lindahl
Executive Director
Gladstone Housing Commission
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Dear MSHDA Recipients  

We again applaud MSHDA on their leadership of including a green portion in 
LIHTC program which requires at certain levels 3rd party certification. This 
ensures that low-income properties have reduced utility bills and improved 
health measures which especially benefit Michigan’s vulnerable citizens who 
need it the most.  
 
We hope that MSHDA would consider adding the GreenStar program as an 
option with Bronze being worth 5 points and Silver or better being worth 10, in 
the Green Policy. 
 
Many other state QAPS have their local green programs added in such as 
Earth Craft in the South and Build it Green in the Pacific Northwest. Even WI 
has a local green program in the QAP.  
 
Keeping the program local gives can give more say to local developers if they 
participate in regards to program changes and updates, during program 
evolutions. Also, it keeps certification dollars in the region.  
 
Many of the existing programs show a continued growth in certification and 
testing expenses and also they do not work well for moderate renovations that 
are not planning major upgrades to walls and HVAC.  Some mandatory 
requirements or prerequisites do not work well with many developer goals, 
such as keeping carpet off the first floor. GreenStar has no such requirement.   
 
The GreenStar program was designed to be cost-effective and meaningful, this 
is for renovations especially. Depending on the size of the project the type of 
energy ratings / modeling the developer wants to employ, GreenStar overall 
should remain under the trending $15,000 - $20,000 cost of certification and 
consulting often quoted by many. This allows developers ideally invest the 
money into further energy efficiency and health measures for their projects.  
 
We hope MSHDA will consider adopting this program in the next QAP.  
 

To 

Michigan State 
Housing Authority  
Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit Program  
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Thank you.  
 

 

 

 

 

Brett Little 

Executive Director 

Brett.Little@greenhomeinstitute.org 
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December 18, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
735 East Michigan Avenue
PO Box 30044
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Dear Mr. Benson,
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It is my understanding that the Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) for Low Income Housing Tax Credits
(LIHTC) is currently under review for October 2018's 9% LIHTC funding round. I am requesting that
the "Walk Score" portion of the application be reconsidered for Affordable Assisted Living (AAL) appli-
cations so that organizations such as mine (along with our partners United Methodist Retirement Com-
munities and Volunteers of America) are provided an opportunity to develop AAL. For example, Ingham
County Medical Care Facility has 16 acres of land located on Dobie Road in Okeinos that could be donat-
ed to jump start AAL for the Lansing area, however a "Walk Score' of 1 virtually eliminates our chances
for obtaining the 9% LIHTC funding necessary for developing AAL.

Affordable Assisted living (AAL) is a specialized fornl of senior apartment housing that provides on-site
personal care and health related services with rents priced at rates affordable to seniors with low to inod-
erate incomes. AAL promotes tenant autonomy, di~lity and privacy and provides a community based op-
tion for consumers in need of lo~1g teen care (LTC) and supports. A primacy objective of the AAL effort
is to integate housing with community-based services; this involves developing accessible private apart-
inents in tandem with access to private pay, Medicaid and other service resources, including 24 hom~ su-
pervision. The comprehensive array of services offered and the enhanced physical design features of res-
idences support tenant preferences to Age in Place; tenants do not have to move to another setting as their
health status and/or functioning capacities change.

The "Walk Score' utilized for the current application process si~iificantly reduces the chances of being
able to develop AAL for people in need; people with limited ability to independently access public/private
community resources regardless of tl~e location of the AAL housing development By adapting the "Walk
Score-", MSHDA could assist with dramatically improving the lives of a significant number of low in-
come seniors living in our communities who are in need. of assisted living services but don't have the
means to pay for them.

Thank you in advance far taking this into consideration.

/~a~ N ~.~
Mark H. Stevens
Administrator



To Whom It May Concern: 

 

My name is Alex Iseri and I’m the Director of the Mackinac Economic Alliance, a development 

organization serving Mackinac County.  I’m writing today because we are desperately in need of 

MSHDA’s help to provide more affordable housing, specifically through the LIHTC support mechanism. 

 

Under the current regime, developers do not believe that building affordable housing in this county is 

viable without support through LIHTC and do not believe that rural counties (like Mackinac County) are 

competitive for LIHTC support as the QAP is currently formulated.  While we would be grateful for any 

changes to be made to the QAP that would make LIHTC support more accessible for rural counties, we 

do have some specific requests: 

- We ask that the use of WALK scores be diminished, inasmuch as rural (re: decentralized) 

counties cannot possibly concentrate as many services in close proximity as an urban area might 

- We ask for a change in scoring for employment centers in rural cities and villages- currently an 

employers must be identified within ½ mile with 250 or more FTE’s.  We ask that in cities of less 

than 5,000 people that that number be reduced to 125, and that for rural townships 

- We ask that central city criteria be changed for rural cities and villages of less than 5,000 people 

to 15 buildings with zero lot lines, and that rural cities and villages of fewer than 2,500 people to 

10 buildings with zero lot lines.  We ask that rural townships of 2,500 people or fewer have 

central city criteria of 15 buildings with 20 foot lot lines.   

- We ask that the requirements related to proximity to public transportation be eliminated- while 

there is a transportation service in place for the elderly and handicapped, there is nothing 

approaching the kinds of regular public transit systems offered in less-rural communities, and it 

would not be feasible to develop one.1 

 

Mackinac County is in desperate need of affordable housing, and it will not be developed without the 

use of mechanisms like the LIHTC.  Costs of housing have been driven up by seasonal tourism and the 

investment in properties for strictly seasonal use, making whatever properties are available 

unaffordable the people that need them most.  While properties in Mackinac County are not unusually 

expensive (an average value of $121,300 county wide, compared to an average value of $178,600 

nationwide),2 owning such a property is unreasonable for the majority of households.  In the Eastern 

Upper Peninsula, the majority of individuals earn less than $30,000 per year while the median monthly 

                                                           
1 Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. Public Transportation Feasibility Study, Mackinac County. 1 ed., vol. 1, St. Ignace, Mackinac 

County Board of Commissioners, 2012, 1 vols. 

2 United States Census Bureau. (2010). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://datausa.io/profile/geo/mackinac-county-mi/#housing 

 

https://datausa.io/profile/geo/mackinac-county-mi/#housing


mortgage payment is $1,051, making any homeowner in those wage ranges effectively rent burdened 

(per HUD guidelines).3   

 

It is for this reason that many young people have left Mackinac County, and it is the reason why more 

young entrepreneurs have not relocated to Mackinac County after completing their post-secondary 

education.  This loss is clearly visible in the rapidly shifting demographics of Mackinac County: the 

population has declined from 11,943 individuals in 20004 to 10,820 individuals in 2016,5 and the median 

age has increased from 42.8 years in 20006 to 51.1 years in 2015.7  The opportunity costs of this shift are 

significant.  A rapidly aging population is less likely to generate new businesses and is less likely to supply 

the dedicated workforce needed to support a dynamic economy.  Developing and supporting a dynamic 

is essential to sustaining Mackinac County, and we hope that MSHDA will be our partner in this. 

 

Regards, 

 

Alex Iseri 

Director, Mackinac Economic Alliance 

 

 

                                                           
3 United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2008). What is affordable housing? [Data file]. 

Retrieved from https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/ 

4 United States Census Bureau. (2000). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 

5 United States Census Bureau. (2016). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/mackinaccountymichigan/PST045216#NAV_1683946577_7 

6 United States Census Bureau. (2000). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 
7 United States Census Bureau. (2016). Mackinac County Quick Facts [Website]. Retrieved from 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/mackinaccountymichigan/PST045216#NAV_1683946577_7 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk


MEETING THE HOUSING AND CARE NEEDS OF HOMELESS OLDER ADULTS 

MSHDA QUALIFIED ALLOCATION PLAN CONSIDERATION 

As MSHDA contemplates a new two-year Qualified Allocation Plan, I want to remind and 

encourage staff and planners that the housing and care needs of older homeless adults SHOULD 

not be forgotten.  Demographers have determined that the homeless population is aging faster 

than the general population in the US.  Over the past two decades, the average age of homeless 

single adults has gone from 37 years in 1990 to over 50 years in 2010.  One-third of homeless 

single adults are over 50.  The trend is likely to continue into the future as baby boomers age, 

and the younger population diminishes in comparison.   

What this means is that as the homeless population continues to age, new and different programs 

need to be developed that take this into consideration.  Homeless older adults have different 

housing needs and different support needs than homeless youth or homeless families.  

Approximately ten years ago MSHDA, DHS, and DCH (now DHHS) formed a collaborative to 

encourage the development of Affordable Assisted Living facilities that would combine housing 

and care services into one facility for seniors.  While not successful in getting many of these 

uniquely built PSH facilities developed, one facility that did get built has proven the worth of 

taking another look at this concept.   

The Grand Rapids Genesis Non-Profit Housing Corporation’s Heron Manor Assisted Living 

Facility has operated successfully for eight years, and is serving the needs of 25 extremely low-

income seniors in a setting that allows them to age-in-place without need for high-cost 

institutionalization.  This concept combines the resident’s eligibility for Medicaid Home and 

Community Supports (for their care needs) with HUD Housing vouchers (for living needs) to 

offer successful aging-in-place living for frail, homeless seniors.   

The information tabulated during a 66 month study period for 31 residents at the Heron Manor 

facility found there were substantial reduction in state and federal Medicaid resources used for 

those who either transitioned from or deferred from nursing homes to the AAL residence.  The 

primary reason for the savings is that the cost of living in an accessible and supported apartment 

setting is well over $100 per day less than the allowed nursing facility daily rate.  The variance in 

Medicaid spending equates to: 

Medicaid savings of $35,543 per mo. in the initial 66 month AAL service period, and 

Medicaid savings of $75,654 per consumer transitioned to the AAL site during the service  

An example of another Permanent Supportive Housing type for aging seniors is the model being 

developed and expanded in Boston by the Hearth Corporation.  The Hearth development was 

recently written up in the January 2013 Senior’s Housing and Care Journal, and the first page 

summary is on the reverse of this page—with the illustrated web address for further review.   

Harold J. Mast, Consultant,  

616-262-7268 

hamast@comcast.net 
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December 6, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson
Allocations Manager
Michigan State Housing and Development Authority
735 East Michigan Avenue
P.O Box 30044
Lansing, MI 48909

Re: LIHTC 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan

The Michigan Disability Housing Workgroup respectfully submits the
following comments and recommendations regarding the proposed
Michigan Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) for 2019 - 2020:

The Housing Workgroup strongly believes the 2010 ADA Standards for
Accessible Design, Michigan Barrier Free Design Code, and the Fair
Housing Design Guidelines sets the bare bones minimum of what a
facility can use and be called legally accessible. It is recommended to
encourage through point incentives to build more accessibly friendly
Universal Designed housing. The North Carolina Housing Finance
Agency (NCHFA) has had a great deal of success with this by requiring
all applicants of LIHTC to use Universal Design concepts. Developers in
North Carolina now see universal design is an effective marketing tool
in their rental units (see attached).

We appreciate the opportunity to share our point of view and would
welcome future opportunities for dialogue regarding the QAP and other
housing-related issues.

Sincerely,

~G~.c~/1

Paul Ecklund

Member Organizations
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Michigan Disability Housing Workgroup

Phone: (269) 345-1516 ext. 117

E-mail: ecklundp@dnswm.org



Making LIHTC Units Accessible with Universal Design Features

In 2003, NCHFA began to award bonus points to LIHTC developers who agreed to build
additional units at higher accessibility standards than legally required. The Center for
Universal Design at North Carolina State University assisted in design of LIHTC units
with universal design features. These features include curb-less showers and full
turnaround bathrooms that allow for parallel toilet transfers. In 2005, NCHFA made
enhanced accessibility a requirement of all applications for LIHTC. Developers have
come to realize that universal design is an effective marketing tool for rental units.

Impact of North Carolina's Efforts

North Carolina's success in using LIHTC to create integrated, accessible, and
affordable housing opportunities is due to partnerships at the state level and local
collaboration. NCHFA and DHHS work closely together in the design and operation of
Targeting Plans and the Key Program. At the property level, linkages have been formed
between management and local human service providers. The result is a collective
referral process open to persons with a wide range of disabilities, and coordination of an
array of community-based services and supports. A key to this success is that neither
party has to step far outside of its normal role.

Developers and property managers focus on building and managing
rental housing, leaving human service agencies to do what they do
best—providing support to individuals and families in their
communities.

Making housing affordable to people whose only income is SSI requires some form of
rental or operating assistance. In North Carolina the Key Program fund fills this need,
and the other essential ingredients of this housing partnership (such as having human
service agencies make referrals for targeted units and offering community supports to
eligible tenants) require limited additional state expenditures. The major investment has
been in staff time spent educating property managers and organizing local human
service agencies to take advantage of LIHTC units.

For More Information:

North Carolina Housing Finance Agency - ;~t~~:1lv+v.~~~r'~.~~~~~~

Tassos, games. Using the Housing Credit for Supportive Housing: An Assessment of 2005

State Policies (zoos) - 
}l~i~;~!YVW`.iV,2^`?21"I~i'l:i`~'CJi~i'('' '"ilr'y,CfJ~??/~i"~?;iv~l.;"C~»i;tai?:ia~l~~";,?~r~[311~~ ,i~=D3~~iv.~~7

From the ILRU Class "Expanding Housing Options for PWD"

Funding Sources Successfully Used by States to Support Development of Integrated, Affordable, and Accessible Community Housing 1



 

December 7, 2017 
 
Dear MSHDA Staff, 
 
The following comments emerge from conversations between the undersigned organization as hosted by the 
Michigan Energy Efficiency for All (MEEFA) Network. MEEFA, as part of the national Energy Efficiency 
for All work, seeks to connect the energy, housing, and health sectors to enhance and grow equitable access 
to resources for the affordable multifamily housing sector and its residents. 
  
Making Michigan’s affordable multifamily housing sector more energy efficient is a cost-effective way to 
reduce energy consumption, preserve housing affordability, reduce pollution, and create healthier and more 
comfortable living environments. As such, please accept these comments regarding the 2018 Qualified 
Allocation Plan (QAP) draft process. MEEFA network members request that the following changes be 
considered for creating the next QAP.  
 
 
Cost Containment. 
We request that MSHDA make adjustments for energy efficiency upgrades to have their own safe harbor as 
historic developments do. Rather than give negative points, we request that you consider the City of Detroit’s 
proposal that offers up additional points for difficult projects that have been vacant for some time or are 
historic in nature. Energy efficiency upgrades may cost more up front, but save money over the course of the 
development. We also request that the data that is considered is both up-to-date and regional.   
 
 
Green Points Policy 
We encourage MSHDA to maintain its Green Points policy and continue to offer potential additional points 
for developments obtain Enterprise Green Community Certification and then additional Green Communities 
Criteria. While MSHDA has heard from developers in the last year that energy efficiency measures add to the 
up-front expense of developments, over the course of the life of the development, these upgrades allow for 
significantly lower utility costs, which often translates to a better quality of life for the tenants of the 
developments. These non-energy benefits (NEBs) often mean tenants have fewer health issues like asthma 
due to mold growth from inconsistent temperatures, have children who miss fewer days of school and 
subsequently do better, parents who miss fewer days of work and as such, are in a better financial situation 
overall. We encourage MSHDA to look beyond the short-sighted requests of some developers to remove the 
Green Points Policy and encourage MSHDA to do even more to incentivize additional energy efficiency 
measures.  
 
Again, the MEEFA network greatly appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the next QAP. We 
are happy to continue to work with MSHDA staff and other partners to create the best possible policies to 
allocate Michigan’s low income housing tax credits. The MEEFA network contains experts able and willing to 
work with MSHDA staff on not only the QAP, but any other energy efficiency policies related to housing 
that MSHDA may wish to consider. To that end, we also request the opportunity to meet with MSHDA staff 
to discuss energy efficiency upgrades and retrofits and how they may be incorporated in the next QAP. 
 
Please feel free to contact Jamie Schriner with any questions or concerns tied to this joint letter. 



  

 
Sincerely, 
 
Jamie Schriner, Executive Director: CEDAM; 
Alexis Blizman, Policy Director: The Ecology Center; 
Justin Schott, Executive Director: EcoWorks; 
James Clift, Policy Director, Michigan Environmental Council 
Victor Abla, Regional Preservation Director: Detroit LISC; 
Matt Cook, Energy Optimization Manager: Parker Arntz; 
Brett Little, Executive Director: GreenHome Institute; 
Phyllis Edwards, Executive Director: Bridging Communities 
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 2017 Elderly Housing Advocacy: by: David Layne  (DavidLayne33@comcast.net)  

 

TO: MSHDA 

FROM: David Layne, Medicaid Housing Specialist, Michigan’s Nursing Facility Transition 

Program. 

RE: Michigan’s Housing Plan QAP (Qualified Allocation Plan)  

Date: October 26, 2017 

 

I have heard it said, “The Elderly Tsunami is coming!” The baby boomers will double our 

elderly population. Nearly half of our elderly are disabled too. The cost of assisted living 

keeps rising. Retirement pay savings has been disappearing. Moreover, no new HUD 202 

elderly subsidized developments have been appropriated by congress lately (only 

renewals). This all adds up to one big HOUSING mess if we are not proactive in the years 

to come 

Michigan can be proud of the presence of some subsidized assisted living. Heron Manor in 

Grand Rapids, American House Affordable Assisted Living Pilot (AAL) in Oakland & 

Macomb Counties, and Rivertown in Detroit. All of these have some subsidies making 

assisted living units affordable for those whose monthly incomes tend to be $700-1300, and 

could not afford them any other way. 

However, Michigan must look itself in the mirror, and ask, what we want to tell our seniors 

going forward that we did to provide for their affordable housing needs as they aged. We 

are talking about our mothers, our fathers, and our sisters and our brothers. $2500 and 

more per month for assisted living apartments (where there is on site care available) is NOT 

going to successfully house our lower income residents. 

We are in a position, through this QAP, to insure we have a clear conscience going forward. 

Let us commit to having an affordable assisted living development, with appropriate 

targeted subsidies, in the works at all times. What does that mean? Finding a developer, 

finding a site, applying for tax credits, building and starting to occupy takes several years. 

Nevertheless, let us commit to a continuous effort to meeting the needs of this portion of our 

population, by always having something in the works. 

I had the privilege earlier this year to be included by the Michigan Coalition Against 

Homelessness (MCAH) in a roundtable discussion with staff from both US Senators, and 

some of our finest Service agencies. I have attached the supporting data I distributed that 

day showing just how precarious the Housing situation is for our elderly and disabled 

populations. 

We can continue to do something about this together. 
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 2017 Elderly Housing Advocacy: by: David Layne  (DavidLayne33@comcast.net)  

 

Priced Out in 2014 is a study of the severe housing affordability problems experienced by 

people with disabilities. Priced Out calculates the difference between what an individual 

receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) can reasonably afford to pay for housing 

costs and the average cost of modest housing units. Priced Out in 2014 confirms those 

living on SSI confront an enormous housing affordability gap across the entire nation. Many 

elderly applicants to Michigan’s Nursing Facility Transition Program are on SSI. 

State: Michigan 

Number SSI Recipients: 191,756 

SSI Monthly Payment: $735 

SSI as % Median Income: 20.9% 

% of SSI income it takes for a 1-Bedroom apartment cost: 83% of monthly check  

% SSI for Efficiency Apt.: 68% 

http://www.tacinc.org/knowledge-resources/priced-out-findings/  

 

TAC's core mission focuses at the intersection of affordable housing, health care, and human services 

policy and systems development. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

Figure 1     

People on SSI only have 20.9 cents on the dollar that the rest of us have to spend (average incomes) 

 

 

20.9

79.1

% Median Income

http://www.tacinc.org/knowledge-resources/priced-out-findings/
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 2017 Elderly Housing Advocacy: by: David Layne  (DavidLayne33@comcast.net)  

 

The Gap: A Shortage of Affordable Homes highlights the critical housing needs of the 
nation’s lowest income households. More than 11.4 million extremely low-income (ELI) 
renter households in the U.S, whose income is no greater than 30% of their area median 
income (AMI) or the poverty guideline, face a shortage of 7.4 million affordable and 
available rental homes. Nationally, only 35 affordable homes are available for 
every 100 ELI renter households. A shortage exists in every state and major 
metropolitan area. Seventy-one percent of ELI renter households are severely cost-
burdened, spending more than half of their income on rent and utilities.  
 
http://nlihc.org/research/gap-report  

 

The National Low Income Housing Coalition is dedicated solely to achieving socially just 
public policy that assures people with the lowest incomes in the United States have 
affordable and decent homes.  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Figure 2  We only have 35 of every 100 homes needed for extremely low income people 

 

 

 

 

65

35

% Available Affordable Housing

http://nlihc.org/research/gap-report
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 2017 Elderly Housing Advocacy: by: David Layne  (DavidLayne33@comcast.net)  

 

 

TUESDAY, MAY 06, 2014 

Fueled by Aging Baby Boomers, Nation's Older Population to Nearly Double 

in the Next 20 Years, Census Bureau Reports 
 

https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2014/cb14-84.html  

............................................................................................................................................ 

Housing Affordability As the single largest expenditure in most household budgets, housing costs 
directly affect financial security. Today, a third of adults aged 50 and over—including 37 percent of 
those aged 80 and over—pay more than 30 percent of income for housing that may or may not fit their 
needs. Among those aged 65 and over, about half of all renters and owners still paying off mortgages are 
similarly housing cost burdened. **Moreover, 30 percent of renters and 23 percent of owners with 
mortgages are severely burdened (paying more than 50 percent of income on housing). 

JOINT CENTER FOR HOUSING STUDIES OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY pg. 3 

http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/jchs-housing_americas_older_adults_2014.pdf  

“HOUSING AMERICA’S OLDER ADULTS MEETING THE NEEDS OF AN AGING POPULATION” 

Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University 

https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2014/cb14-84.html
http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/jchs-housing_americas_older_adults_2014.pdf
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 2017 Elderly Housing Advocacy: by: David Layne  (DavidLayne33@comcast.net)  

 

**Rent Subsidies are necessary for BOTH elderly & disabled  
 

FY 2017 Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI HUD Metro Area FMRs 
Efficiency= $578   One Bedroom= $701     (FMR= Fair Market Rent) 
 

*** 3X rent to Qualify for a rental apartment 

X3 = $1734 Efficiency (income needed to qualify) 

X3 = $2103 One Bedroom (income needed to qualify) 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2017_code/2017summary.odn?cbsasub=METRO

19820M19820&year=2017&fmrtype=Final  

Estimated Average Monthly Social Security Benefits Payable in January 2017: 

All Retired Workers:   $1360 

All Disabled Workers:   $1171 

SSI:   $735 

https://www.ssa.gov/news/press/factsheets/colafacts2017.pdf  

 

 

 

 

DAVID LAYNE 

Housing Specialist 

Michigan Medicaid Nursing Facility Transition Program 

MORC Home Care 

16200 19 Mile Road 

Clinton Township, MI 48038 

248.770.1950 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2017_code/2017summary.odn?cbsasub=METRO19820M19820&year=2017&fmrtype=Final
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2017_code/2017summary.odn?cbsasub=METRO19820M19820&year=2017&fmrtype=Final
https://www.ssa.gov/news/press/factsheets/colafacts2017.pdf


 
November 21, 2017 
Andrew Martin 
Michigan State Housing Development Authority  
P.O. Box 30044  
Lansing, Michigan 48909  
 
Re: Michigan Draft 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan  
 
Dear Mr. Martin:  
 
These comments are submitted by the National Housing Trust (NHT) and the Natural Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC). NHT, NRDC, and other local Michigan partners launched the “Energy Efficiency for All” 
initiative in 2013. Our goal is to scale up energy efficiency investment in affordable multifamily housing.  

We are committed to this work because energy efficiency is a cost-effective way to maintain affordable 
housing and provide healthier, more comfortable homes for residents. We know that MSHDA shares this 
goal, and we appreciate the significant steps MSHDA has taken to improve the energy efficiency, water 
efficiency, and health of affordable housing in Michigan.  

As you continue to draft the 2019-2020 QAP, we recommend maintaining incentives for properties to 
meet third-party green building standards. In addition, we encourage MSHDA to consider including 
additional measures to increase investments in energy and water efficiency that will help ensure the long-
term financial stability of MSHDA’s housing investments. Specifically, we encourage the following:  

1. Maintain incentives for properties that meet third-party green building standards.  We acknowledge 
that MSHDA, like many state Housing Finance Agencies, justifiably wants to minimize development costs 
associated with Housing Credits. Several studies have shown, however, that the upfront costs associated 
with achieving third-party building certification are minimal and offset by long-term savings. Research by 
Enterprise Community Partners has shown that implementing Enterprise Green Communities criteria adds 
1.85% to the total development costs for the project, and projected lifetime utility savings are sufficient 
to repay the average per-unit cost of meeting this criteria.1  In addition, a report prepared by the Virginia 
Center for Housing Research at Virginia Tech comparing the cost of green and non-green Housing Credit 
properties showed that the average cost to build green was lower than non-green buildings, and the total 
cost was not significantly different.2  

It is also important to consider the substantial benefits these investments can create for residents. Virginia 
Center for Housing Research’s report analyzed utility usage for 24 Housing Credit properties built to 
EarthCraft standards over three years, and found that the properties maintain performance over time, 
and annual resident energy savings grew by 12%.3  

                                                           
1 Enterprise Green Communities. Incremental Costs, Measurable Savings Update. 2012. Retrieved from:   
http://www.enterprisecommunity.org/download?fid=2337&nid=14174 
2 Sustaining Energy Efficiency: Longitudinal Evidence of Virginia’s Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Properties,” prepared by the Virginia Center for Housing Research at Virginia Tech for Housing Virginia in August 
2017. 
3 Ibid.  

http://www.enterprisecommunity.org/download?fid=2337&nid=14174


NHT and NRDC have had the opportunity to review the Community Economic Development Association 
of Michigan’s (CEDAM) comments regarding MSHDA’s 2019-2020 QAP. While the cost premium for green 
building is low, we support CEDAM’s recommendation that no negative points be issued through the “Cost 
Reasonableness Scoring” criteria for properties that incorporate energy and water efficiency measures 
that may cost more upfront, but save money over the lifetime of the property.  

2. Consider requirements or incentives for benchmarking the energy and water use of the property for 
the life of the applicable tax credits. Energy is the highest variable operating cost in affordable housing, 
materially affecting both owners and residents. What’s more, water and wastewater charges have been 
increasing at well above the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for many years.4 Benchmarking the energy and 
water performance of buildings for the life of the applicable tax credits will help owners and MSHDA to 
track investments to see if measures have realized their expected savings and have contributed to long-
term operating cost savings.  

Several states have taken a leadership role in promoting benchmarking for LIHTC properties, including the 
Illinois Housing Development Authority, New York City Department of Housing Preservation & 
Development, and the Virginia Housing Development Authority. 5 

3. MSHDA should continue collaborating with the utilities and program administrators operating in the 
state. We strongly encourage MSHDA to maintain regular collaboration with utility companies in the state 
to help affordable owners access energy efficiency programs and incentives, and to ensure programs are 
accessible to MSHDA-sponsored properties.  

State Housing Finance Agencies are well-positioned to help utilities’ efficiency program administrators 
improve how their programs reach affordable housing, and help owners identify opportunities to reduce 
the upfront costs for energy efficiency investments through utility rebates and incentives. The 
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency, Minnesota Housing and the Connecticut Housing Finance Agency 
require developments seeking tax credits to submit an Energy Rebate Analysis with their application, 
detailing a list of utility-sponsored, local, regional, or federal energy efficiency incentives for which the 
property is eligible to be included in the financing package.  

4. Require ENERGY STAR-labeled clothes washers in common-area laundry rooms. We support the 
requirement in MSHDA's Green Policy that appliances, including clothes washers, be ENERGY STAR 
labeled. However, MSHDA should clarify that this requirement applies to both in-unit clothes washers and 
clothes washers in common-area laundry rooms. Clothes washing is responsible for roughly 20% of all 
indoor residential water use and a new ENERGY STAR washer can cut water use in half compared to the 
most common types of washers in use today.   

The National Housing Trust and Natural Resources Defense Council appreciate the opportunity to 
comment on the Michigan State Housing Development Authority’s 2019-2020 draft Qualified Allocation 

                                                           
4 American Water Works Association (AWWA) & Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc., 2014 Water and Wastewater 
Rate Survey, AWWA, 2015.  pp. 15-17. 
5 Energy Efficiency for All. State Strategies to Increase Energy and Water Efficiency in Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Properties, 2017. Retrieved from: 
http://energyefficiencyforall.org/sites/default/files/Energy%20Efficiency%20Strategies%20in%20LIHTC%20propert
ies.pdf  
 

http://energyefficiencyforall.org/sites/default/files/Energy%20Efficiency%20Strategies%20in%20LIHTC%20properties.pdf
http://energyefficiencyforall.org/sites/default/files/Energy%20Efficiency%20Strategies%20in%20LIHTC%20properties.pdf


Plan. We commend MSHDA for its continued support of energy efficiency, and look forward to continuing 
to work with MSHDA on the Energy Efficiency for All Initiative.  

Sincerely,  
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RAD

October 13, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson, Allocations Manager
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
735 ~. Michigan Avenue
Lansing, Michigan 48912

Re: 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan
Preservation Category Requirements

Dear Chad:

Thank you for the opportunity to present our comments as you prepare to draft the 2019-2020
Qualified Allocation Plan. RAD Conversion Specialists, LLC is a consultant and development
partner to many public housing agencies throughout Michigan and we share their goal of
providing safe and affordable quality housing for the Michigan's most vulnerable residents.

Just to give you a little background, Housing Commissions currently operate under Section 9 of
the Housing Act of 1937 and are governed by HUD's Office of Public and Indian Housing.
HLTD currently oversees about 1.2 million public housing units and has acknowledged that
there's $26 billion of deferred maintenance related to these units. As a result, the public housing
inventory has been losing an average of 10,000 units annually through demolition and
dispositions.

In order to address this problem and in the face of significant budget cuts, in 2012 HUD
established the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) Pilot Program —which allows public
housing agencies to leverage public and private funding sources to reinvest in the public housing
stock.

The program provides a path to convert public housing units to a project-based Section 8
contract under the authority of HUD's Office of Multifamily Housing. As a Pilot program, this
opportunity was originally limited to 60,000 units, but has recently been expanded to 225,000
units. To date, over 75,000 units have converted nationwide, raising over $4.5 billion to
rehabilitate and replace affordable properties.

Some important factors about RAD to consider are:

1. HUD requires that a public or non-profit entity must always maintain a controlling
interest in the property, ensuring the long-term stewardship of the properties.

32500 Telegraph Rd., Suite 222, Bingham Farms, Ml 48025- -
Phone: (248) 203-0011

www. RADConversions.com

HUD Designated RAD Network Farmer
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2. The residents will continue to pay 30% of their income towards rent and are provided a
robust set of rights and protections, including consultation during the conversion process,
the right to return to the property when repairs are completed (or to return to the new
property, as applicable), and a right to move with tenant-based assistance, if necessary.

3. In order to convert its units under RAD, the Housing Authority must show that it has
available resources to maintain the apartment units for at least 20 years using projected
cash flow and/or an established Reserve for Replacements.

4. The Trump administration's proposed budget includes $1.9 billion of additional cuts to
the operating and capital funds of public housing agencies nationwide.

In short, RAD creates greater funding certainty while allowing increased operational flexibility
to empower Public Housing Commissions to serve their communities. RAD also provides
Housing Commissions with access to low-income housing tax credits —which is critical to the
success of their redevelopment efforts.

The RAD program includes strict milestones that must be met in order to remain in compliance
and to retain HUD's Commitment to enter into a HAP contract (CHAP). One of those
requirements is applying for 9%tax credits in the first funding round available that is 90 days
after receipt of a CHAP. If the application is unsuccessful, HUD has the ability to rescind the
CHAP and provide it to another Housing Agency on their RAD waiting list —likely in another
State.

Unfortunately, for various reasons beyond their control (mostly related to a project's walk-score
or proximity to a Central City) these projects do not generally score competitively in the Open
Category.

Further, due to the age and condition of the public housing stock, in most cases, the replacement
of apartment units through new construction is the best long-term strategy for the Housing
Commission and its residents —making the project ineligible to apply under the Preservation
Category. This strategy, though, is certainly preserving affordable housing through project-based
operating subsidies — in most cases, in perpetuity.

In one way or another, all of the public housing agencies are experiencing challenges due to the
fiscal constraints imposed by Congress, but are doing the best they can with the very limited
available resources. Without changes to the current QAP, Housing Commissions are unlikely to
benefit from this important opportunity to make significant improvements to their public housing
inventory and the lives of their residents.

For all these reasons and more, we respectfully request that the 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation
Plan be drafted to allow all public housing projects that preserve project-based rental subsidies to
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apply for 9%tax credits under the Preservation Category —even if the project involves
demolition and construction of new units.

We look forward to working with our Housing Commission partners and with MSHDA to
continue to preserve public housing for Michigan's most vulnerable residents.

Sincerely,
RAD CONVERSION SPECIALISTS, LLC

J
Eric A. Gold, Robert J. Beale:
Vice President President
The Slavik Company Premier Property Management, LLC



SAGINAW HOUSING COMMISSION 

November 7, 2017 

Mr. Chad Benson, Allocations Manager 
Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
735 E. Michigan Avenue 
Lansing, Michigan 48912 

Sent via Email 

Re: 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation Plan Preservation Category Requirements 

Dear Chad Benson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our comments as you prepare to draft the 2019-2020 
Qualified Allocation Plan. Saginaw Housing Commission (SHC) is committed to providing safe 
and affordable quality housing for the Michigan's most vulnerable residents. 

Just to give you a little background, SHC currently operates under Section 9 of the Housing Act 
of 1937 and is governed by HUD's Office of Public and Indian Housing. HUD currently 
oversees about 1.2 million public housing units and has acknowledged that there's $26 billion of 
deferred maintenance related to these units. As a result, the public housing inventory has been 
losing an average of 10,000 units annually through demolition and dispositions. 

In order to address this problem and in the face of significant budget cuts, in 2012 HUD 
established the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) Pilot Program - which allows public 
housing agencies to leverage public and private funding sources to reinvest in the public housing 
stock. 

The program provides a path to convert public housing units to a project-based Section 8 
contract under the authority ofHUD's Office of Multifamily Housing. As a Pilot program, this 
opportunity was originally limited to 60,000 units, but has recently been expanded to 225,000 
units. To date, over 75,000 units have converted nationwide, raising over $4.5 billion to 
rehabilitate and replace affordable properties. 

Some important factors about RAD to consider are: 

(!) 
EQUAl, HOUSINti 
OPPORTUNITY 

1. HUD requires that a public or non-profit entity must always maintain a controlling 
interest in the property, ensuring the long-term stewardship of the properties. 

"cIwtj~ tke, Fa,ce, of pubfk, HoUf~ wii:lUJut cIwtj~ tke, Face.> I~ It" 

1803 NORMAN STREET • P.O. Box13225 • SAGINAW, MICHIGAN 48605-3225 
PHONE: (989) 755-8183 • FAX: (989) 755-8161 • TDD{lTY: (989) 755-1880 



2. The residents will continue to pay 30% of their income towards rent and are provided a 
robust set of rights and protections, including consultation during the conversion process, 
the right to return to the property when repairs are completed (or to return to the new 
property, as applicable), and a right to move with tenant-based assistance, if necessary. 

3. In order to convert its units under RAD, the Housing Authority must show that it has 
available resources to maintain the apartment units for at least 20 years using projected 
cash flow and/or an established Reserve for Replacements. 

4. The Trump administration's proposed budget includes $1.9 billion of additional cuts to 
the operating and capital funds of public housing agencies nationwide. 

In short, RAD creates greater funding certainty while allowing increased operational flexibility 
to empower Public Housing Commissions to serve their communities. RAD also provides 
Housing Commissions with access to low-income housing tax credits - which is critical to the 
success of their redevelopment efforts. 

The RAD program includes strict milestones that must be met in order to remain in compliance 
and to retain HUD's Commitment to enter into a HAP contract (CHAP). One of those 
requirements is applying for 9% tax credits in the first funding round available that is 90 days 
after receipt of a CHAP. If the application is unsuccessful, HUD has the ability to rescind the 
CHAP and provide it to another Housing Agency on their RAD waiting list - likely in another 
State. 

Unfortunately, for various reasons beyond our control (mostly related to a project's walk-score 
or proximity to a Central City), our projects will not generally score competitively in the Open 
Category. 

Further, due to the age and condition of our public housing stock, the replacement of apartment 
units through new construction is our best long-term strategy - making the project ineligible to 
apply under the Preservation Category. This strategy, though, is certainly preserving affordable 
housing through project-based operating subsidies - in perpetuity. 

We are experiencing challenges due to the fiscal constraints imposed by Congress, but are doing 
the best we can with the very limited available resources. Without changes to the current QAP, 
we are unlikely to benefit from this important opportunity to make significant improvements to 
their public housing inventory and the lives of their residents. 

For all these reasons and more, we respectfully request that the 2019-2020 Qualified Allocation 
Plan be drafted to allow all public housing projects that preserve project-based rental subsidies to 
apply for 9% tax credits under the Preservation Category - even if the project involves 
demolition and construction of new units. 

2 



We look forward to working with MSHDA to continue to preserve public housing for 
Michigan's most vulnerable residents. 

Sincerely, 

Uf~; 

3 



UNITED METHODIST

RETIREMENT COMMUNITIES
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December 12, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
735 E, Michigan Avenue
P.O. Box 30044
Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Mr. Benson,

United Methodist Retirement Communities (UMRC) greatly appreciates our longstanding partnership
with MSHDA and the opportunity to serve older adults in two affordable housing locations.

We has successfully operated The Pines (Sylvan Pines) in Chelsea, Michigan since 2001 and Rivertown
Assisted Living (Detroit Affordable Assisted Living LDHA, LP) in Detroit, Michigan since 2012. We
were one of two pilot programs for affordable assisted living selected out of 26 applications submitted to
MSHDA in 2006.

As you know, the need for affordable housing and affordable housing with services continues to outpace
demand in urban, suburban and rural locations. Our older adults in particular will be challenged to find
safe, affordable housing in many parts of Michigan.

For some time now, the Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) has given preference to certain locations based
on a "Walk Score". While appropriate for large cities like Detroit and traditional multi-family buildings,
this preference for a high "Walk Score" neglects suitable locations throughout Michigan that are in need
of affordable housing and affordable housing with services. Additionally, we believe senior housing has
different location needs and mobility challenges that are not fully captured in a "Walk Score".

I urge you and the MSHDA Board to reconsider this practice to allow for more development of
affordable housing to occur in non-urban, rural and semi-rural areas.

Sincerely,

Steve Fetyko
Chief Financial Officer
United Methodist Retirement Communities, Inc.



UNITED METHODIST

RETIREMENT COMMUNlT1ES

December 12, 2017

Mr. Chad Benson
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
735 E, Michigan Avenue
P.O. Box 30044
Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Mr. Benson,

United Methodist Retirement Communities (UMRC) greatly appreciates our longstanding partnership
with MSHDA and the opportunity to serve older adults in two affordable housing locations.

UMRC has successfully operated The Pines (Sylvan Pines) in Chelsea, Michigan since 2001 and
Rivertown Assisted Living (Detroit Affordable Assisted Living LDHA, LP) in Detroit, Michigan since
2012. We were one of two pilot programs for affordable assisted living selected out of 26 applications
submitted to MSHDA in 2006.

As you know, the need for affordable housing and affordable housing with services continues to outpace
demand in urban, suburban and rural locations. Our older adults in particular will be challenged to find
safe, affordable housing in many parts of Michigan.

For some time now, the Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) has given preference to certain locations based
on a "Walk Score". While appropriate for large cities like Detroit, this preference for a high "Walk
Score" neglects suitable locations throughout Michigan that are in need of affordable housing and
affordable housing with services.

I urge you and the MSHDA Board to reconsider this practice to allow for more development of
affordable housing to occur in rural and semi-rural areas.

Sincerely,

,~ ~ 

,/.

,~-..
John horhauer ~~--
President and CEO
United Methodist Retirement Communities, Inc.



washtenaw -
housing alliance

Chad Benson, Allocations Manager
Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA)

735 E. Michigan Avenue
Lansing, MI 48912

Dear Mr. Benson:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input as you work to determine the award criteria for the

upcoming Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) rounds.

The Washtenaw Housing Alliance (WHA) is a unique coalition of over 30 non-profit and government

entities that serve people experiencing homelessness or who are at-risk of homelessness in Washtenaw

County, MI. WHA members joined together in 2004 to create "A Home for Everyone: The Blueprint to

End Homelessness ". The Blueprint is our vision of what it will take to end homelessness in Washtenaw

County; and for the last thirteen years, WHA has been charged with the oversight, management, and

implementation of The Blueprint.

We see on a regular basis the challenges faced by individuals and families who are homeless, and

chronically homeless, and in urgent need of housing. We appreciate that MSHDA recognizes the

importance of ending homelessness in the State and has established the Supportive Housing Set Aside as

a critical resource for developing much needed affordable housing units for this population.

This Set-Aside provides a real opportunity to focus MSHDA policies and funding toward development

proposals that reflect Supportive Housing Best Practices. As you consider changes to the QAP, please

consider changes that further reflect current best practices in supportive housing, including:

• Directing supportive housing units to households who are chronically homeless, or are

frequent users of emergency systems;

• Using Housing First practices;

• Filling units through the Coordinated Entry System based on highest needs as evidenced

through the VI-SPDAT or similar coordinated assessment tools; and,

• Bringing services directly to tenants in their homes and community.

Should you have any questions, WHA would be happy to provide additional information and best practice

research. I can be reached at (734) 222-3575 or carlislea(a~ewashtenaw.org. Thanks again for including in

your process the voices and perspectives of persons who are homeless and of those advocating with them.

Sincerely,

Amanda Carlisle
Executive Director

734.222.3575 www.whalliance.org PO Box 7993, Ann Arbor, MI 48107

Sandi Smith Jean Carlberg Richard Soble Norman Herbert Zachary Fosler,
Elisabeth Gerber, Robert Guenzel, Roger Kerson, Jimena Loveluck, Dave Lutton, Carole McCabe, Verna McDaniel, Steve Powers, Ellen Schulmeister,
Rev. Dr. JoAnn Kennedy Slater, J.D., Edd Snyder, Susan Wyman
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October 24, 2017

Mr. Earl Poleski
Executive Director
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
735 East Michigan Avenue
Lansing, Michigan 48912

RE: Information Hearing Comments and Recommendations on Modification of the Qualified
Allocation Plan for 2019-2020

Dear Mr. Poleski:

Throughout the years we have enjoyed partnering with MSHDA to develop high quality affordable
housing developments within the State of Michigan. As such, we've helped MSHDA meet its
mission of enhancing economic and community vitality through housing and historic preservation
activities. Thus, we offer the following comments that we believe will help further stimulate good
public policy and assist the agency in furthering its mission.

SCORE SHEET

• Site Amenities
o In our experience, we have found there to be a significant variance in terms of

walkscore related to project location. This discrepancy is so great that a mere few
hundred feet can cause a deal to not be pursued though it is situated in an amenity
rich location. Therefore, we recommend MSHDA include an additional amenities
based option to receive these points.

■ Comment: Recommend that MSHDA include a secondary option for 5 or
more amenities within a half mile to the project site.

■ Comment: The amenities would consist of a pharmacy, library, post office,
government building including court houses, eating and dining
establishments, hotel, park, and one or more cultural amenities consisting of a
theater, museum, or concert/music hall.

■ Comment: Supporting documentation for this scoring criteria would include a
map approved by the market analyst.
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• Preservation
o It is our belief that MSHDA does a good job in prioritizing whether preservation

deals should request 4% or 9% housing tax credits. However, we find that an
overwhelming majority of the preservation deals have included rehabs on a very large
scale of over 100+ units in urban areas such as Detroit. Given more favorable place-
based scoring metrics in more urban areas, we find smaller scale rural RD
preservation deals have a harder time competing even though the scope of work
necessary on the properties to do a proper rehab requires the 9%credit.

■ Comment: Recommend that MSHDA raise the statutory set-aside for a rural
deal from 10% to 25% of the preservation category in each round in order to
achieve equitable geographic distribution for preservation deals throughout
the State of Michigan.

■ Comment: Recommend MSHDA allow a hybrid 4% and 9% coupling for
preservation deals in high density urban areas. High density urban deals
involve a very high number of units, close to 200 typically, and this would
allow the agency to m~imize the finite resources it has available.

• Central Cities Developments
o We have found this scoring criteria to be challenging for site locations that are not in

high-density urban areas. Thus, we respectfully request MSHDA modify the scoring
to adjust for this as follows:

■ Comment: The development must be in the same census tract as city hall.
■ Comment: The population of the city must be under 50,000.
■ Comment: The site must be within half a mile of 5 or more amenities

including a pharmacy, library, post office, government building including
court houses, eating and dining establishments, hotel, park, and one ar more
cultural amenities consisting of a theater, museum, or concert/music hall.

■ Comment: One or more sides of the site must have anon-residential use.
■ Comment: Supporting documentation for this scoring criteria would include a

map approved by the market analyst.

Mixed Income Development
o The scoring matrix currently favors developments that include unit mixes with 10%,

20%, 30%, or 40%market rate units. Over the years, affordable housing industry
professionals have turned increasingly to amixed-income model. This is an attractive
option, because it contributes not only to the diversity and stability of American
communities, but also deconcentrates poverty. We believe this policy has merit.
However, we propose the following change in the percentages of the market rate units
to better align with the fluctuations in the pricing of the credits in the market place.

■ Comment: Keep the Mixed Income Development scoring section.
■ Comment: Change the scoring matrix tiers from 10%, 20%, 30%, and 40% to

10%, 15%, 20%, and 25%.

• Cost Containment —Cost Reasonableness
o We believe MSHDA captures a valid sample size by taking the average cost data. for

the previous five years that has been inflated to account for yearly cost increases.
However, the data is limited in that it captures a snapshot in time given the reliance
on past data. It is therefore difficult to adjust for real world situations that will
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adversely impact the cost containment numbers by raising construction costs. A great
example of this is the influence of Hurricane Ima which caused construction numbers
to rise in September just before applications were submitted on October 2na

■ Comment: Recommend MSHDA allow for the 2.5%safe harbor calculation to
be adjusted upward to 5%when these situations arise.

■ Comment: Exclude assumed debt from Total Development Costs on rehabs
(these loans often provide superior financing terms than what is available in
the current market).

■ Comment: Create separate limits for different new construction types
(townhomes, high rise, etc...)

■ Comment: On the Credits/LTnit side make it a relative scale vs. other apps of
the same type based on percentiles of below 20th percentile, 20~` percentile,
40~' percentile, 60~' percentile, and 80~' percentile.

• Market Studies
o In the last application round, we found we did not receive market studies prior the

application submission deadline though the market study submission request is over
two months from the submittal deadline. As developers in 15 states, we have found 3
to 4 weeks max is ample time to receive a market study after initiating the request.

■ Comment: Recommend that MSHDA implement a hard deadline for returning
the market study to developers of two weeks prior to application submission
deadline. This will allow developers ample time to correct any discrepancies.
In the last round, we found that the market study analyst had included comps
in the market analysis that were incorrect.

■ Comment: Recommend MSHDA push back the market study request deadline
by 2 weeks. This will allow developers to have a fuller more realized
structure of the deal from the conception stage that will reduce the number of
changes developers raise to the market study analyst.

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments and suggested changes to the upcoming
2019-2020 QAP. We greatly value this opportunity to provide input that will better serve the
residents of the State of Michigan. Please do not hesitate to call me for clarifications or additional
input.

Sincerely,

THE WODA GROUP INC.

~~

P. Craig Patterson, Senior Vice President

Cc: Andrew Martin
Chad Benson
David Cooper, Jr.
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