Harmon, Amy 6-8713
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Wednesday, October 18, 2017 11:28 AM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248; Harmon, Amy 6-8713
FW: South Carolina Technical Changes

Please create a QAP Comment bullet to the 2018 tax credit webpage and add this email. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Brian Kimes [mailto:bkimes@jesmith.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 11:15 AM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Subject: South Carolina Technical Changes
Laura,
I hope all is well with you. I wanted to email you regarding the latest proposed changes regarding the LIHTC applications
and give you our thoughts;
First, we definitely feel the reduction in HOME funds definitely will hurt the rural developments; That, along with the
reduction in credit pricing which is still real given the latest tax reform discussions, will hurt the financial feasibility of
these deals.
The reduction in the credit boost also really is hurting these developments. Obviously that boost helps make the
developments work.
Overall, we are simply a little skeptical on how sound these applications are with the increase in construction cost, and
still the softness of credit pricing, we simply want states to be cognizant of all of the outside forces, which really makes
developments tight. We just want to make sure the apps are not underwritten from the state too tight, where it hurts
once funded.
I hope this helps.
Thanks again,
Brian Kimes

[http://emailstamp.jesholdings.com/logos/aep.png]
Brian Kimes
Vice President of Acquisitions
Affordable Equity Partners, Inc. | www.aepartners.com<http://www.aepartners.com/>
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206 Peach Way, Columbia, MO 65203<x‐apple‐data‐detectors://3/0>
Office 573‐443‐2021<tel:573‐443‐2021> | Mobile 573‐424‐8811<tel:573‐424‐8811> | Fax 573‐874‐7116<tel:573‐874‐
7116> bkimes@aepartners.com<mailto:bkimes@aepartners.com>

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission (including any accompanying attachments) is intended
solely for its authorized recipient(s), and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. If you are not an
intended recipient, or responsible for delivering some or all of this transmission to an intended recipient, be aware that
any review, copying, printing, distribution, use or disclosure of the contents of this message is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this electronic mail message in error, please delete it from your system without copying it, and contact
sender immediately by Reply e‐mail, or by calling 573‐443‐2021<tel:573‐443‐2021>, so that our address records can be
corrected.
WARNING: Computer viruses can be transmitted via email. The recipient should check this email and any attachments
for the presence of viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this
email. E‐mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error‐free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability
for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e‐mail transmission.

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Visit the following link to report this email as
spam:
https://us3.proofpointessentials.com/index01.php?mod_id=11&mod_option=logitem&mail_id=1508339721‐
FNtFm1Goglua&r_address=laura.nicholson%40schousing.com&report=
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Harmon, Amy 6-8713
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Wednesday, October 18, 2017 3:16 PM
Harmon, Amy 6-8713
FW: South Carolina changes

Please add these comments to the 2018 tax credit QAP comment section. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

_____________________________________________________
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Brian Kimes [mailto:bkimes@jesmith.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 2:25 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Subject: Re: South Carolina changes
Laura‐
I believe I failed to mentioned the reduced credit cap as well‐ this falls along the same line with my below comments on
making developments financially feasible with all of the unknowns out there (I.e rising Construction cost, credit pricing,
etc). Again‐ applications are one thing, but reality is another if the app is funded.
Thanks as always for listening to us. I hope this is helpful.
Brian

[http://emailstamp.jesholdings.com/logos/aep.png]

Brian Kimes
Vice President of Acquisitions
Affordable Equity Partners, Inc. | www.aepartners.com<http://www.aepartners.com/>
206 Peach Way, Columbia, MO 65203
Office 573‐443‐2021<tel:573‐443‐2021> | Mobile 573‐424‐8811<tel:573‐424‐8811> | Fax 573‐874‐7116<tel:573‐874‐
7116> bkimes@aepartners.com<mailto:bkimes@aepartners.com>

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission (including any accompanying attachments) is intended
solely for its authorized recipient(s), and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. If you are not an
intended recipient, or responsible for delivering some or all of this transmission to an intended recipient, be aware that
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any review, copying, printing, distribution, use or disclosure of the contents of this message is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this electronic mail message in error, please delete it from your system without copying it, and contact
sender immediately by Reply e‐mail, or by calling 573‐443‐2021<tel:573‐443‐2021>, so that our address records can be
corrected.
WARNING: Computer viruses can be transmitted via email. The recipient should check this email and any attachments
for the presence of viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this
email. E‐mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error‐free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability
for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e‐mail transmission.
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Harmon, Amy 6-8713
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Thursday, October 19, 2017 12:53 PM
Harmon, Amy 6-8713
Maddox, Jeff 6-9197; McMillan, Chris 6-9196; Knight, Ed 6-8686; Easton, Tracey 6-8771;
Hutto, Richard 6-8664; Moore, Hank 6-9054; Johnson, Leanne 6-9248; Cogan, Jennifer
6-9824
FW: 2018 Changes

Please add these 2018 QAP comments to the web page, thanks.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2017 11:53 AM
To: 'david.urban@rbc.com'
Subject: FW: 2018 Changes

Thanks for sending comments on the 2018 tax credit program.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

_________________________________________________________
From: Urban, David
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2017 9:30 AM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: 2018 Changes

Laura,
It was a pleasure to speak with you, as always. I just wanted to follow up our discussion with a few thoughts on the
proposed changes for 2018:
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Taking away the HOME funds for the affordable projects will in many instances make them unfeasible. This is a source
of funds that is a tremendous help in filling the gap when pricing drops, construction costs increase and the amount of
perm debt decreases due to increased interest rates. All of which are currently happening.
The reduction in the amount of credits provided per deal will again make many, if not all of these deals suffer due to the
same reasons as stated above.
As I’m sure you are well aware, due to the number of hurricanes that have hit the southern U.S. this year, the cost and
availability of materials has gone up significantly. In many cases we’re seeing increases in the 20‐25% range. In
addition, the cost of keeping quality labor has increased since a number of contractors have headed to TX and FL in
order to rebuild the damaged/destroyed areas of those states.
In addition, the state of SC has suffered quite a bit of damage over the past two years due to the hurricanes and
flooding, so therefore I wouldn’t think that now would be the best time to make cuts to the amount of credits available
to projects, sources of soft funding, reduction of basis boost areas, etc.
I’m happy to discuss further or share information from our extensive SC portfolio.
Thanks.
David J. Urban
Director
RBC Capital Markets
Tax Credit Equity Group
4720 Piedmont Row Drive, Suite 240
Charlotte, NC 28210‐4272
Office: 980.233.6437
Mobile: 216.544.4223
Email: david.urban@rbc.com

________________________________________
This E-Mail (including any attachments) may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended only for the addressee(s) indicated above.
The sender does not waive any of its rights, privileges or other protections respecting this information.
Any distribution, copying or other use of this E-Mail or the information it contains, by other than an intended recipient, is not sanctioned and is prohibited.
If you received this E-Mail in error, please delete it and advise the sender (by return E-Mail or otherwise) immediately.
This E-Mail (including any attachments) has been scanned for viruses.
It is believed to be free of any virus or other defect that might affect any computer system into which it is received and opened.
However, it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free.
The sender accepts no responsibility for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use.
E-Mail received by or sent from RBC Capital Markets is subject to review by Supervisory personnel.
Such communications are retained and may be produced to regulatory authorities or others with legal rights to the information.
IRS CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: TO COMPLY WITH U.S. TREASURY REGULATIONS, WE ADVISE YOU THAT ANY U.S. FEDERAL TAX ADVICE INCLUDED IN THIS
COMMUNICATION IS NOT INTENDED OR WRITTEN TO BE USED, AND CANNOT BE USED, TO AVOID ANY U.S. FEDERAL TAX PENALTIES OR TO PROMOTE, MARKET,
OR RECOMMEND TO ANOTHER PARTY ANY TRANSACTION OR MATTER.
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Harmon, Amy 6-8713
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Monday, October 23, 2017 9:30 AM
Harmon, Amy 6-8713
FW: 2018 QAP Comments

Please add these 2018 tax credit comments to the web. Thanks.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: James Cox [mailto:jcox@jesholdings.com]
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 3:49 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: 2018 QAP Comments

Laura ‐
Below are my comments regarding the changes / updates to the 2018 QAP and Tax Credit Manual.
Tax Credit Manual:
1. HOME funds should not be eliminated, at least not for underserved set‐aside. The underserved areas have very
limited ability to service conventional bank debt. Rates have increase 100‐150 basis points in the last two years.
If HOME is not available for projects in these areas, I think these areas will remain underserved because projects
simply will not be feasible there.
2. I would encourage the agency to reinstate the 30% credit boost for all deals.
3. I would also bring back the per project credit caps from the 2017 application round.
The combination of reduced credit caps, reduced boost for non‐QCT located projects, softening in credit pricing and
increased construction cost is too much at the same time. This has caused a number of projects we have worked on in
the past few years to become unreasonable and we will have to drop them if the proposed changes remain. Also, we
have seen construction cost increases of 10%‐15% in the last 12‐18 months and expect them to increase and additional
15%‐20% in the next year due to the hurricanes and political issues. One of the adjustments we have looked at to try and
salvage these projects is increasing rents and increasing debt. Neither is desirable because it puts a burden on some of
these projects that they can’t sustain. They could get awarded and built, but would likely have serious operating issues
once in service. These deals become so tight from an operation standpoint there is some pushback from investors on
their desire to be involved long term.
QAP:
1.

I would eliminate the FEMA point. This is eliminating certain areas from potential new construction projects. In
the last two rounds only two new construction projects have been awarded in those 10 counties. There are
areas within these counties that meet all the agency’s desirable characteristics, but the loss of one point makes
them uncompetitive.
1

2.

I would also suggest eliminating the requirement to send letters to state legislator and senator. The local
officials are who should know about the projects proposed in their jurisdictions. Alerting state officials about
projects that they know nothing about and are just proposals at application time is unnecessary.

There is still a lot of unknowns on the construction cost and credit pricing sides and tightening caps and reductions in
multiple areas at one time will lead to some real problems down the road.
Thanks,
James Cox
JES Holdings, LLC.
NOTICE: This e‐mail, including attachments and enclosures, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain information that is confidential and/or protected by legal privilege. Any unauthorized review, use, copy,
disclosure or distribution of this e‐mail is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please
notify the sender immediately and destroy all copies of this e‐mail.

This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Click here to report this email as
spam.
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Harmon, Amy 6-8713
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Monday, October 23, 2017 9:48 AM
Harmon, Amy 6-8713
FW: QAP Technical Amendments

Please post to the 2018 tax credit web page, thanks.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Carrie Nova [mailto:cnova@nefinc.org]
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 3:50 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: QAP Technical Amendments

Hi Laura,
I hope you are well. After reviewing the Technical Amendments to the 2017‐2018
QAP, I have a few concerns and comments:
With many factors already hurting the financial viability of tax credit
developments, your proposed reduction in the tax credit boost, a higher than
normal increase in construction cost, the elimination of HOME funds and lower tax
credit pricing, I don’t believe you can get a project to work. The tax credit cap
should be increased, not decreased. Also, the projects will need the 30% basis
boost and in a lot of cases some HOME Funds.
It’s important these deals funded with realistic costs to deliver sustainable
products for those we serve.
Carrie Nova | Originations
NATIONAL EQUITY FUND, INC.
10 S. Riverside Plaza | Suite 1700 | Chicago, IL 60606
1

Cell (312) 339‐1201 Phone (312) 697‐6151 Fax (312) 441‐0626
www.nefinc.org | cnova@nefinc.org

This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Click here to report this email as
spam.
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Harmon, Amy 6-8713
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Monday, October 23, 2017 9:51 AM
Harmon, Amy 6-8713
FW: South Carolina QAP/Manual comments

Please add these comments to the 2018 tax credit web page. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Sarah Niemann [mailto:skn33@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 9:35 AM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Subject: FW: South Carolina QAP/Manual comments
Laura,
I forgot to submit these comments last week. I really like the idea of a community porch addition to the clubhouse in
lieu of a gazebo. It would really enhance the look of the clubhouse and also create another gathering spot that could be
used for events with easy access to our kitchen in the clubhouse. Please consider adding that, if not this year if you can
but to next year.
From Prestwick Construction:
If they are doing away with HOME funds which will obviously greatly reduce our sources then they need to reduce the
Exhibit G requirements. Less funding and higher construction costs are counter intuitive and will create funding gaps in
many areas.
‐Brick % ‐ They confirmed that breezeways DO NOT factor in to the %, however they are still basically requiring 60% total
which is a huge cost. Hardie performs just as good and the look of the project can be just as good with a 30‐40% max
brick.
‐Cabinet Boxes ‐ Allow Particle board in lieu of plywood boxes/counter tops,
‐HOME Funds ‐ This will make financing deals in a market with rising construction costs harder. With the
hurricanes and wild fires, framing is sky rocketing and will be that way for a while. Labor costs to get workers back into
the markets are higher than the past and show no signs of coming down. Exhibit G requirements should be considered
with how construction pricing has risen.
‐Add option of "Community Porch" for the exterior gathering space (currently either a gazebo of picnic shelter) ‐
Building a larger porch on the community BLDG would be cheaper and help with security.

Sarah K. Niemann
1

Niemann Consulting, Inc.
6205 Wild Timber Rd.
Sugar Hill, GA 30518
678‐296‐1800 ph.
606‐220‐1664 fax
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING COALITION OF SOUTH CAROLINA
QUALIFIED ALLOCATION PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS
2017-2018 CYCLE

The Affordable Housing Coalition of South Carolina is dedicated to the creation, preservation
and improvement of affordable housing for all South Carolina. Our members represent the
leaders of the affordable housing industry, including: financial institutions, government
agencies, community development corporations, private foundations, construction companies,
management companies, the real estate industry, and individuals committed to the mission of the
Coalition. The Coalition strives to serve the citizens of South Carolina who are in need of
affordable housing options and generate opportunities for the development of these options.
The Coalition submits the following recommendations to the 2017-18 Qualified Allocation Plan
in order to strengthen the program and generate more housing units:
QAP PRIORITIZED LIST
October 3, 2016Affordable Housing Coalition of South Carolina
Recommendations to the QAP for 2017 and 2018
10-25-16
1.
Loss of bBASIS BBOOST – : (S) The Coalition recommends the basis boost be lowered
to 20% in the General Pool, Non Profit Pool, and Urban Pool (if the Urban Pool is added). This
recommendation is in direct correlation with the market advantage recommendation from item 2
below. The loss of the boost, if combined with the higher market advantage would promote
developers to drastically drop rents and utilize cheaper construction methods and materials,
which would result in lower quality and eventual degradation of the perception of the program.
1.
a. 30% use of Basis Boost = -3 points
b. 20% use of Basis Boost = -2 points
c. 10% use of Basis Boost = -1 point
1. The QAP Subcommittee of the AHC recommends that the Basis Boost be lowered to
20% in the General Pool, Non Profit Pool, and Urban Pool (if the Urban Pool is added).
This recommendation is in direct connection with the recommendation for Item 2 below
dealing with Market Advantage. The loss of the boost, if combined with the higher
market advantage would promote developers to drastically drop rents and build the
developments for less, a potentially catastrophic event for many deals throughout the
program.
2.
MARKET ADVANTAGE - issues (S)Higher , Hurts Elderly deals, 1 & 2 BR units less
rents, more square footage, increasing operating expenses for underwriting this year.
Higher market advantage hurts existing tax credit deals in the market. The older properties are
already competing with newer properties. Newer properties with lower rents will entice tenants
to move to the newer properties and cause undue burden on the existing tax credit properties.
The Coalition recommends leaving the market advantage at the 2016 level. Or, as an alternate,
remove other LIHTC deals from the market advantage comparison and only compare to
conventional deals in the PMA.

3.
SITE AMENITY OPTIONS – The Coalition supports the change recommended by SC
Housing that alternate site amenity options be allowed in the application. This gives a good site
a second chance for consideration if the first (closer) amenity is found to be noncompliant with
the QAP by SC Housing.
4.
PUBLICATION OF CLARIFICATION INFORMATION - In order for all program
applicants to have access to the same information to be utilized in site self-scoring, the Coalition
recommends that SC Housing immediately publish any decisions or determinations based on
specific questions by developers that are made after the publication of the QAP and Manual. All
requests for clarification and the ensuing responses should be in writing and posted on the SC
Housing website or distributed via email to all requesting parties. Questions regarding sites
should not be addressed within 30 days of the application deadline.
5.
ENTERTAINMENT OPTIONS/VENUES – The Coalition recommends that the
2017-18 QAP reinstate the entertainment venues allowed in 2016-17. Limiting the options
exclusively to libraries causes the site selection to be mainly decided on the proximity of a site to
a library. With only 193 libraries in the state, and many of those strictly in urban infill areas with
little to no available land for new construction, developers will all be drawn to the same
properties. This will result in a “bidding war” for these limited sites, causing land costs to
skyrocket. This would not be a prudent move for the LIHTC program in SC.
In addition to reinstating the 2016-17 entertainment venues offered, the Coalition recommends
that more detailed and specific descriptions be provided for each entertainment venue/option.
For example, in order to be included should museums be open five days a week; would libraries
have to be permanent, dedicated facilities or could part-time facilities or book mobiles be
included.
2.
6.
URBAN POOL – The Coalition does questions (Need more info)not support the
creation of a set-aside pool for urban areas, especially with the narrow scope currently provided
in the draft QAP. As currently outlined, this new set-aside eliminates, as an example, the City of
Greenville based on the published population requirement. In addition, if municipalities are
willing to put significant amounts of soft money in to deals, then most likely bond financing
would be more appropriate. This would allow the utilization of another funding source resulting
in the creation of additional housing units rather than putting more burden on the 9% tax credit
program. At a minimum the population criteria should be lowered to 55,000 to include
Greenville and North Charleston as those areas are certainly considered urban in South Carolina.
a. >100k or more in population
b. Must donate cash or land, waiver of fees above aff hsg allowed
c. Grants and forgivable loans
d. Scaled participation 5% to 10% 2pts of total sources, waiver of fees11% to 20%
5pts >=8pts
e. Only one deal
7.
REHAB POOL – The Coalition recommends that only LIHTC properties should be
allowed in the rehab pool or that 10 points should be provided for preservation of LIHTC

properties. All parties should be good stewards of the LIHTC program and it is important to
preserve existing LIHTC properties so that these properties do not deteriorate and become a
nuisance to the community when they are the end of their compliance periods and the limited
partners want to exit.
8.
SPECIAL USE PERMITS - The Coalition supports the removal of the requirement that
special use permits be in place at time of application and define that this does not require further
action or vote by city/county councils/ planning commissions or zoning boards.
9.
APPEALS - The Coalition supports the expanded appeals process that was implemented
in the 2015-16 QAP. To further refine the process, the Coalition recommends that better
definitions be provided within the QAP and manual and that SC Housing publish all decisions as
outlined in item 4 of these recommendations. This will contribute to more accurate information
to developers that should reduce the need for appeals. In addition, we request expanded
information on the process, such as who reviews the information and makes the final decision,
and allow developers to present information to the reviewing party.
10.
DOUBLE JEOPARDY - In reviewing funding options, there are not any realistic
a.
options to replace HOME funds if they were requested but not received. Therefore, the Coalition
does not support alternate funding options. This could create a scenario where developers “play
games” and the agency is forced in to a situation to try and make these applications work. The
Coalition understands concerns from previous years when only one developer applied for HOME
funds. It is suggested that the agency publicize what applications receive HOME funds. This will
allow developers to determine if they have a good chance of receiving HOME funds.
11.
PROXIMITY TO RAILROADS – The Coalition does not support a more stringent
require than required by HUD. In addition, this requirement will have a negative impact on
urban sites that generally have more rail traffic and will make them less competitive and more
difficult to locate.
12.
CONSTRUCTION COSTS – The Coalition recommends increasing rehab cost
a.
to $120,000 per unit. We recommend leaving new construction costs at current levels with a set
benchmark and the option to adjust in the second year of the cycle if costs continue to increase.
13.
LARGER DEALS – Side-by-side and phase II issues (X) Does agency want our
recommendation on this? The Coalition understands that there is concern that smaller deals
consume more credits per unit because of economy of scale. If there is a preference now for
larger deals, then scoring needs to be adjusted to accommodate this preference, awarding points
for larger deals, rather than making changes to underwriting or financing.
14.
NONPROFIT LIQUIDITY – The Coalition recommends that nonprofit developers be
granted the same allowance as for-profit developers in regards to pooling resources to meet the
financial liquidity requirements. At a time when South Carolina nonprofits are being squeezed
out of the LIHTC market in their own state, it would seem that we would want to create
opportunities for them to participate in the program rather than create impediments to their
participation.

15.

OPERATIONAL COSTS – The Coalition supports the proposed increase.
12.
Solar issues (X) (Received 0 points)

*Cap credits based on deal size. Some developers are doing small deals and using all $750k in
credits. Other developers are doing larger deals and also using the same $750k in credits.
*Chris mentioned possibly requiring the GC to cost certify.
(S) – Sub discussion will be required on this item due to complexity.
(X) – Suggested for eliminating from our list of recommendations from the committee.

Posting Tomorrow, comments thru 10/27, public hearing on 10/27

Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Wednesday, October 26, 2016 9:45 AM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: 2017-2018 QAP and Manual Comments

Please post to the 2017 QAP comments section on the web.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Brad Queener [mailto:brad@bradleydevelopers.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 6:56 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Cc: Brad Queener
Subject: 2017‐2018 QAP and Manual Comments
Laura ‐
Hope all is well. My comments on the above:
Limiting Entertainment Venues to only Public Libraries adds a great deal of weight to arguably the least important, and I
would imagine, the least utilized of all of the Services. While it may sound noble to include Libraries, I would imagine if
you asked 100 people to name their top 10 Entertainment Venues, I would be surprised if libraries were even
mentioned. And I would also be surprised if those 100 people stated proximity to a library as being important or
necessary, especially when compared to shopping, schools, doctor, restaurants, etc. The “entertainment” value of a
library is the books themselves, not the library, and there are many many ways to obtain free books (schools, book
mobiles, online). I would recommend either leaving the Entertainment Venues as ‐ is (with the understanding that some
appeals may be likely, which is the purpose of the appeals process), removing Entertainment Venues entirely, or
removing Entertainment Venues entirely and adding Public Libraries to the Public Park or Playground section.
Removing YMCA’s from the Public Park or Playground takes away one of the most versatile and affordable services
included in the QAP. For Seniors and Adults, the YMCA offers a variety of social and fitness programs including aquatic
exercise, fitness programs, chronic disease management and lifestyle management assistance. For children, the YMCA
offers after schools programs, child care and sports leagues (soccer, basketball, flag football, etc). I can tell you from
experience (my children were very active participants) that the sports leagues are extremely popular with families and
children from all walks of life. The YMCA offers financial assistance to those adults, children and families who cannot
afford the stated fees for the programs. YMCA’s offer something to everyone (children, adults, seniors) and are an
extremely popular asset to the community.
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Market Advantage ‐ I would argue that an increase of the market advantage from 25% to 35% is extreme and assumes
that interest rates will remain low and that credit prices will remain high (neither of which would seem likely). Coupled
with construction costs that, surprisingly, continue to rise, this will make some other wise feasible deals, infeasible. The
median income of South Carolina is approximately $44,000 per year, roughly the same as Laurens County. An additional
10% reduction in rents would approximate $40 ‐ $50 per unit/per month. Assuming a $40 per unit/per month average
rent reduction, a permanent loan interest rate of 5.5%, a 48 unit apartment community’s permanent loan would be
reduced by approximately $280K. This also would unfairly harm senior developments, smaller developments and those
developments located in lower income counties. Excepting taxes, and in some counties, insurance, the base operating
costs of an apartment community do not vary greatly. There are certain operating costs that are the same no matter if
you are in Dillon County or Greenville County, and a 10% reduction in rents would negatively impact the lower income
county the most. Please consider leaving the market advantage at 25%, or perhaps an incremental increase to 30%.
Market Advantage ‐ If an applicant does not request to increase rents from the initial application rents, then the
Authority should not need to have the rents reviewed by a 3rd party market analyst, since, in a declining market, the
Authority will allow the rents as submitted in the initial application. The Authority has set the floor rents as the initial
application rents, if the applicant isn’t asking to increase rents, then having them reviewed by the 3rd party market
analyst is unnecessary. The Authority may also want to make clear who is responsible for the cost of the 3rd party
review.
The increase of a minimum of 8 camera video security system (to 12) with 6 cameras (to 10) seems to be arbitrary. A
single building, 3 story senior development would not require the same number of cameras as a 72 unit family
development containing multiple buildings. What about townhouse, duplex or single family developments? Would
each house require a camera? Perhaps a requirement of X numbers of cameras per building with a minimum of X
cameras regardless of development size would be more appropriate.
The sliding scale for the basis boost will discourage, if not eliminate entirely, the submission of any developments under
49 units. Additionally, this appears to be counter intuitive, as larger deals are better able to spread costs over more
units (both operational and development). There are basic amounts of site work that most done whether a
development is 32 units or 72 units, costs do not necessarily increase proportionally. Same for such items an elevator,
gazebo, playground, etc, and for soft costs such as attorney fees, survey, appraisal, market study, etc, etc, etc. If the
Authority’s goal is to reduce credit allocations, then reduce allowable maximum cost per unit. I would recommend
removing the land value (which should be supported by the appraisal) from this calculation, as it is not basis eligible and
would possibly penalize a superior site.
Please consider the overall impact, and unintended consequences, of the proposed increase in market advantage in
conjunction with the sliding scale for the basis boost. Individually, each poses its own set of concerns, collectively, they
may prevent a good number of deals from being feasible.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Brad

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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October 26, 2016
Dear Laura:
Thank you for your time on the telephone. We would propose the following
modifications to the SCSHFDA’s 2017‐2018 Qualified Allocation Plan (the “QAP”).
During the last several tax credit application cycles, a site needed a minimum score
of approximately 33 out of 34.5 possible points in order to be awarded an allocation
of tax credits for newly constructed developments. Notably, 3 miles represents the
maximum distance measured, so if any of the 11 services are more than 3 miles
from the proposed site, no points are awarded to the development for that service.
For communities which have all of their public schools situated in one location or do
not have one of the services located within them, a location that scores 33 out of
34.5 points does not, and in the instance of Hardeeville (located in an Underserved
County), cannot exist. The result is these communities are foreclosed from
participating in the government’s best and most successful affordable housing
program. Two suggestions are: 1) Limit the number of services from which the
distance to the site is measured to 8 or 9 of the 11 listed, with the developer
choosing the 8‐9 services from the 11 shown. 2) Remove the distance to public
schools from the criteria as most, if not all school districts provide
complimentary bus service for their students. These change swill create greater
parity among the communities around the state.
Market Study Criteria beginning on page 8 of the QAP ‐ The SCSHFDA currently
limits capture rates to 30%. We would suggest that this criterion remain intact, as it
is appropriate. However, the level of demand for a proposed affordable housing
development as indicated by capture rates should be a significant factor in
determining tax credit allocations. One method for making this factor as
consequential as we believe it should be is to award points based upon a
meaningful capture rate range and create an additional factor to avoid a
scenario with a number of projects achieving the same overall point score. As
an example, modify the ranges as follows: developments with an overall capture
rate of 0% to 15% will receive 1 points, while those with more than 15%, but less
than 30% will receive none.
Also, under Market Study criteria, the SCSHFDA currently awards 1 point to projects
proposed for markets with a vacancy rate of less than 6%, ½ point for projects
proposed in markets with a vacancy rate of more than 6% and less than 10% and
eliminates from consideration those in markets with more than 10% vacancy. We
would suggest increasing the point spread for each of the ranges from ½ point
to a full point and awarding an additional 1‐point to developments that are
located in extremely strong markets (e.g. 97% or higher LIHTC occupancy
rate). Most experts would agree that a market with 5% to 7% vacancy is in balance.
As the occupancy rate increases above 95%, supply and demand are increasingly
out of balance in favor of landlords and will likely lead to substantial rent increases

and perhaps deferred maintenance since competition is limited. Allocating tax
credits to markets with extremely strong LIHTC occupancy rates will help keep
supply/demand and housing affordability in balance.
In the Tiebreaker section of the QAP, the eligible basis per heated square foot
tiebreaker should be changed or removed from consideration. Currently, this
tiebreaker puts developments located in HUD designated Difficult to Develop Areas
(DDA’s) and other high costs/high rent markets at a competitive disadvantage with
those that aren’t. This is exactly the opposite of the intent behind the DDA
designation, which is to allocate the appropriate amount of tax credits to
developments in these areas. For instance, a developer that is building in a DDA in
coastal South Carolina with its high land costs, high concentration of unsuitable
soils, additional construction costs (impact glass, etc.) to mitigate for windstorm
standards will most certainly have a higher eligible basis per heated square foot
than projects in markets without these extraordinary factors.
Along the same lines, the SCSHFDA is proposing a cost cap per unit of $180,000 for
garden style apartment developments in the coming year. While I recognize this
represents a 3% increase over the cap from last year and 10% over that for the
previous two years, construction costs in the coastal markets with which we are
familiar have increased by over 30% during the last 3 years alone. In addition, this
cap is the same for developments located in major cities and along the coast as it is
in rural areas like Allendale, Barnwell or elsewhere across the state of South
Carolina. Obviously, developments in coastal markets are subject to higher costs for
the reasons mentioned in the above paragraph. I suggest a separate cost cap for
developments located in the coastal region using some other appropriate
measure (construction cost index, etc.), which compares and contrasts land,
site, and vertical construction costs by region in the state.
We appreciate the opportunity to present these suggestions for your consideration
and would be delighted to answer any follow up questions.
Regards,
David G. Bennett,
President

Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Tuesday, September 13, 2016 3:13 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: QAP commentary -- library

Please add comment below to the Q&A for 2017 tax credit program. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: David Douglas Jr [mailto:jr@douglasdevelopers.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 12:03 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: QAP commentary -- library

I would strongly suggest against adding a separate category for libraries.
-David Douglas Jr
Commercial Real Estate Specialist
843-222-2517
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Wednesday, September 14, 2016 5:19 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: entertainment venue, in-state points

Please add these comments for 2017 QAP. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Holly Douglas Schaumber [mailto:holly@hollidaydev.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 2:45 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: entertainment venue, in-state points

Good afternoon Laura,
Following up on the conversation yesterday regarding the entertainment venue. It is my opinion that this a
legitimate consideration in site selection and should remain as a scoring criteria. The presence of museums,
libraries, etc. are beneficial to residents of our developments. I do not feel the category should be eliminated as
was mentioned in the meeting.
Also, regarding the issue of in-state points. I think there is valid concern regarding out of state developers
unfamiliar with secondary and tertiary markets in South Carolina proposing developments in areas that are
already saturated, or assuming rents or growth trends in these smaller markets that aren't feasible. Just because
it passes the sniff test on paper does not mean it will stand the test of time, and just because I can successfully
build and develop on my own in my home state does not necessarily qualify me to do the same in
Arkansas/Illinois/etc. Every state agency is different and there are nuances to every market. Strategic
partnerships with local developers help out of state groups get a foot in the door while also helping them gain a
familiarity with our state and the Agency. I would recommend these points remain in place as-is.
As always, thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,
Holly Douglas

1
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Wednesday, October 12, 2016 12:25 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: QAP comment- construction loan closing/deed recording deadline

Please post to the 2017 QAP comments section. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Holly Douglas [mailto:holly@hollidaydev.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 5:07 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: QAP comment- construction loan closing/deed recording deadline

Laura,
I would like to suggest the Agency consider allowing for discretion on its part in determining whether
developers can submit in a cycle if they have not closed construction loan and recorded the deed for the
previous year's deals by the date set forth by the Authority (per last year's technical amendments it was
3/4/16). Deals with federal funds (HOME, PBV contracts, etc) are precluded from closing until they have
received HUD environmental clearance because buying the property would be a choice limiting activity. Best
case scenario for this turnaround has been 90-120 days in our experience, and environmental clearance is
required prior to submitting for subsidy layering, so if you have to get environmental clearance, then get
subsidy layering approval, it is nearly impossible to meet the SCSHFDA deadline for recording the deed. If a
developer's inability to close construction loan and record a deed on a previous year's deal by the Agency's
Feb/March deadline is a function of HUD environmental review, subsidy layering approval, or some similar
situation that is largely out of the developer's control, I believe SCSHFDA should be able to look at that
scenario and still allow the developer to submit applications the following year.
I appreciate your consideration of this comment.
Regards,
Holly Douglas
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Monday, September 19, 2016 8:42 AM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Comments to the Draft 2017-18 QAP

Please post on the 2017 QAP tax credit comments page. Thanks.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Daryl Jones [mailto:DJones@integral‐online.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 18, 2016 8:54 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Cc: Felicia Maloney (fmmaloney@columbiasc.net)
Subject: Comments to the Draft 2017‐18 QAP
Laura, we have 2 recommendations for the 2017‐18 QAP.
1. As was discussed at the workshop, the developer experience should be revisited because it unfairly disadvantages
out of state developers. If out of state developers are not encouraged to apply in South Carolina, the state does not get
the benefit of national best practices and experiences from a development perspective. On the other hand, we do
understand the need to have an advantage for in state developers. What we have seen work best, and we believe is fair,
is to raise the threshold for out of state developers, but ultimately give them the same opportunity for points if they hit
the higher threshold. For example, in the Developer Experience Section A, multiply the threshold criteria by 1.25 for out
of state developers (eg. 4 points for 5 projects, 500‐624 units; 7 points for 9+ projects, 875+ units, etc.). For Section B,
double the threshold if the projects are out of state (eg. 2 projects = 1 point, 4 projects = 2 points).
2. We believe the effectiveness of the LIHTC program occurs when the interests of local governments are closely
aligned with their respective states’ Qualified Allocation Plans (QAPs). Based on our experience with other states (we
have received an allocation of LIHTCs in over 10 states), we would propose that projects be awarded meaningful points,
set‐asides or preferences if they meet the following criteria to make SC Housing’s implementation of the LIHTC program
even more effective:
•
If the project is located in an area where the local government has a current revitalization plan or it promotes
neighborhood stabilization
•

If the local government or affiliate makes a significant financial contribution to the project

•

If the local government or affiliate donates property

•

If the local government waives a significant amount of fees (impact, tap, etc.) or ongoing real estate taxes

•
If the project is located in a federal Qualified Census Tract (QCT) or a Difficult to Develop Area (DDA) (statewide
DDA diffuses this distinction)
1

•

If the project is located on an abandoned, foreclosed or blighted site

Thank you in advance for your consideration in our suggestions.
Sincerely,
Daryl Jones
________________________________________
Daryl C. Jones
Vice President
Development Division
Integral
191 Peachtree St. NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Phone: 404.224.1883
Fax: 404.224.1899
Email: DJones@integral‐online.com
Website: http://www.integral‐online.com "Realizing the Full Potential of Urban Living"

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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Landmark Asset Services, Inc.
406 East Fourth Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27101
Phone 336-722-9871 Fax 336-722-3603
October 27, 2016
Laura Nicholson
SCHFDA
300-c Outlet Pointe Blvd
Columbia, SC 29210
Re: 2017 Draft QAP
Dear Ms. Nicholson:
We appreciate the agency giving us the chance to comment on the 2017 Draft QAP. Please see
our comments below.
1. We strongly disagree with the change regarding the disqualification of sites within
300 feet of a railroad. There is no reason to change the current rule since mitigation
has proven to be effective and is in line with many other states’ rules and lender
requirements. Furthermore, the move to ban mitigation efforts within 300 feet of a
railroad would disqualify many old and historically significant mill sites where such
noise concerns can be easily addressed. Prominent examples of this include: sites
located in rural areas and sites located in small-town city centers. If this rule must
stay, then the agency should take into account the frequency of usage. Sites located
near railroad tracks which are only active a few times a day should not disqualify a
site, and mitigation efforts should be allowed instead.
2. We also disagree with the rule increasing the railroad mitigation distance from 500
feet to 3000 feet. This is an increase of 600%, a little excessive to say the least. Thus
we believe this rule change poses unfair costs on developers. In conclusion, we
propose leaving the distance at 500 feet, or at least bringing the proposed distance
down to a more reasonable number.
3. We believe the use of mill credits by developers should be rewarded with additional
points. As sites with mill credits use less of the agency’s resources than a comparable
new construction deal. We propose either:
A: Making Federal and “State” (mill credits) historic credits worth one point each (2
pts. for both).
OR
B: Edit the existing scoring system to give 1 point for Federal and State historic
credits, and just a half point for State historic credits only.

While we understand that Historic Rehabilitation deals are a minority of LIHTC deals
built each year, we believe that developers should be rewarded for finding creative
ways to reduce amount of credits the agency has to provide to a project. Furthermore,
the South Carolina State Legislature passed the mill credit to incentivize the
Rehabilitation of Historically Significant Structures; shouldn’t that count for
something? (even if it’s only half a point!)
4. We also disagree with the change in the entertainment venue category. While we
understand the importance of public libraries, we believe that the other items
(museums, theaters, cinemas, etc.) are equally important. These amenities improve
the residents’ quality of life and provide their families with fun and educational
activities.
We appreciate your agency taking the time to review and consider the proposed changes
listed above. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me via phone at
336-722-9871 or by e-mail at johnstiltner@landmarkdevelopment.biz .
Sincerely,
John Stiltner
Director of Development

Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Friday, September 23, 2016 2:41 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Recommendations for 2017 QAP

Please post with the 2017 QAP comments. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Thomas Faulkner [mailto:tfaulkner@nehemiahcrc.org]
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 1:53 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Cc: Natoshia Mayer
Subject: Recommendations for 2017 QAP

We understand that SC Housing is considering setting a minimum of liquid assets for non‐profits participating in the
Section 42 tax credit program. Presently SC Housing requires a minimum of 10% of the HOME award for HOME
projects. That would be disastrous for tax credits. Nehemiah recommends a minimum of $50,000 in liquid assets to
ensure this new requirement does not make it even more challenging for SC non‐profits to participate.
Thomas G. Faulkner, III, D.Min.
Vice President, Director of Development
B: (864)655‐5855 C: (864)430‐3023
Fax: (864)751‐5139
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Thursday, October 20, 2016 3:41 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: 2017 QAP-Urban Set-Aside

Please post to the 2017 TC QAP comments. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Thomas Faulkner [mailto:tfaulkner@nehemiahcrc.org]
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2016 12:44 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Cc: Natoshia Mayer
Subject: 2017 QAP-Urban Set-Aside

Laura,
Why is the City of North Charleston not included as a candidate for the Urban Set‐Aside? The following US Census
website projects the 2016 population of North Charleston to be
108,304. http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/4550875
Word on the street was that SC Housing was setting a minimum population at 100,000. North Charleston should
definitely qualify. Actually, I question whether Columbia and Charleston necessarily rate as the top SC cities when
considering the factors % increase in population growth and % increase in job growth. However, I have not yet been
able to obtain stats that objectively evaluate these two measures for South Carolina cities.
I also question whether a housing authority can legally commit project‐based vouchers (PBV) before a tax credit award is
made. You can use the tax credit competition as a method of determining which competitor wins the PBV, but even
then there are hoops to jump through before the PBV is finalized. I guess if you put in the word “conditional”
commitment, that might fly.
There is a great deal of suspicion that since only one project will be funded that discussions have already occurred that
target a particular project for this expected funding. I hope that is not the case. The precedent will create a political
effort in the future from other cities to pursue the same favorable deal. I believe adding North Charleston to the mix
would allay some of those concerns.
I have discussed the urban set‐aside concept with staff members of Greenville, SC and Spartanburg, SC as well as made
contact with the SC Data Center and the Clemson MRED Program. Tentative suggestions for point scores include the
following:

1

1. Project is part of a mixed income development where a City has negotiated an agreement with the developer to
include in the development the tax credit development as an inherent part of the total development using
similar design standards and plans. 1 point.
2. The development has been reviewed by City Council and City Council has voted to endorse the project. 1 point.
3. The applicant entity includes a South Carolina based non‐profit. 1 point.
4. The City donates all or a portion of the land that is to be developed. % of land * 2 points.
5. The applicant has a conditional agreement with the City to accept a 50 year restrictive covenant limiting use of
the property to families making 80% or below the median income of the SMSA. 2 points.
6. Mass transit stop is within a half mile. 1 point.
7. Section 8 Project‐Based Assistance is conditionally guaranteed by the local housing authority for at least 20% of
units if tax credits are awarded. 2 points.
Thanks for your consideration.
Thomas G. Faulkner, III, D.Min.
Vice President, Director of Development
B: (864)655‐5855 C: (864)430‐3023
Fax: (864)751‐5139
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Thursday, October 27, 2016 1:17 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Entertainment venues

Please post to the 2017 QAP comments section of the web.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Thomas Faulkner [mailto:tfaulkner@nehemiahcrc.org]
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 12:21 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Subject: Entertainment venues
Recommend adding sentence at end of Entertainment Venues section: "Venues must be established and operating prior
to 10/27/2016." Alternatively, recommend dropping bingo halls.
Sent from my iPhone
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Thursday, October 27, 2016 5:32 PM
Maddox, Jeff 6-9197; McMillan, Chris 6-9196; Kass, Joseph 6-9194; Cogan, Jennifer
6-9824; Johnson, Leanne 6-9248; Moore, Hank 6-9054; Murrell, Guyton 6-4144; Easton,
Tracey 6-8771; Knight, Ed 6-8686; Hutto, Richard 6-8664; Williams, Valarie 6-9005
FW: QAP Comments

FYI

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Robinson Villa [mailto:rvilla@nhe-inc.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 4:30 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: QAP Comments

Laura,
Below you will find my comments to this year’s QAP:

-

-

Railroad Distance: Three Thousand (3,000) feet is too large of an area and will keep out sites that are
located within proximity to but not adjacent to rail road tracks. Would ¼ mile be acceptable? This would
still more than double the old distance and would create more separation from the railroad tracks and the
proposed development.
Optional Design Criteria #17: A minimum of twelve (12) security cameras - Too many cameras. It
could be difficult locating these cameras and expensive to operate and monitor.

Another question I had, would an Early Childhood Center be considered a school? It is a PreKindergarten operated by
the local school district, listed on their website under the Elementary Schools, and there is no cost for the students to
attend. Thanks for all the help.
Robinson Villa
Development Director
NHE | Property Management | Development | Service Coordination
Physical: 5 Legacy Park Road, Suite A | Greenville, SC 29607
Mailing: Post Office Box 5539 | Greenville, SC 29606
Direct (864) 641-4826 | Mobile 864-323-5792
rvilla@nhe-inc.com | nhe-inc.com
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Friday, September 16, 2016 2:39 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
RE: Comments on Developer Forum and 2017-2018 QAP

Please add these QAP comments to the 2017 tax credit webpage. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Donnie Richardson [mailto:tobutch51@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 11:40 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6‐9190
Cc: Johnson, Leanne 6‐9248; Butch Richardson
Subject: Comments on Developer Forum and 2017‐2018 QAP
Comments on Developer Forum and 2017‐2018 QAP
Ms Nicholson,
I was in attendance at theDeveloper Forum held Tuesday. The meeting was very helpful and informative. You did a great
job in covering the items that were under consideration for possible changes. I did not speak at the Forum but would like
to offer some comments on items that were mentioned.
Our company, Olympia Construction, has enjoyed the opportunity to develop and build affordable housing in South
Carolina. We are very experienced and work in a number of states with over 80 affordable housing properties developed
during the years of the program.
• 1. Additional Set Aside ‐ While some set asides are needed and even required, too many set asides are not
necessarily good for the overall program. Creating an additional Urban Set Aside further divides funding into smaller
segments. We understand the intent but believe there are other ways to accomplish what is desired without another set
aside.
• 2. Basis Boost ‐ many areas of the state need and benefit from the basis boost. We would favor leaving the
boost for all projects statewide. However, if a sliding scale is considered, I would agree with you that smaller projects,
often found in rural, lower rent areas, need the boost more than large projects.
• 3. Positive Site Characteristics ‐ We believe that the site Services and the associated points that have been
used for the past couple of years has eliminated many needy SC Communities from competing for funds. It has been to
restrictive, driven developers to the few sites that can achieve a decent score and served to cause an increase in land
costs. Considering eliminating the Entertainment Venues is a very good start to making this section more reasonable and
actually concentrating on things that families and the elderly really want and need. We agree with others who also felt
that additional options to choose from should be added to some sections. Dollar General or Dollar Tree were mentioned
and these are good examples of what our residents like and can benefit from. The mileage is also too restrictive and not
1

practical. 1/2 mile should be dropped from the criteria leaving 1 mile to 3 miles. This would still bring good sites and
services to our affordable housing complexes and serve people across the state better.
• 4. Alternative services ‐ Positive Site Characteristics ‐ we agree with some of the comments regarding placing
some additional or alternative services in the Application that could serve the project and receive points should a service
be deemed by the agency as not meeting the criteria for some reason. An additional form to include these might be a
way to accomplish this and should be easy to implement into the application.
• 5.We understand Market advantage but have concerns about raising it to 35%. With the restrictions that are
already found in the Services Section (mentioned in 3 and 4 above), this added percentage further enhances the
problems that already exist and are created by the Site Characteristics/Services Section.
• 6. We agree that eliminating the caps that were in place for tax credits per unit based on bedrooms is a good
idea (Bottom of page 12 current QAP). As stated, other caps that are already in place serve to control this anyway.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Butch Richardson
Manager of Development
Olympia construction, Inc.

Butch Richardson
Manager of Development
Olympia Construction
256)878‐6054 off
256)572‐2208 cell

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Thursday, September 22, 2016 3:48 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Comments on 2017-2018 SC QAP

Please add to the 2017 QAP comment section.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Thompson Gooding [mailto:t.gooding@oracledesign.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2016 11:15 AM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: Comments on 2017-2018 SC QAP

Laura,
Thanks for hosting the QAP Roundtable last week. I am sorry it has taken me a little while to follow up, but I
would like to offer the following comments as you continue to develop the final QAP for 2017‐2018:
‐ I would suggest that you consider reducing the focus on site distance to various community amenities. I
completely support the intent here, and even support adding a few new categories (see daycare centers
below), but this has essentially become the sole determinant in award selection. It ignores many other
important factors in making a successful project (quality schools, access to jobs, public transport,
quality services, etc.). Certainly keep these points, just add some other categories to balance it out.
‐ Please take a look at the quality of your third‐party site reviewers. Ours made some questionable decisions,
such as interviewing a gas station attendant for information on nearby detrimental site characteristics. This
question should have been directed to someone with some authority, such as the local government, fire
marshal, etc.
‐ Could you please issue a searchable version of the QAP? The manual was issued in searchable format, but
the QAP was not. Searchability makes it much easier to find a specific section or keyword.
‐ I support the comment that was made at the roundtable about adding points for proximity
to (licensed) daycare centers.
‐ I support the comments about removing state‐specific experience points. Overall experience is obviously
critical, but in‐state experience really adds nothing to the quality of the project. The sole comment at the
1

meeting against this suggestion was a weak point about avoiding NIMBY‐ism. This is prevalent in affordable
housing regardless of the developer.
‐ As you consider the state‐designated basis boost, I would suggest looking at justification and need for the
boost. If a project can demonstrate need (other than just eliminating debt altogether), the boost should be
awarded, but holding back or reducing the boost for projects that don't truly need it will allow you to fund
more deals.
‐ I support the comment from the roundtable that urban projects with city land, Section 8, etc, may be better
candidates for 4% deals, not a set aside for 9%.
‐ I support the comments for a more electronic application submission process. I think just submitting
everything on a flash drive in .pdf would make everyone's life so much easier. You do not need a sophisticated
online portal, just get rid of the paper.
Thanks so much, and we look forward to participating again this year,
Thompson
Thompson Gooding
Vice President
Oracle Consulting Services
(229) 251‐6399
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Tuesday, October 25, 2016 12:29 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Comments QAP

Please post on the 2017 QAP comments webpage. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Steve Ayers [mailto:psaenterprisesllc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 11:31 AM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: Comments

Comments to the DRAFT 2017 and 2018 LIHTC Manual and QAP:

Page 6, 7, QAP, Items 1 (g) and Item 2 (d) – typo – clarify distance from active RR track
300 or 3,000 feet
Request adding back items for Entertainment Venues, i.e. museums, theaters, bowling
alleys, skating rinks, miniature golf

1
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Ramsey Ventures, LLC Comments to 2017/2018 QAP, Tax Credit Manual following SC Developer
Roundtable on 9/13/16
QAP
-The proposed addition of required notification to the city/county council should be only to the council
member in whose district the proposed development would be located. The citizens in that district will
be the ones most affected. Formally informing the entire council could lead to increased NIMBY issues
and/or other political influence, both of which will limit opportunities for developers and tenants.
-I strongly support the proposed addition of qualifying businesses to the entertainment amenity
category including but not limited to the following; public sports fields and venues (not schools), federal
and state parks, farmers markets, waterparks, botanical gardens or natural spaces, musical venues,
observatories, cultural arts centers. I also think that the seasonality of some of these venues should be
allowed as long as the amenity was open for not less than 20 hours per week for one month within the
past year.
-I recommend the addition of more site points. For the most part, the funding of developments is driven
by the site score, to which I am not opposed. However, with the site points having such determination
over which deals are awarded tax credits, there should be ample criteria to evaluate the quality of each
site against others in the competition and make an accurate determination. Having more, but no less
applicable, criteria would not only lead to a better evaluation of the proposed sites, but also help to
broaden the availability of competitive sites across the state, which will increase competition and
further improve the program. I propose the addition of site points by:
1.The addition of new amenity categories such as public transportation (local bus stops, public
pick up services run by NP’s or gov’t agencies, carpool lots, etc.) and dentists and vision care
facilities; both amenities that would be as or more regularly used by residents than some
currently receiving points.
2. Points for multiple of the same amenities like schools and restaurants that offer different
services/products. For instance, I get 2.5pts for being within a mile of the high-school, but
shouldn’t I also get 2.5pts if I’m within a mile of the elementary school as well? Both would
serve different segments of the population of the same development.
Elementary 3pts
2.5pts
2pts
1.5pts
1pt
0.5pt
School (K-5)
Middle (6-8) 3pts
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
High (9-12) 3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
Same regarding the restaurants, if I’m near 3 (no two the same, thus offering choice)
shouldn’t that be better than just one.
0.5 mile 1 mile
1.5 miles
Restaurant 1
1.5pts
1pt
0.5pt
Restaurant 2
1.5
1
0.5
Restaurant 3
1.5
1
0.5
These two services, along with maybe entertainment, add value to tenants by having
multiples vs a pharmacy where all such amenities offer access to the same product or service.

3. The addition of other site points such as;
a. Sites in relatively higher income census tracts- equal or higher census tract median income
as compared to that of the county (i.e. 1pt for census tract median income being equal to
or greater than the county median income, 2pts for census tract AMI being 125% of the
county AMI,)
b. Site in good school districts (i.e. 1pt for sites in a district where the HSAP Standard was
met by 90% or more of the students, 2pts for sites in a district where the HSAP Standard
was met by 93% of more of the students)
Both of these examples are currently used in other QAPs, include easily-accessed
information, and are very important considerations for persons when choosing where to live.
-I strongly disagree agree with a blanket exclusion of sites within 500’ of a railroad. There are many
communities in SC centered on a railroad track or having spur lines that have been there for many years
but now only has one or two trains per week in activity. This provision would not only exclude many
sites but also many of those communities where amenities are located so near those tracks. Other
housing agencies have set limits that have been used to regulate the location of developments near
busy railroad tracks, but don’t altogether exclude them and neither should SC Housing. HUD’s concern
with regard to proximity to railways also translates to roadways, airports, military areas and industrial
facilities. A proposed development near any of these should have the opportunity to evaluate potential
noise impact and implement effective mitigation when the surveyed noise levels are within a reasonable
threshold.
-I support the proposed increase of the Market Rate Advantage to 35% for tie-breaker purposes.
-I disagree with the proposed addition of an Urban set-aside. The more the state’s small allocation of
credits is divided, the more competition is reduced, quality of developments is reduced and the less
deals are driven by the markets. However, in order to create an opportunity whereby some of the Urban
markets were able to be more competitive while offering some of the same incentives to smaller
municipalities for their participation, I would agree with incorporating in the GP some of the scoring
criteria that was mentioned might be included in an Urban set-aside; such as the availability of public
transit (mentioned above), donations of public land valued at greater than $2,000/unit (donated by
government agencies, see GA QAP), waiver of tap and impact fees that would otherwise be greater than
$1,000/unit, firm commitment of public subsidy not less than $2,000/unit (CDGB, municipal HOME
funds, AHP, etc.; see AL QAP), and firm commitment for PBRA for not less than 80% of the units.
-I recommend that the required distance from recently-funded developments that have not yet
stabilized be increased from 1 mile to 2 miles. Rental markets are evaluated at and draw tenants from
distances greater than one mile. This will give a newly-funded development a better chance to get
established and its market stabilized before a nearby development is evaluated for an award. Otherwise,
an LIHTC development could be funded 1.1 miles away from another (recently-funded, perhaps in the
previous year) that has not yet been placed-in-service and well within the same market that cannot
support both.

Tax Credit Manual
-I support the proposed increases in the replacement reserve contribution, operating expense range. I
also support increasing the TDC/Unit caps to address rising construction costs and potentially allow for a
larger number of developments to participate in the Rehab set-aside.
-I support removing the use of HOME funds in the RHS set-aside. However, I strongly disagree with
removing the double-jeopardy policy and replacing it with one whereby a developer would submit at
application an alternate plan of financing if HOME funds were not available but Tax Credits were. My
main rub with that proposal is that at the time of application there is no way of knowing how much
HOME may or may not be available as that amount is subject to how much higher-scoring applications
are awarded and, therefore, almost impossible to submit an alternate plan of financing that would take
into account a particular shortage of HOME. Having said that, I agree that it is not a good policy to
disqualify or skip over the next highest-scoring application due to a small shortage of HOME funds and
there should be a plan to avoid and/or remedy that particular situation. Therefore, I recommend
addressing that situation (enough tax credits but shortage on HOME funds for the next highest scoring
deal to be awarded), with the following funding procedure;
Keeping the award procedure relatively the same as 2015/16 Tax Credit Manual, but don’t
skip over apps in the set-asides that have a shortage of credits or HOME to fund a lesserscoring app and don’t roll the unused HOME or credits to simply fund more deals in the
General Pool (GP). Instead, remove the Underserved set-aside points for years-since-funded,
giving US the same basis of scoring as GP, and allow the US apps not funded outright to roll to
the GP. Fund all of the outright deals in the set-asides, not skipping over any due to HOME
fund shortage to fund another. Then, make the GP awards (including the US deals rolling to
the GP with the leftover NP, US, Rehab and RHS credits/HOME) but don’t skip over any deals.
After all outright awards have been made in both the set-asides and GP, lump the remaining
credits and HOME (if any) to fund the next NP deal(s) if the 10% credit commitment has not
been met. If or once the 10% NP commitment has been met, the remaining tax credits and
HOME funds (if any) would be awarded/offered to the next highest-scoring GP deal, with an
alternate plan of financing if short on HOME funds. If short on tax credits, the Authority could
forward-allocate 2018 credits to make that last deal whole and use all 2017 credits. This policy
will make every effort to fund the 10% NP commitment and ensure that the highest-scoring
and most competitive overall applications will be funded. It will also encourage the use of
HOME funds in the most competitive pools by reducing the likelihood of being skipped over
due to a shortage of HOME.
-I support the increase of HOME funds per deal to $700,000 in that more funds provides a greater
incentive for use the HOME funds. However, if the Authority’s goal of removing the double-jeopardy
policy is to encourage the use of all of the HOME funds earmarked for the LIHTC program, and if that
goals resides above funding the highest scoring apps, the following award procedure might be best:
As in the above procedure, don’t skip over any apps to fund another, roll any unused RHS and
Rehab tax credits/HOME funds to the NP set-aside, roll the US deals not funded to the GP and
the unused US tax credits/HOME funds to the NP set-aside. Then, fund all NP deals until the
10% credit cap is met, and once that is met roll any unused credits/HOME to the GP. Next
fund the GP apps that request HOME funds in order of score until all HOME funds have been

exhausted, allowing the last highest-scoring HOME deal to propose an alternate plan of
financing using the remaining HOME. With any remaining tax credits, fund deals only
requesting tax credits. This may cause deals that requested HOME funds that score higher
than a tax-credit-only deal to be skipped over and possibly vice-versa, but this policy will most
likely result in all of the HOME funds ear-marked for the 9% LIHTC round being funded while
also making every effort to fund the 10% NP commitment. There have been enough HOME
funds available in recent years to fund 8 or 9 applications, so only 1 or 2 tax credit only apps
will be funded in the GP, especially if HOME is not used in the RHS and Rehab set-asides. If the
unfunded US deals don’t roll to compete in the GP, then enough credits/HOME funds to
comprise 2 deals should be committed to this set-aside so that the top 2 apps can be funded
and minimal credits/HOME will roll.
I feel that either of these policies could be easily implemented and would improve the quality of the
developments being awarded tax credits and HOME funds.
-I agree with the full 30% basis boost being limited to the underserved, RHS and Rehab set-asides, but
would give a 15%-20% boost to all other developments. Every deal is different, so a sliding scale based
on the # of units, particularly trending toward less boost for smaller deals, is not very logical. However,
most deals would not be financially feasible without at least a 15% boost in basis.
-I would encourage a reduction of the commitment of tax credits to the RHS and Rehab Set-asides.
Despite there having been a slight increase in the participation in the 2016 cycle, these set-asides have
not yet reached the level of competition that takes place in other set-asides.

Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Tuesday, September 27, 2016 3:28 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Comments to 2017-2018 Roundtable

Please post to the 2017 tax credit QAP comment section.

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Ann Marie Rowlett [mailto:annmarie@thebennettgrp.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 1:58 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: Comments to 2017-2018 Roundtable

Ms. Nicholson,
Below are my comments regarding the proposed changes for the 2017-2018 QAP:
In rural SC, it is going to be difficult to find undeveloped property that is less than 500ft from
a railroad track. It will be helpful if this language is incorporated that the calculation to
determine the distance is made clear: will the 500ft be measured from the RR to the back of
the closest building or will this be from the lot line?
2. Would the Authority consider lowering the number of SC developments to make it easier for
out-of-state developers to find experienced partners?
3. For calculating TDC for tie breaker situation, it would be better if they could be broken down
by type of development (i.e. rehab vs. new construction)
4. A good tie breaker addition might be fewest missing/incomplete documents.
1.

Thank you and SCHFDA for your time and consideration of these comments.
Ann Marie Rowlett
Rowlett & Company, LLC
Sole Member
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Sanctuary Property Development
Ms. Laura Nicholson
SCSHFDA
300-C Outlet Pointe Blvd
Columbia, SC 29210
Via Email (laura.nicholson@schousing.com)

September 13, 2016

Re: 2017-2018 QAP and Tax Credit Manual Comments
Dear Ms. Nicholson,
Please find below my comments for the 2017-2018 QAP and Tax Credit Manual Updates.
1) As an advocate for supporting PHA’s ability to increase income for operating expenses, I would
like to request that PHA’s be allowed to earn two points for participation (in lieu of earning the
two SC experience points). Many PHA’s have experience that falls outside the dates required to
earn the two points; and as you know it is extremely hard to be competitive without those
points. Their housing stock is in dire need of rehabilitation and this will allow them to be
competitive in an effort to improve living conditions in their neighborhoods.
2) Lenders have allowed us to underwrite a project using a 5% vacancy rate. I would like to request
a blanket change in the TC Manual, or acceptance of the rate allowed and indicated in the
commitment letter.
3) I would like to recommend the agency add to the published list of applications the amount of
credits and HOME funds requested by the Applicant.
4) Omit: “All special/conditional uses specific to zoning approval must be approved and
completed” from the TC Manual. Some cities we partner with require construction plans and
specs before the “special/conditional uses” are approved. Without owning the property, this is
not possible.
5) Omit: Entertainment Venue service points
6) Add: Daycare points under school service points
7) Add: Sliding scale for capture rate points and absorption period points0-5%= 3 points, 6-10%= 2 points, 11-20%= 1 point, 21-30%= 0 points
0-4 months= 3 points, 5-7 months= 2 point, 8-12 months= 1 point
Some of the markets that have been awarded are questionable. We have turned away projects in areas
that our analyst failed based on the QAP requirements; but those areas seem to have been awarded.

1121 Park West Blvd Suite B 136
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29466
Ph: 843/608-9328

Sanctuary Property Development

8) Eliminate deduction for one point for missing documents. This has no bearing on the quality of
the development. There is already a fine in place for missing documents and the SCSHFDA can
eliminate a very poorly put together application that is missing 3 or more documents.
9) HOME funds: Any funds not used in the 9% LIHTC round be rolled to the 4% LIHTC round.
10) Non-Profit Partners:
a) A point consideration should be given to including a provision in the QAP
encouraging further development of LIHTC properties by SC based nonprofits.
b) The excerpt below is allowed for any applicant or applicant group. This should
continue to be allowed for ALL Non Profit applicants as well. Non Profit
Owners/Applicants/Developers should have the same Financial Criteria
requirements as For Profits. Going back to item #1, PHAs are often Non Profits
involved in a project. They are already under a financial strain and changing this to
have them stand alone will alienate them from applying.

Thank you for allowing these comments to be considered.
Jennifer H. Wilkinson

1121 Park West Blvd Suite B 136
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29466
Ph: 843/608-9328

Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:43 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: 2017 qap comments

Please post on 2017 tax credit comments page. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Jim Sari [mailto:jim@sariandcompany.biz]
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:35 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: 2017 qap comments

son sam attended the event & brought me back some notes. comments are as follows:
1) leave the scoring exactly the same - it takes 1 - 3 cycles to find a high scoring site (based on parameters that
the state determined needed to be rewarded). then you have to engage the locals & get thei sign off. too many
states change this entirely to frequently & basically overturn the apple cart - this causes deals to be thrown
together more quickly without the benefit of local input & invariably problems arise. i think this category shoud
run on 3-4 year cycles, providing adequate time for projects to be expertly designed & accepted by the
communities.
2) proximity to railroads need to be mitigated not outright abolished. that makes no sense. most small towns
have tracks that will disqualify numerous sites, including practically all old mill sites, sites which the state
legislature have incented with mill credits (even for new construction!) to be redeveloped. this disqualification
of sites which can easily be mitigated (even HUD allows this thru use of the noise book (halloween book) as do
all lenders & equity providers. the reg is fine as is - if you are within x amount of feet from the rail line & noise
exceeds x decibels according to the hud book, you must mitigate. i do this in a dozen states - all provide for
mitigation vs outright denial. this is a major step backwards & inconsistent with the financial providers
parameters & legislative intent for redevelopement.
3) market advantage should remain the same - what is the difference between 25 & 35% advantage? all you are
gonna do is poach your own exisiting projects that had a 25% or below advantage by giving more credit and
hence advantage to the newer, nicer projects? say hello to occupancy issues at all lihtc projects that were built
4+ years ago. if anything the newer projects should have less of an advantage to offset their newness.
4) rehab cap - who spends 120k per unit on lipstick deals? carpet, cabinents & countertops dont cost 100k, that
cap should be half of that.

1

5) need to reward use of state historic or mill credits vs requiring both federal & state components. the goal here
is to incent historic preservation (as mandated federally) but to also recognize the value of other subsidies in
bringing down the overall "cost" to the agency. if a person has fed & state historics, they start 30% ahead of the
field & use effectively 30% less of the agency resources than a straight new construction deal. that should be
rewarded. suggestion is increase category value to 2 pts for both & 1 point for state only (20% value vs 3035%) or just take what you have & award 1 for fed & state & 1/2 for state only. the state legislature wants this.
this an opportunity to layer financing and increase agency reach by leveraging its resources further (you know i
really think it should be 20 points but im trying to moderate as i get older..)
6) reward local participation - see above. it gets local buy in, it saves the agency $, etc etc - no brainer. most
states do it. make it meaningful point wise.
thank you

jim sari
www.sariandco.com
3369724182

This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Click here to report this email as
spam.
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:43 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: 2017 qap comments

Please post on 2017 tax credit comments page. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Jim Sari [mailto:jim@sariandcompany.biz]
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:35 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: 2017 qap comments

son sam attended the event & brought me back some notes. comments are as follows:
1) leave the scoring exactly the same - it takes 1 - 3 cycles to find a high scoring site (based on parameters that
the state determined needed to be rewarded). then you have to engage the locals & get thei sign off. too many
states change this entirely to frequently & basically overturn the apple cart - this causes deals to be thrown
together more quickly without the benefit of local input & invariably problems arise. i think this category shoud
run on 3-4 year cycles, providing adequate time for projects to be expertly designed & accepted by the
communities.
2) proximity to railroads need to be mitigated not outright abolished. that makes no sense. most small towns
have tracks that will disqualify numerous sites, including practically all old mill sites, sites which the state
legislature have incented with mill credits (even for new construction!) to be redeveloped. this disqualification
of sites which can easily be mitigated (even HUD allows this thru use of the noise book (halloween book) as do
all lenders & equity providers. the reg is fine as is - if you are within x amount of feet from the rail line & noise
exceeds x decibels according to the hud book, you must mitigate. i do this in a dozen states - all provide for
mitigation vs outright denial. this is a major step backwards & inconsistent with the financial providers
parameters & legislative intent for redevelopement.
3) market advantage should remain the same - what is the difference between 25 & 35% advantage? all you are
gonna do is poach your own exisiting projects that had a 25% or below advantage by giving more credit and
hence advantage to the newer, nicer projects? say hello to occupancy issues at all lihtc projects that were built
4+ years ago. if anything the newer projects should have less of an advantage to offset their newness.
4) rehab cap - who spends 120k per unit on lipstick deals? carpet, cabinents & countertops dont cost 100k, that
cap should be half of that.

1

5) need to reward use of state historic or mill credits vs requiring both federal & state components. the goal here
is to incent historic preservation (as mandated federally) but to also recognize the value of other subsidies in
bringing down the overall "cost" to the agency. if a person has fed & state historics, they start 30% ahead of the
field & use effectively 30% less of the agency resources than a straight new construction deal. that should be
rewarded. suggestion is increase category value to 2 pts for both & 1 point for state only (20% value vs 3035%) or just take what you have & award 1 for fed & state & 1/2 for state only. the state legislature wants this.
this an opportunity to layer financing and increase agency reach by leveraging its resources further (you know i
really think it should be 20 points but im trying to moderate as i get older..)
6) reward local participation - see above. it gets local buy in, it saves the agency $, etc etc - no brainer. most
states do it. make it meaningful point wise.
thank you

jim sari
www.sariandco.com
3369724182
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Monday, October 17, 2016 4:00 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Comment on QAP

Please post on the 2017 tax credit webpage for QAP comments. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Drew Schaumber [mailto:drew@schaumberdevelopment.com]
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2016 2:14 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: Comment on QAP

Laura,
Threshold Participation Criteria item #2 Previous Years Development Completion Status has become a very
challenging date to meet due to the increase in time jurisdictions are taking to approve plans and issue building
permits. In general the issue is more so in populated areas where cities and counties are seeing historically high
permit submissions, but I imagine the issue is statewide.
It is an extremely difficult process to close a construction loan without building permits. Developers do not
engage architects and engineers until a reservation is received in August. While the developer may control the
timeframe to submit the plans, after submission, the process is out of the developer's control. Until the overall
economy slows down, the backlog of new construction permits will continue to be historically high and
receiving building permits by February will continue to be a serious challenge.
If the authority is concerned that a developer is not moving a project along and therefore does not want to award
that developer a new deal, then I would request changing the date from February until July or August. If a
developer has not closed the construction loan or purchased the land, then the authority will not give that
developer a new reservation or award. Making this change would prevent a non-performing developer from
continuing to tie up credits, but it would not penalize a developer for working within a challenging market who
may need 60 more days to close and start a project.
Apprecaite your consideration,
Drew
______________
Drew Schaumber
Schaumber Development
1

202-905-7722 (m)
864-214-1457(o)
202-747-5773 (f)
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Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Friday, October 21, 2016 1:40 PM
Johnson, Leanne 6-9248
FW: Comment on QAP

Please post on the 2017 QAP webpage. Thanks,

Laura Nicholson, Development Director
300‐C Outlet Pointe Blvd. I Columbia, SC 29210
Phone: 803.896.9190 I Fax: 803.551‐4925
www.SCHousing.com

From: Drew Schaumber [mailto:drew@schaumberdevelopment.com]
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2016 1:37 PM
To: Nicholson, Laura 6-9190
Subject: Comment on QAP

Laura,
The QAP has added points for a site's proximity to a Bus Stop in the Urban pool. This is a good addition to the
QAP as it offers an immediate benefit to any resident living in housing provided by the tax credit
program. Unfortunately, the draft QAP only considers the Bus Stop points in the Urban pool; further, the Urban
pool has been limited to what appears to be only the largest cities in the state. Many municipalities in South
Carolina offer bus services and most residents would benefit from new communities being close to bus services,
therefore, I request that the Bus Stop points proposed in the draft QAP be opened up to more set asides than just
the Urban.
Appreciate your consideration,
Drew

______________
Drew Schaumber
Schaumber Development
202-905-7722 (m)
864-214-1457(o)
202-747-5773 (f)
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229 Hube¡ Village Blvd., Suite 100
Westerville, OH,43081

Office: 614.396.3200
Fax: 614.396 32'10
www.wodagroup.com
DEVELOPMENI
CONSTRUCTIOI\
MANAGEMENT

October 25,2016

LauraNicholson
Tax Credit Program Manager
SC State Housing Authority
300-C Outlet Pointe Blvd
Columbia, SC29210
Re: Qualified Allocation Plan and Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Manual
Dear Ms. Nicholson:

V/e appreciate the opportunity comment on the 2017 - 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan and Low'We
believe that the following comments will help to
Income Housing Tax Credit Manual ("QAP").
improve the QAP and in turn improve the quality of housing that is being provided to those who
qualiff.
W'e ask you to consider the

following for the2017 - 2018 QAP:

1. Under the points for Positive Site Characteristics, Entertainment Venues: "museums,
theaters, cinemas, bowling alleys, skating rinks and miniature golf "should be added back
into the QAP. Taking away previously accepted positive site characteristics does not benefit
low income households. These site characteristics add to the quality of life and give residents
options. Some museums are free and very educational in nature, while other minimal cost
amenities such as theaters, cinemas, bowling alleys, skating rinks and miniature golfpromote
and nourish sociological growth desirable to typical families served by the affordable
housing community. The Entertainment Venues category has had an encompassing
definition since 2013, and eliminating the previous services is not good public policy.
Quality development takes years and not months to accomplish, and consistency is an
important part of strategic development.

2. We have spoken to a lot of investors over the past 12 months and they are seeking to only
partner with development teams able to ensure that deals can get done on time and on budget.
In an environment where planning processes have become more convoluted and complicated
and due diligence eminently seems to take longer to complete, investors are becoming
increasingly concerned about a partner's ability to place developments into service within an
acceptable timetable. Investors are looking at everything from financial capacity to
development team capacity to past performance.
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Below are some items that we would ask SC Housing to consider in the QAP

'We

a

Points for Staff Capacity

a

Points for related Management Company

a

Points for related Construction Company

ask you to consider the following for the 2017

1.

-

2018 TC Manual:

The minimum amount initially reserved for development participating in the Rehabilitation
Set-Aside should be increased to $1,950,000. Preservation is an important altemative to
substandard housing. Some believe it wrongfully rewards current owners who have let their
properties fall into disrepair but actually it helps the residents and the communities that are in
dire need of rehabilitation.

2. If the maximum

amount of tax credits to be awarded per deal in the Rural Housing Service
(RHS) Set-Aside is $800,000 then the maximum amount initially reserved for development
participating in the RHS Set-Aside should be reduced to $800,000.

3.

Under the Nonprofit Set-Aside we suggest changing the language to "the maximum amount
initially reserved for development participating in the Nonprofit Set-Aside should not exceed
ten percent of the state LIHTC ceiling. Acting alone, few of these entities are qualified to take
on $3 million to $10 million dollar projects and to monitor and manage these projects for 15
or more years. These entities should compete on a level playing field and if qualified, should
be allocated credits. SC Housing will not have a difficult time meeting the 10oá nonproht
requirement of Section 42 if this language is removed. Allocating credits arbitrarily to
unqualified and community based non-profits narrows the field of syndicators willing to buy
the credits and thereby reduces the pricing for the credits. This results in fewer units being
funded that should be funded.

Thank you considering our comments.
Sincerely,

THE WODA

,INC.

S

Sr. Vice President
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